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FOREWORD

The present publication is a continuation of the Documents on Bis- 
armament series previously published by the Department of State 
and the United States 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 ifirst 
volimie 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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Report by the Department of Defense on 
Project Vela, July 7, 1962 ^

The Advanced Research Projects Agency (AEPA) of the Depart
ment of Defense has been carrying on Project Vela, an intensive re
search and development program to improve methods of detecting 
underground nuclear explosions. The continuing study of earth
quakes and the resumption of underground nuclear testing in recent 
months have brought forth a considerable amount of new data for 
evaluation. In addition, several of the research projects initiated in 
the field of seismology and the development of related seismic detec
tion techniques have begun to bear fruit.

These new data are under continuing review and analysis, but in 
view of the high degree of public interest in the subject the following 
preliminary conclusions and observations are presented at this time.

During the past year it has been determined that sensitive seismic 
detection instruments can be operated in abandoned cased oil wells 
at depths reaching 10,000 feet. Initial research results indicate that 
the sensitivity achieved in such installations is five to ten times better 
than that obtained at the surface. Hence it appears highly probable 
that a single deep hole seismic installation will match the capability 
of a large horizontal array of seismic detectors spaced over several 
miles, i.e., it may be possible to place effective seismic instruments 
in areas previously felt to 'be inadequate as sites for detection stations. 
In addition, further experimentation with surface arrays of seismic 
instruments indicates that, with the use of special filtering teclmiques, 
improvement in sensitivity somewhat greater than that previously 
considered possible can be obtained. The combined use of deep hole 
and horizontal array techniques would provide an increase in signal 
detection capability; however, their effectiveness has not been fully 
evaluated.

Initial experiments with ocean-bottom seismometers at depths as 
great as 4,000 feet and at a distance of 300 miles from Nevada demon
strate that these unique instruments are capable under some conditions 
of detecting seismic signals dfrom underground nuclear detonations 
with a sensitivity comparable to that of conventional land installa-

 ̂BNDO/45, July 16,1962.
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tions. With over seventy per cent of the world covered by inter
national waters, the full implications of this new detection capability 
remain to be assessed.

As a result of the highly-monitored Gnome underground nuclear 
explosion near Carlsbad, New Mexico, it has been found that seismic 
travel-time anomalies, even within the United States are sufficient to 
cause the location of what could be a suspicious seismic event to fall 
some distance outside of the 75 square mile area of suspicion pre
viously considered adequate by many experts. On the other hand, 
new data under collection and new time correction techniques under 
study should assist in alleviating these uncertainties in those areas 
where travel time and other geophysical data can be accumulated.

Gnome also demonstrated that differences in the propagation path 
introduced pronounced changes in signal strength when measured 
in various directions from an underground explosion.

In Gnome, deviations of as much as ten times below and ten times 
above the expected signal strength of body waves were observed in 
differing directions out to 1,200 miles. Wide variations in signal 
strength have also been found to occur when the medium surround
ing the shotpoint is changed. Thus, alluvium has been found to 
“muffle” the distant seismic signal by as much as ten times over that 
expected from a similar shot in volcanic tuff, whereas hard rock such 
as salt or granite increases the signal size by about a factor of two. 
With such experimental data at hand, it is likely to be possible, with 
further study and analysis, to determine within practical limits the 
effect of other containing mediums of signal generation.

The monitoring of more than 40 U.S. underground nuclear det
onations and the comparison of their signals with those of hundreds 
of earthquakes throughout the world confirms that the many changes 
introduced by the varied layering of the earth can markedly distort 
the seismic signals from such explosions. As a consequence, there is 
a substantial overlap in the wave train characteristics of earthquakes 
and underground nuclear explosions.

However, there is a good possibility of considerably enhancing the 
identification of earthquakes by further improving depth-of-focus 
determinations, since man-made explosions occur within a mile or so 
of the surface and earthquakes usually originate at depths of several 
miles or greater.

In addition, the test results have demonstrated that the much-dis
cussed first motion criterion for identifying some seismic events 
as earthquakes is reliable at stations having signal-to-noise ratios of 
ten or better. Thus, for a shot of three kilotons yield in hard rock, 
consistent compressional motion has been observed out to a distance 
of 450 miles. In contrast, a much larger shot in alluvium gave con
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sistent outward motion only to 250 miles at which time the motion 
became random. With the improved sensitivities mentioned above 
now forthcoming from the Vela miiform program, it may become 
possible to extend this particular criterion with some degree of re
liability to distances between 1,500 to 3,000 miles from buried nuclear 
explosions in the low kiloton range.

Additional study of the comparative signal magnitudes of the 
various seismic waves produced by nuclear explosions and earthquakes 
has indicated that there may be substantially fewer earthquakes that 
produce signals equivalent to an underground nuclear explosion of 
given yield in tuff than had heretofore been expected.

If this is confirmed, it means that there will be fewer earthquakes 
that might be mistaken for possible underground nuclear explosions 
of a given size.

Address by Premier KJirushchev to the World Congress 
for General Disarmament and Peace {Extracts}, July 
10, 1962"

We must all face the facts squarely. The threat of a new world 
war really exists. Mankind may be drawn into it if determined meas
ures are not taken. I t  is all too obvious that thermonuclear weapons 
are being continuously improved and that the accumulation of these 
weapons in the arsenals threatens to reach the critical point when, 
as we used to say, the guns begin to speak of their own accord, and, 
as we can now say, paraphrasing this saying, when rockets with 
thermonuclear warheads begin to launch themselves. Nuclear weap
ons are being deployed in an increasing number of countries. More 
and more military units are being supplied with them. This adds 
continually to the danger of the adventurist groups unleashing a new 
world war.

Never before have war preparations proceeded on so gigantic a 
scale as today. The league of monopolies of the war industry, the 
“merchants of death” and the inveterate militarists—̂ this ‘‘military- 
industrial complex,” as ex-President Eisenhower described it — îs 
whipping up the arms race to a frenzy. Competent Western nuclear 
scientists estimate that the “nuclear death potential” in the contem-

 ̂ENDO/47, July 16,1962. The address was delivered in Moscow.
^Department of State Bulletin, Feb. 6,1961, p. 180.
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porary world amounts to 260,000 megatons, or 250,000 million tons of 
TNT. This makes more than 80 tons of explosive for every inhabitant 
of our planet. Explosives, as you see, are a product that the world 
population has in abundant supply.

• • • • • • *

Kecently the Western press has been harping on the claim that 
the dangers of a thermonuclear war and its consequences are highly 
exaggerated. The United States, it is said, can afford to start such 
a war, because it will not be much worse than an ordinary one. It 
will simply involve a “somewhat” greater number of victims, ‘̂some* 
what” greater material losses, and will make rehabilitation only 
‘̂somewhat” more difficult. In order to survive, it is said, one need 

only build shelters in advance and adapt oneself to the mole’s way of 
life.

Tliere was a time when ex-President Eisenhower, and then his suc
cessor, President Kennedy, were realistic, and said that the military 
strengths of the Soviet Union and the United States were equal. This 
was President Kennedy’s attitude at the time of our Vienna meeting. 
Now, however, the United States leadership has set out to impress it 
upon its own people and upon the peoples in the allied countries, 
that the balance of strength has tipped in favour of the United States. 
The aim of these contentions is quite plain: by saying that they will 
win the war, the American militarists are trying to put heart into their 
own armed forces, and into those of their allies.

This dangerous concept is in itself aimed at increasing the tension 
in international affairs and adding to the threat of war. But from 
the point of view of reality, it is entirely groundless. I  wonder how 
the American leaders came to work out that the ratio of strength had 
changed in their favour. They have nothing to back up this claim. 
If  the matter is examined o>bjectively, the state of affairs looks entirely 
different. In order to ensure its security, the Soviet Union has been 
forced to develop over the last few years nuclear weapons of 50, 100, 
and more megatons, intercontinental rockets, a global rocket which 
is practically invulnerable to defence and an anti-missile rocket. The 
ruling groups of the United States which do not possess similar power
ful military weapons, have no reason at all to say that the balance 
of strength has changed in their favour.

I t is common knowledge that relative strength is measured in mili
tary action, and, more precisely, by the outcome of a war. In his day. 
Hitler kept saying that he had a tremendous margin of strength, but 
he was overwhelmed by the Soviet Union and its allies. Today, when 
nuclear rocket weapons are available, errors in judging the balance 
of strength are incalculably more dangerous to the peoples. Who can
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tell how many 100-megaton bombs are needed to destroy the cities 
of, say, Western Germany or of the other Powers whose leaders are in 
such a bellicose mood ? The false claims by the United States leader
ship that the balance of forces is in favour of the United States, not 
the Soviet Union, are fraught with the greatest peril both for the peo
ples of other countries and for the American people.

Kecently the Americans have been talking more and more about 
thermonuclear war. They are building up a kind of thermonuclear 
war cult. In this respect the speech by the US Secretary of Defense, 
McNamara, on 16 June is particularly significant.^ In it he says that 
an understanding may be reached that nuclear weapons should be used 
solely for striking at armed forces, not at big cities. The United 
States press says that McNamara’s statement had the approval of the 
White House, and interprets it as a sort of proposal to the Soviet 
Union regarding “rules” for waging nuclear war.

What is there to say about this “proposal” ?
It is a monstrous proposal, filled from beginning to end with a 

hatred for peoples, for mankind, because it seeks to legalise nuclear 
war and thereby the murder of millions upon millions of people.

I t shows that certain groups in the United States want to divert the 
main blow onto the countries that have American bases and armed 
forces, countries such as Italy, Turkey, Britain, Western Germany, 
Japan, Greece, and so on.

Lastly, it is also the grossest of deceptions as far as the people of the 
United States are concerned. Are there no armed forces in big cities 
and in their neighbourhood? Will not nuclear bomb&—exploded 
according to McNamara’s “rules” in, say, the suburbs of New York— 
scorch that immense city with their deadly breath ? Some countries 
do not possess big cities like those of the United States, and the de
struction of medium-size towns, townships and villages seems to be 
within the “rules” proposed by McNamara.

But are not the people of medium-size towns and villages, on which 
McNamara sees fit to shower atomic bombs, just as dear as the popula
tion of large cities ?

We believe that what we must agree upon is not the rules of nuclear 
war, but how to eliminate the very possibility of its breaking out. 
Then towns, big and small, would remain intact and all townships, 
villages, and farming communities would remain intact as well.

In present conditions, world war must not be measured by old 
criteria and considered in outworn modes of thought. We have to face 
up to the fact that the weapons of war have changed radically, and

 ̂Ante, pp. 622-628.
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qualitatively, and that their destructive force has increased to unheard- 
of proportions. What does this imply ?

First, modem weapons cannot in any \^ay be compared to the old. 
The explosive force of only one powerful hydrogen bomb is many 
times greater than that of all the explosives used in all the wars in 
history, including the First and Second World Wars.

Second, nuclear rocket war completely erases the line between the 
battlefield and the rear. What is more, it is the civilian population 
that will be the first victim of the weapons of mass annihilation. In a 
war of this sort, just a few thermonuclear bombs are capable of wiping 
out not only enormous industrial centres with populations of many 
millions, but whole countries. American experts estimate that one 20- 
megaton hydrogen bomb, exploded in the air, would raze to the ground 
all brick and frame houses within a radius of 24 kilometres from ground 
zero. A roaring ocean of flame would engulf everything that bums, 
all living beings, over a distance equal to that from New York to 
Philadelphia. Yet there are now bombs of fifty, a hundred and even 
more megatons. Scientists estimate roughly that the world stock
pile of nuclear weapons is by now equal in power to 12,500,000 bombs 
of the kind dropped on Hiroshima.

Finally, with the present alignment of forces and the new types of 
weapon, the nuclear war advocated by the American militarists would 
not be confined to the territories of two countries. I t would be uni
versal and would bring destruction and death to millions of people all 
over the world. What would that cost mankind? One of the out
standing fighters against atomic death, the prominent American scien
tist Linus Pauling, estimates in his book, “No More War,” that the 
probable niunber of victims of a nuclear war will be 800 millions.  ̂
This is the grim truth about the real nature of thermonuclear war, 
and if the Western statesmen today keep this truth from the peoples, 
they are committing a crime against mankind, the peoples of their own 
countries included.

Those who are balancing on the “brink of war” maintain that nu
clear rocket weapons are in themselves a sufficient guarantee that peace 
will prevail. This conception, known in the West as the “balance 
of terror”, is contrary to common sense and constitutes scandalous 
deception of the people. In actual fact the “balance of terror” flag 
is (being used to camouflage plans for a preventive war. Some responsi
ble United States statesmen go to the length of saying publicly that 
they are prepared to take the “initiative in a nuclear conflict with 
the Soviet Union”.

 ̂See No More War! (New Yark, 1959), pp. 141-142.
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Give this some thought. I t is not a mere threat of thermonuclear 
war, but an attempt to impose an ill-omened competition as to who 
will be first to start the war. By saying that they can be the first 
to start a war, they seem to give the cue to other countries. Hurry, 
they say, and outstrip your adversary. What is this likely to lead to? 
Obviously, to disastrous consequences. I t was a staggering state
ment to make. Its authors have given no thought to what war holds 
in store for the United States itself and for its allies. The United 
States politicians are telling their people more and more insistently 
that in a nuclear war the United States will suffer smaller losses than 
the Soviet Union and are claiming that it can get the upper hand. 
This is a baseless illusion. It is meant to condition public opinion in 
the United States and its allies to war: “We must hurry and start 
the war now,” they say, “for the situation may change.” This is 
nothing but conditioning men’s minds to the inevitability of war and 
vindicating the aggressive forces which are eager to speed the out
break of an atomic war.

But we declare most firmly: If the aggressors start a nuclear war, 
they themselves will inevitably perish in its flames.

It should be borne in mind that in a world of international tension 
even a simple mistake may cause the lightning-like chain reaction of 
a universal war. Take the case of General Power, Chief of the United 
States Strategic Air Command. In November, 1961, after a false 
alarm, he ordered bombers stationed at all United States bases to 
head for the Soviet Union. He did not even trouble to inform the 
United States President, that is to say, the commander-in-chief of the 
country’s armed forces, about this. For twelve-and-a-half minutes 
the American Strategic Air Command was virtually in a state of war 
with the Soviet Union. Who is to guarantee that in the event of an
other false alarm the over-zealous American generals will sound the 
retreat before disaster breaks loose ?

There is a great danger that war may break out owing to technical 
miscalculations. Accidents with American planes carrying atom and 
hydrogen bombs, and with rockets with nuclear warheads, are grow
ing in number. Quite recently, on 4 June 1962, a Thor rocket was 
destroyed in the air owing to technical faults, and its nuclear war
head fell somewhere in the Pacific Ocean. The same thing happened 
on 20 June. Such occurrences are of course very alarming. “Gius- 
tizia”, an Italian newspaper, commented quite rightly that “the run
away Thor could have set off a world war.” This shows once again 
how dangerous to peace is the atomic hysteria of the reactionary 
Western militarist groups.
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As long as the various national stockpiles of lethal weapons re
main and grow, the war threat will grow also. The path to genuine 
peace is general and complete disarmament.

In this age of nuclear weapons, this age of rockets, the danger of 
a murderous nuclear war cannot be eliminated unless the means of 
mass annihilation are utterly destroyed and nuclear weapons pro
hibited. We are in favour of the complete destruction of the material 
means of warfare.

The ‘̂policy of strength,” of “brinkmanship” and “atomic intimida
tion,” would be impossible in the international relations of a disarmed 
world. The slogan of general and complete disarmament is equivalent 
to the slogan: “Down with wars between peoples, long live peace!”

That is why the struggle for general and complete disarmament is 
becoming the prime duty of the forces of peace of all organisations 
and movements, national and international, advocating the main
tenance and strengthening of peace. Disarmament is the compelling 
need of our time.

II. T h e  S o v ie t  D i s a r m a m e n t  P r o g r a m m e

Dear delegates, the Soviet Government is firmly and consistently 
carrying out a policy of promoting peace and peaceful co-existence. 
In putting forward its programme for general and complete disarma
ment, the Soviet Government was prompted by the need for a radical 
solution to the problem of security for all nations through getting 
rid of the very possibility of war.^

What is the main point of our programme? The pivot and core of 
disarmament is the banning and complete destruction of nuclear 
weapons.

The Soviet Government proposes at least the immobilising of all 
nuclear weapons, paralysing them by destroying all means of deliver
ing them, from the outset, from the very first stage of disarmament. 
We propose abolishing at one stroke the rockets, aircraft, surface 
warships and submarines that can carry nuclear weapons, atomic 
artillery installations, and all military bases on foreign soil; and the 
withdrawal of all troops from foreign soil.

Without rockets, aircraft, surface warships, or submarines, nuclear 
arms would no longer be dangerous, even if an unscrupulous Govern
ment stowed some of them away. The destruction of all means of 
delivery would make it impossible for any country possessing atomic 
weapons to strike a nuclear blow at other countries. A proposal to 
this effect was made at one time by the President of France, General

 ̂See ante, pp. 103-127.
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de Gaulle, and we fully supported it. Unfortunately the French 
Government took no effective steps to further its own proposal. What 
is more, it has refused to take part in the disarmament negotiations in 
Geneva.

It is said that nuclear weapons can also be carried in TU-114s, 
Boeing 707s and other civil aircraft. But if there is a real desire 
for disarmament, the various countries may for a while keep their 
means of defence—anti-aircraft artillery, and air defence rockets and 
fighters. Modern means of warfare make it possible to shoot down 
any aircraft flying at any altitude. As you see, the argument is 
thoroughly untenable.

By proposing that disarmament be started with the abolition of all 
nuclear weapon vehicles, the Soviet Union, which has the world’s 
most powerful global and intercontinental missiles, is relinquishing 
of its own free will a most important military advantage. But we 
take this step without faltering because we believe that it would ex
pedite the solution of the disarmament problem.

For our part, we insist that the Western Powers should agree to 
abolish all their military bases on foreign soil and withdraw their 
troops from foreign countries. Those bases have been set up for ag
gression and not for defence. It must be obvious to anyone that, for 
instance, the United States rocket and nuclear bases on the Japanese 
island of Okinawa or in Libya, on African soil, or the United States 
bases in Britain, Italy, Turkey, Greece, and Thailand, are not needed 
for the defence of the United States. Whoever denies this is trying 
to pass black off as white.

Judge Douglas, a member of the United States Supreme Court, 
makes a revealing admission on this subject. He says in his new book 
that the United States had ringed Eussia with airfields, where Ameri
can bombers and fighter planes were in combat readiness round the 
clock, he wrote in his book.  ̂ The American bases included Morocco, 
where for a number of years United States bombers carrying atom 
bombs patrolled the skies day and night, ready to head for set targets 
on receipt of a coded signal. This is added proof that the threat of a 
new world war will persist as long as those bases exist.

In order greatly to reduce the danger of armed conflict between 
States, the Soviet Union also proposes that at the very beginning of 
disarmament the numerical strength of the national armed forces 
be substantially cut and conventional armaments reduced accordingly. 
We think it possible to carry disarmament through to the end in four 
years. This is a short but quite sufficient time limit.

 ̂See Democmcy's Manifesto (Garden City, 1962), p. 10. 
688—714— 63— vol. II-------3
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We are willing to seek and find miitually-acceptable wording for 
all the provisions of our draft treaty, and to compromise wherever 
necessary— t̂hat is to say, of course, without prejudice to general and 
complete disarmament. The only thing we are not willing to do is to 
renomice general and complete disarmament, to emasculate our draft 
treaty, and to strip it of all real disarmament measures. To that we 
shall never agree.

We are for disarmament, not for talk about disarmament. A situa
tion in which the arms race grows in intensity while disarmament 
negotiations go on and on can no longer be tolerated. According to 
estimates made by the United States News and World Report^ the 
seventeen years from 1946 to 1962 have seen 863 international disarma
ment meetings, which took 17,000 hours to hold and at which 18 mil
lion words were uttered.^ While millions of words about disarmament 
become useless slag of history, arms production is increasing. Certain 
Western circles are turning the disarmament negotiations into a talk
ing shop so that they may maintain, behind a smokescreen of verbiage 
about disarmament, favourable conditions for war business and con
tinue to pile up mountains of armaments.

The Western Powers’ behaviour at Geneva indicates that they do 
not want disarmament. The speeches made by the delegates of the 
United States and its allies at Geneva are purely perfunctory and 
declaratory. Those delegates pretend that their negative stand is 
acceptable and then represent us as opponents of agreement. But 
let us take a look into the substance of the United States proposals.

You will recall that after a long delay the United States finally 
submitted “an outline of basic provisions of a treaty” on disarma
ment.  ̂ That outline shows that the United States attitude on general 
and complete disarmament remains essentially negative, although in 
regard to secondary points and form it has now been varnished to some 
extent and contains many words about disarmament.

In fact, however, the “basic provisions” do not prescribe the really 
basic thing, namely a complete ban on nuclear weapons, the destruc
tion of all stockpiles accumulated by States, and the abolition of mili
tary bases on foreign soil. To agree to this sort of “disarmament” 
would mean deceiving the peoples and harming the cause of peace.

No sooner had the negotiations begun than the United States and 
its partners again attempted, as in the past, to shift all attention from 
disarmament questions to the much-advertised problem of inter
national control, alleging that control was the crux of the disarma
ment problem. Essentially, however, the United States control pro-

 ̂Issue of Feb. 12,1962, p. 6. 
 ̂Ante, pp. 351-382.
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posal is the same old demand, slightly refurbished. True, this time 
it is presented more subtly than before, but its meaning is the same— 
it is designed to set up a legalised system of international espionage 
for the benefit of a potential aggressor. Speaking about this kind of 
‘‘novelty,” Russian people say: “I t’s the same broth, but a bit thinner.”

Our position is simple and easy to understand. We are in favour 
of completely abolishing the various kinds of armaments, one after 
another. Furthermore, every step towards general and complete 
disarmament envisaged in our draft treaty is invariably accompanied 
by measures for strict international control.

But we are against establishing control over the armaments that 
will remain. Control over remaining weapons is bound to be recon
naissance, an attempt to ascertain whether the balance of forces 
has changed as a result of the cut in armaments, and whether it is 
not possible to take advantage of a change to launch an attack. No 
self-respecting country can accept such control.

The Western Powers are seeking comprehensive control while pro
posing very limited disarmament measures. The United States pro
poses that disarmament shall begin with a 30 per cent reduction of 
the means of delivering nuclear weapons and of certain conventional 
armaments.

Yet the question arises whether the actual threat of war would 
be eased by this. No, it would not, because a huge thermonuclear 
potential would be retained. Mr. Nehru, the Prime Minister of India, 
is perfectly right in declaring that ‘‘Disarmament is no longer a ques
tion of reduction of armaments. A quarter of the nuclear arsenal of 
the big Powers is enough to wipe out the whole world.” ^

Furthermore, the United States, which proposes a 30 per cent re
duction in the number of inter-continental ballistic missiles and global 
missiles in the first stage, wants to keep the existing network of mili
tary bases intact. The United States virtually tfails to provide for 
the abolition of military bases on foreign territory and the withdrawal 
of foreign troops from the countries concerned, even in the third stage 
of disarmament. Does the United States Government really imagine 
that the Soviet Union would agree to a 30 per cent cut in the first 
stage, and to another 35 per cent cut in the second stage, in its most 
developed, most powerful combat missiles while the United States 
military bases, so situated as to be able to strike at our territory, re
mained absolutely intact ? We are not our own enemies, and we shall 
never agree to that sort of disarmament, if we may call it that.

And lastly, with this approach to the matter, United States ac
ceptance of partial disarmament looks like a ruse for discovering all

" ENDC/PV.5, p. 35.
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the arsenals of our national security—that is to say, to throw open 
the doors to a reconnaissance and espionage system and thus make 
things easier for a potential aggressor. The so-called zonal inspection 
provided in the United States “outline” also pursues an obvious 
aim, which is to establish the exact sites of Soviet rocket and nuclear 
installations. In this case we may say, paraphrasing an American 
expression, that the reconnaissance tail wags the policy dog.

All the difficulties over the issue of control arise from the fact that 
the Western Powers virtually sever it from the fulfilment of the 
decisive task, that is to say real disarmament. We call on the Western 
Powers once again to accept our proposals for general and complete 
disarmament, and then we will accept any control measures they may 
propose.

The United States Oovemment suggests that large international 
armed forces be established, and insists that they shall 'be equipped 
with nuclear weapons. I t  regards the so-called “United Nations 
troops” in the Congo as a model of such forces. I t is legitimate to 
ask, as we have already done on more than one occasion: Who will 
command those armed forces ? Who will give the orders ? The United 
States says the United Nations will. But what would this imply in 
practice? The United Nations machinery in its present form is 
dominated by the very powers that govern NATO, as events in the 
Congo have clearly shown. In these circumstances, to accept the 
United States proposal would mean choosing suicide, disarming our
selves, and enabling NATO to use the international armed forces for 
the purpose of dictating its will to us.

The only reasonable solution to the problem is to provide equal 
opportunities for control of the international forces. Today there 
are three groups of countries represented in the United Nations, and 
each group should enjoy the same rights and opportunities as the 
other two.

Is it normal that, because of United States resistance, the Chinese 
People’s Eepublic has not to this day taken its lawful seat in the 
United Nations?

Only if all the groups of States are equal will there be no abuse 
of the international armed forces to the detriment of any one group. 
I t stands to reason that placing nuclear weapons at the disposal of the 
international armed forces is out of the question. That would be 
equivalent to mocking the peoples, who insist on being delivered for 
ever from the horrors of a nuclear war.

The United States also suggests empowering the International 
Court, in which there is no veto, to adopt decisions binding on coun
tries, including decisions on peace and security issues. This proposal.
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which, in reality undermines the United Nations Charter and nulli
fies the role of the Security Council as the chief agency for the main
tenance of international peace and security, aims at infringing Soviet 
interests and replacing the United Nations by a new international 
political system in which the Western Powers expect to occupy a 
dominant position. Can we accept such a thing? Of course not! 
These proposals are aimed at undermining, not promoting, peace.

The United States persists in its refusal to specify a general time 
limit for the carrying out of general and complete disarmament meas
ures, although it now gives time limits for the first two stages. The- 
provisions of the United States outline have been so worded that they 
enable the Western Powers to delay the process of disarmament in
definitely and, indeed, to defeat it if at any moment they conclude 
that strategically it is to their advantage to do so.

Lastly, I  am bound to say that—as is becoming increasingly evident 
at Geneva—the United States has no desire at all to conclude a general 
and complete disarmament treaty that would oblige States to scrap 
their war machinery within strict time limits. United States Govern
ment spokesmen tell our delegates at Geneva plainly that the United 
States Government would never sign, nor Congress ratify, a general 
and complete disarmament treaty. It follows that the United States, 
is merely talking about disarmament Avhile actually opposing it.

The Soviet Union is prepared to take into account, as it has done- 
in the past, all requirements of the Western Powers that do not con
flict with solution of the problem of general and complete disarma
ment. But such requirements are still very few.

We are prepared to consider carefully any proposal by our partners^ 
in the negotiations, to seek and find mutually-acceptable ways by 
which drafting of a disarmament treaty can be promoted. We are 
prepared to do our utmost for the success of the work of the Eighteen- 
Nation Committee in Geneva, so that our collective efforts may result 
in an effective programme for disarmament.

World opinion favours the conclusion of a disarmament treaty, 
«,nd offers advice on how to reconcile the differences. Certain passages 
in the message to this congress from the British philosopher Bertrand 
Eussell are noteworthy in that respect.

Jjord Russell says:
I like all negotiators from the West to state: “I am firmly convinced

that a midyear war would be worse than the world-wide victory of commu- 
nism.’’ I fihionld like every negotiator from the Bast to declare: “I am firmly 
<?onvlnced that a nuclear war would be worse than the world-wide victory 
‘Of «apitalism.””
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Those on either side who refused to make such a declaration would brand 
themselves as enemies of mankind and advocates of the extinction of the 
human race.

We, spokesmen of the socialist world, have never said that we were 
prepared to launch a thermonuclear war for the sake of Communist 
victory throughout the world. Our leader V. I. Lenin proclaimed in 
the early years of our revolution the policy of the peaceful coexistence 
of States with different social systems and stated that the struggle 
against the capitalist system should be transferred to the sphere of 
economic competition. We stand squarely upon those Leninist 
principles.

We do not interpret Earl Russell’s message as an appeal for an 
ultimatum: either war and atomic death, or recognition of commu
nism ; or, vice-versa^ either nuclear war or recognition of capitalism. 
We believe that if either side works for the victory of its ideology 
and policy by augmenting its armed forces and its threats of war, 
things will surely move towards a world-wide nuclear war. We de
clare to the whole world that the policy of starting a world war in 
order that the Communist ideology should win is foreign to us.

We base ourselves on the fact that there are two systems in the 
world—one system of States based on capitalist principles and an
other based on the Marxist-Leninist doctrine, on socialist principles. 
An ideological and political struggle is in progress between these two 
systems. We believe that this struggle should not be developed into 
a war between States with different social systems, but that matters 
should be settled through peaceful competition. Let every country 
of the socialist and the capitalist worlds prove the advantages of its 
system by peaceful endeavour.

The main criteria are: which system, the capitalist or the socialist, 
provides the people with the greater material and spiritual blessings, 
the higher living and cultural standards? Which of them makes 
genuine freedom for the individual possible, and ensures the rapid 
development of the productive forces, culture, and science for the ben
efit of mankind and of the people ? We believe that to be the basis on 
which to settle the dispute about whose system, whose views, are 
progressive, and which system really benefits the masses. The sys
tem that proves its advantages will win men’s minds.

The programme of general and complete disarmament put forward 
by the Soviet Government is the most striking and the strongest proof 
of our desire to settle controversial issues through peaceful competi
tion, not war. I t also shows that we are confident of winning in 
peaceful competition with capitalism.
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The fundamental means of safeguarding peace is complete abolition 
of the physical machinery of war. In moving towards this goal the 
Soviet Government does not rule out, but on the contrary considers 
essential, agreement on the adoption of a series of steps to ease inter
national tension, to strengthen confidence among countries, and 
considerably to facilitate general and complete disarmament. Among 
such measures we include the establishment of nuclear-free zones in 
various areas, renunciation of the further spread of nuclear weapons, 
the withdrawal of troops from the territories of foreign States, the 
prohibition of war propaganda, and the conclusion of a non-aggression 
pact between the countries of NATO and of the Warsaw Treaty 
Organisation.

We have made numerous attempts to reach agreement with the 
Western Powers on a limited disarmament programme, but have in
variably come up against a refusal. Take the disarmament proposals 
we presented to the Western Powers in 1955.̂  Those were not pro
posals for general and complete disarmament, but only for a reduction 
of the armed forces of the Soviet Union and of the United States to
1.500.000 men. ISTor was this figure at all accidental, for the Western 
Powers had themselves named it during the talks then in progress.  ̂
Yet what happened? As soon as we had agreed to the figure of
1.500.000 men for the USSE and the United States, our partners in the 
talks drew back and turned down our proposal.

In 1957 the Soviet Government proposed an agreement on at least 
partial measures of disarmament.® Among these measures we in
cluded, this time as well, the Western Powers’ own proposal for estab
lishing aerial photography zones in order to discover secret prepara
tions for aggression. You may remember that aerial photography 
was then a pet idea of President Eisenhower’s. We proposed estab
lishing one aerial photography zone in Europe 800 kilometres deep on 
either side of the demarcation line between the armed forces of NATO 
and the Warsaw Treaty Organisation. The zone was to include the 
territories of the German Democratic Republic, Poland, Czechoslo
vakia, and a sizeable strip of Soviet territory. The other zone was 
to have covered our Far East all the way to Lake Baikal, and an equal 
part of United States territory. In the same period we made one more 
proposal— t̂he setting up of control posts at railway junctions, in 
harbours, and on motor highways to prevent surprise attack. In this 
case, too, we took Western desires into consideration.

* Documents on Disarmament, 19JI5-1959, vol. I, pp. 45(>-4G7.
" See ihid,, pp. 365-369, 452-458.
" vol. II, pp. 77&-7S7.
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And what was the outcome? What was the lot that befell our pro
posals for aerial photography zones and control posts? They were 
rejected by the United States and the other NATO Powers, which is 
regrettable, for anyone will realize that, had we at that time succeeded 
in reaching agreement on the lines we suggested, the war danger would 
now be far less. Now that rockets have become our principal means 
of defence and NATO generals would readily sell their souls to the 
Devil to find out where those defences are, our measures can no longer 
be carried out except as part of general and complete disarmament.

The Soviet Government has approached the disarmament problem 
from different angles. For a number of years we proposed, for ex
ample, agreement on the withdrawal of foreign troops from German 
territory or, to begin with, on their reduction by one-third, to ease 
tension in Europe where the armed forces of the two groupings of 
countries are in direct contact. But this Soviet proposal, too, was left 
hanging in the air because of the Western Powers’ opposition.

Unfortunately the Western Powers do not want an agreement on 
disarmament problems. Their opposition is particularly manifest in 
their refusal to come to terms on the discontinuance of all tests of 
atomic and hydrogen weapons.

It is true that nuclear tests are not the same as nuclear war. Yet 
their after-effects are very serious for mankind even now. The new 
and major series of nuclear tests which the United States Government 
is carrying out jointly with the British Government is a challenge to 
mankind. Matters have reached a point where the United States is 
testing nuclear weapons in space, regardless of the dangerous effect 
the tests may have on people’s living conditions.

President Kennedy said: ‘‘There is no health hazard here in this 
country, nor will there be, from our tests.”  ̂ Mr. Kennedy told the 
people of his country an untruth. Present-day scientific data say 
that the United States tests are doing immense harm to people’s 
health. Besides, the earth is inhabited not only by the Americans 
but also by the British, Eussian, Chinese, Japanese, French, Italian 
and other peoples. Yet those who are carrying on the tests do not 
even consider it necessary to think of them and of the harm they 
are doing to the health of these peoples.

It is clear to everyone that, by carrying out their new and largest 
series of nuclear weapon tests, the United States and its allies want 
to secure military advantages for themselves and to intensify their 
aggressive policies. They have been doggedly pursuing these pol
icies, which endanger peace, for many long years. You will recall 
that in 1958 the Soviet Union stopped its nuclear weapon tests

^PuMio Papers of the Presidents of the United States: John F, Kennedy, 
1962, p. 516.
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unilaterally.^ But what did the United States, Britain and France 
do ? They stepped up the arms race, France began to test atom bombs. 
The aggressive NATO block began openly to threaten us with war 
over a German peace treaty. The Soviet Union was therefore com
pelled to take steps to perfect its thermonuclear weapons so as to cool 
certain hotheads who suggested wiping out Eussia “with one blow.”

We should have committed a crime against our people and all man
kind had we not prevented the dangerous developments of last sum
mer. Anyone who follows world developments knows that the Soviet 
Union’s rocket and nuclear strength is the decisive factor in preserv
ing peace, and has on more than one occasion saved mankind from the 
world war which the imperialist circles of the West were trying to 
start. Today, when the militarists in Western countries are intensify
ing their aggressive policies, we are bound to think seriously about 
steps to strengthen the defences of the Soviet Union and the socialist 
community in general.

By increasing its strength, the Soviet Union is benefiting not only 
itself but all mankind, and helping to preserve world peace. Yet 
we are by no means happy that we have to expend so much effort and 
wealth on the production of modern weapons. Our scientists and 
technicians could find a much better use for their knowledge and ex
perience. The improvement of weapons is an unavoidable necessity 
for the socialist countries. It would be much better if all weapons 
were dumped in the sea. We stand for general and complete disarma
ment. We are ready to sign an agreement with all the nuclear Powers 
to ban all tests of these weapons. This would be a big step towards 
general disarmament. But none of us is going to live to see the so
cialist countries disarm unilaterally!

The “atomic jinni” which has broken loose would long since have 
been driven back into the bottle but for Western opposition. Con
trol over discontinuance of the tests is no longer a problem. In the 
present state of science all nuclear explosions can be detected by 
national systems without any particular difficulty. An agreement 
banning nuclear weapon tests would have been reached long ago had 
the Western Powers shown in the negotiations even a fraction of the 
goodwill shown by the Soviet Union.

Last spring the United States Government sent three delegations 
abroad. One of them went to Geneva, another to the session of the 
NATO Council in Athens, and the third, the most numerous, to the 
area of the Christmas and Johnston Islands to supervise nuclear 
tests. Which of the three delegations reflects most clearly in its 
actions the essence of United States policy? Obviously the second

 ̂Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 978-980.
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and third. The Geneva delegation is just a sort of cover. A very 
short time ago, on 16 June, United States Secretary of Defense 
McNamara said:

But we cannot hope to move towards our objective unless we move from
strength.

The present explosions over Christmas Island are the practical 
application of that policy. They strike at the hopes of the peoples. 
Yet they can neither weaken nor shake our will to fight for disarma
ment and for the discontinuance of nuclear explosions everywhere 
and for all time. History itself demands ever more imperatively 
that all weapons and means of warfare be abolished.

Wliat the Soviet Union advocates is to write pnis to the Second 
World War, conclude a peace treaty with the two German States, 
and on this basis to restore to normal the explosive situation in 
West Berlin.

This might seem the only possible and sensible attitude to take. 
Yet the United States, British, and French Governments oppose the 
conclusion of a German peace treaty. They are trying to perpetuate 
the occupation regime in West Berlin and keep their troops there. 
But how can anyone tolerate a powder keg with a burning fuse in the 
centre of Europe? Wliat good can this situation do the people of 
West Berlin or of any country ?

It can benefit only the aims of the manufacturers of lethal weapons 
and the West German revenge-seekers. The Western statesmen on 
whom depends agreement on the conclusion of a peace treaty are aware 
of this, and the only reason why they do not conclude a treaty is 
that they do not want to hurt the feelings of Chancellor Adenauer, 
their ally. Western Germany and its armed forces are already 
becoming the backbone of the aggressive forces of NATO and are 
beginning to shape the policies of that block to an increasing extent. 
Those who believe themselves to be the leaders, are favouring the 
West German revenge-seekers on the plea that Western unity must 
not be impaired. Under the slogan of preserving Western unity— 
that is to say, NATO unity— t̂hey are taking their cue from the 
aggressive forces in Western Germany.

One must not overlook yet another circumstance. The present 
occupation of West Berlin has long ceased to be the occupation con
templated when the allies signed their quadripartite agreements after 
the defeat of Hitlerite Germany. Those agreements were aimed at 
abolishing German militarism and nazism and preventing the threat 
of a new war started by Germany. But occupied West Berlin today 
is a special kind of NATO military base where the troops of the
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I'owers belonging to that aggressive block are stationed, a base 
directed against former allies—the Soviet Union, Poland, Czecho
slovakia, and a number of other countries which fought against 
Hitlerite Germany.

We want West Berlin, an independent political unit, to be given 
the most reliable international guarantees; we want its people to be 
granted the right freely to shape their own Avay of life. The West
ern Powers, however, are concerned with the maintenance of their 
military base in West Berlin and not with the fate of the population 
of the city.

The Soviet Government has taken a number of steps to bring 
about mutually acceptable solutions, and has agreed to the occupa
tion forces in West Berlin being replaced on certain conditions by 
United Nations or neutral troops. As no agreement has been reached 
on this matter, we suggest that the troops to be stationed in West Ber
lin should be those of Norway and Denmark, or of Belgiimi and the 
Netherlands, as well as those of Poland and Czechoslovakia. Need
less to say, those troops should be under the United Nations flag, and 
should not represent either of the existing military groupings.

Time is passing! If the Western Powers persist in their refusal 
to contribute to eliminating the vestiges of the Second World War, 
the socialist countries, as well as other peace-loving countries, will 
have no choice but to conclude a peace treaty with the German Demo
cratic Eepublic, with all the consequences that may entail.

III. A  W o r l d  W i t h o u t  A r m a m e n t s  w o u l d  b e  a  G r e a t  

B l e s s i n g  f o r  A l l  M a n k i n d

Martin Andersen Nexo, an outstanding representative of world 
culture, said that people needed peace “to work, to rejoice, and to make 
life beautiful.” Disarmament and peace could open up truly inex
haustible wellsprings of creative endeavour, which today are being 
blocked by the militarists. The huge resources thrown into the maw 
of war preparations could be directed to meeting the pressing needs 
of mankind, which are so numerous.

The disarmament problem has lately drawn the attention of in
creasingly wide sections of the population in the West, including the 
United States. In a number of cases scientists are giving a sober 
analysis of the eventual social and economic effects of general 
disarmament.

The conclusions arrived at by a team of experts which recently, 
on instructions from the United Nations, prepared a report on the
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eoonomic and social consequences of disarmament, are worthy of note.  ̂
The report stresses that disarmament would produce beneficial re
sults and lead to an improvement in the condition of the peoples of 
all countries. If Governments proceed with determination to switch 
funds from military to peaceful uses, the report points out, “no coun
try need fear a lack of useful employment opportunities for the re
sources that would become available to it through disarmament.”

Yet the ideologists of the war business, particularly in the United 
States, are literally hammering it into the minds of people that the 
enormous national expenditure on armaments is a means of achieving 
“economic prosperity,” while disarmament would bring nothing but 
economic dislocation and increased unemployment. Is not this a 
disgusting and monstrous idea which makes the possibility of 
economic progress, of employment, and of a guaranteed livelihood con
ditional on the mass production of means of destruction ?

Experience gives the lie to the economic arguments of the oppo
nents of disarmament. Growing military expenditure can only pro
duce a short-lived, unhealthy expansion of industrial production, and 
in the final analysis it leads to economic stagnation and mass unem
ployment. In fact, which are the capitalist countries where expendi
ture on armaments has assumed the greatest scale in recent years? 
They are first of all the United States and Britain. And which are 
the capitalist countries where the rate of industrial growth has been 
the lowest during the same period ? The United States and Britain.

The militarists and monopolists, who are making unprecedented 
profits from the production of armaments, are intimidating the 
masses of the people by the assertion that in the event of disarma
ment millions of people would find themselves out of work and an 
“economic disaster” would set in. This point of view is without 
foundation. On the contrary, disarmament would bring real economic 
benefits to all sections of the population in the capitalist countries, 
and above all to the working class, the peasantry, and the middle sec
tions of the urban population, whom it would relieve of the back
breaking burden of taxation.

• •  • • • • • 

Disarmament would benefit the entire Western economy. The only 
losers would be an insignificant handful of armaments manufacturers,, 
who would be deprived of the possibility of plundering the peoples 
through supplies of armaments. The sooner they are deprived of this 
possibility, the more the people will gain. But even the arms manu
facturers could, if they are still human at all, convert their plants? tô

 ̂See ante, pp. 42-48.
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the production of means of satisfying the requirements of mankind 
instead of means of exterminating mankind.

Disarmament would also bring tremendous advantages to the under
developed countries beginning to carry out vast projects for national 
revival, and to the peoples fighting for their liberation from colonial 
tyranny.

The liberation of peoples from the chains of colonial slavery is a 
great and progressive development. The Soviet Union whole
heartedly supports the sacred, just struggle of the peoples against 
colonialism. The Soviet attitude is clear and precise. Neither in 
Asia, nor in Africa, nor in Latin America, nor in any other area of 
the globe must there be people shackled with the chains of colonialism. 
All peoples must be free. There is a close inter-connection between 
the struggle for national liberation and the struggle for disarmament 
and peace. The struggle for general disarmament facilitates the 
struggle for national independence. The achievements of the national 
liberation movement, in their turn, promote peace and contribute to 
the struggle for disarmament.

The colonialists have always established and maintained their rule 
by force of arms. Naturally, to deprive them of arms would mean 
drawing the teeth of the colonialist sharks. It would forever elimi- 
nate the possibility of any colonialist revenge and would finally and 
irrevocably imdermine the foundations of their rule in the colonies 
that still exist. I  would like to stress once again that the Soviet pro
posals for general and complete disarmament are concerned, above 
all else, with the need for destroying modern lethal weapons. These 
weapons are not in the hands of those fighting against colonialism. 
Disarmament means disarming the forces of war, abolishing mili-̂  
tarism, ruling out armed interference in the internal affairs of any 
country, and doing away completely and finally with all forms of 
colonialism. That is why disarmament would make for a further 
development of the national liberation movement. Given a lasting 
peace, nothing could hamper the progress of the national liberation 
struggle of the peoples or prevent them from winning complete politi
cal and economic independence.

Today the underdeveloped countries are spending some 5,000 to
6,000 million dollars a year for military purposes. This is a colossal 
amount for countries which need every single penny to break free 
from poverty and backwardness. There can be no doubt that, given 
peace and deliverance from the burden of military expenditure, the 
underdeveloped countries could all the sooner develop their economies 
and gain economic independence.

Disarmament would create proper conditions for a tremendous in
crease in the scale of assistance to the newly established national
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States. If a mere 8 to 10 per cent of the 120,000 million dollars spent 
for military purposes throughout the world were turned to that pur
pose, it would be possible to end hunger, disease, and illiteracy in the 
distressed areas of the globe within twenty years. A mere fifth of 
the amount spent for military purposes would be sufficient to build 96 
steel plants the size of the Bhilai works in India, which is to turn 
out 2,500,000 tons of steel a year, or 17 giants like the Aswan dam in 
the United Arab Republic. This amount would be enough to set up 
from 30 to 40 power industry centres of world significance, such as 
powerful industrial combines in the basins of the Nile, Niger, Congo, 
and Zambesi in Africa, in the Sahara, in the great basins of the Indus, 
Ganges and Mekong in Asia, in the foothills of the Andes, and on 
the South American rivers.

I t is needless to speak of the beneficial effect which these measures 
would have on the development of the young national States, of the 
powerful spur they would be to their industrialisation and progress. 
Those countries could within the next 20 to 25 years overcome their 
economic backwardness to a considerable extent and approach the 
industrial standards of countries like Britain and France.

Such progress by the newly established national States would un
doubtedly require their close co-operation with the industrially de
veloped countries. The main condition for this co-operation is genuine 
equality and mutual benefit. This co-operation would result in ex
panded production and would provide work for many additional 
millions of people in all countries.

It has been estimated that with the funds spent for military pur
poses all over the world during the past ten years, an end could have 
been put to the housing shortage in all countries. Given general and 
complete disarmament, the wealth of the world could be more than 
doubled within 20 to 25 years.

Vladimir Ilyich Lenin proclaimed disarmament as the socialist 
ideal.

As long ago as 1922, in Genoa, at the first international conference 
attended by the Soviet State, our country’s spokesmen, on Lenin’s 
instructions, proposed universal disarmament and the disbandment of 
standing armies.  ̂ This was the first proposal for general disarma
ment to come formally from a State in the history of mankind. And 
we are proud that it came from our Socialist State, from the Head of 
its Government, Vladimir Ilyich Lenin.

A long period of history lies between Genoa 1922 and Geneva 1962, 
a period during which profound changes have occurred on our planet.

 ̂See Documents on J)\mrmament, 1961, p. 374, n, 1.
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But today, just as was the case 40 years ago, the Soviet standpoint 
on questions of disarmament is essentially the same.

We have always advocated disarmament and are applying all our 
efforts to reinforcing world peace. The most radical proposals on 
behalf of peace— t̂he proposal that a German peace treaty be concluded, 
that nuclear tests be banned and nuclear weapons totally eliminated, 
that atom-free zones be established, that armed forces be reduced, that 
a peace pact be concluded, that all controversial matters be settled by 
negotiation, and, crowning them all, the proposal for a treaty for gen
eral and complete disarmament—have all come from the Soviet Union. 
We worked for peace and disarmament when we were still weak in 
the military sense. We are working for peace and disarmament 
now, when—let us be frank about it— ŵe have the most perfect 
weapons, weapons which no other power possesses. Is not this the 
best possible prpof that the Soviet Union does not want war ?

Between 1955 and 1958 we unilaterally reduced our armed forces 
by 2,140,000 men. We gave up military bases. Could any comitry 
afford to reduce its armed forces to that extent if it were preparing for 
attack? Only a country that seeks peace can afford to do so. And 
we regret that the other countries negotiating disarmament with us 
have not followed suit. In 1960 the session of the USSR Supreme 
Soviet took a decision to reduce the strength of the Soviet armed 
forces by another third, or by 1,200,000 men.̂  The Soviet Union had 
begun to put this decision into effect, and only the open Western 
threat to go to war against the Soviet Union compelled us to suspend 
the demobilisation of soldiers and officers.̂

If the Soviet Union and the other socialist countries had not been 
threatened by the aggressive Western forces, which are armed to the 
teeth, we would long since have disbanded our armies and converted 
our war industries to peaceful production. In the last four years 
we have been spending an annual average of about 10,000 million 
new roubles on defence. It is easily seen how much faster our gigantic 
construction programme would proceed if these vast resources were 
applied to peaceful development. However, as long as the aggres
sive imperialist forces exist, we are compelled to produce powerful 
modern weapons, keep the necessary armed forces, and maintain the 
defences of the Soviet state at a level that ensures decisive and com
plete defeat of an aggressor. But we are ready to disarm at any 
moment, even tomorrow, if the capitalist countries do likewise.

General and complete disarmament would ring in a truly historic 
change in men’s lives, the change from the epoch of wars to the epoch

 ̂See iMd., 1960, pp. 16-18.
® See im , ,  1961, pp. 309-317.
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of lasting peace on earth. This historic change can come true. It 
must come true! Everything depends on the masses of the people, 
on their perseverence and determination.

Statement by the Department of State Regarding 
Premier KJhrushchev’s Address, July 10, 1962 ^

These statements reflect a hypocrisy which cannot be let pass with
out notice. It is necessary to point out once more that the Soviet Union 
is responsible for the fact that nuclear testing has been put back into 
the arms race. This responsibility rests with the Soviet Union as 
the result of its unexpected and massive series of tests launched last 
September.

These Soviet tests, of course, included the largest nuclear weapon 
ever detonated, of approximately 58 megatons. High altitude tests 
were also conducted. One of these was considerably more than 100 
miles in altitude. These high altitude tests conducted at several dif
ferent altitudes were probably the most significant tests from the 
point of view of the United States’ security.

As a result of these high altitude tests the possibility existed that 
the Soviet Union gained considerable knowledge of the effects of 
such tests, thus the United States’ decision to undertake a limited series 
of tests, including certain high altitude tests, was a decision of 
necessity.

In his statement of March 2 of this year, the President emphasized 
that the foremost aim of the United States is, and I quote, “The con
trol of force, not the pursuit of force in a world made safe for 
mankind.” ^

An effective nuclear test ban treaty would be a momentous step in 
this direction and a step the United States has attempted to persuade 
the Soviet Union to take for a number of years. The United States 
is continuing this effort, the success of which requires only Soviet 
readiness to accept the minimum required control and verification 
arranfi:ements.

^ENDC/46, July 16, 1962. Premier Khrushchev’s address appears supra. 
For Soviet comments on the State Department statement, see ENDC/49, July 16, 
1962.

* Ante, pp. 66-75.
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Statement by President Kennedy on the Resumption of 
Negotiations in the Eighteen Nation Disarmament 
Committee, July 14,1962 ^

The Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee resumes its delib
erations on Monday in Geneva after a month-long recess.

The United States continues to regard this conference as one of 
signal importance for the future of humanity. If  a beginning can be 
made by braking the arms race and moving toward general disarma
ment, mankind will have turned a corner of history. Although the 
difficulties and frustrations are great, the task of achieving disarma
ment is not an impossible one. Each day its importance and urgency 
increases.

The U. S. Delegation, headed by Ambassador Arthur H. Dean, re
turns to Geneva with instructions to pursue the objective of negotiat
ing a sound disarmament program. The full support of the govern
ment and people of the United States is behind this effort.

We cannot and must not underestimate the difficulties which are 
presented by the Soviet Union’s resistance to the minimum of inspec
tion necessary to ensure effective disarmament steps. The renewed 
sessions in Geneva present one more opportunity to persuade the Soviet 
Union that in a nuclear age all nations have a common interest in pre
serving their mutual security against the growing perils of the arms 
race.

In the resumed negotiations the United States will continue to seek 
agreement which will meet the dangers of the nuclear threat. These 
dangers will only increase if early action is not taken to halt the growth 
jf stockpiles of modern armaments, the spread of nuclear weapons into 
the arsenfils of a widening number of countries and to outer space, and 
the possibilities of outbreak of war by accident, miscalculation, or 
failure of communication.

As these vital negotiations resume, we express our hope that the 
USSR will respond constructively to the proposals we have made and 
will join with us and the other members of the Geneva Conference in 
a creative search for ways to end the arms race and to devote our com
mon skills and resources to the enlargement of the peaceful oppor- 
timities of mankind.

 ̂ENDC/44, July 16, 1902.

C8S-714— 63— vol. II-------4
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Procedural Suggestions of the Cochairmen Approved by 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, July 
16, 1962"

1. As a rule, unless determined otherwise, there should be three 
meetings of the full Committee per week, whether as Plenary session. 
Committee of the Whole, or Informal meeting,

2. The meetings of any Sub-Committee need not be fitted into the 
above schedule, but will occur as arranged by Sub-Committee 
members.

3. The. Co-Chairmen will meet when necessary and desirable as 
arranged between them and will keep the full Committee appro
priately informed.

4. For the week of July 16-20, it is suggested that further Plenary 
meetings be held on July 17 and 18, and that a Committee of the 
Whole session be fixed for July 19. For the time being, July 20 will 
be held open for later decision. A meeting of the Test Ban Sub- 
Committee has been set for the afternoon of July 18.

5. Plenary meetings would thus be held on July 23, 25 and 27, 
and on Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays thereafter, unless, by 
decision of the full Committee, there should be substituted meetings 
of the Committee of the Whole or Informal meetings, for one of the 
Plenary meetings.

Soviet Proposal Submitted to the Eighteen Nation Disar
mament Committee: Additions and Modifications to the 
Soviet Draft Treaty on General and Complete Disarma
ment Under Strict International Control, July 16,1962 ^

1. Eeplace the text of article 11, paragraph 3, by the following:
3. Conventional armame.nts, military equipment, munitions, means of trans

portation and subsidiary equipment in units and depots shall be reduced 
by 30 per cent for each type of all categories of these armaments. The re
duced armaments, military equipment and munitions shall be destroyed, and

 ̂ENDC/l/Add. 2, July 16, 1962. Adopted at 57th plenary meeting. For other 
procedural arrangements, see ante, pp. 92-93, 176-177, 276-277, 544-545, and 
post, pp. 679-681.

“ ENDC/2/Add. 1, July 16, 1962 (also distributed at ENDC/48). The original 
version of the Soviet draft treaty is printed ante, pp. 103-127. The July 16 
amendments were incorporated in the revised version submitted to the General 
Assembly on September 22 {post, pp. 913-938).
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the means of transportation and subsidiary equipment shall be either de
stroyed or converted to i)eaeeful 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.

2. Eeplace the text of article 24, paragraph 2, by the following:
2. Conventional armaments, military equipment, munitions, means of trans

portation and subsidiary equipment in units and depots shall be reduced by 
35 per cent from the original levels for each type of all categories of these 
armaments. The reduced armaments, military equipment and munitions 
shall be destroyed, and the means of transportation and subsidiary equip
ment 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. After article 17, insert the following new article 17a:

Article 17a

Measures to reduce the danger of outbreak of ivar
1. From the commencement of the first stage substantial joint military 

movements or manoeuvres of armed forces of two or more States shall be 
prohibited.

The States Parties to the Treaty agree to notify in advance substantial 
military movements or manoeuvres of their national armed forces within 
their national frontiers.

2. The States Parties to the Treaty shall exchange military missions be
tween States or groups of States for the purpose of improving relations and 
mutual understanding between them.

3. The States Parties to the Treaty agree to establish swift and reliable 
communication between the heads of their governments and with the Secretary- 
General of the United Nations.

4. The measures set forth in this article shall remain in effect after the 
first stage until the completion of general and complete disarmament.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Zorin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, July 16, 
1962^

The Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament, on whose activitj' 
the attention of all the peoples of the world is riveted, is today resum
ing its work after a month’s recess.

' ENDC/PV. 57, pp. 16-28.
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A month is, of course, not a long period, but events have taken place 
in the world during this time that have demonstrated with particular 
clarity how urgent and vital it is to reach agreement and conclude 
a treaty on general and complete disarmament, how dangerous is any 
further procrastination, and consequently how great is the respon
sibility of the participants in these disarmament negotiations to the 
peoples of the world, to humanity as a whole.

The avalanche of armaments and military preparations gathers 
momentum at a truly headlong rate and is becoming ever more 
ominous. Until quite recently the arms race took place on the ground, 
in the air, and in the seas and oceans; but this was not sufficient for 
certain circles in the West. A few days ago the United States 
carried out an experimental nuclear explosion in the megaton range 
at an altitude of several hundred kilometres. In so doing it extended 
the nuclear arms race to outer space. This threatens to have extremely 
pernicious consequences, and may have a direct effect on the living 
conditions of man. Nor is it possible to pass over in silence the fact 
that the United States has exploded nuclear devices at a great altitude 
in defiance of strong protests by the peoples and governments of 
many countries and by the Acting Secretary-General of the United 
Nations, and in disregard of the warnings of competent scientists, 
including eminent physicists, astronomers, biologists and meteorolo
gists in the United States and the United Kingdom.

In addition, the world has heard in recent weeks declarations by 
certain statesmen and military leaders in the United States and other 
NATO countries which it is difficult to consider as anything other 
than a call for a fresh intensification of the nuclear arms race, a 
further increase in expenditure for military purposes, and an accelera
tion of strategic and all other preparations for nuclear war.

For example, was it not for this that Mr. McNamara, the United 
States Secretary of Defense, was calling in his major speech at the 
University of Michigan on 16 June of this year ?  ̂ It was not of peace 
that the chief of the Pentagon was speaking. He praised and glorified 
nuclear weapons—that unrivalled means for the mass destruction of 
human beings. Mr. McNamara was proposing, not that an agreement 
should be sought on disarmament, but that some sort of “code” for 
the use of nuclear weapons should be devised. What does all this 
mean? The peoples of all countries demand the unconditional pro
hibition of nuclear weapons and the banishment of the threat of nuclear 
war from human society. By an overwhelming majority, the General 
Assembly of the United Nations has adopted a declaration on the 
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons (resolution 1653 (X V I)),

 ̂Ante, pp. 622-628.
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in which it is stated that nuclear war is “a crime against mankind and 
civilization”.̂  Yet the United States Government authorizes its 
Secretary of Defense to make a statement proposing the elaboration of 
“rules'* for the conduct of nuclear war. And this is done at the very 
time when the United States is taking part in negotiations on general 
and complete disarmament, when its representatives are declaring 
here that the United States wishes to reach an agreement on disarma
ment. T\niat are we to believe ?

Furthermore, how is one to interpret the statement of Mr. Eusk, 
the United States Secretary of State, in a broadcast and televised 
discussion with Senator Keating, that there were no alterations in 
the “basic policy of the United States Government” when Mr. 
Kennedy succeeded to the office of President ?  ̂ Who is not aware 
that the “basic policy” of the previous United States administra
tion was one of open opposition to general and complete disarma
ment, and indeed to disarmament in any form ?

All those who sincerely desire to achieve disarmament feel serious 
concern at the highly-significant silence with which President 
Kennedy met the request of the Preparatory Committee of the World 
Congress for General Disarmament and Peace that he should state 
his views on the problems of disarmament either orally or in writing. 
Can it be that the President of the United States had nothing to 
say?

It is difficult, indeed impossible, to see all this as a good omen 
for the negotiations on general and complete disarmament which 
have been resumed today.

Mr. Dean today read us the text of a statement by Mr. Kennedy, 
which he intends to distribute as a Conference document and which 
contains the following sentence:

The United States delegation, headed by Ambassador Arthur H. Dean, 
returns to Geneva with instructions to pursue the objective of negotiating a 
sound disarmament programme. . . .*

So the President of the United States had instructed Mr. Dean 
to pursue the objective of negotiating a sound disarmament pro
gramme. But why did the President of the United States not 
instruct Mr. Dean to pursue the negotiation of a treaty on general 
and complete disarmament ? This is, after all, what we have already 
been working on for three months. Are we to take it that this task 
has been withdrawn from the agenda by the United States Govern
ment and that its delegation has been given different instructions—

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 648-650.
 ̂Cf., New York Times, June 18,1962, p. 7.
* Ante, p. 657.
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merely to pursue the negotiation of an agreement on some sort of 
“sound disarmament programme” ? Can it be that the Government 
*of the United States does not consider a treaty on general and com
plete disarmament to be a sound disarmament programme? Is this 
the nature of the realism of which Mr. Dean spoke today ? Mr. Dean 
reproached us today for what he called the Soviet Government’s 
unrealistic approach to disarmament negotiations. We, however, feel 
that the preparation of a treaty on general and complete disarmament 
is wholly realistic, and it is on this that we shall work. We should 
like the United States delegation to work on it too.

It would be wrong not to mention, however, that during the past 
month hopeful events also have occurred in the world, to strengthen 
our faith that the problem of general and complete disarmament can 
be solved, that this great task is within the power of mankind today, 
and that history has already passed the death sentence on wars and 
the arms race, a sentence which the peoples must now carry out. 
In the remotest corners of the earth the movement for peace and 
disarmament is expanding and growing stronger. More and more 
people in all countries are being drawn into the active struggle for 
the speediest possible conclusion of a treaty on general and com
plete disarmament. For those who think only in terms of war it 
is becoming ever more difficult to oppose the imperative need of our 
time—general and complete disarmament.

The call for general and complete disarmament rang out most 
forcefully in Jmie this year at the “World Without the Bomb” assem
bly convened on African soil on the initiative of Mr. Kwame 
Nkrumah, the President of Ghana. General and complete disarma
ment was the unanimous demand of the champions of peace, meetings 
of whom were held recently in India and many other countries, to 
which our Chairman has referred today. The most representative 
international forum in history, the World Congress for General Dis
armament and Peace, which has just finished its work in Moscow, has 
been of the greatest importance for uniting all peace-loving forces in 
their struggle for disarmament. The decisions of the Congress reflect 
the will of the overwhelming majority of mankind, which passionately 
desires to eliminate the risk of a nuclear rocket war threatening incal
culable disasters and sulffering.

Another significant event in the development of international rela
tions is the success achieved in the ŵ ork of the Conference on the 
Settlement of the Laotian Question. This Conference is also taking 
place in Geneva, in this very Palais des Nations where our Committee 
is sitting. Our colleagues at the Laotian Conference have reached the 
finishing-post before us, and from their experience we see how success
fully extremely-(‘omplicated international questions can be settled if
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all parties show goodwill and a sincere interest in their peaceful 
settlement.

All these facts inspire hope and justify a certain degree of optimism. 
It is with such hope that the Soviet delegation embarks today upon 
the resumed negotiations in the Eighteen Nation Committee on Dis
armament. Throughout its work in the Committee the Soviet delega
tion will be guided by the standpoint on disarmament questions set 
forth by Nikita Sergeevich Khrushchev, Chairman of the Council of 
Ministers of the USSR, in his speech at the World Congress for Gen
eral Disarmament and Peace on 10 July this year. We have for
warded the text of this statement to the Secretariat for issue as an 
official Conference document,  ̂and all members of the Committee will 
be able to study this important statement by the Head of our 
Government.

The Soviet delegation is authorized to state that the Soviet Govern
ment has carefully studied and analyzed the trend of the negotiations 
on general and complete disarmament taking place in the Committee 
from March to June of this year. These negotiations have again 
confirmed that the Soviet Government’s draft treaty bn general and 
complete disarmament under strict international control^ provides 
a real solution to the task confronting the Committee.

The advantages of our draft treaty, indisputable and disputed by 
none during the negotiations, are—

The inclusion of clear and precise provisions on the total prohibi
tion and unconditional elimination of nuclear weapons and of all other 
types of weapon of mass destruction, which is the only reliable 
guarantee against a nuclear war;

The inclusion in the provisions for the very first stage of such 
important disarmament measures as the elimination of all means for 
delivering nuclear weapons to their targets and of all foreign military 
bases on alien territories, and a drastic reduction of conventional 
armaments and armed forces, which would virtually ensure the end 
of nuclear weapons and a considerable lowering of the military poten
tial of the most powerful States at the very beginning of the dis
armament process;

A precise and formal statement of the sequence for implementing- 
all disarmament measures together with their corresponding control 
measures at each stage, and the enunciation of specific time-limits for 
each stage and for the disarmament process as a whole in a single 
treaty on general and complete disarmament.

 ̂See ante, pp. 635-656. 
 ̂A iite, pp. 103-127.
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In the opinion of the Soviet Government, the whole course of the 
negotiations in the Committee has shown that an agreement on general 
and complete disarmament must be reached precisely on the basis of 
its draft treaty. At the same time, the Soviet Government is pre
pared to take account in the draft treaty of all reasonable and useful 
points of view and proposals put forward by other States. In his 
speech to the World Congress for General Disarmament and Peace 
on 10 July this year, Mr. Khrushchev, the Head of the Soviet Govern
ment, declared:

We are wiUing to seek and find mutuaUy-aeceptable wording for aU the 
provisions of our draft treaty, and to compromise wherever necessary—that 
is to say, of course, without prejudice to general and complete disarmament. 
The only thing we are not willing to do is to renounce general and complete 
disarmament, to emasculate our draft treaty, and to strip it of all real dis
armament measures. To that we shall never agree.^

The Chairman of the USSE Council of Ministers continued:
We are prepared to consider carefully any proposal by our partners in the 

negotiations, to seek and find mutually-acceptable ways by which the drafting 
of a disarmament treaty can be promoted. We are prepared to do our utmost 
for the success of the work of the Eighteen Nation Committee in Geneva, so 
that our collective efforts may result in an effective programme for disarma
ment.®

That is our position and that is our policy in the negotiations. Pur
suant to that policy the So^det Government, striving to do everything 
in its power for the speediest possible settlement of the problem of 
general and complete disarmament, is willing to make fres'h efforts 
which, it hopes, will assist in reaching agreement. The Soviet Gov
ernment has therefore decided to take new steps to accommodate the 
United States and the other Western Powers and to include in the 
draft treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict inter
national control, submitted by the USSE for consideration by the 
Eighteen Nation Committee, a number of additions and clarifications, 
taking into account the wishes of the Western Powers in so far as this 
is not at variance with the aim of solving the problem of general and 
complete disarmament.

The United States outline contains certain provisions—which we 
think merit attention—concerning the important matter of the pro
cedure for reducing conventional armaments. The United States pro
poses that conventional armaments be reduced in stage I by 30 per cent, 
in stage I I  by a further 35 per cent from the original levels, and in 
stage I I I  to the level necessary for equipping the military contingents

‘ Ante, p. 642.
* Ante, p. 645.
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retained by States after general and complete disarmament.^ The 
Soviet Government has considered this proposal and reached the con
clusion that it is acceptable, particularly bearing in mind that during 
the discussions many representatives have stressed the desirability of 
specifically establishing the extent of the reductions in conventional 
armaments at each stage.

This does not mean that we are going back on our conventional 
armaments proposal with its provision for their reduction at each stage 
parallel to the reduction in armed forces. We still believe that our 
proposal entirely serves the purpose of general and complete dis
armament; but in order to achieve agreement more rapidly we are 
prepared to meet the United States of America and adopt its proposal 
for reduction of conventional armaments, since, first, that proposal 
does permit elimination of these armaments—which is an essential 
part of general and complete disarmament—and secondly, it lays down 
a procedure for such elimination which will not give a unilateral mili
tary advantage to any country.

I t is, of course, understood that we accept that part of the American 
proposal which specifically concerns the reduction of conventional 
armaments, and not the means of delivery of nuclear weapons, which 
must be completely destroyed in the first stage as provided in our 
draft treaty.

We must also make the following observations. We can in no case 
agree to a division, as the United States proposes, of conventional 
armaments into two categories—conventional armaments which are 
to be reduced in stated proportions throughout the three stages, and 
conventional armaments which it is proposed should remain untouched 
in the first stage and be reduced only in the second and third stages. 
This approach is obviously dangerous. I t could be exploited by a 
potential aggressor to accumulate in the first stage conventional arma
ments of the types which the United States assigns to the second 
category (foi> example, mortars, certain types of aircraft, small arms, 
etc.), to perfect them, and thereby to gain a military superiority over 
peace-loving states.

With this in mind, the Soviet Government proposes to apply a 
single reduction procedure to all types of conventional armaments 
without exception: 30 per cent in the first stage, 35 per cent from orig
inal levels in the second stage, and reduction to such levels as are 
necessary for equipping contingents of militia (police) in the third 
stage.

Accordingly the Soviet Government is introducing certain amend
ments to article 11, paragraph 3, and article 24, paragraph 2, of the

 ̂See ante, pp. 351-382.
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draft treaty on general and complete disarmament submitted by it for 
the approval of the Eighteen Nation Committee. In the new version 
these paragraphs read as follows:

[The revised text of these articles is printed supra.^

Paragraph 2 refers to the second stage of disarmament.
The Soviet Government has also examined the considerations voiced 

by the United States delegation during the negotiations to the effect 
that it would be expedient to enumerate specifically in the appropriate 
articles of the treaty the basic types of conventional armament to be 
reduced by 30 per cent in the first stage, by 35 per cent in the second 
stage, and so on. Our draft treaty has hitherto contained no such 
list of conventional armaments. We are now ready to meet the United 
States in this matter too by including in our draft treaty a detailed 
list—which would have to be agreed—of conventional armaments sub
ject to destruction.

The Soviet Government has also concluded that certain United 
States proposals for reducing the danger of outbreak of war are ac
ceptable. It is the Soviet Government’s profound conviction that 
general and complete disarmament itself— t̂hat is, the complete elimi
nation of the apparatus for waging war—is the one fundamental meth
od of reducing and completely removing the possibility of war. At 
the same time the Soviet Government shares the view expressed in the 
Committee, of a nimiber of non-aligned States that it would be wise, 
before the completion of general and complete disarmament, to adopt 
certain measures for reducing the risk of an accidental outbreak of 
war. With this in mind, the Soviet Government is prepared to agree 
to such measures proposed by the United States for the first stage 
as the exchange of military missions between States with a view to 
improving liaison and mutual understanding, and the establishment 
of rapid and reliable communication between heads of governments 
and with the Secretary-General of the United Nations.^

The United States proposal for advance notifi^cation of major mili
tary movements and manoeuvres, which was also submitted as one of 
the measures for reducing the risk of war, is in the Soviet Govern
ment’s opinion inadequate. After all, it is no secret that, under the 
cover of military manoeuvres involving the armed forces of several 
States such as are systematically carried out by NATO and other mili
tary blocs of the Western Powers, it is not particularly difficult to con
centrate troops for invasion and move them up to assault positions. 
How can advance notification of such manoeuvres help here? It can 
only confuse the State against which invasion is being prepared, lull 
its vigilance, and thereby play into the hands of the aggressors.

 ̂Ante, pp. 361-362.
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The Soviet Government therefore deems it advisable to go further 
than the United States suggests on the question of military ma
noeuvres involving the armed forces of several States, and to provide 
in the draft treaty that major joint military movements and ma
noeuvres involving the armed forces of two or more States be baimed 
even in the first stage. This would be a useful measure. If agree
ment were reached on this issue the Soviet Government would naturally 
be willing, as early a;s the first stage of general and complete disarma
ment, to refrain from carrying out large-scale military exercises under 
the Warsaw Pact involving two or more States.

Kegarding major military movements and manoeuvres of the na
tional armed forces of each State within its frontiers, the Soviet Gov
ernment has no objection to introducing, from the first stage, advance 
notification of such movements.

The Soviet Government is consequently inserting in its draft treaty 
a new article 17a entitled “Measures to reduce the danger of outbreak 
of war”. The text of this new article reads:

[The new article is printed supra.']

In making these additions to the draft treaty on general and com
plete disarmament under strict international control as submitted by 
the Soviet Government for examination by the Eighteen Nation Com
mittee, the Soviet delegation requests that the texts just amiounced be 
distributed as an official Conference document.

The Soviet delegation wishes also to announce that the provisions 
of the preamble  ̂ and of articles 1 to 3 of the draft treaty on general 
and complete disaimament ̂  earlier agreed upon in the Eighteen Nation 
Committee meet with no objection from the Soviet Government. 
These parts of the draft treaty will of course be finally considered and 
confirmed by the Soviet Government when the draft treaty on general 
and complete disarmament has been agreed upon as a whole.

In going half way to meet the Western Powers’ position on a num
ber of important issues, and in introducing additions and more precise 
definitions into its draft treaty on general and complete disarmament 
for this purpose, the Soviet Government expects that the United States 
and the other Western Powers will suitably appreciate this act of 
goodwill by the Soviet Union and will for their part make efforts to 
reach the earliest possible agreement on the draft treaty.

This is our aim, for which we have assembled in Geneva, and for 
this we shall conduct negotiations and seek mutually-acceptable solu
tions. However, the whole trend of world events, and practical experi
ence itself, teach us that in negotiating the draft treaty we must

 ̂Ante, pp. 340-342. 
Ante, pp. 574-577.
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proceed at a faster pace than that which marked the first stage of the 
Committee’s work.

It is true of course that some useful work was done in the first 
stage: as a result of the discussions all the participants in the talks 
gained a better imderstanding of one another’s views and made a 
thorough study of the specific issues in the programme of general 
and complete disarmament. However, in the main task which has 
been entrusted to us—agreement upon a draft treat}  ̂on general and 
complete disarmament, and upon its principal sections containing the 
actual disarmament programme—we have made hardly any progress.

In the light of the actual world situation, fraught with the terrible 
dangers of thermonuclear war, the Soviet Government deems it nec
essary to expedite to the utmost the Committee’s work of agreeing 
on a draft treaty. We do not doubt that this is also the wish of all 
who sincerely strive to maintain and strengthen peace. Let us, then, 
from the very first day of resumption of the Committee’s work, roll 
up our sleeves (as our people say) and set about discussing and ap« 
proving, article by article, the main sections of the draft treaty on 
general and complete disarmament. The Soviet delegation believes 
that only so can we achieve the positive results which all peoples ex
pect from us, and which the Eighteen Nation Committee and the 
United Nations Disarmament Commission should report to the XVII 
Session of the General Assembly.

Can such positive results be achieved? The Soviet delegation is 
convinced that this is quite feasible, provided, of course, that all 
participants in the negotiations are sincerely interested in solving the 
problem of general and complete disarmament. If, however, any 
State member of the Eighteen Nation Committee prefers to drag out 
the talks endlessly and sabotage the reaching of agreement, it will 
bear a responsibility, grave beyond belief, before the nations of the 
world. This must be understood by all. Tliere are only two paths 
open to us now: the path to disarmament and peace, and the path to 
annihilating nuclear war. There is no third way.

In the interests of rapid progress, the Soviet delegation—and we 
stress this most forcibly—is prepared to take an active part in all the 
aspects of the work: in the plenary and informal meetings of the 
Committee, in the Co-Chairmen’s talks, and in any other meetings of 
delegations which may prove necessary.

The Soviet delegation also considers it most important to accelerate 
as much as possible the work of the Sub-Committee on the Discon
tinuance of Nuclear Weapons Tests. This is rendered imperative 
by the general situation that has now resulted in the world from the 
dangerous acts of the United Slates of America, which has forced
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the nuclear arms race to an unprecedented pitcli through its nuclear 
weapons tests in the Pacific.

The talks to ban nuclear tests for all time must be brought to a 
successful conclusion. The proposals made on 16 April 1962 by the 
non-aligned States members of the Conmiittee  ̂ provide a good basis 
for agreement, supported— may say without exaggeration—by an 
overwhelming majority of the countries of the world, including the 
Soviet Union. We must regret that in today’s statement by the 
United States representative we heard no mention that the United 
States is willing to accept the proposal of the eight non-aligned States 
as an effective basis for an agreement.

As before, the Soviet delegation is also prepared to take part in 
consideration by the Committee of the Whole of measures to ease inter
national tension and strengthen international confidence, thereby 
creating favourable conditions for general and complete disarmament. 
Among urgent measures of this type we would include prevention of 
the further spread of nuclear weapons, establishment of denuclearized 
zones in various parts of the world, withdrawal of troops from for
eign territory, prohibition of war propaganda, signature of a non
aggression pact between the NATO and the Warsaw Pact States, and 
other items. In accordance with the understanding reached before 
the recess, we are prepared to take up at the forthcoming meetings 
of the Committee of the Whole the problems of preventing the further 
spread of nuclear weapons, and of measures to reduce the risk of 
accidental war.

The Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament is faced with 
great tasks. They must 'be solved, for on this hangs the fate of na
tions. The Soviet delegation calls on all members of the Committee to 
do their utmost to ensure rapid progress towards an agreement on 
general and complete disarmament, on the discontinuance of nuclear 
weapons tests, and on individual measures to reduce international 
tension.

 ̂Ante, pp. 334-336.
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British Proposal Submitted to the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee: Subjects Suitable for Dis
cussion in Depth During the Current Session, July 17, 
1962^

1. Eeduction of conventional armaments and related measures of 
verification for 1st Stage and further measures for subsequent stages.

2. Eeduction or elimination of nuclear delivery vehicles and related 
measures of verification in 1st Stage and further measures for subse
quent stages.

3. Zonal verification or other measures to overcome difficulty about 
verification of remainders.

4. Cut-off of production, and transfer, of fissile material and related 
measures of verification, including that of past production.

5. Nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction, and related 
measures of verification.

6. Bases.
7. Verification of permitted production of weapons.
8. Peace-keeping machinery—and United Nations Peace Force.
9. Force levels and related measures of verification.
10. Outer Space and related measures of verification.
11. International Disarmament Organisation.

Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) to 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, July 18, 
1962^

I think it would be useful if I were to review this morning the basic 
philosophy and principles which the United States believes must be 
carefully observed in any agreed disarmament progranmae in order to 
meet the most essential requirement of not allowing the disarmament 
process to give any State or group of States a military advantage in 
the course of that process. Mr. Lall, the representative of India, 
rightly said yesterday that neither liis delegation nor any other dele
gation among the eight new members would agree to any disarmament 
plan which would provide any party with such an advantage.^ Let

" ENDC/50, July 17,1962.
" ENDC/PV.59, pp. 12-19.
" BNDO/PV.58, p. 32.
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me assure my colleagues that it is quite clear that, in so far as our 
analysis showed such a result, neither would we. The thought that 
any disarmament programme must be balanced and must ensure 
security equally for all is of course recorded in the Joint Statement 
of Agreed Principles  ̂ and has been referred to in our deliberations 
here on a number of occasions.

It is the view of my delegation that a review of the United States 
basic approach at this point in our discussions would help us to con
sider in proper perspective the various issues which we hope we shall 
be able to discuss in depth in the course of our future meetings.

First let me affirm once again, so that there be no doubt on the part 
of anyone, that the United States is sincerely committed to the goal 
of general and complete disarmament in a peaceful world and to 
working out a treaty to that end as soon as possible. We take the 
Avord of the Soviet Union that it too is committed to the goal of gen
eral and complete disarmament, and we therefore believe that there is 
no basic difference between the Soviet Union and the United States 
as to the amount of disarmament sought. So fortunately we do not 
need to waste any time over that. Our problem is how that goal can 
be achieved, and it is our task to work out an agreed method which 
will satisfy all parties concerned.

So that there shall be no misunderstanding in this Conference 
about the specific principles with regard to the method of implement
ing general and complete disarmament for which my country stands, 
I  should like to review very briefly this morning certain f imdamental 
points to which my delegation has consistently adhered.

First, the United States believes that a tolerable balance of forces 
exists today and that, as I said on 18 April last:

. . . 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 position of the 
parties to the treaty as near as possible to what it was at the beginning.^

Thus, we believe that an across-the-board, carefully phased and imple- 
]nented, progressively larger percentage reduction best serves disar
mament while at the same time disturbing balance least and ensuring 
the security of States most. We firmly believe that our approach of a 
progressive, across-the-board reduction of both nuclear weapon deliv
ery vehicles and conventional armaments will in fact leave nations in 
possession of a composition of armaments—often referred to as an 
armaments mix—which they fully understand, and that that arma
ments mix will not be misinterpreted by or unnecessarily worry their

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442.
 ̂Ante, p. 384.
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neighbours. This reduction method will best preserve the relative 
military balance of all Powers as closely as possible from the beginning 
to the end of the disarmament process. As the percentages of cuts in 
all areas of military capabilities go^Higher and higher—or, if you like, 
deeper and deeper—the result will be that over-all levels of arms and 
armed forces will fall lower and lower in a balanced, proportionate 
manner, without causing serious imbalances in the armaments mixes 
upon which nations have come to rely in protecting their security.

Secondly, the United States position regarding verification is very 
well known to this Conference. To use the cogent words of Secretary 
Rusk, we firmly believe that secrecy and disarmament are fundamen
tally incompatible.^ But let us be realistic: no nation would under
take any significant reduction in its military capabilities serving the 
cause of its national security imless it had reasonable assurance that 
such reductions were also implemented in good faith by all parties 
concerned. Fundamental to the United States proposal for phased, 
across-the-board, percentage cuts in armaments is the idea that the 
amount of disarmament that takes place during any given time should 
approximate closely the capability of the established verification ma
chinery to supervise it adequately. This means that those measures 
agreed to must be subject to such an amount of verification as is com
mensurate with the amount of disarmament involved and with the 
degree of risk ensuing from possible violations. We have advanced 
certain ideas on how such a system of verification might be designed, 
and we are still continuing our studies of the problem. Indeed, we 
intend to present our further views on the possibilities in this area in 
the course of our future deliberations, and we hope that the Soviet 
Union will join us in the exploration of this most important problem.

Thirdly, the United States believes that it is absolutely essential 
that, as national armaments are reduced, peace-keeping machinery is 
progressively strengthened to ensure national security and peaceful 
settlement of differences among nations. I  shall not go into the details 
of this matter at this time, 'but I  do wish to point out that it is quite 
clear that as disarmament progresses there will be an ever greater 
need for peace-keeping machinery fully capable of affording increased 
protection to nations. It is our view that the United States proposal 
for balanced, across-the-board, phased reductions provides the 
soundest basis for the establishment of compatible and effective 
peace-keeping instrumentalities.

Fourthly, I  feel constrained to refer once again to the basic need for 
taking into account in any disarmament programme the strategic and 
geographic realities of the world. I need dwell only briefly on the

 ̂Ante, p. 193.
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present military picture, consisting primarily of two great military 
alliances. I t is amply clear, I  'believe, that the position of the Soviet 
Union and the countries allied with it—comprising some 1,000 million 
people and some 40 million square kilometres of territory which 
occupy the Eurasian heartland, stretching thousands and thou
sands of miles from Eastern Europe to the Kuriles, communist China 
and the Pacific Ocean—affords extraordinarily great advantages in 
the co-ordination of armies and equipment, planning, movement and 
operations, including military movements of troops and armies, with
out crossing anyone else’s land, sea or air space. There is no one else 
in the world who enjoys those advantages. Armies moving radially 
from central points to peripheral territories enjoy considerable advan
tages over the military forces of the United States and its allies, which 
must in most cases protect peripheral areas located many thousands of 
miles from the United States by ocean and by air. We must protect 
these in support of our treaty commitments.

In our considered opinion we could not carry out disarmament 
measures and maintain our responsibilities to the world if by so doing 
we would be carrying them out under conditions of greater imbalances 
among the Powers than existed at the time disarmament was com
menced. Let us be clear about that, for that just would not promote 
peace. Part and parcel of our commitments to our world-wide alli
ances is the question of maintaining bases and troops in support of 
those commitments. The United States proposals deal effectively and 
clearly with the reduction of military bases at a time to be agreed 
upon; but the United States clearly cannot accept unrealistic, preju
diced or artificial distinctions between types of military bases merely 
because of their geographic location. On this thesis no small group of 
independent nations could ever unite and pool their resources against 
a greater power. We would welcome, therefore, a realistic considera
tion in depth of the question of bases which accords with a realistic 
recognition of military commitments, of geography, and of the stra
tegic military balance existing in the world today. If we ignore that 
military balance, we shall not proceed to what we all want, a treaty on 
general and complete disarmament.

We believe that the basic principles I  have just enumerated must 
not be permitted to be eroded during our efforts to reach agreement 
on general and complete disarmament. We believe that the treaty 
that we have put before the Conference is a carefully constructed, 
carefully thought-out and fair treaty; but this does not mean that 
the United States insists upon rigidity or inflexibility in our negotia
tions. On the contrary, we are determined to engage in serious and 
constructive negotiations in order to reach the widest possible agree-
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ment, as early as is feasible, on any of the outstanding issues, provided 
these fundamental principles are not violated.

At our first meeting after the recess, last Monday, the representa
tive of the Soviet Union put forward some new proposals which he 
said represented steps by his Government to meet the position of the 
United States and the other Western Powers.  ̂ I  must say right away 
that I  regard the proposals on war by miscalculation as distinctly 
retrograde as far as concerns the specific proposal for the prohibition 
of joint exercises; however, I  will comment upon them later. As 
to the other proposal, limited though it is, I  should like to welcome 
it as a token indication of willingness on the part of the Soviet Union 
to reconsider the issues that are outstanding between us and to modify 
its proposals, if only to a limited and rather unrealistic extent. We 
sincerely hope that the Soviet delegation will continue to pursue this 
course of accommodation on which it has now made a small, but only 
partial, first step. That step is a step in the right direction, but it 
is a long, long way from half-way.

I should like to welcome also the fact that in one of Mr. Zorin’s 
proposals of last Monday, on which I intend to comment briefly today, 
the Soviet Union has accepted in part one of the approaches advanced 
by the United States. I  refer, of course, to the proposal by the Soviet 
Union for reduction of conventional armaments by percentage cuts 
during each stage of the disarmament process. Unfortunately I  must 
deplore the fact that the text of the Soviet proposal, while welcome 
in and of itself, has not gone far enough and would in fact, if adopted, 
tend to create immediate and serious imbalances of military power. 
The reason for this is, of course, that the Soviet Union has chosen 
to adopt the United States sound approach of progressive reductions 
for only one type of armaments. It continues to insist on the total 
elimination in the first stage of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, of 
so-called “foreign” bases and of the stationing of troops in foreign 
territories, all of which are integral components of our existing 
defence arrangements.

I  fully agree with my colleague from the United Kingdom that this 
Soviet proposal in its present form would, if implemented, compro
mise the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles of last September. I 
refer particularly to the guiding principle that no State or group of 
States should gain military advantages from the disarmament process 
and that all States should enjoy an equal measure of security through
out that process.

The continuing Soviet insistence on the elimination in stage I of all 
nuclear delivery vehicles, a type of armament in which the West is

 ̂See ante, pp. 658-659, 664.
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generally regarded to have over-all superiority, and, in contrast, the 
Soviet proposal for a 30 per cent reduction of conventional arma
ments—in which field the Soviet Union is regarded as possessing both 
superiority in arms and geographical superiority in manoeuvre—quite 
clearly negate the principle of balanced reduction and would create 
an early disequilibrium of military power detrimental to peace. This 
is just not realistic. Thus, mifortmiately, the Soviet Union has not 
met the United States positioai as it claims to have done. Eather, 
it has distorted the basic approach of gradual across-the-board reduc
tions by not following through in its reappraisal of its position, and 
not coming to the logical conclusion of allowing for an over-all per
centage cut in each stage.

The formula for the reduction of conventional armaments as now 
proposed by the Soviet Union raises some issues which I believe are 
deserving of special comment.

First, the Soviet proposal includes a 30 per cent reduction in the 
first stage of all conventional armaments as against the United States 
proposal that the first stage cut should include those major armaments 
which are more easily verifiable at the initial stage of the disarmament 
process. I  wonder whether the Soviet Union realizes the increased 
amount of verification in the first stage such an arrangement as it 
proposes, including lighter armaments, would require, and whether 
it is prepared to express its views on how such verification would 
actually be implemented.

Secondly, the Soviet proposal states that the Soviet Union is pre
pared to discuss the specific enumeration by type of conventional 
armaments to be reduced. The United States would welcome the 
opportunity to discuss this issue in considerable depth with the Soviet 
Union and, indeed, hopes that such a discussion will take place at a 
mutually-convenient time.

I  would like to express the hope that the Soviet Union will further 
consider the problems I have just reviewed and will come to the 
logical conclusion that it should adopt the sound approach of 
balanced reductions of all armaments across-the-board by agreed per
centages throughout the entire disarmament process. That would 
make it possible for our Conference to proceed to a detailed discussion 
of the specifics involved in the implementation of such an approach 
without trying to make imbalances at the very start of general and 
complete disarmament.

With regard to the other Soviet proposal, concerning reduction of 
risk of war by accident or miscalculation, I intend to comment on that 
in some detail at the meeting of the Committee of the Whole tomorrow, 
and so I  shall not do so today. However, I  am bound to say now that
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the Soviet proposal for the prohibition of joint military exercises is 
completely miacceptable to us. I  fully agree with the analysis of this 
proposal made yesterday by our United Kingdom colleague in which he 
said that such a prohibition would be detrimental to the security of 
smaller States, would put a premium on being a great Power, and 
would further add to the imbalance inherent in the Soviet disarma
ment proposals.^

One final word on procedure. I  thought the proposals advanced 
yesterday by our United Kingdom colleague were most helpful and 
constructive.^ I  would be very happy to be able to say the same thing 
about the proposals of our colleagues from the Soviet Union. I do not 
share the views expressed today by our Bulgarian colleague that the 
proposals made yesterday by the United Kingdom representative 
^ould slow down our work or would retard us in reaching agreement 
•on general and complete disarmament.^ On the contrary, I  think 
that those proposals should accelerate our work. As Mr. Godber, the 
XJnited Kingdom representative, explained yesterday, his suggestion 
was that we should consider in depth the fundamental questions 
that must be resolved in the various stages of disarmament. Some 
of the problems he mentioned, of course, cut axjross the various stages 
of disarmament.^

I t was my understanding that we could take up consideration of 
the problems he enumerated and, at the same time, the drafting of the 
treaty articles. In that way consideration of these matters in depth 
and the work of drafting appropriate treaty articles could go forward 
at the same time. However, as proposed by the repr^entative of 
Sweden, since we have certain experts here, should the Committee 
wish to consider specific subjects, time might be saved by devoting a 
certain amount of time to those subjects. But the Committee, being 
master of its own procedure, can best determine how these suggestions 
of our United Kingdom colleague should be considered. On the 
whole, it would seem to me that they would help us and not retard us 
in our work.

 ̂See ENDC/PV.58, p. 12.
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Statement by the Soviet Government on the 
Cessation of Nuclear Tests, July 22, 1962 ^

The Soviet Union has been endeavouring for many years to put 
an end for ever to nuclear weapons tests. But the United States, in 
company with its NATO allies, is frustrating the reaching of an 
agreement on this question. This was once more revealed to the 
whole world when, in the Eighteen-Nation Comittee on Disarmament, 
the United States and the United Kingdom virtually refused to accept 
as the basis of negotiations, as had been done by the Soviet Union, 
a proposal by India, the United Arab Eepublic, Brazil and other 
non-aligned States participating in the Committee, which envisaged 
control of a nuclear test ban agreement by the use of national means 
for the detection of nuclear explosions.  ̂ The Western Powers are 
persistently demanding the sitiug of a network of international con
trol posts in the Soviet Union and the carrying out of inspections, both 
of which are measures which are not needed to verify fulfilment of 
the agreement but are extremely useful for military intelligence and 
greatly desired by the NATO general staffs preparing plans for aggres
sive war against peace-loving States.

During recent months the United States has carried out a continual 
succession of nuclear tests in the Pacific and in the State of Nevada 
on the North American continent. This test series goes far beyond 
all previous ones; despite a large volume of protest, including protests 
from scientists, the United States has recently exploded a powerful 
nuclear device at an altitude of several hundred kilometres and has 
extended the arms race, hated by the peoples of the world, to outer 
space.

Before it proceeded to carry out the present series of nuclear tests, 
the United States Government was well aware that if American nu
clear bombs were exploded the Soviet Union would be faced with the 
necessity of testing its own nuclear weapons. Mr. Elhrushchev, the 
Chairman of the USSR Council of Ministers, gave a direct warning 
of this to President Kennedy of the United States in his communica
tion of 3 March 1962.̂  Consequently the United States Government 
was fully aware of what it was doing. I t and only it had the power 
to decide whether the tests that the Soviet Union had been compelled 
to undertake in the autumn of 1961 should be the last or whether a 
new wave of nuclear test explosions should engulf our planet. The

 ̂ENDC/51, July 23,1962.
* The eight-nation proposal is printed ante, pp. 334-336.
® See ante, p. 80.
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United States Government has made the choice. The American nu
clear explosions over Christmas and Johnston Islands have produced 
their echo—they have made retaliatory Soviet nuclear explosions 
inevitable.

The United States Government does not conceal the fact that it 
undertook the new series of nuclear weapons tests and particularly 
tests in outer space to attempt to achieve military superiority over the 
Soviet Union. The Soviet Government would not justify the confi
dence of the Soviet people and would not be showing concern for the 
future of the Soviet State if it failed to draw the appropriate conclu
sions. No, the Soviet Union will not provide such satisfaction to 
those who harbour aggressive designs against our country and threaten 
us and our allies with preventive war.

The Soviet people have not forgotten and will never forget the 
treacherous attack of Hitler’s Germany against our country. They 
know from the experience of 1941 how vitally important it is -that the 
country’s defence should keep pace with the latest achievements of 
science and the military art, so as to be prepared at any moment to 
meet an aggressor fully armed.

The Soviet Government, in response to the United States series of 
nuclear weapons tests, has given orders for the testing of the most 
recent types of Soviet nuclear weapon. This is a step which the 
Soviet Union has been compiled to take. All necessary measures 
will be adopted in carrying out these tests to keep radioactive fallout 
to the minimum. Not inconsideraible results have been obtained in the 
Soviet Union in this respect. I t is widely acknowledged that the So
viet tests in the autunm of last year were not accompanied by any 
significant rise in radioactivity in the atmosphere, on the ground or 
in the oceans.

Everyone who Values a sense of justice and every unprejudiced per
son cannot help but agree that since the United States was the first 
to begin nuclear weapons tests and has conducted with its allies con
siderably more tests than the Soviet Union, it is the Soviet Union, 
which has always performed its nuclear tests only as a retaliatory 
measure, that has the right to be the last to carry out nuclear tests in 
the world.

The Soviet Government calls on the Governments of the United 
States and the other Western Powers to heed the demands of the 
peoples and to remove the artificial obstacles in the path of a nuclear 
test ban agreement, to be based on the scientific data that make pos
sible verification of the strict fulfilment of such an agreement by the 
use of national means of detection.

The Soviet Government associates itself with the appeal addressed 
to the peoples of all countries by the World Congress for General
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Disarmament and Peace to strengthen peace and to struggle for dis
armament and the deliverance of mankind from the threat of nuclear 
annihilation. This appeal embodies the will of the peoples, which is 
the highest law of history. The struggle for cessation of nuclear 
tests, for disarmament and for peace continues, and must result in 
the victory of peace.

Recommendations by the Cochairmen Approved by the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Procedure 
of Work on the First Stage of a Treaty on General and 
Complete Disarmament, July 24, 1962 ^

1. The over-all objective in the present phase of the work of the 
Committee should be to overcome the obstacles and disagreements 
between various delegations which became apparent during the dis
cussions of the basic proposals of the Soviet Union (ENDC/2)2 and 
of the United States (ENDC/30)^ on general and complete disarma
ment in the first period of Committee activity from 14 March to 14 
June 1962.

2. The initial focus should be on the first stage of a treaty on general 
and complete disarmament, with the aim of considering in detail the 
measures of disarmament, verification and maintenance of interna
tional peace and security of the said stage, and of agreeing on the 
text of appropriate articles to be incorporated into the first stage 
of a treaty on general and complete disarmament.

3. In regard to the subject matter of each subparagraph of para
graph 5 below, it is proposed that it should be first considered at 
the plenary meetings of the Committee. During such considera
tion all delegations may submit relevant treaty language. At a suit
able time during the consideration, the respective subparagraph 
should be referred to the two co-chairmen of the Committee for further 
detailed consideration with the aim of bringing positions closer 
together and of agreeing on the text of appropriate articles of the 
first stage of a treaty on general and complete disarmament, taking 
into account the proposals that may have been submitted by all dele-

^ENDC/l/Add. 3, July 24, 1962 (also distributed as ENDO/52). Adopted at 
the 60th plenary meeting. For other procedural arrangements, see ante 
pp. 92-98,176-177, 276-277, 544-545, 658.

- Ante, pp. 103-127.
® Ante, pp. 351-382.
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gations. The co-chairmen will give periodic reports to plenary ses
sions, as appropriate, on the progress of their work.

4, Nothing contained herein is intended to preclude any delegation 
from raising and discussing any subject or proposal in any plenary 
session of the Committee. The present arrangements are not intended 
to apply to the consideration during plenary sessions of the question 
of a treaty for banning nuclear weapon tests and of questions relat
ing to the work of the Committee of the Whole.

5. There follows telow a list of the measures and topics in the 
order in which they are, as a rule, to be dealt with by the Conmiittee 
in accordance with the procedure outlined in paragraph 3 above:

a. Basic obligations concerning the measures of disarmament, 
verification and maintenance of international peace and security in 
the first stage and the time-limits for their implementa;tion (Article 
4 and 19 of EN'DC/2 and the introductory language of the fir^ stage 
of ENDC/30).

b. Disarmament measures in regard to nuclear weapons delivery 
vehicles, including the problems peitainiag to the production of such 
vehicles, together with appropriate control measures (Articles 5, 6, 
7 and 8 of ENDC/2, appropriate paragraphs of Sections A and G 
of Stage One of ENDC/30, and taking into account items 2 and 3 
of the United Kingdom proposal, ENDC/50)

c. Disartoament measures in regard to conventional armaments, 
including the problems pertaining to the production of such arma
ments, together with appropriate measures of control (Articles 11 
and 12 of ENDO/2, appropriate paragraphs of Sections A and G 
of Stage One of ENDC/30, and taking into account items 1, 3 and 7 
of ENDC/50).

d. Measures in the field of nuclear disarmament together with 
appropriate measures of control. (Articles 16 and 17 of ENDC/2, 
appropriate paragraphs of Sections C and G of 'Stage One of ENDC/ 
30, and taking into account items 4 and 5 of ENDC/60).

ê  Disarmament measures in regard to military bases and to armed 
forces at such bases or elsewhere in foreign territories, together with 
appropriate control measures (Articles 9 and 10 of ENDC/2, appro
priate paragraphs of Sections A, B and G of Stage I  of ENDC/30, 
and taking into account item 6 of ENDC/50).

f. Disarmament measures in regard to armed forces together with 
appropriate control measures (Article 11 of ENDC/2, Section B and 
appropriate paragraphs of Section G of Stage One of ENDC/30, 
and taking into account items 3 and 9 of ENDC/60).

* The U.K. proposal is printed ante, p. 670.
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g. Measures in regard to military expenditures together with the 
appropriate control measures (Article 13 of ENDC/2 and Section E 
of Stage One of ENDC/30).

h. Measures on the use of outer space for peaceful purposes 
only, together with appropriate control measures (Articles 14 and 15 
of ENDC/2, Section D of Stage One of ENDC/30, and taking into 
account item 10 of ENDC/50).

i. Measures to ensure the security of States (Article 18 of 
ENDC/2, Section H of Stage One of ENDC/30, and taking into 
account item 8 of ENDC/50).

j. Measures to reduce the risks of war (Article 14 of ENDC/2, 
Article 17a of ENDC/48, and Section F of Stage One of ENDC/30).

k. Transition from the first to the second stage (Article 20 6f 
ENDC/2 and Section I  of Stage One of ENDC/30).

1. Measures related to the establishment, organization and fimc- 
tioning of the International Disarmament Organization (Part 5 of 
ENDC/2, Section G of Stage One of ENDC/30, and taking into 
account item 11 of ENDC/50).

6. At a suitable time, the Committee will decide whether the same 
procedures as agreed above should be adopted for work on later 
stages of a treaty on general and complete disarmament.

Statement by Foreign Minister Gromyko to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee, July 24, 1962 ^

More than four months have already elapsed since the Eighteen 
Nation Codmnittee on Disarmament began its work on the task of 
historic importance assigned to it—̂ the preparation of an agreement 
on general and complete disarmament. We are entitled to ask what 
are the results oif the Committee’s work. Some ô f the members of 
the Committee assert that, although negotiations on disarmament may 
not bring us closer to solution of this problem, nevertheless such nego
tiations are better than none at all. We do not agree with this view. 
We consider that what is needed is not mere discussions on disarma
ment that will not reduce armies by a single soldier or armaments by 
a single rifle, but negotiations that will carry the matter forward 
towards the destruction of national military machines and the elimi
nation of the threat of a new war hanging over humanity.

 ̂ENDC/PV.60, pp. 32-40.
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This is the yardstick that we use in evaluating the results of the 
work of the Eighteen Nation Committee in the past months. The 
very first meetings of the Committee put us on our guard to a certain 
extent, since even then far from all those taking part in the negotia
tions showed readiness to start preparing an agreement on general and 
complete disarmament.

Today the representatives of the States members of the Committee 
are here assembled in plenary meeting for the sixtieth time. The 
machinery of negotiation functions without interruption, speeches are 
made, the wheels of the Conference keep turning steadily, all the 
mechanism of contact between delegations is in operation and there 
is the daily output of records and transcripts. But if we look at the 
substance rather than the form of the negotiations it has to be ad
mitted, however unpleasant it may be, that the negotiations in the 
Committee have not as yet advanced the real business of disarmament 
a single step. No progress has as yet been achieved in any of the 
major issues of disarmament, neither on the banning and destruction 
of nuclear weapons, nor on the liquidation of means of delivery, nor 
on the dismantling of foreign military bases and the withdrawal of 
troops from abroad. The Committee still has nothing to report, 
nothing that it can show to the peoples by way of an achievement.

In these circumstances it is impossible to allow the mere motion 
of the negotiation machinery, as a result of which we have only words 
and paper, to create the illusion among the peoples that there is some 
real progress. To allow this would be the same as lulling a man to 
sleep on the roof of a powder magazine surrounded by bonfires, any 
spark from which might cause an explosion. Why has no real suc
cess been achieved in the work of the Eighteen-Nation Committee, and 
what is holding it up ?

The answer is to be found in the attitude of the participants, 
especially that of certain great Powers.

The Soviet Union stands for the earliest possible conclusion of an 
agreement providing for the complete liquidation of all national 
armed forces and armaments and total destruction of all instruments 
and means of waging war. This position has been stated with the 
utmost clarity from the highest rostrums in our country. The demand 
for general and complete disarmament has been included as a prin
cipal aim of foreign policy in the new programme of the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union. The problems of strengthening peace, 
disarmament and the cessation of nuclear weapon tests have fre
quently figured on the agenda of the sessions of the USSR Supreme 
Soviet. Our position on general and complete disarmament has been 
set out and exhaustively argued in the messages of Mr. Khrushchev, 
the Head of the Soviet Government, to Mr. Kennedy, the President
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of the United States, to Mr. Macmillan, the Prime Minister of the 
United Kingdom, to General de Gaulle, the President of France  ̂and 
to the Heads of State of all the comitries participating in the Eighteen 
Nation Committee.

Mr. E3irushchev’s speech on 10 July at the World Congress for 
General Disarmament and Peace in Moscow ̂  has 'been justly regarded 
among a wide range of people throughout the world as a new and out
standing contribution by the Soviet Government to the struggle of 
the peace-loving forces to eliminate the threat of war. We can only 
regret that the Heads of Governments in the Western countries prefer 
to make definite and detailed statements about programmes not of 
disarmament but of rearmament.

The Soviet Union is firmly in favour of general and complete dis
armament. This is not just a phase in our policy, not a concession to 
circumstances, and our declarations on the desire of the Soviet Union 
to reach agreement on a programme of general and complete disarma
ment are invariably supported by practical action.

At the very beginning, on the very first day of the negotiations in 
the Eighteen Nation Committee in March of this year, the Soviet 
Government tabled a draft treaty on general and complete disarma
ment under strict international control.̂  In this document the obliga
tions of States with regard to disarmament measures and the corre
sponding control measures from the first to the last day of disarma
ment were expressed for the first time in precise diplomatic language.

Our draft treaty provides answers to all the main problems that 
today confront the peoples of the world in their struggle to ensure a 
lasting peace. Thus, as everyone knows, the most dangerous and 
destructive weapon today is the nuclear weapon. The complete pro
hibition and unconditional liquidation of this weapon of mass de
struction is really the core of our draft treaty.

In the tense international situation which prevails today the threat 
of nuclear war hangs over the heads of the peoples of the world like 
a thunder cloud. Our draft treaty provides for the adoption in the 
very first stage of specific measures for the definite elimination of the 
threat of nuclear war, the neutralization of nuclear weapons by the 
complete liquidation of all means of their delivery and the dismantling 
of all military bases on alien territories.

I  should like to express our satisfaction at the fact that the main 
provisions of our draft treaty have met with the understanding and 
support of the majority of the delegations represented on the Eight-

" See ante, pp. 32-36,49-57, 64-66, 75-81.
" Ante, pp. 635-656.
® Ante, pp. 103-127.
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een-Nation Cammittee here. I t  is a good thing that the voice of the 
non-aligned States should also now be heard in the Committee— 
States that soberly evaluate the profound danger which stems from 
the nuclear arms race. The attitude of the non-aligned States repre
sented on the Committee reflects the will of their peoples, who are 
fully aware that nowadays there can be no compromise between war 
and peace, no half-way house between life and death. We hope that 
the non-aligned States will continue to make a worthy contribution 
to the struggle for an early solution of the problem of general and 
complete disarmament.

Unfortunately the Western Powers have so far displayed no readi
ness to come to an agreement on the draft treaty on general and com
plete disarmament, and are constantly trying to side-track the issue. 
We have repeatedly informed the Western Powers that we shall never 
a^ee to the emasculation of the disarmament programme and to the 
replacement of the specific disarmament measures which it contains 
by espionage under the guise of inspection. But we have never said 
that we are not prepared to agree to mutually acceptable solutions of 
the specific problems contained in the draft treaty provided that this 
does not run counter to the interests of disarmament. Furthermore, 
as you are well aware, we have ourselves taken the initiative in find
ing such mutually acceptable solutions, taldng into account all useful 
proposals put forward by other delegations.

We shall continue to seek mutually-acceptable solutions of the spe
cific problems involved in the disarmament programme. In the mat
ter, for example, of the time-limit for the completion of the entire 
disarmament process, the representatives of the Western Powers say 
that this time-limit, four years, is too short. All we can say to this is 
that the sooner disarmament is implemented the better it will be for 
the peoples of the world and the sooner will the threat of war become 
a thing of the past— t̂o the immense relief of all nations.

At one of the meetings of the Committee the United States Secre
tary of State, Mr. Eusk, said that in the next two or three years the 
destructive power of weapons at the disposal of States will increase 
two-fold.^ But if this is so, in other words, if during the next two 
or three years it will be possible to create a new war machine equal to 
that at present possessed by the Powers, why dispute the possibility 
of liquidating this machine during a period of four years? Surely 
it is easier to liquidate than to create it. But we will not insist on 
the letter of our proposal; the matter itself is more important to us. 
If, let us say, the Western Powers are prepared to carry out general 
and complete disarmament not in four but in, say, five years, there will

 ̂See ante, p. 199.
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be nothing to argue about, and the question of the time-limit can ba 
settled without much difficulty.^

In the course of our discussions it has been suggested that a com
promise solution might be found as between the Soviet proposal re
lating to the level to which armed forces would be reduced in the first 
stage and the United States proposal on this matter. As you know,, 
we have proposed a force level for our two countries of 1.7 million  ̂
men, while the United States has suggested the figure of 2.1 million * 
Very well then, let us put our heads together and see how our posi
tions can be reconciled. Perhaps both sides will accept the figure of 
1.9 million men by the end of the first stage. We would be prepared 
to discuss this possibility.

But we will never renounce what must form the very essence of the 
disarmament programme. We will make no concessions on the ques
tion of whether nuclear weapons should be completely prohibited and 
whether all stockpiles of nuclear weapons should be destroyed. This 
must be done whatever happens. The item of prohibition of nuclear 
weapons cannot be removed from the agenda and its settlement is 
awaited by all the peoples of the world, whose lives and well-being 
depend on it.

The same must be said about our proposal to dismantle all foreign 
military bases and to withdraw and disband all foreign troops now in 
the territory of any country. No one can deny that this question is 
vital and must be settled. Surely no one really expects the Soviet 
Union to agree to the liquidation, in the course of disarmament, of 
its means of defence while the United States maintains at its disposal 
a system of military bases located in the immediate vicinity of our 
frontier and designed to serve as a springboard for aggression—a 
springboard for that preventive nuclear war of which people in the 
West have lately been unashamedly talking. No; we can say most 
definitely that there will be no agreement on general and complete dis
armament which does not provide for the liquidation of all military 
bases on foreign territory in the first— repeat, the first—stage.

 ̂On July 27 Ambassador Zorin said tbat the extended time limit “would apply 
not only to the overaU period as a whole but also to stage I” (ENDC/PV.62, p. 
47). A Bulgarian proposal of July 31 provided for the first stage to begin 6 
months after the entry into force of the treaty and be completed within 15 
months {post  ̂ p. 700). On Aug. 3 Ambassador Zorin, replying to comments by 
Ambassador Stelle on the danger of the development of miniaturized nuclear 
weapons, said that such a danger would not arise “if the disarmament pro
gramme is carried out in a short period, say four or five years, and if the first 
stage of disarmament is implemented within two years” (ENDC/PV.65, pp. 41- 
42). In the joint working draft of Aug. 7 the U.S.S.R. wished to include a 2- 
year Umit for stage I {posty p. 728).

* See ante  ̂pp. I l l ,  357.
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These bases have been, and remain, strongpoints for aggression and 
for aggression only.

Much has been said about international control. Let us have a 
look at things as they really are. The Soviet Government and its 
Head, Mr. Khrushchev, Chairman of the Council of Ministers, have 
frequently stated that we are prepared to accept any proposals by the 
Western Powers on control over disarmament provided that the West
ern Powers accept our proposal on general and complete disarmament. 
What, it would seem, could be simpler ?

The trouble is, however, that our Western partners in the talks re
fuse to accept our proposals on general and complete disarmament 
and in their negotiations with us continually praise to the heavens 
their own proposals on control and inspection of the armaments and 
armed forces retained by the States at each particular stage. Among 
these proposals there are also demands of the crudest kinds, demands 
that the whole of Soviet territory be opened up to foreign inspection, 
which would indeed be paradise for the NATO intelligence services. 
There are also ideas, such as selective zonal inspection, which their 
sponsors apparently consider to be the peak of inventiveness. How
ever, one has only to look more closely at these “peaks” to see that they 
are intended for the same purpose— t̂he establishment of control with
out disarmament, i.e., the establishment of a legalized system of inter
national espionage.

It is sometimes said that zonal inspection would place States on an 
equal footing since it would be carried out by both parties on the same 
scale. But this argument misses the point. The Soviet Union is not 
preparing war and does not want war. The Soviet Government does 
not recognize war as a means of settling international disputes and 
therefore has no need for intelligence information on the location of 
military objectives in the territory of the United States. You will 
not persuade us to disclose the Soviet defence system in exchange for 
data on the United States defence system; we do not need such data, 
because we have no intention of attacking the United States.

In the light of all this we—and we are sure that we are not alone 
in this— ĥave come to the quite definite conclusion that the Western 
Powers, as before, base their policy not on disarmament but on con
tinuation of the nuclear arms race. This is further corroborated by 
the ever-increasing growth in the military expenditure of the United 
States and its allies, the feverish activity of military staffs and the 
announcement of ever new strategic doctrines, each more aggressive 
than the last. Almost every NATO general, the more so the higher 
his rank, puts forward his own strategic doctrine, which becomes the 
subject of wide discussion. The main concern seems to be not how to
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exclude nuclear war from the life of society, how to prevent it, but 
how virtually to legalize it under the guise of drafting “rules” for 
waging it or of reaching agreement on what targets should be made 
the ob j ective of the first nuclear strike.

The extensive series of nuclear weapon tests carried out by the 
United States in the Pacific, including the high-altitude explosions 
over Johnston Island, have brought the nuclear arms race to an un
precedented pitch. I t is fully understandable that in these circum
stances the Soviet Union should have been forced to take the necessary 
counter-measures to strengthen its security and that of the other 
socialist States and of all peace-loving countries, and to this end to 
embark on testing its latest types of nuclear weapon. In taking this 
decision, however, the Soviet Union has once again forcefully stressed 
that it has always favoured and continues to favour an agreement on 
the cessation of nuclear weapon tests based on scientific findings which 
enable control over strict compliance with such an agreement to be 
implemented via national means of detection. The well-known pro
posals of the eight non-aligned States members of the Eighteen Nation 
Conmiittee offer a good basis for such an agreement.^

The present situation is that military plans have now eclipsed 
everything else for the Western Powers. Things have gone so far 
that they want the disarmament programme to be adapted to the mili
tary requirements of NATO. How else, for instance, can one under
stand the United States proposal providing for a first stage reduction 
of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, including Soviet global rockets, 
which are the most powerful in the world and a mighty bulwark of 
defence, while at the same time stipulating that no one should so much 
as lay a finger on any of the United States military bases specifically 
intended as strongpoints for carrying out nuclear strikes against the 
Soviet Union. The insignia of NATO generals can be plainly seen 
on the shoulders of those who drafted this more than strange proposal , 
a proposal which has nothing to do with the concept of approach to 
disarmament on an equal footing.

There can naturally be no common language between ourselves and 
the Western Powers if this road is followed. Agreement on disarma
ment cannot be reached if one of the parties looks at the problems of 
disarmament from the command post of NATO and proceeds from 
militarist considerations.

I  have listened attentively to the statements by Lord Home, the 
United Kingdom Foreign Secretary, and by other speakers. The 
United Kingdom Foreign Secretary advocates the thesis that general 
and complete disarmament is possible only if we change human nature.

 ̂See ante. pp. 334-336.



688 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1962

The question is, however, where one can find an instrument capable 
of assessing the change in this human nature in the course, shall we 
say, of a decade. I  very much doubt whether such an instrument 
exists. Does not the mere advocacy of this thesis characterize the 
Western Powers’ whole attitude to matters of disarmament? What 
difference is there between this thesis, which the United Kingdom 
Foreign Secretary advocates with such fervour, and the assertions 
made by Western statesmen in Geneva on the eve of the Second World 
War to the effect that general and complete disarmament was impos
sible in view of the pugnacious nature of man ? There is no difference 
at all.

We assert categorically that general and complete disarmament is 
possible provided that there is the will to have it. We also categori
cally reject as untenable the above-mentioned thesis advocated by 
Western statesmen.

The task of the Eighteen Nation Committee, as the Soviet Govern
ment understands it, is to draft a treaty on general and complete dis
armament, on the basis of businesslike negotiation. In this connexion 
the experience of the International Conference on the Peaceful Settle
ment of the Laotian Question is instructive. The example of this Con
ference shows clearly the important positive results that can be 
achieved if there is general interest in success and mutual readiness to 
reach agreement.

We would express the hope that, in the course of the further nego
tiations in the Eighteen Nation Committee, the United States, the 
United Kingdom and the other Western Powers will adopt a business
like, constructive attitude to the main issues, since without this dis
armament is impossible. If  this is done we may hope for positive 
results from the negotiations. Otherwise severe trials await mankind.

As for the Soviet Government, it favours, as in the past, the earliest 
possible conclusion of a treaty on general and complete disarmament 
imder strict international control, and will do its utmost to ensure the 
success of the negotiations to this end.

Statement by Secretary of State Rusk to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee, July 24, 1962 ^

Mr. Chairman and distinguished colleagues, as others have pointed 
out, it was four months ago that the Foreign Ministers met here in

" ENDC/l^V.60, pp. 40-44.
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Geneva to begin this supreme effort to achieve a break through on 
the disarmament front. Our presence here at that time was meant to 
show the world that each State represented at the Disarmament Con
ference considered an effective solution to the problem of the arms 
race to be of the utmost importance for the future of our world.

Although it is the conclusion of an international agreement on the 
future status of Laos  ̂ that has brought some of us here to Geneva 
at this time, those of us serving nations participating in this Disarma
ment Committee have the additional pleasure of attending this meet
ing of this Eighteen Nation Committee. I  have not been present 
myself at the Conference meetings since those first weeks and my 
stay here now is necessarily of brief duration, but we have in no way 
altered our assessment of the importance of this Disarmament Con
ference. The United States considers that progress in disarmament 
is a practical goal and a practical necessity. This is the continued 
conviction of my Government.

I  believe we all realize that the Conference now finds itself deeply 
involved in a large number of complicated factors and details directly 
connected with attaining a satisfactory disarmament agreement. The 
reaching of such an agreement therefore requires both a persistent 
attention to the exploration of matters in depth and an intensive 
preoccupation with the very broad subject of general and complete 
disarmament. Such labours are necessarily within the province of 
the permanent heads of various delegations who need not be—and, 
indeed, should not be—distracted by daily concern for other pressing 
international problems. This does not mean, of course, that Foreign 
Ministers themselves will be any less concerned with what goes on 
with respect to disarmament. Indeed, I  can assure you that at any 
appropriate time I  will be available to re-assemble with other Foreign 
Ministers to assist this Committee to overcome specific difficulties of 
prime importance, or to carry through final agreement on questions 
which appear to be on the way to resolution. For Foreign Ministers 
cannot stay far away from the proceedings of these meetings; nor 
can we fail to be intimately connected with all the preparations and 
the decisions which accompany participation in this Conference.

The discussions of the first three months have carried us more deeply 
into a thoughtful consideration of the many facets, as well as the 
many difficulties, of this subject, more so than in previous disarmament 
conferences. The nature and location of the real hurdles which block 
the achievement of disarmament are now evident to most of us. The 
fact that we now see where our problems lie demands that we push 
forward our efforts and concentrate on these troublesome points. It

' Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 13,1962, pp. 259 fP.
688-714— 63— vol. II----- 6
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is clear also that we cannot deal with the problems of disarmament 
in a vacuum. Problems which arise between States and the resolu
tion of those problems, even though they are far removed geograph
ically from this Council Chamber, have made and will continue to 
make their effects felt here.

I need only point out, as Mr. Gromyko pointed out ̂  that the agree
ment signed yesterday on the future status of Laos is a welcome sign. 
Its signature and its effective carrying out could, by improving the 
international climate, contribute to the work of the nations meeting 
in this Conference towards reaching their objective on general and 
complete disarmament in a peaceful world. Unfortunately we cannot 
overlook or set aside or forget other events and troublesome issues, 
for their effects on this disarmament discussion are in the opposite 
direction. They tend to retard rather than push forward our vital 
work here.

I  need not at this moment mention or debate each of the specific 
areas which I have in mind, but I  am quite sure that you are all 
aware of the situations where contention prevails over agreement, 
where difficulties beset our relations and where conflict rather than 
harmony appears the order of the day. But surely we all understand 
that persistent pressures against the vital interests of others cannot 
prepare the way for disarmament. Surely we all understand that 
disdain for a solemn agreement concluded in the recent past breeds 
distrust about agreements on disarmament which ought to be con
cluded in the near future. Surely we all understand that the repeated 
declarations that a particular social system is destined to dominate 
the world and programmes of action to bring that prediction into 
reality are not useful introductions to a disarmament discussion.

International tensions often generate the expansion of military 
forces and, to the extent that the tensions are reduced or eliminated, 
it becomes easier to view with less passion and anxiety those questions 
relating to the elimination of military establishments which are at 
the centre of all disarmament negotiations. This Conference faces 
many complex problems, but it can also be the seed-bed for agree
ments of incalculable value. My Government is prepared to press 
patiently and urgently these potentials for accord, for each agree
ment in this area will serve to pave the way to still broader and more 
significant accomplishments.

As in the past, so now too, we are convinced that one of the areas 
where it should be possible to reach early agreement is on a sound and 
safeguarded agreement to ban nuclear weapon tests now and on a 
permanent basis. The regrettable announcement by the Soviet Union

 ̂Supra.
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over this past weekend that it feels constrained or forced or com
pelled to follow the recent round of Soviet and United States nuclear 
tests with still further weapons experiments of its own only makes it 
more urgent that our efforts in this field should succeed.̂  I  do not 
know where the expression came from that there is a “right to test 
last” ; surely, from imagination. But memories tend to be very short. 
After the Soviet Union last year abandoned the moratorium and con
ducted a series of more than forty tests, I  suppose that it felt that it had 
a right to test last. Be that as it may members here will remember 
that even after that series of more than forty tests, the United King
dom and the United States made proposals for the stoppage of testing 
at that point and for ever—the principal price for which, in terms of 
assurance, was that international inspection be permitted to look at 
less than one part in two thousand of Soviet territory in any given 
year. That was after that series of tests and before the recent United 
States series of tests; but even that farthing was not paid to bring 
this testing to an end.

However, as has been announced recently, the United States is in 
the midst of re-evaluating both the technical aspects of the problem 
and its own past proposals, to see whether further moves which 
might facilitate agreement can properly be made. This is a matter 
on which Mr. Dean will have more to say in the very near future, in 
the light of new technical data which have been derived from recent 
tests. We hope thereby to advance the possibility of agreement.

But let us not be mistaken. An obsession with secrecy locks the 
door of disarmament. Reference was made to information which 
the Soviet Union does not need about the United States. The Soviet 
Union does not need it because it has it. Secrecy and disarmament 
cannot live together, as Lord Home so effectively pointed out in his 
remarks.

Let me repeat what I  said here last spring. There is suspicion. 
There is suspicion about what might be going on in the vast reaches 
of the Soviet Union when the rest of the world is open for all to see. 
There is suspicion that even a tiny bit of international inspection in
volves espionage affecting the security of the Soviet Union. But 
surely we can find some way not to have to deal with this problem of 
good faith—arrangements which make it irrelevant, arrangements 
which provide assurance, arrangements upon which confidence can be 
built in the light of experience as we move forward.

And of course, while pressing forward on the subjects where agree
ment may be somewhat easier to achieve—and I  agree with most of 
what my colleague, Mr. Green, said on that point—we cannot neglect

 ̂See ante, pp. 677-679.
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the exploration beyond the present limits of our understanding of the 
other more challenging and more difficult areas that have been opened 
up for discussion in this Disarmament Conference.

Lord Home has referred to the re-making of human nature. I t may 
take some time; but even before that we were talking about the trans
formation of the political structure of international life. That, too, 
will take some thought, some imagination, some creative statesman
ship, some patience and, I  suspect, some time. Within my own Gov
ernment detailed studies continue as a matter of urgency on all aspects 
of disarmament and new possibilities are continuously under the most 
careful consideration.

The United States delegation can go forward under the able leader
ship of my very distinguished friend and colleague, Ambassador Dean, 
with a detailed consideration of the possible provisions of a treaty on 
general and complete disarmament. We hope the same is true of 
other governments, for our goal is perhaps the most ambitious—cer
tainly it is the most essential—of the items on the agenda of mankind. 
That goal must be sought in a spirit of fairness and of reciprocal 
accommodation during the negotiations which the forum of this Con
ference makes possible. Attempts to attain propaganda gains and 
shortsighted or limited tactical manoeuvres will get us nowhere 
and will only engender further mutual suspicion which is to be 
avoided, for disarmament is much too important to humanity for 
such a divisive and diversionary approach.

I  should like to thank each of the eight new members of the Con
ference for their co-operation and understanding. They have made 
some extremely useful contributions to this subject, both in general 
and with regard to specific details, and I  earnestly hope that we shall 
find in all of the other delegations to this Conference a readiness to 
continue to work with us in a co-operative spirit.

We shall always state our positions frankly and we shall put only 
those positions which we expect to be accepted, with which we think 
the world can live and not the positions based purely upon the passing 
tactics of public opinion. We shall be reasonable and forthcoming 
and imaginative to the limit of our ability in seeking ways to over
come difficulties.

We will be ready to share certain risks in disarmament. We are not 
trying to insist upon foolproof arrangements, for we understand, as 
others around this table understand, that an unlimited arms race itself 
is also risky. We should like to find ways to reduce these risks, 
through arrangements which do provide for the growth of confidence; 
for, as the Statement of Agreed Principles indicated, we must move
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forward, but with prudent concern for security and peace and also for 
the security interests of all signatories to these arrangements.^

I t is, I  am confident, an encouraging sign that during the presence 
of a niunber of Foreign Ministers here the co-Chairmen were able to 
reach an agreement, which is before you, about the general procedures 
which are to govern the Committee’s work in the next months on 
preparing a treaty on general and complete disarmament.^ I  think we 
should be 'grateful to Ambassador Zorin and Ambassador Dean for 
the patient, skilled work which went into that negotiation.

This agreement allows full scope for the consideration in plenary 
meetings of all the many detailed prc^blems of stage I which must be 
resolved before an accord on treaty language can be reached. It also 
puts on the two co-Chairmen the responsibility for drafting such 
treaty language. I  can assure you that no Government is more 
anxious than the Government of the United States, from President 

" Kennedy down, to assume the responsibilities which go with the 
drafting, the signature and the execution of a sound and safeguarded 
treaty on general and complete disarmament.

Statement by the Acting Brazilian Representative (Castro) 
to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee 
{Extract}, July 25, 1962 ^

My delegation was particularly impressed by the Canadian Foreign 
Minister’s sftatement^ to the effect that the nuclear Powers had not 
fully explored the possibilities for agreement opened by the presenta
tion of the eight-nation joint memorandum ® and have been engaged 
in rather fruitless debate on the subject. From the statements made 
at the meeting of 16 July, when the Conference re-opened under what 
appeared to us to be favourable circumstances, we had some reason to 
believe that we were moving closer to an agreement on the suspension 
of nuclear tests, a subject which my Government considers as the most 
urgent on our agenda and to which it is prepared to give a first-rate 
priority.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442.
* Ante, pp. 679-681.
® ENDG/PV.61, pp. S4r-S7.
* BNDO/PV.60, p. 27.
® Ante, pp. 334-336.
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We shbiild be realistic enough to believe that we are not on the verge 
of concluding a treaty on general and complete disarmament. We 
should be realistic enough to understand that, at the present stage of 
the world crisis, and until tension relaxes, no great nation is willing to 
forego power and the precarious and highly doubtful benefits of power 
to protect its interests and security or even—which is much more 
disturbing and disappointing— t̂o foster its political aims, whether of 
an offensive or a defensive character. If our efforts are to be taken 
seriously by world public opinion, they should rest on realities and, to 
use an expression so often quoted here, on the “facts of life” of today, 
not on the expectations of tomorrow. World public opinion, while 
alarmed by the disastrous acceleration of the arms race, may be re
signed to wait until conditions will allow the conclusion of a treaty for 
general and complete disarmament. I do not wish to be unduly pe^i- 
mistic in this connexion, but facts are disturbing things and the 
debates held in our last few meetings had a most sobering effect on our 
expectations.

What public opinion is not prepared to condone is any delay on the 
part of the nuclear Powers to come to an agreement on the suspension 
of nuclear tests. That is the immediate task before us and there is no 
evading the issue. Nuclear tests are not only an alarming aspect of 
the arms race; they are by themselves acts of war, actual shooting— 
the first steps on mankind’s road to ultimate destruction. Nuclear 
testing is war waged against people, not against dummies; against 
their health and not against their power. I t is likewise war waged on 
the very dignity of man.

Let us squarely face the facts and let us not mince words. The 
situation is too serious to allow for delusions and fallacies. This 
Conference will be a dismal failure—and no high-sounding words in 
the final report will disguise it—if we close our proceedings in this 
second period of meetings without any substantial action being taken 
in this field. For how can we pretend that we are moving towards 
general and complete disarmament if we are unable, or reluctant, or 
unwilling to check even the actual shooting already going on ? How 
can we envisage the future when we close our eyes to present and 
clear danger? How can we pretend that peace is round the corner 
when we are persisting on the road to war ?

Our apprehensions on this matter have now been considerably 
enhanced by the official announcement on Sunday that the Soviet 
Government is soon to resume its nuclear testing programme.^ We 
regret this decision, as we have regretted all similar decisions in the 
past. As we said at the meeting of 16 July, when the Conference

 ̂Ante, pp. 677-679.
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re-opened, we do not believe that any nation has, at any time, the 
right to test— b̂e it in the first, second or last place. We feel that 
nuclear tests are bad, regardless of where they originate. These were 
our words:

We feel that we can no longer live in a situation of trying to know to which 
nation now falls the right and the turn to test. Now it is not the turn of 
any nation to test. Now should be the turn for peace, security and disarma
ment to be established in world affairs.^

World peace and security are not the sole responsibilities of the 
great Powers. To a common danger of death and destruction there 
should correspond a common and identical responsibility. Power has 
not brought security to the great Powers, which paradoxically now 
feel the most vulnerable and insecure.

We still think that the eight-nation joint memorandum is wide 
enough and flexible enough to serve as a rallying point for divergent 
views on a test ban. It is an attempt at reconciliation, an attempt 
at understanding, an attempt at compromise.

We shall carefully shun any polemics, and it is not our aim to pass 
judgement on deeds or intentions or to pin down responsibilities for 
omission or evasiveness. Powers have their reasons for not agreemg, 
and the main reason is lack of confidence. The role of the eight 
nations—and it is not my intention to speak for all of them, since 
only the eight can speak for the eight—is not, in my opinion, the role 
of judges or arbitrators, but the role of diplomats and conciliators. 
If one of the great Powers fails to agree, all of us will have failed 
in our efforts. Disarmament is not a problem to be solved by vote, 
by pressure or by propaganda. It is a matter to be solved by per
suasion, consensus and, above all, by confidence. If we fail in our 
efforts, all seventeen—rather, all eighteen—of us will be guilty. It 
will show that we have not lived up to our responsibilities before our 
peoples and before the peoples of the world, who have placed their 
trust in our unskilful hands.

I t has been implied that a nuclear test ban is difficult to attain 
because the great Powers cannot or do not wish to agree on the intricate 
question of control, a problem which is based on confidence. I t is 
well known, however, that the main divergencies and discrepancies 
do lie in the problems of detection and identification of underground 
tests, as the international control required for atmospheric and outer 
space tests does not appear to present so many insurmountable diffi
culties. Why, then, not concentrate our efforts on this question of 
atmospheric and outer space tests which are the most dangerous, 
actually and potentially, and the ones which have a most disturbing

" ENDC/PV.57, p. 43.
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effect on mind, body and nerves? Why not, along the lines of the 
eight-nation joint memorandum, further explore the possibility of an 
agreement on the question of control of atmospheric and outer space 
tests and, at the same time, start a discussion on the adequate methods 
of detection and identijB.cation of underground tests?

We are of course prepared to accept any other precedure which 
would prove to be most conducive to an early agreement on the overall 
problem of nuclear tests. In this connexion, we have been encouraged 
by statements made recently before this Committee. I  am referrmg 
to the statement made by Mr. Dean  ̂and later by Mr. Rusk ̂  conceming 
the presentation of new scientific data, and Mr. Zorin’s expressed 
willingness to consider them.

We are not asked to do what is impossible; but we are expected to 
persevere in our endeavours to the very limit of our capabilities. This 
is clearly within the field of reality, even taking into account the 
roughness of the cold war. We are not asking any nation forthwith 
to dispose of its nuclear bombs, before an adequate agreement is 
reached. We are just asking them not to start using them. Of 
eourse, a time-limit may be established; the date of 1 January 
1963 was suggested constructively by Mr. Padilla Nervo, the leader of 
the Mexican delegation, as a deadline.  ̂ This might have the unde
sirable effect of stimulating experiments during the rest of the current 
year, but it would be definitely better than no suspension at all. We 
should be prepared to accept and even to argue in favour of such a 
deadline, which may prove to be the only realistic solution by which 
the present stalemate could be settled, as we are facing a rather pe
culiar situation in which every nuclear Power wishes to be the last one 
to conduct the tests and not the first one to agree on a test ban.

The establishment of a deadline might provide the great Powers 
with the opportunity of testing last at the same time and—as the 
reasoning goes— n̂o one would be placed at a disadvantage. I t  is a 
sad concession to make, the concession to have more tests held, per
haps at an increasing speed, and yet it is a concession people perhaps 
will be willing to make if they have no alternative left. A test ban, 
even with a time-limit or a deadline, would be a recognition that 
power is not adding to security and that the problem of security is 
now closely interlinked with and contingent on the problem of peace. 
Without peace there will be no security for any nation, no matter how

" ENDC/PV. 57, p. 12.
* Supra.
® Ante, p. 482.
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many missiles it may have stocked and no matter how many nuclear 
tests it may have conducted.

I t is rather disappointing to conclude that we are still facing the 
situation described by the head of the Brazilian delegation, Mr. de 
Melo Franco, at the meeting of 8 June 1962, which he characterized 
as follows:

Hence it could, of course, be said that . . . the nuclear Powers have a sort 
of understanding against—I will not say all the other Powers— b̂ut at least 
against those which are not linked with the direct lnteres:ts of these two great 
Powers . .

Having confided to member nations round this table my apprehen- 
sions and my feelings on this most crucial matter of a nuclear test ban, 
I  wonder whether the eight nations should not combine their efforts 
in a new endeavour to save this Conference from failure and frustra
tion and to save the joint memorandum from the “limbo” referred to 
by Mr. de Melo Franco on a previous occasion. I  wonder whether 
something new should not be undertaken to strengthen our proceed
ings, for time is running short both for the Conference and for 
mankind.

Economic and Social Council Resolution 891 (XXXIV): 
Economic and Social Consequences of Disarmament, 
July 26, 1962 *

TJie Economic amd Social Cov/noil,
Recalling General Assembly resolutions 1378 (XIV) of 20 Novem

ber 1959 ® and 1516 (XV) of 15 December I960,*
Aware of the great importance of an agreement on disarmament 

for the achievement of accelerated economic and social progress in 
the world and, in particular, for the promotion of economic develop
ment of the less developed countries,

Drawi/ng attention to the fact that the world is spending aimually 
on military account a sum approximately as large as the entire na
tional income of all the less developed countries,

Affirming that pending an ^eem ent on general and complete dis
armament under effective international control, Member States should

» ENDO/PV. 53, p. 28.
* Economic and Social Council Official Records: Thirty-fourth Session, Resolu~ 

tions, Supplement 1 (E/3671), pp. 3-4. The resolution was unanimoui^y 
approved.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, p. 1545.
 ̂IMd.f 1960, pp. 368-869.
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not relax their efforts to assist the developing countries but should 
rather accelerate such efforts.

Conscious that the impact of disarmament will set in motion great 
changes in the domestic economies of countries and in international 
economic relations as a result of the progressive diversion of human 
and material resources from military to civilian purposes.

Expressing its appreciation of the report of the Secretary-General 
transmitting the study on the economic and social consequences of 
disarmament prepared by a team of expert consultants,^

Considering that further study will have to be given to the action 
to be taken at the national and international levels to make use of 
material and human resources released as a consequence of disarma
ment for the benefit of the world community,

1. Endorses the unanimous conclusion of the Consultative Group 
that the achievement of general and complete disarmament would be 
an unqualified blessing to all mankind ;

2. Recognizes that all problems of transition connected with dis
armament can be met by appropriate national and international meas
ures, that diversion to peaceful purposes of the resources now in mili
tary use can be accomplished to the benefit of all countries and lead to 
the improvement of world economic and social conditions and that 
disarmament can be accomplished in all countries without impairing 
their economies;

3. Declares that the study of the economic and social consequences 
of disarmament and the conclusions drawn therefrom have emphasized 
an important reason for the earliest feasible achievement of an agree
ment on general and complete disarmament under effective inter
national control;

4. Appeals to all States to take the findings of the report on the 
economic and social consequences of disarmament into considera
tion in the policies they pursue;

5. Requests the Secretary-General:

(a) To transmit his report, together with the comments made in 
the Council, to the General Assembly at its seventeenth session;

(b) To submit his report to the Conference of the Eighteen-Na
tion Committee on Disarmament for its consideration;

(c) To have his report widely distributed by means of:

(1) printed publication to be used by the United Nations office 
of Public Information;

(2) approach to all Member States with a request to translate 
and publish the report in their respective languages, and

 ̂Ante, pp. 42-48.
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(3) distribution of the report to non-government organizations 
associated with the Economic and Social Council.

6. Urges that Member States—particularly those which are sig
nificantly involved in, or affected by, current military programmes— 
should devote further attention to, and conduct any necessary studies 
of, the detailed aspects of the economic and social consequences of dis
armament with a view to developing needed information, plans and 
policies for making necessary economic and social adjustments in the 
event of disarmament;

7. Invites the Secretary-General:
(a) To continue to keep under review, in co-operation with the 

regional economic commissions and with the related agencies con
cerned, the basic aspects of economic and social consequences of dis
armament and the problems arising therefrom on the national and 
international plane;

(b) To enquire of Member States as early as possible concerning 
the progress made in the studies referred to in paragraph 6;

(c) To report to the Council at its thirty-sixth session on these 
activities and to suggest to the Council what further studies on the 
impact of disarmament on international economic relations (trade pat
terns, balance of payments, foreign investment, economic assistance, 
et cetera) might be useful;

8. Requests the Secretary-General to place the item on the agenda 
of the General Assembly at its seventeenth session.

United States Proposal Submitted to the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee: Working Draft of Article 4 
of Treaty on General and Complete Disarmament in a 
Peaceful World, July 30, 1962 '

PART Il-Stage I

A r t i c l e  4 -  B a s i c  O b l i g a t i o n s  a n d  T i m e  L i m i t  o f  S t a g e  I
During Stage I the Parties to the Treaty, in accordance with the 

provisions of Articles______through______ , undertake:

1. To reduce their armaments, including nuclear weapon delivery 
vehicles and major conventional armaments:

2. To limit their production of armaments;

 ̂ENDC/L.18, July 30,1962.
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3. To reduce their armed forces;
4. To halt the production of fissionable materials for use in nuclear 

weapons and to take other measures to reduce the threat of nuclear 
war;

5. To establish the International Disarmament Organization upon 
the entry into force of the Treaty in order to ensure verification of the 
obligations imdertaken;

6. To implement the measures set forth hereafter for verifying com
pliance with the Obligations undertaken;

7. To strengthen arrangements for keeping the peace and ensuring 
international security;

8. To carry out all other obligations undertaken with respect to> 
Stage I  of the Treaty.

Stage I  will begin upon the entry into force of the Treaty and will 
be completed within three years from that date, subject to the provi
sions of Article ______ _

Bulgarian Working Paper Submitted to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee: Revised Draft Ar
ticle 4 of Treaty on General and Complete Disarmament^ 
July 31,1962 ^

PART II-—Stage I 

Article 4
F i r s t  S t a g e  T a s k s

The first stage shall begin 6 months after the entry into force of 
the Treaty (in accordance with article . . . of the present Treaty) and 
shall be completed within 15 months.

The States undertake, during the first stage:

(1) to eliminate simultaneously all delivery vehicles for nuclear 
weapons and all military bases in foreign territory, and to withdraw 
all troops from such territory;

(2) to take measures concerning nuclear disarmament;
(3) to reduce their armed forces, their conventional armaments, 

the production of such armaments and their military expenditure as 
provided hereinafter;

(4) on the entry of the Treaty into force, to set up an International 
Disarmament Organization in order to verify in the agreed manner 
fulfilment of the obligations assumed;

"ENDC/L.17/Rev. 1, July 31, 1962.
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(5) from the beginning of the first stage, to take measures to reduce 
the danger of war;

(6) to take the measures set forth hereinafter for the maintenance 
of international peace and security; and

(7) to proceed immediately to carry out the disarmament measures 
prescribed for the second stage.

British Paper Submitted to the Eighteen Nation Disarma
ment Committee: Preliminary Study of Problems Con
nected With the Elimination of Rockets as Nuclear 
Delivery Vehicles, August 1,1962 ^

Introduction

1. Both the Soviet Union and the United States of America envis
age, in their proposals for general and complete disarmament, the 
elimination of rockets capable of delivering nuclear weapons, except 
for certain designated rockets which would be retained for the peaceful 
.exploration of space.̂  According to the Eussian proposals military 
rockets would be entirely eliminated in Stage I. According to the 
American proposals reduction would be progressive and would not be 
completed until Stage III.

2. Furthermore the Eussian draft Treaty provides that in Stage I 
the manufacture of all such rockets shall be completely discontinued, 
workshops and special machine tools shall be destroyed, and all prov
ing grounds shall be demolished. According to the American pro
posals production should be limited to an agreed allowance during the 
beginning of Stage I  and should be halted by the beginning of Stage
II. On the other hand both the Eussian and the American proposals 
envisage the continued manufacture and testing of appropriate rockets 
for the peaceful exploration of space, under some form of control or 
supervision by the International Disarmament Organization.

3. In considering the possible implementation of these proposals, 
the following problems arise

(a) Whether in all cases it is possible to distinguish unambigu
ously between military rockets and rockets intended for the peaceful 
exploration of space.

 ̂ENDC/53, Aug. 1, 1962.
* &ee eiiie, pp. 107, 360.
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(b) How the control or supervision of the manufacture and test
ing of space rockets is to be exercised.

(c) How the destruction of military rockets, their means of pro
duction and proving grounds is to be verified, and what the chances are 
of undetected evasion.

(d) Wliether there is any means of ensuring that further devel
opments in space technology will not be used to conceal or threaten 
any aggressive intentions by countries engaged in space research.

4. The purpose of this paper is to examine these problems briefly, 
and to suggest points for further consideration.

The Problem of Differentiation

5. One of the main difficulties with which we have to contend, in 
attempting to eliminate rockets as nuclear delivery vehicles, is that 
there is no fool-proof means of differentiating between the type of 
rocket used to project a weapon on to its target and the type of rocket 
used as a booster to launch a payload into space. This is not so much 
a matter of terminology, as of technical fact. The rockets used to 
launch every space-shot so far carried out, were originally designed 
as ballistic missiles. Future rockets, designed to meet the require
ments of a legitimate space programme, could just as readily be used 
to deliver a weapon, or to threaten to do so—provided such weapons 
were already available or could be produced at short notice.

6. The significance lies not in the rocket but in the use to which it 
is put. If intended as a nuclear delivery vehicle, the rocket has 
to carry a weapon in the form of a warhead. To eliminate ‘̂ military 
rockets’' capable of carrying nuclear weapons, while leaving “civil 
rockets” uncontrolled, would afford insufficient security unless (and 
this is another point requiring examination at a later stage) the 
elimination or control of all nuclear Vvarheads could be guaranteed.

Control of Production
7. Although it is envisaged that the International Disarmament 

Organization should exercise some form of control or supervision 
over the manufacture of space rockets, both draft Treaties now before 
the Conference leave open the question of how this is to be done. 
As we suggest later in this paper, one way might be to internation
alize the whole of space research. But if this is not done, and if the 
manufacturing industries are left in national hands, then for effec
tive control resident inspectors would have to be maintained at the 
main assembly plants and proving grounds. Further back in the 
production process a sufficient measure of supervision might be exer
cised by checking the records of the principal sub-contractors and



BRITISH PAPER, AUGUST 1 703

by periodic visits to the component manufacturers, for which teams 
of travelling inspectors would be required on a geographical basis.

8. There is very little past experience on which to base even an 
approximate estimate of the number of inspectors that would be 
required. Clearly this number would be influenced by the size, com
plexity and distribution of the industry—which, in themselves are 
factors that are difficult to assess. However, bearing in mind the 
effort so far expended on space developments and the magnitude 
of the space projects that have already been announced, it seems 
probable that a very considerable industry will be required to sup
port the programmes that are envisaged for the next 10 to 15 years.

9. Experience of a very limited form of factory inspection under 
the Factory Acts in the United Kingdom suggests that the number 
of inspectors required, worldwide, for the control or supervision of 
production by the International Disarmament Organization is likely 
to be large— în the region of a few thousands rather than of hundreds.

Verification of Destruction and Chances of Evasion

10. Apart from monitoring the production and testing of space 
rockets, the International Disarmament Organization will need to 
take additional measures to provide

(a) Verification that the rockets, production facilities and bases 
scheduled for destruction are in fact destroyed.

(b) A reasonable degree of assurance against the possibility of 
hidden stockpiles, concealed launching sites and clandestine 
production.

11. Verification of the destruction of rockets would be compara
tively easy without resorting to inspection, as these could be fired 
down existing test ranges to an impact area in the Pacific where ade
quate instrumentation facilities could be provided to prove that rockets 
of the appropriate size had in fact been fired. Alternatively, rockets 
could be destroyed under supervision in a “destruction factory”. 
These aspects are considered in detail in a separate paper. On the 
other hand illegal stockpiles, stored underground and suitably cam
ouflaged before the disarmament process took effect, would be ex
tremely difficult to detect—even if unrestricted facilities for inspection 
were permitted. There is no technical reason why certain types of 
rockets and their associated warheads could not be salted away for 
several years.

12. The destruction of production facilities and bases could be veri
fied only by inspection. If launching sites for non-mobile rockets, 
such as underground silos, had been completed before  ̂disarmament,
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and steps had been taken to render them inconspicuous, their contin
ued concealment might be possible. But very considera;ble effort 
would have been expended in carrying out such an operation; the exist
ence of the sites would be known to many of the local population, and 
extreme security precautions would have to be taken to prevent com
promising any such evasion plan. I t might perhaps be easier to con* 
ceal mobile launching facilities such as tube launchers on merchant 
ships or barges, and launching ramps on railway flats or vehicle 
trailers; to ensure that they would not escape detection indefinitely, 
it would be necessary to bear these points in mind when defining the 
powers of inspection to be vested in the International Disarmament 
Organization.

13. As far as clandestine production is concerned, it might be com
paratively easy to conceal, under cover of other industrial processes, 
the illegal manufacture of many of the essential components compris
ing, for example, rocket motors and 'guidance systems. With regard 
to fuels, kerosine and the various oxydants required for liquid-pro
pelled systems are used commercially and would be difficult to control ; 
solid propellants can be readily produced in a variety of plants. How
ever, the body of a rocket (whether liquid or solid-propelled), which 
requires high-tensile steel rolled to exacting standards, and very large 
heat treatment facilities, would be difficult to disguise as anything 
other than it was. Final assembly under clandestine conditions would 
also require unique facilities, which would be likely to betray them
selves to the inspecting agency, always provided that appropriate 
powers were vested in it.

14. This analysis suggests that clandestine production subsequent 
to the implementation of a disarmament treaty could—given suitable 
inspection— b̂e less of a danger than clandestine storage of previous 
production.

Safeguarding Peace in Space

15. Whatever precautions are taken against possible evasions of the 
disarmament agreements, one cannot at present discount the possibil
ity that future developments in space technology may be used to con
ceal or threaten aggression. In this connexion some idea of the scale 
of the problem with which the International Disarmament Organiza
tion might be faced can be gleaned from what has already been 
achieved up to mid-1962. Over 100 satellites have already been 
laimched, of which 50 are at present in orbit. Outstanding among 
these, as an indication of potentiality, is the Russian Sputnik IV, 
weighing 10,000 lbs., with an estimated life of 2-3 years. Of the 
American satellites at present orbiting, ten weigh more than 2,000 lbs.; 
the largest, Midas II  (5,000 lbs.) has an estimated life of 8-15 years.
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Bearing in mind the possibilities that already exist, it seems highly 
desirable that all space projects should be brought as soon as pos
sible under some comprehensive organization for international 
collaboration.

16. The only alternative assurance against aggressive developments 
in space is the degree of supervision and inspection to be exercised by 
the International Disarmament Organization. This would require 
that satellites and spacecraft should be subject to inspection at all 
stages of design and production, and that control should be exercised 
at assembly points and launching sites to ensure that no illegal pay
loads were being launched into space. Such a commitment would 
involve a very large number of additional inspectors, the actual num
ber depending on the magnitude of the space prograrmne, the exact 
extent of which is virtually impossible to predict. This, obviously, is 
a less attractive solution than one based on international collaboration; 
but unless collaboration can be seen to be complete, inspection by the 
International Disarmament Organization will also be needed.

Points for Consideration

17. Summarizing the problems outlined above, we suggest the 
following questions for consideration

(a) Is there any means of differentiating between rockets used 
as boosters in a legitimate space programme and rockets intended as 
weapon carriers, in such a way that there is no residual risk that the 
resources of a space programme could be diverted into a nuclear 
delivery system?

(b) Since such a risk could be minimised by the control and in
spection of production and proving grounds by the International 
Disarmament Organization, can an estimate be made of the number of 
inspectors required ?

(c) The inspectors provided to meet the requirements at (b'l 
above should also be capable of verifying the destruction of rockets, 
production facilities and bases scheduled for elimination under the 
disarmament agreement; but how many additional inspectors would 
be needed to guard against the possibility of hidden stockpiles, con
cealed launching sites and clandestine production; and what powers 
of inspection must they be given?

(d) Is there any way of ensuring against the aggressive misuse 
of future developments in space, apart from bringing all launchings 
under international control?

(e) To what extent would comprehensive international collabora
tion simplify the problems of verification ?

688-714—63— vol. II-------7
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British Paper Submitted to the Eighteen Nation Dis
armament Conmiittee: Preliminary Study of Problems 
Connected With the Verification of the Destruction of 
Certain Nuclear Delivery Vehicles, August 1, 1962^

1. Any disarmament scheme pre-supposes that some weapons will 
be destroyed to reduce the stockpile of those held.

2. This paper examines the methods which are available for the 
actual destruction of certain nuclear delivery vehicles that it has been 
agreed shall be destroyed and the effort which would be required to 
verify that their destruction had taken place. Destruction might 
either be complete by blowing up or crushing to pieces, or partial in 
accordance with an agreed schedule w'hich would specify what com
ponents were to be destroyed by burning, cutting, crushing, mutilating 
or melting down and what pieces could be disposed of as having civil 
uses.

3. I t is envisaged that the process of destruction would be carried 
out by the country owning the weapons and that the inspectorate 
would merely need to satisfy itself that the weapons scheduled for 
destruction had in fact been destroyed. There is always the possibility 
that a country might try to evade the spirit of a disarmament treaty 
by destroying sub-standard weapons either produced specially to de
feat the agreement, or constructed from the sub-standard components 
which arise in the normal course of production. If this possibility 
were rated seriously, it would be necessary for the inspectors to check 
that the weapons destroyed were up to operational standard. The 
paper considers methods of doing this.

Ballistic Missiles
4. A certain way of ensuring that operational ballistic missiles 

are destroyed is to fire them on a range and check that they perform 
as expected and fall within some prescribed area. This would ensure 
that accurate guidance systems were destroyed along with the car
case of the missile and its rocket motors; moreover to do this would 
not require the inspected power to divulge the precise details of its 
missiles. If thought desirable it might even be possible, at the very 
earliest stage of disarmament, to dispense with the presence of in
spectors on the territory of the country owning the weapons, since the 
missile could be fired, after prior notification of the time, from inside 
the owner’s country; it could then be watched by the inspectorate’s 
radar from outside the country, and it could fall into a sea area such

" ENDO/54. Aug. 1,1962.
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as the Pacific, outside territorial waters, or on international ranges. 
The instrumentation facilities required are already available in the 
Pacific to both sides.

5. However, if any large number of missiles had to be destroyed 
in this way there is always the possibility that accidents might occur 
which might destroy the launching complex and so make the scheme 
unworkable. Moreover, if any country felt that the reliability of its 
missiles was low, they might resist this method of verification of de
struction since they would have to fire sufficient missiles over and 
above those which they had agreed to destroy to ensure that the cor
rect number was observed by the inspectorate as having been fired. 
This difficulty would not arise if the country destroying the missiles 
allowed inspectors to watch the launching of the missiles at the launch
ing site; this kind of inspection can therefore be held to confer some 
advantage on the inspected country.

6. Alternatively, a “demolition factory” could be established where 
the missiles could be broken down or otherwise mutilated. It might 
be sufficient in some cases to destroy the missile carcases (e.g. fuel 
tanks), since these are easy to destroy and might be more readily 
made available to the inspectorate than the more sophisticated parts 
of the missile.

7. If, on the other hand, it were thought necessary to check that 
the missiles destroyed were up to full operational standard, it would 
be necessary to establish a test centre at which all the highly spe
cialised navigation and control equipment removed from the missile 
scheduled for destruction could be tested for accuracy and then de
stroyed or salvaged for civil use. Similarly, the fuel metering equip
ment and rocket motors could be tested before destruction.

8. The inspectorate at this factory would require technicians who 
could carry out the accuracy tests mentioned above. We estimate, for 
instance, that in the case of inertially navigated missiles about li^  
to 2 man-weeks would be required to check the navigation equipment 
of each missile. Supervisors would also be needed to watch the de
struction after the accuracy checks; about half a dozen should be 
able to supervise the destruction of any likely output of a test centre. 
Clerical staff to maintain the records of the destruction carried out, 
together with security services to protect these records would also be 
needed. The combined figure is unlikely to amount to more than 100 
men per factory.

Aircraft

9. Aircraft would be required to fly in to the destruction centre— 
this would at least check that the machine was airworthy and would 
make it more certain that operationally complete aeroplanes had been
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destroyed than if crates of components had been delivered by road 
to the destruction centre.

10. By analogy with the firing of a ballistic missile to check its ac
curacy and so ensure that it was a fully operational weapon, it might 
be possible to specify that each aircraft should carry out an exercise, 
characteristic of its role, after being flown to the destruction factory, 
and before destruction. If the exercise could be specified precisely 
it would go some way to ensuring that the aircraft destroyed had not 
been stripped of its main high quality components, which, if pre
viously salvaged, would facilitate the production of other aircraft to 
replace those destroyed. For instance, the aircraft might make a 
sortie at normal operating height and speed to its full operational 
radius of action, drop practice bombs under specified conditions on a 
range and then return to the destruction airfield. The inspection 
effort to ensure that another aircraft was not substituted during the 
course of this exercise would be small, since the existing Air TraflS,c 
Control organisation could monitor the flight. The procedure would 
not require the owners to divulge secrets of the machine’s construc
tion provided that the actual destruction at the “factory” was carried 
out by the coimtry owning the aircraft—and this might be regarded 
as an advantage. On the other hand, occasions would admittedly 
arise when it would be difficult to distinguish between unintentional 
human or mechanical errors and the deliberate use of inferior 
equipment.

11. If it was felt necessary to check that the components were up to 
standard, by means other than an operational test flight, a test centre, 
similar to that suggested for missiles, could be set up to examine the 
navigation and bombing systems for quality before destruction. The 
checks in this case would be much simpler than those for missiles, 
unless an inertial navigation system was fitted, in which case, tests 
similar to those suggested for ballistic missiles would be required. 
An inspection similar to the daily inspection performed on the Eadar 
of a strategic bomber (a few man hours) should suffice provided that 
the aircraft flew in to the destruction factory to give an assurance that 
its engines and controls worked. Such checks would, of course, in
evitably reveal details of the aircraft’s construction.

12. The manpower needed for the process of destruction would be 
supplied by the country owning the aircraft. I t would not be large: 
it has been estimated that about 50 men—engineers and workmen who 
could use blow lamps, large shears, crushing machines, etc.—could 
destroy beyond repair about 500 operational aircraft and their vital 
components in about one year, provided that all these aircraft were 
flown to a destruction centre.
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13. The international inspectorate needed to supervise the same 
rate of destruction would amount to perhaps 10 key engineers and 
some 20-30 supervisors who would watch the destruction and ensure 
that only authorised components left the centre in an undamaged 
condition. Numbers would probably increase roughly proportion
ally with throughput. As for ballistic missiles the international 
staff would need clerical support and guards to protect records.

News Conference Remarks by President Kennedy 
{Excerpts), August 1, 1962 '

. . .  we are completing a careful review of the technical problems 
associated with an effective test ban treaty. This review was stimu
lated by important, new, technical assessments. These assessments 
give promise that we can work towards an internationally supervised 
system of detection and verification for underground testing which 
will be simpler and more economical than the system which was con
tained in the treaty which we tabled in Geneva in April, 1961.̂  I  
must emphasize that these new assessments do not affect the require
ment that any system must include provision for on-site inspection 
of unidentified underground events. I t may be that we sihall not need 
as many as we have needed in the past, but we find no justification for 
the Soviet claim that a test ban treaty can be effective without on-site 
inspection. We have been conducting a most careful and intensive 
review of our whole position with the object of bringing it squarely 
in line with the technical realities. I  must express the hope that the 
Soviet Government, too, will re-examine its position on this matter of 
inspection.

In the past, it has accepted the principle, and if it would return to 
this earlier position, we, for our part, will be able to engage in an 
attempt to reach agreement on the number of on-site inspections which 
is essential. Ambassador Arthur Dean has been participating in these 
deliberations and will be returning to Geneva promptly. He will be 
prepared for intensive technical and political discussions of these 
problems

Q u e s t i o n  : Mr, President^ has the new information %oe have turned 
up from our undergroimd tests affected our position for international

’̂ Public Papers of the Presidents of the United states: John F. Kennedy, 
1962, pp. 590-598.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 82-126.
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controls stations on Soviet territory^ and have we any indication that 
the Russiam are noio disposed to negotiate or modify their position?

T h e  P r e s i d e n t  : No, I think that our position, which Mr. Dean will 
elaborate, has been that the national control posts should be interna
tionally monitored or supervised. That is the first point.

The second point is, we have no information regarding the Soviet 
position. Wliat we have been attempting to do is to bring our own 
position in line with new scientific data which became available to us 
in late June. We are completing that with a final meeting before Mr. 
Dean goes back this afternoon, but the general position will be de
veloped by Mr. Dean, but at least I  have outlined it.

Q u e s t i o n : Mr, President, the British announced earlier today the 
decision to terminate the agreement on the Thor missile hases. Two 
questions:

Were you given advance notice of this decision? And secondly  ̂
what will he the effect  ̂militarily and 'psychologically?

T h e  P r e s i d e n t : We were given advance notice. Mr. Watkinson, 
Mr. Thomeycroft’s predecessor, had discussions with Mr. McNamara, 
and Mr. Thomeycroft informed us of the statement he was going to 
make in Parliament today.

Secondly, it should have no adverse effect, psychologically. Our 
ability to meet our commitments to the defense of Western Europe 
in the conventional and in the nuclear field remains unchanged by 
this announcement, and the United States’ commitment remains im- 
changed.

Q u e s t i o n : Mr. President^ have you reâ ched a decision yet as to 
the extent and timing of additional miclear testing required "by this 
Government?

T h e  P r e s i d e n t : N o, as you know, we are repairing the pad at 
Johnston Island, and we will make a judgment in regard to these 
three tests when the pad is completed. That will of course con
clude . . . this series of tests.

Q u e s t i o n  : Mr. President^ in your initial statement on nuclear test
ing  ̂ you said that it was perhaps possible to rely on fewer control 
posts. Does this mean that v)e formally plan an offer red/ucing the 
number that we have suggested or wUl you wait to talk about numbers 
only after the Soviets first accept the principle of on-site inspection?

T h e  P r e s i d e n t  : We first have to have an acceptance of the prin
ciple. Then as the scientific information is made available, a con-
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elusion could be reached as to what would be the appropriate number 
of on-site inspections. In addition, because of the new scientific in
formation, we believe that we can provide a more immediate world
wide system of control posts, at substantially less cost than the former 
proposal as we made, less in number but more effective in determining 
seismic explosions, or movements. So that we believe that this sys
tem, the new data can provide a more effective control than we have 
over had before, but it does not provide a substitute for on-site inspec
tion because there will still be a good number of events which may 
occur in the Soviet Union for example, and we will not be able to 
detect without inspection whether these are earthquakes or seismic 
events.

Q u e s t i o n : M t, President  ̂ for clari’fication  ̂ sir̂  if I mtderstood 
you correctly^ you said originally that research would now 'permit a 
reduction in the number of on-site inspections and would also per- 
mit an internationally monitored system of control posts.

Does this mean  ̂ sir̂  that loe could now forego the international 
control posts?

T h e  P r e s i d e n t : N o, I  think the language I used was carefully 
chosen, and it is precise. Mr. Dean can develop our thoughts in more 
detail, but the phrase I used is the one that describes our position on 
that matter—internationally monitored supervised national control 
posts.

Q u e s t i o n  : In place of our previous proposal  ̂sir?

T h e  P r e s i d e n t : Well, I  think that Mr. Dean can describe our pro
posal, but I have described it in general phraseology as I  have our 
general position, which will be filled in by Mr. Dean at Geneva.

Q u e s t i o n : Mr, President^ there has heen some criticism hy some 
disarmament specialists  ̂ among them Dr, Louis Sohn of Harvard^ 
loho is consultaml to the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency^ that 
far too much time and effort have heen spent in trying to negotiate 
a nuclear test han and too little attention has heen given to the more 
basic problem of limiting and controlling production of delivery 
vehicles,

"Would you give us your view?
T h e  P r e s i d e n t : We are now involved, as you know, at Geneva, 

on this question of general and complete disarmament. The Soviet 
Union has stated that it will not permit inspection of what may be 
left over. We can inspect what they destroy but not what they retain. 
As Mr. Lovett said this morning, in a particular image that we can 
count the bodies but not the births. So that is our particular problem, 
and until we are able to get an inspection of what is in production we
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cannot get an agreement on general and complete disarmament. But 
it is to secure that agreement that we are now at Geneva.

Q u estio n  : M t , President^ sir̂  we are getting ready to negotiate on 
this disarmament at Geneva  ̂and why^ cam, you tell uŝ  was this pro
posal of the United States made there  ̂and not presented first to the 
American people fully and to the Congress rather than just to a fevj 
individuals and. not even to the leaders of ioth House and Senate or 
hoth parties^ before it was made at Geneva? WonH it he rrmch 
harder to vote doton a treaty that results from this negotiation later 
on? And wouldnH it have teen better for the American people to have 
debated this first before the proposal %oas made internationally?

T h e  P resident : There’re a number of facts in your question which 
I am not sure I agree with. In the first place, there has been testi
mony before the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, making avail
able to the Joint Committee the information which was secured scien
tifically in late June.^ In addition, that information, all that we had, 
was published in early July.^

Now, we are not proposing to reach any agreement that will not be 
submitted to the United States Senate in accordance with our tradi
tional procedures. I  am describing our position. All of the technical 
information we have will be made available, so that I  think that we 
are acting in accordance with our traditional position.

The point is that the information in regard to our improved ability 
to detect seismic events, this only became scientifically available to the 
United States really in late June. So we are attempting to get this in
formation out as widely as possible. We will discuss it fully at Geneva. 
We’ll make it available to the Joint Committee. Mr. Foster, our 
Disarmament Administrator, has discussed it with various members of 
the Congress. We’ve met about it in the National Security Council. 
We’re proceeding in an orderly way and I  can a^ure you that we are 
as concerned about the security of the United States— t̂he people 
who are involved in this discussion—as anyone could possibly be. 
We’re also anxious to get a treaty if we can get it. And we feel that we 
have struck a very appropriate balance between these two facts.

Question : Sir. loasnH it true that Mr, Foster did not go before the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy until after the proposals had been 
made public in Geneva?

T he  P resident : Not the proposals, because the proposals— t̂he first 
discussion of any proposals we may make were made by me this after
noon. What was made public was the new scientific information as

 ̂The testimony was given in executive session on July 19 and 23,1962. 
 ̂See ante, pp. 633-635.



KENNEDY REMARKS, AUGUST 1 713

to our ability to detect an earthquake or a nuclear event below ground, 
what the difference of materials might be, alluvial, granite, and all the 
rest. That is the only information which has been made public, be
cause we are attempting, therefore, to bring our policy position up 
to date with our new scientific information. But we are not talking 
about— ŵe have made available fully the scientific information 
through Mr. Dean and we are discussing what effect this might have 
on our policy. And the members of Congress and the country will be 
kept fully informed â bout it. I quite share with you that they are 
entitled and must know 'because obviously any treaty that we would 
sign would require the support of two-thirds of the Senate, and there
fore they are going to be kept step by step in touch with us.

Q uestion : Mr, President, after the resignation of General Norstad 
was announced  ̂ there have been many speculations in Europe that 
there may occur a complete change in American strategy going as far 
as to a nuclear engagement, Gould you comment on that?

T he  P resident: I can’t understand possibly how anyone could 
come to that conclusion. General Norstad requested that he be per
mitted to resign. He’d held the position for a great many years. 
The Chairman of our Joint Staffs, General Lemnitzer— t̂here may be 
those who for their own reasons wish to put this story out, but there 
is no evidence for it. General Lemnitzer will carry on the policies of 
the United States Government the same way General Norstad has done. 
So those rumors are wholly unfounded, wholly untrue, and the slightest 
check by those who transmit them through Europe would demonstrate 
that they are unfounded. I  can assure you we are continuing our de
fense of Europe. And I ’ve said before, we cannot maintain the defense 
of Europe without also maintaining our nuclear stl^ngth on which this 
Administration has spent a good deal of additional funds. So I can 
assure you that the stories are untrue, although I have some idea of 
where they come from and why.



714 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1962

United States Note to the Soviet Union Regarding the 
Test-Ban Treaty, August 6, 1962 ^

The United States continues to work toward the goal of achieving a 
comprehensive test ban treaty which will ban nuclear tests in all en
vironments. We believe strongly that a test ban treaty is needed 
urgently to help bring the arms race under control, to begin to es
tablish the necessary confidence which must increase if other and more 
far reaching disarmament measures are to be carried out by our 
countries, and to restrict and inhibit other countries from producing 
their own nuclear weapons.

The United States, within the past few years, in order to furtlier 
the likelihood that an effective test ban treaty would be realized, has 
devoted a great deal of effort to solve the problem of detecting, lo
cating, and identifying underground nuclear tests, the problem which 
has thus far been the major stumbling block in the path of reaching 
agreement on a treaty. When the eight Delegations to the Conference 
of the 18-Nation Committee on April 16, 1962, addressed an earnest 
appeal to the nuclear powers to reach agreement on a test ban treaty 
and coupled that appeal with an outline of a proposal which might 
constitute the basis for agreement,^ the United States undertook an 
evaluation of the suggestions offered by the eight nations and at the 
same time a review of the status and findings of its research program 
on detection and identification of undergroimd seismic events.

This effort has produced two technical developments which offer 
real promise in the efforts of the United States to respond to the 8- 
Nation initiative and to achieve a workable comprehensive test ban 
treaty. The first of these is a reassessment on the basis of increased 
experience of seismic detection capability which indicates a substan
tially better capability for long range seismic detection than has been 
the case in the past.

The second development is that the number of earthquakes com
parable to an underground nuclear test of a given magnitude has been 
substantially reduced from the previous estimate.

These developments are significant, both as to what they change 
and as to what they do not change, in tliree respects: First, the in
crease in the long-range detection capability makes it possible to de
velop a world-wide network of control posts wliich involve substan-

International 'Negotiations on Ending Suclear Weapon Tests, September 
J96l-September 1962 (ACDA publication 9, 1962), pp. 261-265. Ambassador 
Dean informaUy presented the note to Ambassador Zorin at Geneva.

 ̂AntCj pp. 334^336.
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tially fewer detection stations in the Soviet Union, the U.K., U.S., and 
other countries than those proposed in the April 18, 1961 U.S.-U.K. 
treaty draft.^ Because of the new relationship between the findings 
of stations outside a country and stations within the country in de
tecting events within that country which is the result of this increase 
in long-range detection capability, this system could be composed of 
internationally-supervised national stations rather than of interna- 
tionally-operated stations as proposed in the April 18 draft.

Second, the decrease in the number of unidentified events with which 
a detection system will have to cope will make it possible to decrease 
the number of on-site inspections required for verification.

Third, these developments do not provide a definitive way of de
termining from seismic data in all cases that a particular suspicious 
event was not an underground explosion and, therefore, do not elim
inate the certain requirement of effective and reliable on-site in
spections as an essential element of any system of verification. Indeed 
to the extent that there is greater reliance on seismic data from distant 
stations, the problem of identification becomes more difficult; and the 
need for on-site inspection—within the agreed number— îs intensified 
rather than diminished.

On the basis of these developments the U.S. is prepared to discuss 
a comprehensive test ban treaty involving a world-wide network of 
internationally supervised national control posts including some in the 
U.S.S.R., the U.S. and the U.K., and also involving a possible re
duction of the number of on-site inspections which it has proposed 
up to this time. The keystone to an agreement is the obligation to 
facilitate an on-site inspection called for under the treaty. So that 
there can be no doubt as to the U.S. position, its views as to the es
sential principle of on-site inspection are set forth below. There are 
also set forth what it is prepared to consider as to the number of on
site inspections, and its views as to the nature of a world-wide network 
of internationally supervised national control posts.

A. Essential Principle of On-Site Inspection

1. There should be prompt certification by an appropriate official 
responsible to an international commission that a seismic event re
ported by a network of internationally-supervised national stations 
has been located according to the agreed criteria and has not been 
eliminated from consideration pursuant to agreed criteria.

a) The United States position on what these criteria should be 
is the same as stated previously, with respect to the location of a 
seismic event regarding the approximate time and position of the

* Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 82-126, 161-162, 325, 327.
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event and with respect to events wliich can be eliminated as ineligible 
for inspection; and

b) The United States position on the area to be covered, once 
an inspection has been certified, may need to be revised somewhat from 
that previously stated because of reduced capability of location from 
a network of fewer internationally supervised national stations.

2. Upon certification by the appropriate international official of 
events within the territory under the jurisdiction or control of the 
U.S. or the U.K., the agreed number of on-site inspections are to be 
carried out at the request of the Soviet Union; if such events are on 
territory under the jurisdiction of the Soviet Union, the agreed num
ber of on-site inspections are to be carried out at the request of the 
U.S. or the U.K.; if such events are on territory under the jurisdic
tion or control of other parties, the selection of events to be inspected 
is to be by agreed upon procedures.

3. Any Party having jurisdiction or control of territory in which 
an on-site inspection is requested, is obligated to facilitate the prompt 
on-site inspection of the area. The on-site inspections shall be carried 
out by teams organized by the international commission. These teams 
shall be organized on a basis which insures adequate representation of 
scientific and technical skills, and on a basis which adheres to the 
principle that self-inspection by nationals of the State inspected must 
be avoided.

B. Nv/mber of On-Site Inspections

Up to this point the U.S. position on the number of on-site inspec
tions has been a number within the range of 12 and 20. If the obliga
tion to facilitate on-site inspections called for under the treaty which 
is referred to in (A) above is accepted, the U.S. is prepared to consider 
a reduction in this number, based on its new scientific evaluation of 
the number of earthquakes which might produce unidentified events 
comparable to an underground nuclear test of a given magnitude. 
Such a number, however, must take into account the detection, loca
tion, and identification capabilities of such a network of internation
ally-supervised national stations discussed in C below and the need 
to establish reasonable confidence on any side that no violation will 
occur.

C. Nature of Network of Internationally-Supervised National
Stations

Up to this point the U.S. position on the number of international 
detection posts has been 180 internationally operated stations of which 
19 were located in the Soviet Union. If the obligation to facilitate 
on-site inspections called for under the treaty which is refen*ed to
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in A above is accepted, the U.S. is prepared to consider a network of 
internationally-supervised national stations. Such a network would 
differ from the previous position of the U.S. in two respects:

1. It would involve a substantially smaller number of stations in
cluding a substantially smaller number of stations in the Soviet Union.

2. It would involve a network of internationally-supervised na
tional stations instead of a network of internationally-operated 
stations.

These two changes which the U.S. is prepared to consider result 
from the increase in long-range detection capability. The increase 
in this capability means that coverage of the areas of interest can be 
done by fewer stations.

The increase in long-range detection capability also means that a 
larger proportion of stations outside the nuclear powers will be re
porting events within those countries than previously thought to be 
the case and that a somewhat lesser reliance will be placed upon the 
stations within those countries. The detection stations inside the 
territory of the nuclear powers remain important for the collection 
of data. The greater reliance on a long-range detection system com
posed of fewer stations than proposed previously, requires, for effec
tive international control, that the international commission be able 
to process the data received from all stations. It is for this reason 
that the U.S. proposes that the national stations be internationally- 
supervised on an effective basis. This international supervision would 
be for the purpose of seeing that the stations are properly equipped 
and calibrated, the personnel of these stations properly trained, and 
that there were adequate assurances that the national stations are 
reporting data accurately, and according to uniform standards, to the 
commission. It does not seem worthwhile at this time to go into 
details as to various types of arrangements by wliich this effective 
international supervision might be assured. I t is enough to say that 
the objective is that there is international supervision of a nature 
which provides effective international control giving all Parties to 
the treaty confidence that the national stations are in fact operating 
in the manner which has been agreed to. If the issue of on-site inspec
tion is settled, there is every reason to believe that the issue of inter
national supervision of national posts and the number of such posts 
should be settled in a reasonable manner.
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United States Proposal Submitted to the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee: Amendments to the United 
States Outline of Basic Provisions of a Treaty on Gen
eral and Complete Disarmament in a Peaceful World, 
Relating to the Production of Armaments in Stage I, 
August 6,1962 ^

S tage I, S ection A , A rmaments

1. In the second sentence of sub-paragraph la, delete the phrase 
“except as adjustments for production would be permitted in Stage I  
in accordance with paragraph 3 below”.

2. Replace the present text of paragraph 3, Limitation on Produc
tion of Armaments and on Related Activities, by the following:

a. Production of all armaments listed in sub-paragraph b of paragraph 
1 above would be limited to agreed allowances during Stage I and, by the 
beginning of Stage II, would be halted except for production within agreed 
limits of parts for maintenance of the agreed retained armaments.

b. The allowances would permit limited production of each type of arma
ment listed in sub-paragraph b of paragraph 1 above. In all instances 
during the process of eliminating production of armaments, any armament 
produced within a type would be comi>ensated for by an additional armament 
destroyed within that type to the end that the ten per cent reduction in 
numbers in each type in each step, and the resulting thirty per cent reduction 
in Stage I, would be achieved.

c. The testing and production of new t j^ s  of armaments would be 
prohibited.

d. The expansion of facilities for the production of existing types of 
armaments and the construction or equipping of facilities for the production 
of new types of armaments would be prohibited.

e. The flight testing of missiles would be limited to agreed annual quotas.
f. In accordance with arrangements which would be set forth in the 

annex on verification, the international disarmament organization would 
verify the foregoing measures at declared locations and would provide 
assurance that activities subject to the foregoing measures were not conducted 
at undeclared locations.

 ̂ENDO/30/Add. 1, Aug. 6, 1962. The U.S. outline is printed antCf pp. 351-382.
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Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) to 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Test 
Ban and Arms Production, August 6, 1962 ^

I  know that the members of this Committee are vitally interested 
in the discussions in which I  have participated during the past week 
in Washington concerning the question of a nuclear test ban treaty, 
and in the decisions on that subject that have been reached by my 
Government and announced by President Kennedy at his press confer
ence on 1 August.^ I  have read in the verbatim records with great 
interest the statements and suggestions relating to this question that 
have been made here in Geneva by various members of this Committee 
during the past week, all of which underline the need to approach 
agreement as soon as possible on the banning of all nuclear tests in all 
environments for all time. My delegation will spare no effort to 
bring that about. The large atmospheric test yesterday by the 
Soviet Union underlines, I  believe, the extreme urgency of our 
achieving a comprehensive test ban treaty banning all nuclear tests 
in all environments.

Yesterday I  had an informal and useful discussion with Mr. Zorin, 
and I  plan to meet him again today. I  believe that at the present 
time the best way to further our efforts to reach agreement on the 
nuclear test ban treaty would be to continue those informal discussions, 
at least for a day or so. We shall of course report to this Committee 
on the results of our discussions at the earliest appropriate time, 
which will probably be early next week, but at present I  believe one 
can assume that there will be a meeting of the Sub-Committee on a 
nuclear test ban treaty before the end of this week. That is all I  
have to say this morning on that urgent matter, and I should now like 
to turn to the general subject of disarmament and to discuss further 
some of the provisions in our draft outline of a treaty.®

In keeping with my delegation’s statement on 1 August,^ I  should 
like this morning to consider the very important problem of produc
tion of armaments. The United States attaches great importance 
to restricting production early in a disarmament agreement. We 
believe that measures limiting the production of armaments are among 
the most important of the disarmament measures that should be

 ̂ENDC/PV. 66, pp. 5-14.
* See ante, pp. 70&-713.
® Ante, pp. 351-582.
* ENDC/PV.64, p. 39.
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agreed to by the United States, tlie Soviet Union and other countries. 
We have no doubt that the Soviet Union agrees with this contention.

The question of production covers two aspects of the arms race. 
First, it involves the quantity of weapons that can be added to the 
arsenals of a State; clearly, a treaty on general and complete disarma
ment must not permit a party to the agreement to increase, in stage I, 
the quantity of armaments possessed by it. Secondly, it involves 
the quality of weapons produced. My Government had pointed out 
that the major Powers are engaged at least as much in a qualitative 
as in a quantitative arms race. Both the United States and the Soviet 
Union, as well as other countries, are expending large resources, 
material and human, to increase the lethal effectiveness of the weapons 
produced.

Both these arms races must be stopped. My Government’s pro
posals on production deal with stopping both the quantitative and 
qualitative arms races in which we now regrettably find ourselves. 
The problem of production is directly related to the question of 
maintaining agreed levels of armaments at various steps and stages 
of the treaty. Another closely linked problem is the question of 
verification. The proposal on the production of armaments in the 
United States draft treaty outline is quite detailed and has not so 
far been sufficiently discussed in this Committee. It would be use
ful, therefore, as an introduction to my statement this morning to 
set forth in brief the essence of the United States proposal.

On page 6 of document ENDC/30, under topic 3, section A, Arm
aments, the United States treaty outline provides that production of 
all armaments listed in the ten specified categories of stage I  would 
be limited to agreed allowances during stage I, and by the beginning 
of stage II  all production would be halted except for production 
within agreed limits of parts for maintenance of the agreed retained 
armaments.’̂ Only limited production within each of the ten cate
gories would be permitted in stage I, but with the proviso that any 
armaments produced within a category would be compensated for 
by an additional armament destroyed within that category, to the 
end that agreed levels of armaments in each category would not be 
exceeded at any time.

In an effort to ensure that all parties to the treaty comply with 
its spirit and refrain from producing increasingly larger or more 
deadly weapons of mass destruction during stage I, the United States 
plan proposes an additional, restrictive criterion, called “destructive 
capability”. That criterion would be applied to production of arma
ments during stage I. The United States plan proposes that the

 ̂Ante, pp. 354r-356.
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total destructive capability of the armaments in categories (1) and
(2)^ in stage I should not exceed through production what it would 
have been at the end of stage I if production had not taken place. 
That would mean, of course, that no State would be able through 
the production allowed it during the first stage to increase the destruc
tive capability of its weapons while at the same time undertaking 
the net 30 per cent reduction provided for in the United States plan. 
In effect, each State would have to ensure that in the two specified 
categories it also reduced the total destructive capability of its arma
ments in proportion to the actual reduction in numbers over the 
steps of the first stage.

The United States outline treaty proposal therefore applies two 
related criteria to the limitation of the production of armaments in 
categories (1) and (2) during the first stage; first, the total number 
of armaments in each category would have to be reduced by 30 per 
cent, and the resulting number could not be changed by production; 
and, secondly, the total destructive capability of the armaments in 
each category would also have to be reduced by 30 per cent as a con
sequence of the reduction in numbers, and that reduction could not 
be changed through production during stage I.

On page 21 of document ENDC/30, topic 4, section A, Armaments, 
the United States treaty outline specifies that during stage II  the 
parties to the treaty would halt the production of armaments in 
specified categories, except for production within agreed limits of 
parts required for maintenance of the agreed retained armaments.^ 
In addition, the parties to the treaty would halt development and 
testing of new types of armaments.

Finally, in stage III, as set forth on page 28 of document ENDC/30, 
topic 3, section A, Armaments, the parties to the treaty would halt 
all applied research, development, production and testing of arma
ments, and would cause to be dismantled or converted to peaceful 
uses all facilities for such purposes.  ̂ This final prohibition is sub
ject, of course, to agreed arrangements in support of national forces 
necessary to maintain internal order, and to agreed arrangements in 
support of the United Nations peace force.

This resume of my Government’s proposal for both limiting and 
halting the production of armaments during the time of the treaty 
reflects the most considered judgment and logical assessment of exist
ing and realistic conditions which were obtainable at the time the 
United States draft treaty outline was presented to this Committee

 ̂Ante, p. 356.
* Ante, p. 370.
* Ante, p. 377.
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in April of this year. The United States proposal, including our 
provision on production, is one of the most comprehensive and specific 
series of proposals on disarmament ever put forward.

My Government has been, and is, engaged in a careful review of 
all the United States proposals and those of the other members of 
this Conference, in a serious endeavour to find new ways of moving 
our negotiations closer to agreement. This morning I wish to present 
some important additions and changes to the proposals the United 
States has already made on production. These additions and changes 
are not only an attempt by my Government to clarify further its own 
position on production but also a demonstration of the reasonableness 
and the flexibility Avith which we have tried to approach these nego
tiations. It is my hope that these changes will serve to bring us 
closer to agreement.

In order to elucidate clearly the new proposal of my Government, 
I  intend to discuss in some detail four principal aspects of the produc
tion problem. In each case I will set forth the important changes 
which we are making. Also, I  intend to make clear the merits my 
delegation sees in these changes and clarifications which could move 
forward the work of this Committee.

First, the United States is fully prepared to specify in our agree
ment that production of new types of armaments will be entirely pro
hibited during stage I. Various comments have been made by com
munist delegations that the United States was seeking to have an 
arms race in modern weapons while destroying obsolete weapons. 
Only last week, the representative of the Soviet Union stated in the 
plenary meeting of 1 August:

It is, of course, no accident that the United States proposes that, in the 
first stage, States should retain the right to continue the production of means 
of delivering nuclear weapons. This means that ever newer types of missiles, 
aircraft and artillery systems would continue to come off the production lines 
of plants, while warships and submarines adapted for the delivery of nuclear 
weapons would be built at shipyards. It also means that scientists would be 
working hard in design oflSces and laboratories engaged in perfecting the 
means of delivery of nuclear weapons. And the newly produced and more ad
vanced means of delivery of nuclear weapons would go into the armaments, 
Nvhile worn out and obsolete nuclear weapon vehicles would be eUminated and 
destroyed as the 30 per cent reduction quota required. Though on the whole 
the quantity of the means of delivery would be somewhat reduced, actually, 
under the guise of disarmament, a renewal of armaments would take place.^

This clarification which the United States is now submitting demon
strates that the above assertion of the Soviet representative is com
pletely and totally incorrect.

* ENDC/PV.64, p. 28.
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My second major point is that we propose that the agreement should 
specify that no production of any of the agreed types of armaments 
would take place except on the basis of replacement for an armament 
of the same type. This proposal means that for every item produced 
by a party that party would have to destroy another item of the same 
type of armament over and above those items of the same type which 
it was destroying during the reduction process. In order to ensure 
that nations could not become engaged in an undesirable qualitative 
arms race, it is necessary that types of armaments should be clearly 
and narrowly defined. For example, our proposal would not permit 
a Minuteman missile to replace a B-52, since those are clearly different 
types of armaments. Also, a B-52 could not replace a B-47. A B-52 
could be produced only if another B-52 were turned in for destruc
tion, or proof furnished of its loss through accident. In such a case 
those B-52s turned in for destruction could not be counted as arma
ments destroyed in order to meet treaty commitments for the reduc
tion of arms. Therefore the treaty limit on levels of retained arms 
would at all times be observed.

In stage I there would be some cases where replacement would be 
necessary. An aircraft might crash or become useless. Armaments 
might be expended in training. Some armaments of a country might 
so deteriorate as to become inoperative. Those would be valid reasons 
for replacement. As I have indicated, the destruction of armaments 
that would be required for any permitted production on the one-for- 
one replacement basis would have to be over and above the destruction 
of armaments required in order to reduce armaments to agreed levels 
for each step in stage I. Moreover, the United States wishes to em
phasize that a country cannot use provisions in a treaty for replace
ment of armaments to produce replacements at an unlimited rate. 
Any production allowed for replacement in stage I  would be sub
stantially reduced from an agreed production rate which had occurred 
prior to the entry into force of the treaty. Certainly the amount of 
any replacement would be defined and strictly limited in the treaty 
for each type of armament that was being reduced. In that way it 
would be made clear that no State could use replacement of armaments 
for purposes in violation of the agreement.

There are two other important parts of our proposal on production 
and its limitations in stage I  which greatly simplify the carrying out 
of portions of stage I  of the treaty with respect to production limita
tions. As I indicated earlier, the United States draft treaty at pres
ent stipulates that production during stage I  would be within certain 
specified categories of armaments. Not only is the limitation of 
production to replacement by type a principle which is simple to 
understand and uncomplicated by the question of precise definitions
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of categories, but in addition it eliminates the need for insisting on 
application of the principle of destructive capability to categories 1 
and 2 of stage I. Each type of weapon could only be replaced through 
production by a weapon of the same type. The net reduction in 
numbers should be proportionately reflected in reduction in destruc
tive capability. The elimination of the need to define the criterion 
of destructive capability would also serve to move forward our work, 
since it would simplify the process of reaching agreement.

Before passing on to the next major point I should like to repeat 
once again that the United States would welcome an early indication 
on the part of the Soviet Union of its intent to enumerate in detail 
what types of armaments it proposes to reduce during stage I  of a 
treaty. Because our two positions do appear to have moved closer 
in this regard, some indication of Soviet intent should have a helpful 
effect on efforts to reach agreement on those specific armaments to be 
reduced during the first stage.

The third point I  should like to deal with concerns research and 
development of new prototypes. As I  have said, we propose that no 
armaments would be produced except on the basis of a one-for-one 
replacement of the same existing type. Thus the treaty would ban 
the production and the testing of new prototypes. States would be 
allowed routine testing of existing armaments to test their continuing 
serviceability but in the case of missiles this would be limited by 
agreed annual quotas.

The fourth and final point I  wish to make this morning regarding 
my delegation’s proposal deals with the limitations that should be 
placed on the modernization and expansion of production facilities 
declared upon entry into a treaty. It is the position of my Govern
ment that all parties to a treaty should make declarations about their 
existing armaments production facilities upon entry into force of a 
treaty, and that agreement should be reached that production facili
ties for armaments could not be expanded or modernized during the 
course of the treaty. In placing strict limitations on the allowed pro
duction facilities early in a treaty parties should also be prohibited 
from building stand-by facilities which could be used to the great 
disadvantage of other parties if the intent at some point in time was 
to abrogate the treaty.

I  should mention also that agreed arrangements will have to be ne
gotiated concerning the production of spare parts to replace a part of 
an armament that may become no longer useful or serviceable. The 
objective should be to assure that the qualitative race in armaments 
should not be continued under the cover of ostensible replacement of 
worn out parts. My Government is prepared to discuss that prob
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lem further in our deliberations here as we reach the point of de
tailed treaty drafting.

I think it should be amply clear to representatives that the proposals 
which I  have put forth today do indeed make an important and sig
nificant amplification and modification to the present United States 
outline proposal. Furthermore, I am confident that nothing in our 
proposals would in any way upset the principle of balance nor erode 
the assurance that no nation would gain any military advantage from 
their implementation.

Following is the text of a paper which my delegation is submitting 
today containing modifications of ENDC/30, which our new position 
calls for:

[The paper is printed supra.I

I would ask the Secretariat to <iirculate as a Committee document 
the amended language of document ENDC/30 which I have just read.

My remarks this morning would not be complete without a brief 
discussion of the proposals in the Soviet draft treaty relating to 
halting and limiting production of armaments during the three stages. 
I  believe this to be necessary and instructive in order to bring more 
clearly into focus the similarities and differences between the two 
plans. I t would appear that the proposals of the Soviet Union and 
the United States have identical objectives in mind but put forth 
different means and timing to reach that goal.

On page 5 of £1^00/2, chapter I, section A, article 5, the Soviet 
draft treaty proposes that the production of all rockets and pilotless 
aircraft capable of delivering a nuclear weapon of any calibre and 
range and of the materials and instruments for their equipping, 
launching and guidance shall be completely discontinued.^

Article 6 of the same chapter and section, on page 6, provides that 
the production of all military aircraft capable of delivering nuclear 
weapons shall be completely discontinued.^ Further, article 7, on 
page 7, requires that the building of warships capable of being used 
as vehicles for nuclear weapons, and all submarines, shall be com
pletely discontinued.^ In addition, article 8 of the same chapter and 
section stipulates that the production of all artillery systems capable 
of serving as a means of delivery for nuclear weapons shall be com
pletely discontinued. And finally, under article 12 on page 10, the 
Soviet draft provides that, proportionately to the reduction of armed 
forces, the production of conventional armaments and munitions not

 ̂Ante, p. 107.
* Ante, p. 108.
* Ihid.
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coining under articles 5-8 dealing with nuclear delivery means shall 
be reduced.

During stage I I  of the Soviet treaty, imder chapter VI, article 25, 
page 17, it is proposed that, proportionate to the reduction of armed 
forces, the production of conventional armaments and munitions shall 
be reduced.  ̂ And finally, during stage I II  of the Soviet draft treaty, 
chapter IX, article 32, on page 21, states that military production 
at factories and plants shall be discontinued with the exception of the 
production of agreed types and quantities of light firearms for the 
maintenance of internal order and to ensure compliance with the ob
ligations in regard to the maintenance of international peace and 
security under the United Nations Charter.^

Permit me now to discuss briefly those portions of the Soviet treaty 
draft which, to my delegation, are vague and in need of further 
clarification. It is true that the Soviet plan calls for the complete 
elimination of production during stage I of all means of delivering 
nuclear weapons, and for some limitation of the production of con
ventional armaments. We assume production of the latter group of 
armaments will be related to the 30 per cent reduction in these arma
ments which the Soviet Union recently accepted as an amendment to 
its plan.®

However, the Soviet proposals with regard to either nuclear de
livery vehicles or conventional armaments are totally unclear about 
when it is proposed to begin the cessation or limitation of production 
during stage I. Indeed, it appears that under the Soviet proposal 
it might not be necessary to halt or limit the production of major 
armaments until very late in, or even the end of, stage I.

My delegation submits that the Soviet Union should clarify its 
position on this matter, particularly in the light of its continued in
sistence that the United States proposal would permit a significant 
upgrading of its military capability during stage I. We know, of 
course, that that is not the intent of the United States Government, 
and now there should be no doubt of it in the light of the very clear 
position on stage I production which I have presented today as an 
amendment to our proposed treaty.

With respect to the Soviet proposal for the limitation of production 
of conventional armaments in stage I, my delegation hopes that the 
procedures the Soviet Union intends to recommend for the reductions 
in production will be spelled out in detail for this Conference. The 
additions and modifications which the Soviet Union submitted to this

 ̂Ante, p. 117.
 ̂Ante, p. 120.
 ̂Ante, p. 658.
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Conference on 16 July did not—I repeat, did not—clarify its posi
tion on production.

A significant point of difference between the proposals of my Gov
ernment and those of the Soviet Union is the provision for continued 
production of conventional armaments during stage II  of this draft 
treaty, and even possibly until some time late during stage I I I  of the 
Soviet proposal, since it is not clear at what point production limi
tations will be introduced in the Soviet draft treaty and when the 
process will be completed. It is well known that the United States 
draft outline proposal has consistently called for the cessation of the 
production of all armaments in stage II, with the proviso that spare 
parts production alone be permitted for the maintenance and repair 
of retained armaments. The new proposal put forth by the United 
States would limit the production of major armaments from the be
ginning of stage I and would prohibit any increase in their numbers 
and destructive capability. My delegation Avill look forward to an 
early explanation by the representative of the Soviet Union in order 
that this Committee may fully understand the Soviet proposals and 
their rationale.

The question of verification of production is also most significant, 
and I intend to discuss that subject with this Committee during forth
coming meetings.

I  hope that this very important amendment to the United States 
plan will put us much further forward in our deliberations on this 
subject of general and complete disarmament.

United States-Soviet Proposal Submitted to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee: Working Draft of 
Article 4 of Part II of Treaty on General and Complete 
Disarmament (in a Peaceful World), August 7, 1962 "

[ E d it o r ia l  N o t e . Single parentheses indicate American preference, and 
double parentheses indicate Soviet preference.]

PART Il-Stage I

A r t i c l e  4  -  B a s i c  T a s k s  a n d  O b l i g a t i o n s  a n d  T i m e  L i m i t  o f  S t a g e  I

During Stage I  the parties to the Treaty, in accordance with the 
provisions of Articles_______ through_______ , undertake:

 ̂BNDC/55, Aug. 7, 1962.
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1. (To reduce their armaments, including nuclear weapon delivery 
vehicles and major conventional armaments, and to limit their pro
duction of such armaments.)

( (To eliminate all delivery vehicles for nuclear weapons and to halt 
completely their production simultaneously with the elimination of 
all military foreign bases in alien territories and the withdrawal of 
all foreign troops from such territories.))

2. To carry out measures in the field of nuclear disarmament (, 
including halting the production of fissionable materials for use in 
nuclear weapons).

3. To reduce their armed forces ((, conventional armaments, their 
production of such armaments,)) and (to take agreed measures relat
ing to) their military expenditures.

4. To establish the International Disarmament Organization upon 
the entry into force of the Treaty in order to ensure verification in the 
agreed manner of the ((disarmament)) obligations undertaken,

5. To take measures to reduce the risk of war.
6. To take steps to strengthen arrangements for the maintenance of 

international peace and security.
(7. To carry out all other obligations undertaken with respect to 

Stage I  of the Treaty.)
Stage I  will begin upon the entry into force of the Treaty, in accord

ance with Article _____ , and will be completed within (three)
((two)) years from that date. Thereafter, taking account of the
provisions of Article , the Parties to the Treaty shall proceed
to the measures provided for in Stage II  of the Treaty.

United States Proposal Submitted to the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee: Amendments to the United 
States Outline of Basic Provisions of a Treaty on Gen
eral and Complete Disarmament in a Peaceful World, 
Relating to Transition, August 8,1962 ^

S t a g e  I, S e c t i o n - I, T r a n s i t i o n

1. During the last three months of Stage I, the Control Council 
would review the situation respecting the following listed circum
stances with a view to determining, in the light of specified criteria, 
whether these circumstances existed at the end of Stage I ;

 ̂ENDC/30/Add. 2, Aug. 8, 1962. The U.S. outline is printed anfe, pp. 351-382.
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a. All undertakings to be carried out in Stage I had been carried
out.

b. All preparations required for Stage II  had been made; and
c. All militarily significant states had become parties to the treaty.

2. Transition from Stage I to Stage II  would take place at the end 
of Stage I or at the end of any periods of extension of Stage I, upon 
a determination, in the light of specified criteria, by affirmative vote 
of two-thirds of the members of the Control Council, including at least 
the United States and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, that 
the foregoing circumstances existed.

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 
bringing about the foregoing circumstances.

4. Upon the expiration of such period or periods, the Control Coun
cil would again consider whether the foregoing circumstances did in 
fact exist and would vote upon transition in the manner specified in 
paragraph 2 above.

S t a g e  II, S e c t i o n  H, T r a n s i t i o n

1. During the last three months of Stage II, the Control Council 
would review the situation respecting the following listed circum
stances with a* view to determining, in the light of specified criteria, 
wliether these circumstances existed at the end of Stage I I :

a. All undertakings to be carried out in Stage II  had been carried
out.

b. All preparations required for Stage I II  had been made; and
c. All states possessing armed forces and armaments had become 

parties to the treaty.
2. Transition from Stage II  to Stage I II  would take place at the 

end of Stage II  or at the end of any periods of extension of Stage II, 
upon a determination, in the light of specified criteria, by affirmative 
vote of two-thirds of the members of the Control Council, including 
at least the United States and the Union of Soviet Socialist Kepublics, 
that the foregoing circumstances existed.

3. If, at the end of Stage II, one or more permanent members of the 
Control Council 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 
bringing about the foregoing: circumstances.
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4. Upon the expiration of such period or periods, the Control Ck)un- 
oil would again consider whether the foregoing circumstances did in 
fact exist and would vote upon transition in the manner specified in 
paragraph 2 above.

S t a g e  III, S e c t i o n  I— C o m p l e t i o n  o f  S t a g e  I II

1. At the end of the time period agreed for Stage III, the Control 
Council would review the situation with a view to determining whether 
all undertakings to be carried out in Stage I I I  had been carried out.

2. This determination would be made by affirmative vote of two- 
thirds of the members of the Control Council, including at least the 
United States and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. If an 
affirmative determination were made. Stage I II  would be deemed 
completed.

3. 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 request 
of such permanent member or members, be extended for a period or 
periods totalling no more than three months for the purpose of com
pleting any uncompleted undertakings. Upon the expiration of such 
period or periods, the Control Council would again consider whether 
such undertakings had been carried out and would vote upon the 
question in the manner specified in paragraph 2 above.

4. After the completion of Stage III, the obligations undertaken 
in Stages I, II  and I II  would continue.

Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) to 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Joint 
Draft Article 4 and Transition, August 8,1962 ^

Speaking in my capacity as the representative of the United States 
I should like to make a few remarks. I  shall reply in detail later to the 
comments which have been made this morning by the representative of 
India with respect to the document on production which we have 
circulated.^ As I am sure he and all the other representatives are 
aware, those provisions have of course to fit into other parts of our

" ENDC/PV.67, pp. 32-43.
* For the Indian comments, see ihid., pp. 27 ff. The U.S. document is printed 

ante, p. 718.
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treaty. I would draw his attention to our draft outline treaty where, 
in section C, under the heading Nuclear Weapons, we provide that

a. The Parties to the treaty would halt the production of fissionable 
materials for use in nuclear weapons.^

In paragraph 4 of that same section of our draft treaty outline we 
talk about the nontransfer of nuclear weapons, and in paragraph 5 
it is provided that

a. If an agreement prohibiting nuclear weapons test explosions and provid
ing for effective international control had come into force prior to the entry 
into force of the Treaty, such agreement would become an annex to the Treaty, 
and all the Parties to the Treaty would be bound by the obligations specified' 
in the agreement.®

There are other provisions in our draft treaty for the complete 
elimination of nuclear weapons; and, of course when they have been 
reduced to zero there is no possibility of their further use. However, 
as I say, I shall reply in more detail later to the other points raised by 
the representative of India. I shall not reply today to his other points 
on nuclear testing, because we plan to have a meeting of the nuclear 
test ban Sub-Committee tomorrow and the provisional verbatim 
record of that meeting will be availaJble to all representatives on 
Friday.

Let me say however that I would take with a good many grains of 
salt a large number of the articles currently appearing in newspapers 
about the extent of scientific progress in this field. Many of the 
countries represented here have done very distinguished research 
in that field; and the United States, as representatives know, has 
spent an enormous amount of time and money on project Vela, the 
sole purpose of which was to advance the art of detection of nuclear 
explosions.

There has been considerable progress made in the field of detection. 
But the advance in the field of detection must not be confused with 
the advance in the field of identification—in which there has been 
very little progress. Nor must one overlook the very important fac
tor of location because under this new system of reducing the 180 
control posts around the world to something like 80, which we are 
about to propose, it may well be that the problem of location will 
become somewhat more difficult.

However, let me say that three of our Governments have been 
represented here since 1958. I t may well be said that we should 
have concluded a nuclear test ban a lot earlier—and perhaps we should 
have done so. But when we came back to Geneva last March we

 ̂Ante, p. 358.
* Ante, pp. 359-360.
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had a list of requirements which the Soviet Union had given us, saying 
that if we met those requirements at that time it was prepared to 
conclude a nuclear test ban treaty. I  submit that in the draft treaty 
which the United Kingdom and the United States proposed, with 
various amendments, we more than met all of the requirements listed 
by the Soviet Union at that time.  ̂ I shall not say anything more 
about that now. But let me make it clear that, as we have said, the 
United States welcomes the very constructive nature of the eight- 
Power memorandum and accepts it as one of the bases of negotiations.^

I shall say nothing more about nuclear tests, because we shall make 
a considered and more detailed statement on that subject at the meeting 
of the Sub-Committee tomorrow,  ̂and it will be available to represent
atives on Friday. As I  have said, my co-Chairman and I will then, 
in consultation with the United Kingdom delegation, decide whether 
we need a further meeting of the Sub-Committee. Thereafter we 
shall be prepared to reconmiend an early date when the item could 
be raised in the plenary Committee.

In accordance with the recommendations by the co-Chairmen con
cerning the procedure of work^ adopted by the Committee at its 
sixtieth meeting on 24 July, the Committee has devoted a substantial 
part of three plenary meetings to a discussion of sub-paragraph 5(a), 
entitled “Basic obligations concerning the measures of disarmament, 
verification and maintenance of international peace and security in 
the first stage and the time limits for their implementation”.

During the Committee’s deliberations working drafts were sub
mitted by the delegations of the Peoples’ Republic of Bulgaria ® and 
the United States.® Certain suggestions of a specific nature were 
also made by the representative of India on 30 July.*̂

Following referral by the Committee to the co-Chairmen of sub- 
paragraph 5(a), the two co-Chairmen held a series of meetings for 
the purpose of bringing the positions closer together and of agreeing, 
as far as possible, on the text of an appropriate article of the treaty 
dealing with the basic tasks and obligations and time limit of Stage 
I. The representatives of India and the Peoples’ Republic of Bulgaria 
were invited to attend the first of those meetings, on 31 July, and at 
that time they made additional comments on their previous proposals.

^For the U.S.-U.K. treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 82-126, 
161-162, 325, 327.

 ̂See ante, pp. 334-336, 454.
® Post, pp. 747-758.
* Ante, pp. 679-681.
“ Ante, pp. 700-701.
 ̂Ante, pp. 699-700.
’ ENDC/PV.63, pp. 6-9.
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My delegation wishes to thank all of the other delegations for their 
general comments, and in particular the delegations of India and 
Bulgaria for their specific suggestions, all of which have proved help
ful in the further consideration given to this topic in the co-Chairmen’s 
meetings.

Having taken into account the proposals that have been submitted 
by all other delegations, the representatives of the United States and 
the Soviet Union in their capacity as co-Chairmen have prepared a 
working draft of Article 4 of Part II  of the Treaty on General and 
Complete Disarmament in a Peaceful World, entitled “Basic Tasks 
and Obligations and Time Limit of Stage I ”.̂  That document was 
circulated this morning by the Secretariat as a conference document 
and is before the Committee for consideration.

As in the drafts of the pream bleand part I  of the treaty,® where 
the two co-Chairmen were unable to reach agreement on specific lan
guage the United States preference has been shown in single brackets 
and the preference of the Soviet Union in double brackets. The first 
example of that can be found in the heading of the document, “Work
ing Draft of Article 4 of Part II  of the Treaty on General and Com
plete Disarmament (in a Peaceful World) proposed by the USA and 
USSR”. We regret that the Soviet Union is still unable to accept 
the phrase “in a peaceful world” in connexion with the treaty on gen
eral and complete disarmament. Therefore the words “in a peaceful 
world” must appear in the heading within single brackets, indicating 
that the phrase is a United States preference so far not accepted 
by the Soviet Union.

At this time I  should like to comment briefly on some of the pro
visions of article 4 which are now before the Committee in document 
ENDC/55. Complete agreement, I  am happy to say, has been reached 
upon the title, the introductory sentence, and the text of paragraphs 
5 and 6. Those paragraphs include specific undertakings to take 
measures to reduce the risk of war and strengthen arrangements for 
the maintenance of international peace and security. Although those 
areas of agreement are limited, we welcome them. We also hope that 
we will be able to return to this article dealing with basic obligations 
after we have completed our discussion and drafting of succeeding 
particular provisions of stage I, and at that time widen the area of 
agreement.

JjQt me turn now to a consideration of the paragraphs on which we 
were unable to reach complete agreement with our Soviet colleagues.

Ante, pp. 727-728.
* Ante, pp. 289-290, 340-342.
* Ante, pp. 574-577.
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It is apparent that the major difference between us lies in paragraph
1. We have each set forth our own version of that paragraph. In 
paragraph 1 the United States preferred text sets forth the basic 
obligation of the parties to the treaty

To reduce their armaments, including nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and 
major conventional armaments, and to limit their production of such arma
ments.

On the other hand, the Soviet preference—in double brackets—sets 
forth the obligation

To eliminate all delivery vehicles for nuclear weapons and to halt completely 
their production simultaneously with the elimination of all military foreign 
bases in alien territories and the withdrawal of all foreign troops from such 
territories.

The basic disagreement so far between the balanced United States 
plan and the imbalanced plan of the Soviet Union in the area of 
reduction of armaments has been extensively considered in our previous 
meetings, and the arguments are available in the verbatim records. 
Therefore I  do not wish to labour that point further today. Suffice 
it to say that my delegation remains firmly convinced that, in accord
ance with the joint statement of agreed principles,^ the United States 
preference for paragraph 1 sets forth what we regard as a balanced, 
realistic and workable approach to the problem of the reduction of 
armaments in stage I. I t is balanced, I submit, because it calls for 
an across-the-board reduction of the entire warmaking capability of 
nations. I t is realistic, I  submit, because it does not attempt to <i*aw 
any technically-unsound distinctions between all potential means of 
delivering nuclear weapons and other types of major armaments. 

Paragraph 2 of the working draft of article 4 reads:
To carry out measures in the field of nuclear disarmament (including halting 

the production of fissionable materials for use in nuclear weapons.)

This paragraph, as will be seen, is substantially the former para
graph 4 of the United States draft. Our former proposal for “meas
ures to reduce the threat of nuclear war” has been revised to read 
“measures in the field of nuclear disarmament”, taking accoimt of 
the suggestion made by the representative of India at our co-Chair- 
men’s meeting on 31 July, which was subsequently also incorporated 
into the revised Bulgarian draft.

The United States preferred phrase “including halting the produc
tion of fissionable materials for use in nuclear weapons” has been 
included at the end of paragraph 2 within single brackets. I t  is the 
position of my Government that a specific undertaking of that nature 
is an important and constructive measure in the field of nuclear dis

' Dootiments on Disarmament^ 1961 ̂ pp. 43^-442.
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armament which should be included in stage I. The United States 
believes that a disarmament programme aimed at eliminating the 
threat of nuclear war would be incomprehensible if, throughout the 
entire first stage, States were permitted to continue an unrestrained 
race by enlarging their stocks of fissionable materials and conse
quently enlarging their stocks of nuclear weapons. Unfortunately, 
our Soviet colleagues do not agree with us on this point. Therefore 
we have set forth this specific measure within single brackets.

The United States preferred text for paragraph 3 reads as follows: 
“To reduce their armed forces and (to take agreed measures relating 
to) their military expenditures.” The language appearing within 
single brackets, “to take agreed measures relating to” requires a brief 
explanation. The United States is in favour of a reduction in military 
expenditures throughout all three stages of disarmament. The 
amount of that reduction would result from the reduction in arma
ments and armed forces that occurred.

However, if article 4 contained a basic obligation “to reduce their 
military expenditures”, as is now the case in the Soviet double
bracketed preference for paragraph 3, we believe that in the article of 
the treaty dealing with military expenditures it would be necessary 
to spell out in precise terms, first, the amount of the reduction and, 
second, a procedure for verifying the fact that the agreed amount of 
reduction had actually been made. Because of the difficulties inherent 
in verifying compliance with an obligation merely “to reduce military 
expenditures” the United States outline treaty proposes, as first stage 
measures dealing with the problem of military expenditures, that 
the parties to the treaty would submit reports on their military 
expenditures and, in the light of an examination of the feasibility 
of verifying reductions, appropriate measures would be implemented. 
We have suggested to our Soviet colleagues that we would agree to 
omit the phrase “to take agreed measures relating to”, now appearing 
within brackets, if they would agree to substitute “to take agreed 
measures relating to the verifiable reduction of their military expendi
tures.” However, so far that has not been acceptable to the Soviet 
Union.

We have, of course, included in our proposal a reduction of major 
conventional armaments in paragraph 1 of the draft article 4 along 
with the reduction of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles. However, 
the Soviet Union has included in its version of paragraph 3, in double 
brackets, the obligation to reduce ‘̂ conventional armaments, their 
production of such armaments”. As I said, this language appears 
within double brackets as a Soviet preference.

In the light of the sweeping definition—referred to by Mr. Godber 
this morning—which has been given by our Soviet colleagues to the
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term “delivery vehicles for nuclear weapons”, and of the fact that all 
such armaments are to be completely eliminated under paragraph 1 
of the Soviet double-bracketed text, the question arises exactly what 
types of armaments the Soviet Union would reduce in accordance 
with its obligation under paragraph 3. We look forward to a detailed 
consideration of that question when we reach sub-paragraph 5(c) 
on our procedure of work, which deals specifically with “Disarma
ment measures in regard to conventional armaments”.

I  would point out that the only word not agreed upon in para
graph 4 is the word “disarmament” which appears in double brackets 
before the word “obligations”. My delegation has agreed substan
tially to the Bulgarian text of the revised draft article 4 which was at 
one time acceptable to and, indeed, was accepted by the representative 
of the Soviet Union. In the interest of reaching agreement we have 
also eliminated from our original proposal paragraph 6 which con
tained the obligation “To implement the measures set forth hereafter 
for verifying compliance with the obligations undertaken;”. The 
words “in the agreed manner” set forth in paragraph 4 include in a 
less explicit form an obligation to implement the measures for 
verifying compliance with the treaty.

The Soviet delegation has, however, now insisted on inserting the 
words “disarmament” before the word “obligations”, so as to sub
tract something from the word “obligations”. I  do not know pre
cisely what it does subtract, but obviously the insertion of the word 
“disarmament” subtracts something. My delegation is of course 
aware of the special and restricted meaning that the Soviet Union 
has attached to the word “disarmament” in the context of verifica
tion—that is, restricting disarmament obligations with respect to 
verification to verifying armaments destroyed without verifying that 
agreed levels of retained armaments and forces are not exceeded. 
Therefore, in order to prevent any ambiguity in our position we pre
fer to leave this word “disarmament” within double brackets. We 
continue to adhere to the principle that verification of disarmament 
measures includes verification that agreed levels of armaments and 
armed forces are not exceeded in addition to verification that agreed 
reductions have been carried out. Our views on this matter are set 
forth in greater detail in the correspondence that Mr. McCloy and 
I  exchanged with Mr. Zorin last September.^ In an effort to reach 
agreement on this paragraph, in lieu of the word “disarmament” we 
suggested that the word “treaty” inserted before the word “obligations” 
might provide a solution, but our Soviet colleagues preferred the

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 443-444.
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insertion of the word “disarmament” and declined to use the word 
“treaty”.

Paragraph 7, the last of the numbered paragraphs of article 4, 
appears entirely within single brackets indicating that it reflects 
United States preference. The paragraph contains an obligation

To carry out all other obligations undertaken with resj)ect to stage I of 
the treaty.

We fail to understand why such a paragraph is unacceptable to the 
Soviet Union. As a matter of fact the Soviet delegation offered to 
accept paragraph 7 if the United States delegation would accept the 
word “disarmament” before the word “obligations” in paragraph 4— 
a matter which I  have just explained.

Our reasons for believing that paragraph 7 should be included are 
that we believe that any nation entering into the treaty must intend 
to carry out faithfully all its obligations. It is a basic obligation, we 
believe, to carry out all—and I  emphasize all—treaty obligations and 
not just some of them. Secondly, such a “catch-all” provision gives 
a certain amount of necessary flexibility, as was suggested by the 
representative of India, to the introductory article of stage I. Thus, 
with such a provision, a specific reference to measures with respect 
to outer s{)ace and other important undertakings of stage I  is not 
necessary. For those reasons my delegation believes that paragraph 7 
should be included, otherwise we may become involved in a good deal 
of unnecessary specific details.

The last paragraph of the working draft of article 4 deals with the 
time limit of stage I  and the transition from stage I to stage II. The 
United States position is that in the light of the measures which we 
propose to undertake during stage I three years would be required 
for their carrying out and for verification. The Soviet Union has 
extended its original proposal, as this Committee is aware, by three 
months. That makes the total length of time from the entry into 
force of the treaty to the completion of stage I in the Soviet plan 
twenty-four months instead of the previous twenty-one months.

During the course of our discussions the two co-Chairmen have 
agreed on the text of a separate sentence to cover the important sub
ject of transition. That sentence, which appears at the end of the 
working draft of article 4, provides

Thereafter, taking account of the provisions of Article-------------- , the Parties
to the Treaty shall proceed to the measures provided for in Stage II of the 
Treaty.

Article -----— would deal with the procedure for transition from
stage I to stage II  of the treaty.

688-714— 63— vol. II------ 9
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The United States Government considers transition from one stage 
to the next to be a critical phase in the disarmament process. Our 
position is that prior to proceeding from stage I to stage II  all parties 
would want to know that all undertakings of stage I had been carried 
out, that all preparations required for stage II  had been made and, 
further, that all militarilĵ  ̂ significant States had become parties to 
the treaty. The existence of similar circumstances would be neces
sary prior to transition from stage I I  to stage III.

Because of the importance which my Government attaches to the 
procedure for accomplishing transition, section I of stage I  and section 
H of stage II  of the United States treaty outline provide that the con
trol council shall determine whether the circumstances required for 
transition exist.  ̂ Section I of stage III, contains similar provisions 
for the completion of stage III.

The United States treaty outline in its present form also provides 
that in the event that any permanent member of the control council 
should declare that the required conditions did not exist the question 
would be referred to a special meeting of the Security Coimcil of the 
United Nations. The reason for suggesting that procedure was to 
give assurance that the required obligations were being fulfilled and 
also to ensure that, in the event that some problems arose, those prob
lems would quickly receive attention at a very high political level, 
tluis facilitating their solution.

During the course of our discussions in plenary meetings of the Com
mittee and at informal meetings prior to the recess some considera
tion was given to the method of proceeding from one stage to the 
next. My Government has very carefully evaluated the statements 
and proposals on this problem made by the various delegations, includ
ing the suggestions of the representative of India. My Government 
has reconsidered, in the light of our discussions here, its own position 
with regard to the question of transition and has reached a decision 
to modify its position on this important subject. Accordingly I have 
submitted to the Secretariat, and have asked to have circulated as a 
Conference document, the text of certain amendments to the United 
States outline of basic provisions of a treaty on general and complete 
disarmament in a peaceful world relating to transition. Those 
amendments read as follows:

[The amendments are printed supra.I

I should like now to outline in preliminary fashion the substance 
of my Government’s new position on the procedure for transition. 
Of course, we shall wish to discuss this matter in more detail when 
sub-paragraph 5(k) of the agreed procedure of work, which deals

" Ante, pp. 728-729.
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specifically with transition, is the subject of the Committee’s work.
In the &st place, it is now the belief of the United States that the 

decision on transition can and should be made by the control coimcil 
of the international disarmament organization.

Second, that decision should be reached on the basis of certain estab
lished criteria or conditions for transition. A clear statement of those 
criteria or conditions will have to be developed when we have deter
mined the nature of the obligations each party to the treaty would 
undertake in the various stages. However, the specific conditions to 
be spelled out in the treaty would be based upon the general provisions 
set forth in the United States draft treaty outline, namely, that all 
undertakings had been carried out, that preparation required for the 
following stage had been completed, that all militarily significant 
States had become parties to the treaty prior to transition from stage I  
to stage II, and all States possessing armed forces and armaments had 
become parties to the treaty prior to transition from stage II  to stage 
III.

It is the position of my Government that the decision of the control 
council that the criteria or conditions for transition had been met 
should be based on a two-thirds vote, including the concurring votes 
of at least the United States and the Soviet Union. I t is generally 
recognized, I  believe, that for the disarmament process to proceed 
successfully the United States and the Soviet Union at least must 
be satisfied that the obligations of the treaty are being carried out. 
We therefor©’ believe that that fact should 'be explicitly recognized. 
We also 'believe that it would not be proper at this time to prejudge 
the question whether the affirmative vote of some other major Power 
or Powers in addition to the United States and the Soviet Union ought 
to be required prior to transition. The new amendments to the United 
States treaty outline which we have submitted today admit the pos
sibility of specifically requiring the concurrence of an additional 
major Power or Powers in the vote by the control council on the 
question of transition. They require the

. . . aflarmative vote of two-thirds of the mem'bers of the Control Council, 
including at least the United States and the Union of ‘Soviet Socialist 
Republics . . . .

Under the new United States proposal the decision of the control 
council on the question of transition would be final and binding.

At our meeting of 3 August the representative of Ethiopia quoted 
to us an Ethiopian saying to the effect that—

Those who suspect each other walk side by side, but never one before the other.̂

I  think it most unfortunate, but I am afraid that in the present plight

 ̂ENDC/PV.65, p. 10.
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of the world that is a succinct statement of the way we would wish 
to proceed through the transition process and along the road towards 
general and complete disarmament, when I  sincerely hope there will 
be no further suspicion. Not only would we wish to walk side by side 
with our Soviet colleagues, but we should also like to reassure our
selves by an appropriate look in their direction from time to time to 
make sure we are both in step.

I  believe that the position I have just outlined on the question of 
transition provides a reasonaible assurance to the parties to the treaty 
that, prior to proceeding from one stage of disarmament to the next, 
they will in fact be in step.

I  want to take this opportunity to thank my co-Chairman for his 
patience and for the amount of time he has spent trying to work out 
the document that is before us this morning as document ENDC/55.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Zorin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Joint Draft 
Article 4 of the Disarmament Treaty, August 8, 1962 ^

Mr. Chairman, I  see that the hour is getting late. I  shall there
fore not try now to reply to a number of remarks and statements, in 
particular to the rather lengthy statement made by the representative 
of the United Eingdom, since there is simply not enough time to discuss 
a number of questions which he raised.  ̂ Nor shall I  now reply to 
certain remarks made by the representative of Canada in clarifying 
his earlier statement.® I  should like to ask the Committee to allow 
me fifteen to eighteen minutes in which to deal with questions relating 
to today’s agreed and non-agreed text of the working draft of article 
4 of the treaty. Since the United States representative has already 
submitted his explanations on this matter I ask for permission to give 
my explanations too. If there are no objections perhaps the Commit
tee will bear with me imtil 1.30 p.m.

I shall make only one brief remark on the cessation of tests, a mat
ter on which several representatives have spoken this morning includ
ing the representatives of Brazil and India.^ In particular, Mr. Lall, 
the representative of India, put forward a number of important con-

"ENDC/PV.67, pp. 47-54.
* m a.,  pp. 5-15.

pp. 43-47. For the earlier Canadian statement, see ENDC/PV.66, pp.
14-25.

' See ENDO/PV.67, pp. 23-32.
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siderations throwing light on the position and urgently stressing the 
need for the speediest solution of the problem of the cessation of 
nuclear tests. We also fully share the views expressed by the repre
sentatives of Brazil and India concerning the need for the speediest 
conclusion of an agreement on . the discontinuance of all nuclear 
weapon tests. We fully agree with their general approach to the 
problem.

At the same time it seems to us exceedingly important and note
worthy that the representative of India emphasized the common basis 
which we have for such an agreement in the form of the memorandum 
of the eight non-aligned States.^ He stressed that both sides had un
dertaken to conduct negotiations on the basis of this memorandum 
and that the latest scientific data confirmed the validity of the basic 
principles of the memorandum.

We quite agree that it is precisely on the basis of the eight-Power 
memorandum that agreement on the cessation of all tests can be 
reached. This basis is entirely acceptable to us, and it is precisely 
on this basis that we are prepared to conduct further negotiations and 
to conclude an appropriate agreement.

I  shall make no further remarks on this question for the time being. 
I  will now request the Committee^s attention with regard to the pro
posals submitted after fairly lengthy study by the two co-Chairmen 
concerning article 4 of the draft treaty on general and complete 
disarmament.

The co-Chairmen of the Committee—the representative of the So
viet Union and the representative of the United States—submitted 
for consideration by aU members of the Committee a Working Draft 
of Article 4 of Part I I  of the treaty on general and complete dis
armament, entitled “Basic Tasks and Obligations and Time Limit of 
Stage I.” 2

In preparing this working draft of article 4, the co-Chairmen en
deavoured to bring the two positions closer together and to take fully 
into account the constructive suggestions made by delegations during 
our discussions on this draft article in plenary meetings of the Com
mittee. The co-Chairmen also considered the specific proposals re
garding this article which were submitted by the representatives of 
Bulgaria and India.^

What is the outcome of the co-Chairmen’s work? A number of 
provisions have been agreed upon relating to the substance of certain

 ̂The eight-nation memorandum is printed ante, pp. 334-336.
Ante, pp. 727-728.

" Ante, pp. 700-701.
* BNDO/PV.63. pp. &-9.
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disarmament measures to be carried out in stage I. For example, the 
co-Cliairmen agreed that in stage I the States must carry out meas
ures in the field of nuclear disarmament (paragraph 2), reduce their 
armed forces (paragraph 3), establish the International Disarmament 
Organization (paragraph 4), take measures to reduce the risk of war 
(paragraph 5) and take steps to strengthen arrangements for the 
maintenance of international peace and security (paragraph 6). In 
accordance with the proposal made by the representative of India, 
the CO-Chairmen agreed to insert in the draft article 4 a clause to the 
effect that after the completion of stage I, the States would proceed 
to the implementation of the disarmament measures provided for in 
stage 2, taking into account the provisions of the appropriate article 
of the treaty.

Of course, the agreement of the co-Chairmen on all these paragraphs 
has its significance, as has also the agreement achieved on the heading 
of this article. At the same time, the Soviet delegation deems it neces
sary to state here, in this plenary meeting of the Committee, that on 
the main provisions of article 4 relating to the most important dis
armament measures for stage I, the co-Chairmen were unable to reach 
agreement.

In the first place, there is no agreement on the question of the main 
disarmament measures in stage I, as can be seen from the two radically 
different wordings proposed for paragraph 1 of the working draft 
of article 4.

The Soviet Union starts from the assumption that in stage I  of 
general and complete disarmament, effective measures must be car
ried out to eliminate the threat of nuclear war. We know that this 
view is shared by many delegations represented in our Committee. 
Advocating drastic radical measures to eliminate the threat of nuclear 
war in stage I, the Soviet Union proposes, as stated in our wording for 
this paragraph of the article, to eliminate in this stage all delivery 
vehicles for nuclear weapons and to halt their production simulta
neously with the elimination of military foreign bases in alien terri
tories and the withdrawal of foreign troops from such territories. 
These would be practical steps towards getting rid of the threat of 
nuclear war! We <̂ an have no doubt that people in all countries of 
the world would be greatly relieved if we succeeded in reaching agree
ment on this basis.

But we have not succeeded in doing so. The United States dele
gation stubbornly objected, and still objects, to the elimination of 
all delivery vehicles for nuclear weapons and to the cessation of their 
production, to the elimination of all military foreign bases in alien 
territories and to the withdrawal of foreign troops from such ter
ritories. During the meetings of our Committee, the Soviet dele
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gation has repeatedly shown the roots of this attitude of the United 
States, an attitude not at all concerned with the interests of real 
disarmament, but aimed at obtaining one-sided military advantages 
for the Western Powers to the detriment of the Soviet Union’s se
curity and that of all socialist and other peace-loving States.

A number of other questions have remained unsolved, and in this 
connexion we would like to draw the attention of members of the 
Committee first of all to paragraph 2 of draft article 4. In this we 
have an agreed text—“to carry out measures in the field of nuclear 
weapons”, and this has been included in the draft proposal at our 
suggestion, in order to take into account the wishes expressed, in 
particular, by the representatives of India and Bulgaria. It would 
seem that this wording covers all the measures in the field of nuclear 
disarmament which States could agree to carry out in stage I. Never
theless, the United States delegation insisted on including in the text 
of paragraph 2, as the United States preference, the following words:

(, including halting the production of fissionable materials for use in nuclear
weapons).

It is well known, however, that the corresponding United States 
proposal, in the first place, is not a measure in the field of nuclear dis
armament nor of disarmament in general, in so far as it does not 
provide for the prohibition of nuclear weapons, the destruction of 
stockpiles, or even a reduction in the quantities of nuclear weapons 
at the disposal of States. Furthermore, the implementation of such 
a measure could only create the illusion that nevertheless some steps 
are being taken in the field of nuclear disarmament, whereas in reality 
States would continue to have at their disposal all their existing 
nuclear weapons, as well as the huge stocks of fissionable materials 
existing at the present time, which they would still be able to use for 
the further production of nuclear weapons.

Furthermore, the United States of America, as it has itself ex
plained more than once, has in mind to establish control over the 
entire atomic production of States, for the purpose of verifying their 
compliance with the obligation to cease the production of fissionable 
materials for military purposes. This is control without disarma
ment, that is to say, an undisguised form of military espionage, 
soniething which will of course be unacceptable to any State having 
regard for its security.

In view of all these considerations the Soviet delegation, in the 
course of the work of the co-Chairmen, objected to the addition of 
this wording to draft article 4.

We also had serious difficulties in reaching agreement on the pro 
vision in paragraph 3 of draft article 4, relating to reduction of
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military expenditures. It seemed to us an obvious truth that as a 
result of implementation of the disarmament measures of stage I, 
the States should substantially reduce their military expenditures. 
Furthermore, in paragraph 1 of article 13 of our draft treaty, we 
indicated how the resources made available in this way should be 
used. The second clause of this paragraph reads:

The funds released through the implementation of the first-stage meas
ures 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 eco
nomic and technical assistance to under-developed countries. The size of this 
portion shaU be subject to agreement between the parties to the Treaty.^

In accordance with all this we proposed to insert in paragraph 3 
of draft article 4 a clear and precise provision to the effect that the 
States parties to the treaty undertake to reduce their military ex
penditures.

We did not expect that even on tliis question, which is so obvious 
to all, the United States would adopt a different position. I t has 
turned out, however, that this is indeed the case. The United States 
delegation rejected our wording regarding the reduction by States 
of their military expenditures, and preferred the wordmg that the 
States parties to the treaty would “take agreed measures relating to 
their military expenditures.”

Today Mr. Dean has explained what is meant by agreed measures.  ̂
He indicated that under the United States plan in stage I  the parties 
to the treaty would submit reports on their military expenditures 
and the feasibility of verifying them would be examined. What sort 
of agreed measures are these ? The position of the United States dele
gation in reaching agreement on paragraph 3 of draft article 4 is such 
that it gives us grounds for surmising the worst, namely, that under 
the pretext of the unfeasibility of verification the United States not 
only does not intend to reduce its military expenditures in stage I, 
but may even be thinking of further increasing its appropriations for 
military purposes during the very process of disarmament. In any 
case it is difficult to find any other interpretation for the United States 
position in regard to military expenditures, because it is opposed to 
stating straightforwardly that military expenditures are to be re
duced. We fail to understand this position.

A serious difficulty also arose in reaching agreement on paragraph 4 
which deals with the establishment of an international disarmament 
organization. The two sides agree that such an organization should

 ̂Ante, p. 112.
* Supra.
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be established upon the entry into force of the treaty in order, as 
stated in paragraph 4, “to ensure verification in the agreed manner of 
the obligations undertaken.” It emerged, however, that we obviously 
understand in different ways the nature of the obligations to be under
taken by States under a treaty on general and complete disarmament. 
We proceed from the premise that the obligations undertaken by 
States under such a treaty will be disarmament obligations. I t is 
precisely this word “disarmament” which we proposed to include in 
the text of paragraph 4 so as to make it clear that it concerns verifica
tion of the disarmament obligations undertaken.

The United States delegation, however, categorically refused to 
include the word “disarmament” in the text of paragraph 4. This 
United States position can only be understood as meaning that it 
wishes to secure for itself an opportunity of verifying not only dis
armament measures but something else as well. In other words, it is 
trying to achieve the establishment of control without disarmament, 
that is, as we have repeatedly explained, the establishment of a 
legalized system of espionage to which, of course, we can in no way 
agree.

So the word “disarmament” remained unagreed in paragraph 4 of 
the working draft of article 4! To conduct negotiations on general 
and complete disarmament and then to object to the inclusion of the 
word “disarmament” in the text of the paragraph defining the tasks 
of the international disarmament organization is surely a most strik
ing revelation of the ambiguous attitude of the United States, far 
removed from the interests of disarmament and of strengthening 
peace throughout the world! We regret to have to say this, but it 
would be wrong to keep silence about it.

The United States delegation also stubbornly insisted on including 
in the working draft of article 4 a paragraph 7, which provides that 
the States parties to the treaty undertake “To carry out all other obli
gations undertaken with respect to Stage I of the Treaty.” We tried 
patiently to find out what was the meaning of this paragraph on 
which the United States delegation insisted so much. If we approach 
the matter from the standpoint of sound logic, then, in the article 
defining the basic tasks and the obligations of States in the first stage 
of general and complete disarmament, there cannot be any room for 
such a paragraph.

If we speak about basic tasks and obligations they must be enumer
ated, and they are in fact enumerated in the working draft of article 4. 
They are disarmament measures in regard to nuclear weapon delivery 
vehicles, foreign military bases, foreign troops in alien territories, 
nuclear armaments, conventional armaments, armed forces and mili
tary expenditures. We can also include among the basic tasks and
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obligations the establishment of an international disarmament orga
nization and measures to reduce the risk of war as well as measures to 
strengthen arrangements for the maintenance of international peace 
and security.

Wliat else is there? What is missing, from the point of view of the 
United States delegation, in this list of basic tasks and obligations? 
We were unable to obtain an answer to this question. And it is pre
cisely the absence of an answer that leads us to suppose that the 
United States of America intends to secure the inclusion in stage I  of 
certain measures about which for some reason or other they do not 
wish to speak openly at present but for which they wish to retain a 
definite possibility. The Soviet delegation did not and does not 
consider it possible to include in the draft of article 4 such vague, 
indefinite and ambiguous provisions.

If one takes into consideration a remark made by Mr. Dean today 
it appears that what he is anxious about is that the provisions in article 
1 should not leave anything out, including, let us say, measures in 
regard to outer space and so on. However, I  should like to draw Mr. 
Dean’s attention to the fact that in the agreed draft of Part I  of the 
treaty it is already stated— ŷou and I  drafted this together: ‘‘The 
Parties to the Treaty undertake to carry out the provisions set forth 
in the Treaty and in its Annexes”. We have already undertaken to 
carry out any provision contained in the treaty. Then why should we 
state again at every stage that we undertake to carry out all other 
obligations ? This is already covered in the first introductory article 
of the treaty, namely, that we undertake to carry out all the provi
sions. Article 4 deals with basic tasks and obligations. These basic 
tasks and obligations have already been enumerated. Therefore there 
is no sense in having paragraph 7.

Finally, we could not agree on the time limit for the first stage 
either. In endeavouring to bring our positions closer together the 
Soviet Union made a move to meet the position of the United States 
in this matter, and submitted a proposal to carry out the disarmament 
measures of stage I within twenty-four months instead of fifteen 
months as we had first suggested—in other words, within two years. 
Moreover, we considered it possible not to have a special preparatory 
period of six months within stage I  itself, as was the case in our origi
nal draft, but to utilize the entire period of this stage, that is twenty- 
four months, for the direct implementation of the disarmament 
measures themselves.

Frankly speaking, we expected that the United States of America 
would also take definite steps to meet us halfway. We thought that 
on the question of the time limit for the first stage it would be able to

 ̂Supra.
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show some flexibility. But it turned out otherwise. The United 
States delegation flatly refused to seek for agreement on the question 
of the first stage and adhered to its long drawn out and completely 
unjustified time limit of three years.

Such are the results of the work of the co-Chairmen on the working 
draft of article 4 of a treaty on general and complete disarmament. 
I t is difficult to consider such results promising for our future work 
on agreeing the articles relating to stage I. I t must be noted that 
the steps taken by the Soviet Government to meet the Western Powers 
have met with no response, and therefore the task of agreeing the 
articles of stage I remains a difficult one. It is not our fault, but we 
cannot fail to express concern in connexion with this situation.

The peoples of the world expect from us practical results in agreeing 
a draft treaty on general and complete disarmament. But every time 
we try to agree the appropriate text of the articles—in this case the 
text of article 4 of the treaty—we come up against the desire of the 
United States to enclose all the important and substantive elements 
in brackets. But it is obvious that, so long as the main disarmament 
measures remain in brackets, there will be no disarmament. The 
brackets must be removed. We appeal once again to the United States 
delegation to delete them so that together we can submit a working 
draft of article 4 of the treaty on general and complete disarmament 
for the consideration of the Conmiittee in plenary meeting. The 
brackets must be deleted—it is necessary that the proceedings should 
lead to real disarmament!

As to the questions raised in the statements made by various repre
sentatives, including those of the United Kingdom and Canada, I  shall 
take the liberty of answering them at our next meeting.

Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) to 
the Test-Ban Subcommittee of the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee, August 9, 1962^

I  declare open the twenty-third meeting of the Sub-Committee on 
a Treaty for the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests. I  should 
like to make a statement in my capacity as representative of the United 
States.

We are meeting against the constant tattoo of the renewail of the 
Soviet tests in the atmosphere. The goal of the United States is to 
achieve a workable and effective treaty banning nuclear weapon tests

" ENDC/SC.1/PV.23, pp. 3-14.
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in all environments for all time. It is a goal which should have been 
reached years ago, which ought to be within reach now and which 
we must rea<>h in the days ahead if our disarmament efforts are to be 
successful. I t is a goal worth reaching because it will mean the end of 
nuclear tests and all that they portend for humanity. But it is also 
a goal which has a more far-reaching significance.

Nuclear weapon tests must be stopped, because in stopping them we 
shall end an important part of the present race to perfect nuclear 
weapons. Unless we stop nuclear tests, we shall be weakened in our 
efforts to prevent other countries from testing and then producing 
their own nuclear weapons. And, finally, we want to stop nuclear 
weapon tests to end for ever the dangers posed by radioactive fallout. 
These are important reasons for which my Government believes that 
all nuclear weapon tests must be stopped. There are also other press
ing, indeed urgent, reasons why my Government believes we must 
reach agreement on an effective treaty to ban all nuclear weapon tests. 
Those reasons ŵ ere never more clearly highlighted than in the elo
quent statement by the representative of Burma on 3 August. He 
asked then how we could expect to reach agreement on a treaty on 
general and complete disarmament if we could not agree on a treaty to 
ban nuclear weapon tests.^

During the past few years the United States has devoted a great 
deal of effort to improving the capability of detecting, locating and 
identifying underground nuclear tests—the issue which has been the 
major stumbling-block in the path of reaching agreement. When, 
on 16 April 1962, the eight new members of the Conference of the 
Eighteen Nation Committee addressed an earnest appeal to the nuclear 
Powers to reach agreement on a test ban treaty and coupled that 
appeal with a joint memorandum,^ the United States undertook a 
most serious evaluation of the suggestions offered by those eight 
nations, and at the same time undertook a review of the status and 
findings of its research programme on the detection and identification 
of underground seismic events.

That effort produced a number of technical conclusions which bear 
on the efforts of the United States to respond to the eight-nation ini
tiative and to achieve a workable comprehensive test ban treaty. The 
United States will shortly have qualified scientists and technical ex
perts available at Geneva to assist in explaining the various develop
ments in detail. At this time I would only like to summarize two of 
them which offer real promise.

 ̂See ENDO/PV.65, p. 14.
" Ante, pp. 334-336.
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The first development is a reassessment, on the basis of increased 
experience, of seismic detection capability, which indicates a substan
tially better capability for long-range seismic detection than has been 
the case in the past. The second development is that the estimate of 
the number of earthquakes comparable to an underground nuclear test 
of a given magnitude has been substantially reduced from the previous 
estimate. These developments are significant, both in what they 
change and in what they do not change. They are significant in three 
respects.

First, the increase in the long-range detection capability makes it 
possible to develop a world-wide network of control posts with sub
stantially fewer detection stations in the Soviet Union, the United 
Kingdom, the United States and other countries than those proposed 
in the 18 April 1961 United States-United Kingdom treaty draft.^ 
This increase in long-range detection capability makes it possible to 
place increased reliance upon stations outside the territory of any 
party to a treaty for detecting events within that country using a 
system of stations which includes posts both within and without the 
country. Also, this development means that the findings of stations 
near to a seismic event can now be more easily correlated with data 
received at greater distances from the event. Thus it is now possible 
to rely on a detection system composed of internationally-supervised 
national stations rather than of internationally-operated stations.

Secondly, the decrease in the number of unidentified events with 
which a verification system will have to cope will make it possible to 
decrease the number of on-site inspections required for verification.

Thirdly, these developments do not provide a definitive way of 
determining from seismic data in all cases that a particular seismic 
event has not been an underground explosion and, therefore, these 
developments do not eliminate the certain requirement of effective, 
reliable and objective on-site inspections as an essential element of any 
system of verification.

On the basis of these developments the United States is prepared 
to discuss a comprehensive test ban treaty involving a world-wide net
work of internationally-supervised national monitoring posts. That 
network would include some posts in the Soviet Union, the United 
States and the United Kingdom and also would involve a possible 
reduction in the number of on-site inspections which the United States 
had believed necessary heretofore. The keystone to an agreement is 
the obligation to facilitate the on-site inspections called for under the 
treaty. So that there can be no doubt as to the United States position

'^Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 82-126.



750 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1962

I would like to set forth in some detail the United States views as to 
the essential principle of on-site inspection.

Any system for detecting underground nuclear explosions, whether 
it be the Geneva-type system which we have talked about for many 
years or the system of a smaller number of internationally-supervised 
national stations which we are now discussing, will detect— t̂hat is, 
record—a large number of events which by that data alone cannot be 
identified positively as earthquakes or as nuclear explosions. We have 
referred to these events as unidentified events because there is no way 
to tell from looking at seismic records whether they are earthquakes 
or underground nuclear tests. It is this number of unidentified events 
that is the significant remainder of all the seismic events detected by 
the system after eliminating those events which have been identified 
as earthquakes.

I  say “identified as earthquakes” because that is the only type of 
positive identification that is possible by seismic means alone. Of 
course a seismic event may occur at a great depth. Such an event 
could be identified as an earthquake if the depth could be accurately 
determined as greater than the depth at which it would be possible to 
set off an explosion. Signals from some seismic events may show the 
motion of the earth in the vicinity of the event as towards, rather than 
away from, the point of origin. Such a signal would have to come 
from an earthquake, since explosions force the earth away from the 
point of origin in all directions.

However, the United States is not aware of any way to identify a 
seismic event as an explosion by seismic means alone. Hence this proc
ess of identification is a process of elimination. All seismic events 
are considered. Those which can be identified as earthquakes are elim
inated. The number that remains is considered as unidentified.

One of the main reasons why many earthquakes cannot be identified 
is that often detected events will produce signals not much greater 
than the background noise which is always present. This then means 
that the identifying characteristics will often be obscured by the noise.

To sum up: many seismic signals can be identified as coming from 
earthquakes, but no seismic signal can as yet be positively identified 
as coming from nuclear explosions. Therefore the only way to clear 
up the doubt as to the origin of an unidentified event is by an on-site 
geographical inspection of the site from which the signal originated.

The technical developments which the United States has discussed 
do not change that conclusion. Indeed, to the extent that greater 
reliance is placed on seismic data from distant stations the need for 
on-site inspection intensifies rather than diminishes. As a matter of 
fact, as detection capability increases through further improvements 
in instrumentation, the total number of detected events and the num-
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Der of unidentified events will also increase. It is for those reasons 
that the issue of on-site inspection goes to the very heart of the issue 
of verification of a comprehensive nuclear test ban. So that there is 
no misunderstanding of the position of the United States on this issue 
I  would now like to state it to the Sub-Committee.

E s s e n t i a l  P r i n c i p l e  o f  O n - S i t e  I n s p e c t i o n .

1. There should be prompt certification by an appropriate official 
responsible to an international commission that a seismic event re
ported by a network of internationally supervised national stations 
has been geographically located according to the agreed scientific 
criteria and has not been eliminated from consideration pursuant to 
agreed criteria.

(a) The United States position is that these criteria should be on 
a scientific basis, as stated previously. These criteria will, of course, 
be concerned with the location of a seismic event, including the ap
proximate time and position of the event, and with events which can 
be eliminated as ineligible for inspection.

(b) The United States position on the area to be covered once an 
inspection has been certified may need to be broadened somewhat from 
that previously stated because of changed capability on geographical 
location of a network of fewer internationally-supervised national 
stations. i ^

2. Upon certification by the appropriate international official of 
events within the territory under the jurisdiction or control of the 
United States or the United Kingdom the agreed number of on-site 
inspections are to be carried out at the request of the Soviet Union. 
If such events are on territory under the jurisdiction of the Soviet 
Union the agreed numlDer of on-site inspections are to be carried out 
at the request of the United States or the United Kingdom. If  such 
events are on territory under the jurisdiction or control of other 
parties the selection of events to be inspected is to be by agreed 
procedures.

3. Any party having jurisdiction or control of territory in which 
an on-site inspection is requested is obligated to facilitate the prompt 
on-site inspection of the area. The on-site inspections shall be carried 
out by teams organized by the international commission. These teams 
shall be organized on an objective basis which ensures adequate repre
sentation of scientific and technical skills, and on a basis which adheres 
to the principle that self-inspection by nationals of the State inspected 
or of its allies must not be permitted.

That is the position of the United States on the principle of on-site 
inspections. A few moments ago I  quoted the challenging question
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of the representative of Burma, who asked us how we expected to 
achieve a treaty on general and complete disarmament if we could 
not agree on a treaty banning nuclear weapons tests. I  should like to 
carry that question one step further. How can we agree on the prin
ciple of verification required for general and complete disarmament 
if we cannot agree on the verification arrangements for a comprehen
sive nudear test ban treaty ? The principle of the verification required 
for a nuclear test ban is no different from the principle of the verifica
tion required for any other disarmament agreement; verification is 
necessary to give to all the parties to the agreement the necessary 
confidence that the agreement is being observed.

My Government has spent much time pondering the question of 
why the Soviet Union is so determined to resist adequate verifica
tion for a test ban treaty. It has occurred to us as we have listened 
to the Soviet representative that there are two possible concerns. One 
or both of those concerns may be standing in the way of the Soviet 
Union’s acceptance of adequate verification.

The first possible concern is that the Soviet Union will not tolerate 
inspection because inspectors may learn something of military value. 
A ban on nuclear tests involves a very good place to get started in 
establishing this principle of verification because it would involve 
very little entry into the territory of the Soviet Union. On-site in
spection as proposed 'by the United States would involve the visit by 
international teams of the commission to only a very small portion of 
the vast territory of the Soviet Union. That is doubly true because 
most of the geographical area of the Soviet Union is an aseismic 
area in which there are no, or at least very few, earthquakes. Tliere- 
fore, if there are no earthquakes in that geographical area, and if a 
country such as the Soviet Union is not testing, then there will be no 
unidentified events in the largest part of the Soviet Union, which in
cludes the heartland of that country. The United States is even 
prepared to state the obligation to facilitate an on-site inspection on 
the territory of the Soviet Union in a way such as to differentiate 
between seismic and aseismic areas.

The United States is also open-minded and quite reasonable about 
such matters as the means by which an inspection team would be 
transported from the border of the Soviet Union to the site of the 
unidentified event in order to assure that the inspection team only 
performs the task specified for it in the treaty, with no possibility 
of espionage, but is in fact in a position to perform the task of 
inspection promptly and effectively. We want the scientific data 
called for in the treaty, and nothing more. If the Soviet Union has 
a proposal in that connexion it will find us very reasonable indeed. 
If this small amount of inspection is intolerable or unacceptable to
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the Soviet Union, what are we to think about verification of the 
elimination of nuclear delivery vehicles and other armaments where 
verification will necessarily be much broader?

The second concern that the Soviet Union appears to have is that 
talking in terms of a “right” of on-site inspection by an international 
commission implies somehow a derogation of the sovereignty of the 
State on whose territory the inspection is demanded. If that is 
a problem which is bothersome for the Soviet Union, the United 
States is prepared to consider the question of on-site inspection in a 
somewhat different manner. I t would be acceptable to the United 
States if, instead of stating a provision for on-site inspection as a 
right of the party requesting an inspection, the on-site inspection 
requirement were to be stated as an obligation to be fulfilled by the 
party on whose territory an unidentified seismic event occurred. That 
is an obligation which States would assume without any derogation of 
sovereignty. The on-site inspection provision would be stated not 
as the right of the party requesting an inspection but as an obliga
tion to be fulfilled by the party on whose territory an unidentified 
seismic event occurred. In other words, the sovereign State would 
not be giving up any of its rights to others, but rather would be 
assuming an obligation, which is certainly within the power of sover
eignty. The host country would have the obligation not only to per
mit an inspection but also to facilitate and co-operate with such an 
inspection.

I  am aware that there are those who attempt to meet this prob
lem by taking the position that when the eight-nation memorandum 
uses the term “obligation” it does not use it in a mandatory sense 
but, rather, means that there is merely a free-wheeling option on the 
part of a State where the unidentified event occurs whether to invite 
an inspection or not, or indeed whether to delay, to impede, or to 
stifle action by refusing to act or by other dilatory devices. From 
the point of view of the United States such a position would be incon
sistent with the principle that disarmament measures must have such 
strict and effective international control as is necessary to provide 
assurance that all parties are honouring their obligations, and there
fore we cannot agree with or accept this invitational concept. Indeed, 
the invitational concept does violence to the whole theory of the eight 
Power memorandum, namely, international supervision of nationally 
manned stations. I  have pointed out at the tenth, fourteenth and 
twenty-first meetings of this Sub-Committee that my delegation 
believes the eight nation memorandum contains an obligation of the 
State where the unidentified event occurs to facilitate and co-operate 
with an on-site inspection by the international commission.^

^Ambassador Dean’s statement at the 10th meeting is printed ante  ̂ pp. 44&- 
456. ^
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If the above points both constitute concerns of the Soviet Union 
respecting verification in general, and verification of a test ban treaty 
in particular, my Government earnestly hopes the Soviet Govern
ment will give serious consideration to our proposals for meeting 
those two concerns. My Government would also point out that it is 
not without its own concerns regarding the question of sovereignty, 
and even the question of allowing inspections of various parts of its 
country. We believe, however, that all parties to any treaty must be 
treated equally in this respect and therefore we have proposed ways 
to overcome these problems which confront our respective countries. 
In addition, we have indicated our complete readiness and willing
ness to accept the sacrifices and risks which an effective nuclear test 
ban treaty may entail. But is the Soviet Union equally ready and 
willing? That is the question which all must ask.

I  am also aware of the fine-spun argument that, since the only 
remedy for a failure to permit an on-site inspection is an abrogation 
of the treaty, it is not even necessary to state an obligation to permit 
and facilitate an on-site inspection. Rather, so this ar^m ent goes, 
inspection should be set forth in a treaty as entirely optional with 
the State on whose territory the unidentified event occurred, and fail
ure by that State to issue the invitation when called for under the 
treaty should give, or more accurately shift, to the other innocent 
parties the right to denounce the treaty. But is that not an empty 
right? I  think the suggestion, while ingenious, should not be used 
to paper over a fim^amental difference in approach. This approach 
which I  have just outlined completely underestimates the solemn 
nature of the commitment undertaken by a State in entering a treaty 
to ban nuclear tests.

The parties entering such a treaty will be going to a great deal of 
trouble and expense setting up a control system. Far more important, 
however, the nuclear Powers would be placing inhibitions on steps 
they would otherwise be taking in developing their nuclear means of 
defence, based on reasonable assurance that the other nuclear Powers 
parties to the treaty are subjected to the same inhibitions. For 
countries to take that significant step they should be talking about 
a treaty under which the parties assumed an oblisration to comply with 
its provisions for verification as well as its substantive provisions. A 
treatj^ in which there was no substantive obligation by a State to 
comply with verification procedures would not provide that necessary 
assurance. Thus I  can only repeat what I said earlier— t̂hat if these 
modest but effective arrangements regarding verification of a nuclear 
test ban treaty cannot be agreed to by the Soviet Union then it is 
indeed difficult to see how verification for other and more comprehen
sive disarmament measures can be worked out.
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There must be more than mere lip service to the principle of inter
national supervision of national stations. For the privileges granted 
there must be concomitant obligations. That is only reasonable. If 
the principle of obligatory on-site inspection is accepted the United 
States is prepared to consider a reduction in the number of on-site 
inspections. So that there can be no misunderstanding, I should like 
to state the position of the United States.

Numher of on-site wspections:

Up to this point the United States position on the number of on-site 
inspections has called for a number within the range of 12 and 20. If 
the obligation to facilitate on-site inspections called for under the 
treaty is accepted, the United States is prepared to consider a reduc
tion in that number, based on its new scientific evaluation of the num
ber of earthquakes which might produce unidentified events compa
rable to an underground nuclear test of a given magnitude. Such a 
number, however, must take into account the detection, location, and 
identification capabilities of a network of internationally supervised 
national stations and the need to establish reasonable confidence on 
any side that no violation of the treaty will in fact occur.

This position of the United States is consistent with the spirit of 
the eight nation memorandum in the sense that that memorandum 
attempts to reach an accommodation of the fundamental interests of 
the parties. That memorandum, it is true, uses the term “suspicious 
and significant event” while I  have used the term “unidentified events”. 
But when one considers that the process of identification is a process 
of elimination, all seismic events are suspicious which have been 
detected and located and not eliminated from consideration by being 
identified as earthquakes. The number of such events is indeed much 
larger than the number of on-site inspections, between 12 and 20, 
which the United States has offered in these negotiations—based on 
60 to 100 unidentified events on the territory of the Soviet Union— 
and which as I have indicated—I will discuss it later—̂ the United 
States is prepared to consider reducing once this principle of obligatory 
on-site inspections is accepted.

The United States has indicated that it is seeking to have on-site 
inspections conducted not of all unidentified events but, rather, of 
only the relatively small number necessary to provide a reasonable 
assurance that there has not been a violation of the treaty. Let me 
be clear. The United States does not seek on-site inspections because 
it wants intemationail inspectors of the commission moving on Soviet 
soil, but rather—̂ ând only— b̂ecause scientifically on-site inspections 
are an essential part of a truly verifiable nuclear test ban treaty.
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I  pointed out here on 24 April that contained within the basic 
principles included in the eight-nation memorandum was a require
ment that we agree upon an effective system of detection—and I re
peat an effective system of detection—through an international 
network of control posts which may be based on existing national 
systems, supplemented by international stations or new national sta
tions if required, and an international commission whose duty it 
will be to supervise the control posts, receive data from them and 
analyse that data.  ̂ On the basis of the new technical data the United 
States is able to advance a position which is based upon the eight 
nation memorandum. I  should like to restate it.

Nature of network of mterriationally’supervised national stations:

Up to this point the United States position on the number of inter
national detection posts has called for 180 internationally-operated 
stations of which 19 were to be located on the territory of the Soviet 
Union. If  the obligation to facilitate on-site inspections called for 
under the treaty is accepted the United States is prepared to consider 
a network of internationally-supervised nationally-manned stations. 
Such a position on a network would differ from previous positions 
of the United States in two respects: first, it would involve a sub
stantially smaller number of stations, including a substantially smaller 
number of stations in the Soviet Union; and, secondly, it would in
volve a network of internationally-supervised nationally-manned sta
tions instead of a network of internationally-operated stations.

These two changes which the United States is prepared to consider 
result from the increase in long-range detection capability. The in
crease in tha/t capability means that the coverage of the areas of in
terest can be carried out by fewer detection stations. The scientific 
data does mean that those stations would have to be not merely the 
existing national posts but the existing national posts supplemented 
or improved by additional nationally manned posts of extremely high 
quality equipped with the most modem instrumentation.

The increase in long-range detection capability means also that a 
larger proportion of stations outside the nuclear coimtries will be 
reporting events witHn those countries than was previously thought 
to be the case, and that a somewhat lesser reliance— b̂ut reliance never
theless—^will be placed upon the stations within those countries. But 
let me emphasize that the detection stations inside the territory of the 
nuclear Powers remain truly important for the collection of data for 
the international system. The greater reliance on a long-range detec
tion system composed of fewer stations than proposed previously re
quires, for effective international control, that the international com

 ̂See ante, p. 450.
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mission be able to process systematically and regularly the scientific 
data received from all stations, including those received from within 
a particular country such as the Soviet Union. Let there be no mis
take about that.

In this connexion also the United States is proceeding in a manner 
consistent with the eight nation memorandum which, as I explained 
at our tenth meeting, ensured the establishment of a system for “con
tinuous observation and effective control on a purely scientific and 
non-political basis”. My delegation has interpreted these require
ments as set forth in the eight nation memorandum to mean that the 
commission, if it is going to make use of the continuously recorded 
scientific data, must be assured of several things.

First, it must have rapid and reliable means of communicating with 
the national control posts. Secondly, it must be assured that all posts 
are operated strictly and continuously in accordance with the rigid and 
high scientific standards which the commission will prescribe for the 
whole network of national posts. The commission must be assured 
that each station is operated at all times at peak efficiency, and that 
the data is reported continuously and accurately without jamming or 
interference. Thirdly, the personnel of the control station should be 
trained according to agreed standards. Fourthly, the commission 
must be assured that the instrumentation operated by the control sta
tion is constructed, equipped and calibrated according to standards 
which the commission must set up on a completely scientific basis. 
Fifthly, the commission must be made promptly aware of all data 
collected by each control post which could indicate that an event of 
interest to the commission might have taken place. Sixthly, it must 
be assured that each control post is located, after due consultation 
with the party concerned, at a quiet site in a region scientificailly satis
factory to the commission.

For the international commission to operate as a responsible inter
national body it must be entitled to get from the national stations the 
accurate and essential data that it needs to carry out its supervisory 
functions. This again is in accordance with the eight Power memo
randum. For that reason it is the position of the United States that 
nationally manned control posts must be under effective and adequate 
supervision at all times. It does not appear useful at this time to go 
into further details about various types of arrangements by which 
this effective international supervision might be assured and carried 
out. I t is enough to say that the objective is to have international 
supervision of a nature which provides effective international control, 
giving all parties to the treaty confidence that the nationally manned 
stations are continuously operating in the efficient and scientific man
ner required. If  the issue of on-site inspection is settled, as I  hope it
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will be, there is every reason to believe that the issue of international 
supervision of national posts and the number of such posts should be 
settled in a reasonable and scientific manner. The Soviet Union will 
find us most co-operative in this respect.

The proposals and technical conclusions presented by my delegation 
today represent the culmination of a serious and intensive effort on 
the part of my Government to move our negotiations forward towards 
our goal of an effective treaty banning all nuclear weapon tests in all 
environments for all time. Those proposals are:

1. acceptance of the obligatory nature of on-site inspections;
2. a willingness, once the proposal referred to in paragraph 1 is 

accepted, to consider a reduction in the number of on-site inspections 
based upon a scientific evaluation and the need to provide all parties 
to a treaty with reasonable confidence that no violation of its pro
visions will occur;

3. a willingness, once the proposal referred to in paragraph 1 is 
accepted, to consider a network of detection stations which:

(a) would involve a substantially smaller number of stations 
worldwide than the number previously proposed, including a substan
tially smaller number of stations in the Soviet Union;

(b) would involve internationally-supervised, nationally-manned 
stations instead of a network of internationally-operated stations.

These sincere proposals have been presented in the hope that the 
Soviet Union will make a similar urgent and far-reaching effort to 
narrow the gap which lies between us. We look forward to what 
the representative of the Soviet Union will have to say at this 
meeting, and at our future meetings, about these proposals, and in 
particular about the key issue of obligatory on-site inspection.

My delegation will shortly present further material which will bear 
on the conclusions which I  have presented today. It is our hope that 
at that time the Soviet Union will participate actively with us in these 
technical discussions and also in the negotiations for the realistic 
completion of a comprehensive treaty banning all nuclear weapon 
tests in all environments for all time. That is our task; let us get 
on with it so that we can relieve the terrible anxiety of all mankind.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Zorin) to the 
Test-Ban Subcommittee of the Eighteen Nation Dis
armament Committee, August 9, 1962^

Mr. Chairman, we have listened carefully to your detailed state
ment and to that of our colleague the representative of the United 
Kingdom. You and I, Mr. Dean, have already met twice informally 
and we have studied those considerations of principle and factual data 
which we had the opportunity to learn about after your trip to Wash
ington. We have, of course, studied carefully the latest official state
ments of the United States Government and the comments thereon 
which have been made both within and outside the United States.

Mr. Dean pointed out today, as well as at the informal meetings 
we had with him, that present-day technical developments have made 
it possible for the United States to carry out a reassessment of seismic 
detection capability as a result of better methods of long-range seismic 
detection than had been the case in the past. He also pointed out that 
technical developments had resulted in a substantial reduction, as 
compared with the previous estimate, in the number of earthquakes 
comparable to an underground nuclear test of a given magnitude.

I  do not wish today to go into all these technical details and the 
considerations which have been put forward by Mr. Dean and which 
can obviously be still further amplified in the course of future dis
cussions in our Sub-Committee and in the Committee. I t is perfectly 
clear to us, however, that from all the data which have been put 
forward there clearly emerges the need for the United States to revise 
its position in regard to the terms of a treaty on the cessation of all 
nuclear tests—in the atmosphere, in outer space, under water and 
underground. As is well known, the Soviet Union has repeatedly 
pointed out in the past that for the purposes of control over the 
cessation of nuclear weapon tests the national detection systems are 
quite adequate. And it seems to us that the latest data which have 
been obtained in the United States and in some other countries merely 
confirm this possibility and requirement.

A drastic revision by the United States of its position on this very 
important and urgent question is all the more necessary because the 
position it has maintained in the course of the negotiations has been 
the main obstacle to the solution of the problem of putting an end to 
nuclear weapon tests. In any case, it is perfectly obvious that the 
position which the United States has so far maintained on this ques
tion could not serve as a ba;sis for an agreement on the cessation of

" BNDC/SC.1/PV.23, pp. 19-29.
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nuclear explosions. Since, however, the United States was not pre
pared to accept the proposals put forward by the Soviet Union on 
28 November 1961,̂  attempts were made to j^d  a new compromise 
basis for such an agreement. Such a compromise basis was consti
tuted by the proposals of the eight non-aligned States—^Members of 
the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament, as set out in their 
Joint Memorandum of 16 April of this year.^

The non-aligned States, as we all know, proposed in their mem
orandum that the system of permanent observation and control over 
the cessation of nuclear tests should be built upon (as is stated literally 
in the memorandum) “already existing national networks of observa
tion posts and institutions” and that for the purpose of thorough 
and objective examination of all the available data there might be 
constituted an international commission consisting of a limited num
ber of highly-qualified scientists entrusted with the tasks of processing 
the data received from the national observation posts and of reporting 
on any nuclear explosion or suspicious event. The memorandum 
stated further that

. . . the parties to the treaty could invite the Commission to visit their terri
tories and/or the site of the event the nature of which was in doubt.

That is, inspection could take place by invitation.
In order to get the question of the cessation of nuclear tests out 

of an impasse, the Soviet Union agreed on 19 April 1962 to accept 
the compromise proposals of the eight non-aligned States as the basis 
upon which a treaty on the cessation of such tests could be worked 
out.̂  But how did the United States and the United Kingdom act ? 
Their official position is set out in the report of the Eighteen Nation 
Committee to the United Nations Disarmament Commission, in which 
it is stated that the Joint Memorandum of the eight non-aligned States 
is accepted by them only “as one of the bases for negotiations”.̂

Consequently, whereas the USSR adopted a new basis in the nego
tiations for the conclusion of a treaty on the cessation of tests, namely 
the basis proposed by the eight non-aligned States, the United States 
continued to adhere to its old position and evaded accepting the pro
posals of the non-aligned States. The United States tried and is still 
trying to adapt the eight-Power memorandum to its old position, 
which stood in the way of an agreement on the discontinuance of 
nuclear tests. The representatives of the Western Powers, as is well

^Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 664.
“ Ante, pp. 334-336.
* See ante, pp. 396-399.
* Ante, p. 410.
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known, did not agree with our appraisal of their position, alleging 
that this appraisal was not in accordance with the real state of affairs.

We have now heard Mr. Dean tell us that he was stating the new 
position of the United States. What is, in fact, the present position 
of the United States on the cessation of nuclear tests? What is the 
United States proposing now, after Mr. Dean’s return from 
Washington?

The answers to these questions are of particular interest at the pres
ent time, all the more so because Mr. Dean’s trip to Washington, his 
consultations with the President and the so-called “new position” of 
the United States on the discontinuance of tests have been given wide 
publicity in the Western press obviously encouraged by official United 
States circles.

Mr. Dean has informed us that the United States is prepared to give 
up international control posts for detecting nuclear explosions, such 
as the United States and the United Kingdom had previously pro
posed, in particular in their draft treaty of 18 April 1961.̂  At the 
same time however, Mr. Dean pointed out that the United States stands 
for the establishment of a so-called “world-wide network of control 
posts” which would be composed of national stations under inter
national supervision and control. In expounding this question, Mr. 
Dean observed that “international supervision” would be for the pur
pose of making sure that the stations were properly equipped, the 
equipment properly calibrated and the personnel of the stations prop
erly trained and that there was adequate assurance that the national 
stations were reporting data to the Commission accurately and accord
ing to uniform standards set up by the Commission. Mr. Dean 
stated further that the objective was to establish “effective interna
tional control” over the functioning of national stations in order to 
have confidence that they were operating in the agreed manner. He 
did not disclose all the details of this international supervision and 
control.

But the establishment of international control over the function
ing of national stations, the recruitment and checking of the personnel 
of these stations by an international body and control over their 
equipment and operation would undoubtedly result in these national 
stations becoming in fact international rather than national institu
tions. This would mean that the most essential aspects of the work 
of these stations as well as certain principles governing the recruit
ment of the personnel would be decided by an international body. 
Thus, in examining the views expressed by Mr. Dean concerning 
effective international control over national stations, we cannot help

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 82-126.
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coming to the conclusion that in this case what we are faced with is 
in fact the familiar United States demand for the establishment of a 
network of international posts, only in a slightly different outward 
shape. Mr. Dean’s mention that the number of posts in the inter
national network could be somewhat reduced (he spoke about this 
today) only confirms the fact that there have been no qualitative 
changes in the United States position in regard to the substance of 
this question.

Our conclusion that on the question of control posts the United 
States continues to adhere to its old position is also confirmed by 
President Kennedy. At his press conference on 1 August the Presi
dent gave a negative reply to a question by a correspondent who asked 
him whether the new information obtained as a result of research in 
detecting underground nuclear explosions affected the position of the 
United States regarding the need to have international control posts 
on Soviet territory. He stated—and I  am quoting this statement as 
it appeared in \ho,New Yorh Times:

No. I think that our position, which Mr. Dean will elaborate, has been
that national control posts should be internationally monitored and super
vised.^

The United States position regarding international on-site inspec
tion as expounded by Mr. Dean after his return from Washington, 
shows that on this question too there have been no changes of prin
ciple. Mr. Dean stated that new scientific developments in the field 
of detecting nuclear explosions did not do away with certain require
ments for effective and reliable on-site inspection as an essential 
element of any verification system. He pointed out the need for 
obligatory on-site inspection—and this has been confirmed by Mr. 
Godber—within an agreed quota in order to verify and identify sus
picious events. He even emphasized that the latest scientific data 
indicate that the need for on-site inspection within an agreed number 
intensifies rather than diminishes. Moreover, in a clear and ulti
matum-like manner Mr. Dean stressed in his conversations with us, 
as well as in this meeting today, that without agreement on obligatory 
on-site inspection, the United States had no intention even to engage 
in any negotiations on other terms for a treaty on the cessation of tests.

The old position of the United States on international inspection 
was also confirmed by President Kennedy at the press conference I  
have mentioned. In dealing with this question President Kennedy 
stated—and I  quote again from the New York Times:

' The stenographic transcript reads “internationally monitored or supervised” 
{ante, p. 710).
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I must emphasize that these new assessments do not affect the require
ments that any system must include provisions for on-site inspection of un
identified underground events.

The Pr^ident reasoned that obligatory on-site inspection was neces
sary because the establishment of a world-wide system of control 
posts ^̂ does not provide a substitute for on-site inspection”, since it 
is difficult to determine the nature of a seismic event without inspec
tion. Mr. Grodber also corroborated this idea.

From what Mr. Dean has said about the United States’ so-called 
“new position” on the questions of control posts and on-site inspec
tion, it is abundantly clear that the United States has not in fact 
changed its position in regard to the basic conditions on which, in its 
opinion, an agreement on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests could 
be achieved. It must also be emphasized in this connexion that the 
United S'tates, while giving wide publicity to its “new position”, is in 
fact defending its old position, which has been slightly “dolled-up” for 
purposes of disguise. While paying lip-service to the Joint Memo
randum of the eight non-aligned countries, the United States has not 
accepted the compromise proposals of these States as the basis for 
its present position. Moreover, Mr. Dean himself, it seems, does not 
conceal this. In his statement at the Eighteen Nation Committee on 
6 August, when speaking of the negotiations which he proposed to 
conduct with the Soviet delegation on the basis of the “new position” 
of the United States, Mr. Dean said:

. I am sure that none of our coUeagues”—that is, the members of the 
Eighteen Nation Committee—“will be too critical of us if we do not reach 
agreement within the precise details of the eight nation memorandum”.̂

In other words, Mr. Dean let all members of the Committee know be
forehand that the United States had no intention of adhering to the 
basic principles of the memorandum.

Today, Mr. Dean said:
. . .  we cannot agree with or accept this invitational concept.

He said that such an obligation would be an empty right. But it is 
precisely this obligation— înspection by invitation—which is contained 
in the memorandum of the non-aligned States. That is a concrete 
fact. You will find this in paragraph 4 of the memorandum. Is it 
not clear, therefore, that the United States categorically rejects one 
of the basic principles of the memorandum ? Furthermore, the United 
States says that without acceptance of obligatory on-site inspection it 
sees no point in carrying on any negotiations on other terms for the 
conclusion of a treaty. That is the main and cardinal condition laid

" ENDC/PV. 66, p. 52.
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down by the United States. But that cardinal condition is radically 
opposed to the position of the Eight Nation Memorandum.

Nevertheless, the Soviet Union considers that precisely on the basis 
of the compromise proposals contained in the memorandum of the non- 
aligned States it should be possible to reach an agreement quickly on 
the cessation of all nuclear weapon tests and to sign a corresponding 
treaty. These proposals would ensure to the fullest extent effective 
observation of the compliance of all States with their obligations un
der a treaty on the cessation of tests on the basis of the existing na
tional system of observation posts and institutions which is perfectly 
adequate and reliable in present-day conditions.

In her speech in the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament 
on 1 August the representative of Sweden, Mrs. Myrdal, having given 
details of the existing observation posts, said:

. . . there exists a vast network of observation posts, not only potentially 
open for an organized international exchange of data blit in fact already . . . 
actually co-operating among themselves, although they are located in different 
countries and even in different political hemispheres.^

Mrs. Myrdal added:
Many reports have been published to demonstrate how nuclear tests in differ
ent parts of the world have been detected and identified in various countries.®

I wish to stress both these words “detected” and “identified”.
Mrs. Myrdal referred to the recent French undergroimd tests in the 

Sahara as an example of the detection and identification of a nuclear 
explosion by the national stations of many countries throughout the 
world. She said:

Within six weeks of its occurrence, on 1 May this year, no less than sixty-five 
stations had reported on their registration of it. They reported to the United 
States Coast and Geodetic Survey.^

You will find this in the ver'batim record.
The fact that sixty-five stations in the world, situated as far from 

the site of the explosion as Bolivia, Canada, Finland, Iran, Norway, 
Peru, Puerto Rico, Sweden and the United States, and in other coun
tries, registered the undergroimd explosion carried out by France in 
the Sahara confirms the fundamental conclusion that by national 
means of control it is quite possible not* only to detect but also to iden
tify any nuclear explosions, including underground ones.

The considerations put forward by Mrs. Myrdal in the Eighteen 
Nation Committee confirm once again the basic proposition contained 
in the memorandum of the eight non-aligned States, that the organiza

" ENDC/PV. 64, p. 10.
p. 13.
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tion of control over compliance with the obligation to cease all tests 
can be successfully based and built upon the already existing national 
networks of observation posts and institutions.

In the light of existing scientific and technical data, the United 
States has no grounds for adhering to its former position on the ques
tion of discontinuing nuclear tests. Even the report of the United 
States Department of Defence on the results of Project Vela admits 
that ways have been found to increase the sensitivity of seismic detec
tion instruments by five to ten times, and also that

with the use of special filtering techniques, improvement in sensitivity some
what greater than that previously considered possible can be obtained.^

That is a quotation from the report of the United States Department 
of Defence.

The frank admission of the newspaper Washington Post concern
ing the United States demands in regard to international inspection 
is characteristic. On 3 August, only a few days ago, this paper wrote 
that it had now become apparent that some of the demands put for
ward by the United States over the last four years at the Geneva talks 
on the forbidding of tests were founded on a misinterpretation of 
earlier scientific data. But, as we see from the statement of Mr. 
Dean, who explained to us the “new position” of the United States on 
the discontinuance of nuclear wê apon tests, the United States does 
not intend to revise its previous position on this question or to accept 
the compromise proposals of the eight non-aligned countries.

However, in the statements which the representatives of the non- 
aligned States in the Eighteen Nation Committee have made recently 
since the return of Mr. Dean from Washington, emphasis has been 
laid on the need to achieve speedy agreement on the cessation of nu
clear weapon tests, precisely on the basis of the propositions of the 
Joint Memorandum of the eight States. Thus, the representative of 
Burma, Mr. Barrington, to whom Mr. Dean has referred, pointed out 
in his statement on 3 August that there is mounting evidence that the 
basic assumptions of the memorandum are valid, and he emphasized 
that his delegation remains convinced that that memorandum can serve 
as the basis for an early overall agreement on the cessation of nuclear 
weapon tests.^

At yesterday’s meeting of the Committee, Mr. Alemayehu, the rep
resentative of Ethiopia, stressed that the eight-Power memorandum 
not only constituted a fair and equitable compromise between the 
views of the two sides but was also founded on a sound scientific basis.®

 ̂Ante, p. 633.
* ENDO/PV.65, p. 15. 
«ENDO/PV.67, p. 56.
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The representative of Ethiopia said that the validity of the proposals 
contained in the memorandum was supported by all existing technical 
data and that it had never been disputed in any way, even by the nu
clear Powers.

Mr. Lall, the representative of India, in his speech at the same meet
ing, laid particularly strong emphasis on the validity of the eight- 
Power memorandum at the present time. He noted also that certain 
gaps would have to be filled, but added that they would be gaps of 
detail, not of principle. ‘‘It has never been suggested by any of the 
eight nations”, Mr. Lall emphasized, “that negotiations were needed 
to alter the principles of the memorandum at all”.̂

The conclusion to be drawn from all this is that the non-aligned 
countries see a way out of the deadlock which has come about, not by 
the acceptance of the United States’ “new proposal”, which does not 
differ in principle from the United States’ old position, but by settling 
this question on the basis of the memorandum of the eight non- 
aligned States, which is a good basis for an agreement on the cessation 
of nuclear weapon tests. We share this point of view and consider 
that it is precisely on the basis set forth in the memorandum that an 
agreement on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests, which is demanded 
by all peoples, can be reached now.

We regret that, as Mr. Dean’s statements have shown, the United 
States does not share this general opinion. But this is no coincidence. 
The acceptance by the United States of the eig'ht-nation memorandum 
as an effective basis for an agreement would open the way to speedy 
agreement on the prohibition of all nuclear weapon tests. But this 
turn of events evidently does not suit the United States Government 
and the strategists of an atomic war. The position of the non-aligned 
countries in regard to the establishment of a system of detection and 
identification is not in accordance with the present position of the 
United States and the United Kingdom.

What is the reason for this opposition of the United States to the 
terms of an agreement for the cessation of nuclear weapon tests ? The 
reason is that the United States does not want such an agreement, 
neither does it want the cessation of the tests. After the present test 
series, the United States intends to continue tests of this kind in the 
future. It is no mere chance therefore that the French newspaper Le 
Monde of 3 August, in appraising the “new” proposals of the United 
States, comes to the conclusion that these “concessions” do not remove 
the basic contradiction between the positions of the West and of the 
East.

Indeed, the “new position” of the United States does not facilitate 
the solution of the problem of tests. It is only a tactical manoeuvre

p. 26.
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designed to conceal from world public opinion the true intentions of 
the United States in the matter of nuclear tests.

The fact that the purpose of the new moves of the United States 
on the question of nuclear tests is only to create a semblance of “con
cessions” is confirmed by the New York Times columnist Finney. In 
the issue of 3 August, Finney points out that in submitting its so- 
called new proposals the United States Government was aiming only 
at making “a gesture to the neutralist bloc which has been pressing 
for a compromise.”

At the same time, in the ruling circles in the United States no secret 
is made of the intention of the United States to continue nuclear 
weapon tests and to use, to that end, all possible pretexts and argu
ments. As the United Press IntermtionaL reported on 6 August, Mr. 
Thomas, a member of the United States House of Eepresentatives, 
said that the resumption of Soviet testing meant that additional 
United States tests would be needed. He said that he did not see 
how the United States could give this up; it had secured its leading 
position and must retain it.

I t was the unwillingness of the United States to stop nuclear tests 
which entailed its actual refusal to adopt the compromise position of 
the non-aligned countries in the negotiations for the cessation of such 
tests. The “new position” of the United States does not represent any 
substantial or qualitative changes in the previous proposals submitted 
to us by the United States representatives. Mr. Dean’s attempt to 
make out that the United States had retreated from its previous line 
on the question of testing is—and we cannot assess it in any other 
way—^merely a manoeuvre designed to evade accepting the universal 
demand for the speedy achievement of an agreement to put a stop 
to nuclear weapon tests of any kind.

From all that we have heard today, and from what Mr. Dean has 
explained to us during private talks, it is clear—̂ and we have al
ready told Mr. Dean so during those private talks—that on the basis 
of the proposals which he has brought from Washington no agree
ment whatever on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests can be 
reached. We believe that both the United States and United Kingdom 
representatives themselves should realize this.

No one should have any doubt that an agreement on the cessation 
of nuclear weapon tests can be reached now only on the basis of the 
eight-nation memorandum, and not on the basis which the United 
States is proposing. This is not only our opinion. Indeed, account 
should be taken of the fact that, as most of the statements made by 
the representatives of the non-aligned countries in this Committee 
show, those countries also adhere to the opinion that the only basis 
on which an agreement to cease nuclear weapon tests can be achieved
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is the memorandum of the eight non-aligned countries submitted on 
16 April 1962 for the consideration of this Committee.

We are in a very serious position. The demands of public opinion 
and of a great number of governments, in particular the Governments 
represented in the Eighteen Nation Conmiittee, compel us to speed 
up the solution of this problem. I t is necessary to come to a rapid 
agreement, and there is an urgent need to discuss the situation which 
is now developing and to consider what further action we should take, 
in order to ensure the fulfilment of this universal demand for the 
speediest possible cessation of all nuclear weapon tests and for the 
conclusion of an appropriate agreement. I t is necessary to discuss 
the question of the basis for an agreement and how to do away with 
the differences of opinion on this main question. Only on these condi
tions can we consider all the practical issues which arise when work
ing out a concrete draft treaty on the cessation of all nuclear weapon 
tests.

Mr. Godber today spoke of practical ways of solving this question. 
We are prepared to consider such practical ways as soon as we have 
found a common basis for the conclusion of an agreement. However, 
we cannot start from the wrong end, nor can we start from details 
in solving this problem. We must first of all find a common basis for 
the conclusion of an agreement. This is impossible on the basis pro
posed by the United States. As a matter of fact, Mr. Dean himself 
said today that it was useless to have detailed discussions without first 
establishing whether or not we accept the main principles, and, first 
of all, the principle of compulsory inspection.

In these circumstances what is the use of our discussing separate 
questions of detail, which will be necessary when we discuss a specific 
draft treaty but which cannot usefully be discussed unless we have 
agreed on the basis for the future agreement ?

Under these circumstances, we think that further discussion of the 
whole question should take place at a plenary meeting of the Commit
tee. As it was the general demand of the majority of members of the 
Committee that positive results in solving this question should be 
achieved as quickly as possible, we think that this discussion should 
take place, without delay, on Monday in our plenary meeting. There 
is no point in going into details now, because the United States posi
tion has not been changed in principle, and on the basis proposed by 
the United States there can be no agreement on the cessation of nuclear 
weapon tests. Therefore we must agree first of all on the basis on 
which such an agreement could be concluded. We consider that the 
basic principles of the memorandum of the eight non-aligned States 
form such a basis; and it is precisely on this that we must reach agree
ment in a plenary meeting of the Committee.
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Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) to 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Obliga
tory On-Site Inspection and the Test Ban, August 17, 
1962 ^

Although the United States and the United Kingdom have con
stantly studied their proposals in an effort to reach an agreement with 
the Soviet Union on a comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty, and 
have tried constantly to put forward far-reaching proposals in an 
effort to arrive at an agreement, the Soviet Union has not made a 
single move—I repeat not a single move—in response. Neverthe
less, on Wednesday last, 15 August, the representative of the United 
Arab Eepublic put a question which, at the present stage of our Confer
ence should be a challenge to us all. He suggested that our delibera
tions should turn to the question: “When should on-site inspection 
be necessary in practice?”  ̂ And he went on to suggest that, rather 
than arguing from fixed positions—and this, I  submit, the United 
States and the United Kingdom have not done—our discussion “should 
move to the realm of the practical, the adequate and the necessary”.

In considering what is practical as well as necessary we must first 
look once more at the accepted and undisputed scientific facts bearing 
on the ability of a detection system to detect and identify under
ground nuclear tests on the basis of seismic data alone. At our last 
two meetings I  explained to this Conference— am afraid in con
siderable detail— t̂he reasons why the United States, on the basis of 
the scientific research of the United States, the United Kingdom and 
other scientists here, believes that a superior nuclear detection system 

< of the type which we have described would detect each year numerous 
events which the system, even though improved, would not be able 
to identify either as underground nuclear explosions or as earth
quakes. That is to say, it would not be possible to identify as earth
quakes or nuclear explosions all the events the system could detect.

I indicated that such a system might detect approximately 300 
seismic events each year from territory controlled by the Soviet 
Union. For most of those which occur deeper than 50-60 kilometres 
the depth will be determined by the new arrays of fathometers with 
sufficient relia;bility to assure that they are of natural origin. Rea
sonably accurate depths will be determined also for many of those 
which occur at lesser depths, although the nearer the surface the less 
useful and reliable the method is. That is because the earth’s crust

' ENDC/PV.71, pp. l i -2 4 .
 ̂ENDC/PV.70, p. 24.
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is complex, and as a consequence the seismic data are increasingly 
difBcult to interpret and the depths are less accurately known.

There are many practical limitations of a similar nature which limit 
the determination of ability to identify an earthquake by first motion 
registered on the seismograph. This identification by first motion 
is complicated by the fact that some types of earthquakes, like explo
sions, give outward first motion in all directions. Another fact is 
the small magnitude of the signal given by first motion compared to 
the signal given by succeeding oscillations of the seismograph, which 
is a highly delicate instrument. Because of that, and because of the 
continuing presence of background noise, the true first motion is fre
quently lost in the local background noise where the recording instru
ment is located. Thus, identification of earthquakes by using the 
first-motion criterion is reliable primarily for large events when the 
detection station is near the source of the event. As I  indicated at 
the plenary meeting on Wednesday, 15 August, a substantial number 
of the events would be eliminated because they occurred under coastal 
waters and in locations such as, for example, the Kamchatka Penin
sula or the Kurile Islands in the Soviet Union, in which it could be 
safely assumed they would be earthquakes.^ That is a purely sub
jective determination based on experience and historical Seismic 
knowledge.

Even after all those events had been eliminated, with varying 
degrees of confidence, there would still be in each year between 50 
and 75 unidentified events in the Soviet Union, each one of which 
might be an underground nuclear explosion and each one of which 
could be identified positively only by an objective on-site inspection. 
The number of unidentified events in the United States in each year 
would be somewhat larger than in the Soviet Union.

I  am aware that the Soviet Union representative has challenged 
this contention and has stated that in no case would on-site inspection 
be necessary to identify underground nuclear tests;  ̂but since he has 
signally failed to supply the Conference with any scientific support 
for the Soviet Union’s position I  am forced to regard its objections 
to on-site inspections as being based on purely political rather than on 
technical scientific grounds.

In considering the extent to which on-site inspections are practically 
necessary consideration must be given to whether it is important 
to have the parties to the treaty able really to satisfy themselves on 
sound grounds whether some of those 50-Y5 annually detected but 
unidentified events which will occur each year in the Soviet Union—

p. 42.
* See ante, p. 764.
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and, as I  have said, a somewhat greater number in the United States— 
were produced by earthquakes or by underground nuclear explosions. 
I  assume that that was what the representative of Poland was refer
ring to when he pointed out that paragraph 4 of the eight-nation 
memorandum, in referring to the obligation of a party to furnish 
the commission with facts, .mentioned facts concerning “any suspicious 
and significant event”/  I assume that that also is what he was 
alluding to when he referred on Wednesday last to the balance of 
risks in accepting a treaty under which clandestine testing might 
take place as opposed to the risk of having no treaty at all.^

In considering the risk of clandestine testing underground I  am, 
of course, tempted to refer again to the very interesting story which 
the Soviet representative told us during his remarks at the plenary 
meeting on Wednesday last concerning the unfortunate virgin lady 
with the small baby.  ̂ Based on recent United States scientific experi
ence, which is verifiable, the answer is that relatively small tests con
ducted underground can be very important. Therefore I  think one 
can go further than that and point out that truly scientific progress in 
weapons development can be and has been achieved through under
ground tests which, even though they might be detected by a seismic 
network, cannot be identified except by an objective on-site inspection. 
In other words, big results militarily could come from very small un
identified tests, just as the status of the imfortunate virgin was 
changed by the birth of a small baby. True, they represent only 
a part of the arms race as it is represented by nuclear testing. But 
such small tests represent so sufficiently large a part that no nuclear 
Power should be called upon to assume an obligation not to conduct 
nuclear tests without being satisfactorily assured that other nuclear 
Powers also are not, in fact, conducting this type of test.

As a few specific illustrations of the developments that can be made 
with small—and, indeed, very small—^underground explosions, I  
would enumerate the following:

1. development and testing of tactical weapons;
2. development and improvement of the small initiating portion of 

larger weapons;
3. tests of weapons effects, namely, of the damages caused by shock; 

blast. X-rays and neutrons;
4. development of basically new weapons as, for example, the pure 

fusion weapon about which so much has been written and said.

 ̂For the eight-nation memorandum, see antej pp. 334-336.
* ENDG/PV.70, p. 15. 
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This fusion weapon may be developed from very small under
ground nuclear explosions. There are even larger tests which, 
although they might be detected, could not be identified by a seismic 
network if only modest attempts to conceal identification were made 
by conducting tests in seismic areas, and in a medium like loosely 
consolidated gravel or earth known as alluvium, which was discussed 
in the Defense Department release of 7 July 1962. Such tests might 
go into the 100 kiloton range without being identified. If  representa
tives will refer to that document they will see that, based on the 
Gnome explosion in the United States,

Wide variations in signal strength have also been found to occur when the 
medium surrounding the shotpoint is changed. Thus, alluvium has been 
-found to “muffle” the distant seismic signal by as much as ten times over that 
expected from a similar shot in volcanic tuff, whereas hard rock such as 
salt or granite increases the signal size by about a factor or two. With such 
experimental data at hand, it is likely to be possible, with further study and 
analysis, to determine within practical limits the effect of other containing 
mediums of signal generation.

And, further, they will see that:
Thus, for a shot of 3 kilotons yield in hard rock, consistent compressional 
motion has been observed out to a distance of 450 miles. In contrast a much 
larger shot in alluvium gave consistent outward motion only to 250 miles at 
which time the motion became random.^

We know that, and yet we are prepared to take political risks in 
pursuing a comprehensive treaty.

Tests of such nuclear weapons can be valuable on many counts. 
They will include proof tests, development tests and a variety of 
weapons effects tests. Nor are such tests necessarily a part of a 
lengthy test series. Valuable weapons effects information can and 
will often call for only a single test—a series is not necessary; or they 
may be a part of a series in which other events go undetected. Wlio 
knows precisely what a series is if some of the events go undetected ? 
A single test may well be converted into very meaningful results, 
without any other tests, with significant laboratory work.

Let me be clear. The United States does want and has consistently 
worked for a comprehensive treaty which would ban all nuclear tests 
in all environments for all time. We have consistently moved towards 
that end. I am amazed when I hear statements to the effect that the 
United States has not moved. We have done much research and work 
to get a treaty. The United States is not seeking a will-of-the-wisp 
of a completely foolproof treaty. It recognizes that there is no sucli 
thing in this uncertain world. It is well aware that there are risks 
in a test ban treaty. It is prepared to accept them, as it has indicated

 ̂Ante, pp. 634-635.
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by its willingness to move the negotiations along and to accept the 
risks inherent in an effective detection system the detection capability 
of which was downgraded somewhat below that which it had previously 
been discussing. That is why I have referred representatives this 
morning to the Department of Defense release of 7 July on effective 
testing in alluvium.

On the other hand the United States believes that the proposed 
international commission is entitled, as a matter of unequivocal right, 
to a degree of on-site inspection which is related to the degree of risk 
to the United States and any other party to the treaty from possible 
violation of the nuclear test ban treaty. The United States believes 
that the degree of risk from the wide range of underground tests 
which could only be identified as tests by on-site inspection is suffi
ciently gTeat that, on the basis of the best and so far undisputed scien
tific opinion here, it is entitled to the degree of assurance wliich can 
only be obtained if there is an obligation on the part of the country 
where the unidentified event occurs to permit and to facilitate on-site 
inspe/Ction of detected but unidentified events.

I have referred to that scientific data as being undisputed. If it is 
not undisputed, then let us hear the scientific evidence to the contrary 
here at Geneva. Let us track down this scientific evidence to which 
the representative of Bulgaria referred this morning and let us examine 
it very carefully.^ We are prepared to have our scientific experts 
here and we are quite prepared to have our scientific data carefully 
scrutinized and reviewed. I have made that offer many times and 
so far it has not been taken up. Therefore I submit that all of us 
must conclude that there is no scientific evidence to the contrary. If 
there were it would have been produced, and it has not been produced.

It has been argued here that, since it is not the individual under
ground test but rather a series of underground tests that is important, 
mandatory on-site inspection becomes substantially less important 
since it is probable that one or more in the series would be detected 
and identified even without obligatory on-site inspection. I submit 
that that argument draws on unwarranted conclusions from a false 
premise. In the first place, as I have already indicated, individual 
shots of the magnitude we are now discussing can be quite important. 
In the second place, the major deterrent to a series of tests comes from 
the fact that a potential violator does not know which one might be 
certified by the coromission as eligible for an on-site inspection. That 
fact—and it is a very important one—has already been taken into 
account by the United States and by the United Kingdom in their 
position on on-site inspection.

 ̂See ENDO/PV. 71, p. 9.
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As may be noted, the position of the United States is that not all 
unidentified events should be subject to on-site inspection but only a 
relatively small percentage of those events, on the assumption that that 
small percentage on a sample basis would serve as an adequate deter
rent to a potential violator and give each side reasonable assurance 
that the other side was complying with the nuclear test ban treaty. 
If, for example, the number of inspections is roughly equivalent to 
one out of five unidentified events, there is substantial probability— 
I repeat, substantial probability— t̂hat a series may not go undetected 
and unidentified by inspection. All this, however, is based upon the 
assumption that the inspection by the commission is obligatory and 
non-arguable and that the country on whose territory the unidentified 
seismic event has taken place cannot avoid the obligation of such 
inspection by stating that it was merely an earthquake, or that the 
evidence of the commission is inadequate, or that the time of entry 
proposed by the commission is not convenient, and requesting that it 
wait a few weeks and thus refuse to issue promptly and without cavil 
an invitation to the commission for an on-site inspection.

I  am aware of the argument, in support of the invitational nature 
of on-site inspections, that an on-site inspection team—even if the 
right were worded as obligational, even if we had our way—would 
never be permitted to conduct an on-site inspection if in the view of 
a host country the inspection would disclose evidence of a clandestine 
test in violation of the treaty. From that premise, the argument 
proceeds: why should not the on-site inspections be made avowedly 
invitational? Why should we not rely upon the moral obloquy of 
a refusal? The representative of Poland posed the question: who 
would dare refuse?  ̂ I  submit that this premise is quite false and 
completely misses the point of the need for on-site inspection.

The question before us is not what type of system of on-site inspec
tion is most apt to discover a violation of the treaty. The question 
should rather be: what type of on-site inspection should be provided 
that is most likely to serve as a deterrent so that there never will be 
a violation of the treaty ? The question is also what type of on-site 
inspection system is most likely to preserve the treaty in force when 
there are no violations? I  submit that the answer to those questions 
quite clearly points to the obligatory nature of on-site inspections. 
A detection network by itself without obligatory on-site inspections 
is really worse than nothing, and I emphasize that. In the present 
state of our knowledge the seismographs merely raise questions which 
they do not answer. If there could be no on-site inspections to remove 
the doubt that might exist in the case of these unidentified events, the

" ENDO/PV.70, p. 14.
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treaty would suffer an untimely and an unjustified end, perhaps with
out just cause. The existence of this large number of detected but 
unidentified events without any ability to verify would be bound to 
raise doubts and suspicions. There might indeed be cases where 
unpeaceful persons and groups would take advantage of the presence 
of many such unidentified events and would make a charge that the 
treaty was being violated, and what means would we have to prove 
the contrary? The international atmosphere could be poisoned and 
tensions might mount; without on-site inspection no resolution of the 
doubts could occur. Such a treaty, without on-site inspections, would 
result in an increase in tension rather than a decrease.

It was precisely that type of situation that Mr. Zorin and Mr. 
McCloy, speaking for their Governments, sought to avoid in the joint 
statement of agreed principles for disarmament negotiations. They 
recognized the importance of having verification measures which 
assured the parties that the obligations undertaken were being hon
oured. That is why they included in that j oint statement the principle 
that:

6. All disarmament measures should be Implemented from beginning to end 
under such strict and effective international control as would provide firm 
assurance that all parties are honouring their obligations.^

That is why also they inserted into the same principle the provision 
that the disarmament organization and its inspectors “should be as
sured unrestricted access without veto to all places as necessary for 
the purpose of effective verification”. Those principles have a direct 
bearing on the question of the verification of an agreement to ban 
nuclear weapon tests. They tell us why we need to have some obliga
tory on-site inspection for effective verification.

I  listened this morning with great interest, as I  always do, to the 
intervention of the representative of Brazil and to the statement 
issued by his Government in Brazil.^ I  shall study his remarks with 
great care.

I  feel that this problem is not going to be solved effectively unless 
we really continue our efforts. I  assure the Committee that the United 
States for its part is willing to do everything it can to negotiate 
sincerely, and indeed courageously, in an effort to bring about a com
prehensive treaty banning all nuclear tests in all environments for all 
time. That is our objective, and we do not propose to give up that 
objective. So it seems to me that the ball is clearly in the Soviet court. 
Will our Soviet colleagues refuse to play it ? I  hope not. Let us have

* Documents on Disarmament, IM l, p. 441. 
’ BNDC/PV.71, pp. 14-17.



776 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1962

an affirmative response from our Soviet colleagues and get on with the 
job of drafting an effective and workable nuclear test ban treaty, so 
that all tests everywhere can stop.

Statement by First Deputy Foreign Minister Kuznetsov to 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Inter
national Control and the Test Ban, August 17, 1962 ^

The Soviet delegation has listened carefully to the views expressed 
by the members of this Committee on the question of the cessation of 
nuclear tests. An interesting statement was made by the representa
tive of Poland, Mr. Lachs, in which he demonstrated in a most 
thorough manner the unsoundness of the United States position with 
regard to the eight-Power memorandum and explained convincingly 
that the proposals set forth in the memorandum offer a good basis for 
reaching agreement.^ The representative of Czechoslovakia also made 
a useful contribution to our work.  ̂ I  should like to draw your atten
tion to one passage in the statement of the representative of the United 
Arab Republic, who said that to date the eight-Power memorandum 
remained the best and the most practical proposal which could serve 
as the basis for the solution of the problem of the discontinuance of 
tests.  ̂ We note that the representatives of Bulgaria and Romania 
have today made new positive contributions, seeking in every possible 
way to help forward a speedy solution to the problems before the 
Eighteen Nation Committee. We have also listened with interest to 
the statement of the representative of Sweden, which we shall study 
carefully. As regards the statements made by the representative of 
Brazil on 14 August and again today, I should like to deal with them 
somewhat later.

I should also like to express my profound gratitude to the repre
sentatives who have today congratulated the new Soviet cosmonauts 
and addressed their good wishes to the Soviet people in connexion 
with the successful completion of the flights of space ships Vostok 
and Vostok 4.

pp. 37-50.
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To my regret, an analysis of the three statements made by the rep
resentative of the United States has shown that the United States 
representative has not introduced anything hopeful or constructive 
into the debate by his statements. The United States representative 
touched upon various aspects of the problem of discontinuing tests; he 
spoke at some length about the background of our negotiations, about 
the scientific aspect of the matter, and about the similarities between 
inspection to verify the discontinuance of tests and control over gen
eral and complete disarmament. Moreover, Mr. Dean asserted that 
the fundamental main requisite for the achievement of an agreement 
on the discontinuance of nuclear tests must be recognition of the prin
ciple of obligatory international on-site inspection. That is the gist 
of all the statements made by the United States representative.

Mr. Dean stated on 9 August in the three-Power Sub-Committee:
The keystone to an agreement is the obligation to facilitate the on-site in
spections called for under the treaty.^

What is one to say in this regard ? The question of on-site inspec
tion is not a new one, but since it is being raised again and again the 
Soviet delegation deems it necessary to say something also on this sub
ject. Throughout the negotiations on the discontinuance of nuclear 
tests this question has invariably been regarded by the Western Powers 
as of paramount importance. And if we are to talk about why the 
four-year negotiations in Geneva on the cessation of nuclear weapon 
tests have been unsuccessful, it must be recognized that their failure 
to achieve results is due precisely to the desire of the Western Powers 
to make the solution of the problem of a nuclear test ban treaty de
pendent upon agreement by the Soviet Union to open its territory for 
legalized intelligence work under the guise of international control 
and inspection.

Referring to the conclusions of scientists, but following rather the 
views of their chiefs of staff and intelligence services, the representa
tives of the Western countries, month after month and year after year, 
have advanced the same “arguments” and “reasons” on the need for 
the presence in the territory of the Soviet Union of many himdreds 
of foreign controllers and inspectors and for the organization of 
numerous on-site inspections for verifying compliance by the other 
side with an agreement on the cessation of nuclear tests.

I should like to emphasize that the Soviet Union is no less interested 
in the establishment of effective control over the cessation of nuclear 
weapon tests than is the United States or any other country. The 
Soviet Union has more reasons for showing concern about the security 
of its territory.

 ̂Ante, p. 749.



778 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1962

But is such international control over the cessation of tests which 
could be used as a cover for intelligence work really necessary ? After 
studying the whole question carefully and thoroughly, after evaluat
ing the existing means of detecting nuclear explosions and after de
tailed and exhaustive consultations with scientists and technical ex
perts the Soviet Government has reached the conclusion that the de
mands put forward by the Western side cannot be justified. The 
Soviet Government has reached the conclusion that compliance Tyith 
the obligations assumed under an agreement on the cessation of tests 
can be verified successfully and with adequate assurance by the al
ready existing national means of detecting nuclear explosions.

This conclusion is confirmed by the abundant material coming from 
existing national institutes, stations and other means of detection. 
This material shows that the national systems have successfully coped 
with the task of detecting in practice all nuclear weapon tests that 
have so far been carried out by the Soviet Union, the United States, 
the United Kingdom and France.

The data concerning the detection of the nuclear explosions which 
have been carried out up to the present time, about which Mr. Krislina 
Menon, Mrs. Myrdal and other representatives have already spoken 
here in the Committee, and on which the scientists of many countries^ 
including the United States, have written, confirm the aforemen
tioned conclusion that national means of detection fulfil all the prac
tical requirements for verifying that an agreement on the cessation 
of nuclear tests is being complied with by the parties.

These national means fully proved their efficiency also during the 
period of 1959-1961, when the Soviet Union, the United States and 
the United Kingdom did not carry out any nuclear explosions. Dur
ing that time not a single misunderstanding arose; no one took earth
quakes, which were then no less in number, for underground nuclear 
explosions and nobody had even any suspicion in this regard.

It was precisely in the light of the existing real circumstances, and 
with the desire to break the deadlock in the negotiations for the cessa
tion of tests, that the Soviet Union submitted its proposals of 28 No
vember 1961 for the cessation of all nuclear weapon tests— în the 
atmosphere, in outer space, under water or underground— ûsing for 
the purpose of control national means of detecting nuclear explosions.  ̂
As indicated in the statement of the Soviet Government on this matter, 
the proposals of 28 November 1961 were based on a new approach to 
the question of the cessation of nuclear weapon tests which would 
eliminate the difficulties and obstacles which had hampered the reach
ing of agreement in the past.^

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1901, p. 0G4.
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At the same time the Soviet Union declared that its security would 
never be an object of bargaining in the negotiations on the cessation 
of tests and that any attempt to make this cessation dependent on the 
opening up of our territory to foreign intelligence could not serve 
as a basis for an agreement*

The approach suggested by the Soviet Union made it possible to 
solve immediately the problem of discontinuing nuclear tests without 
jeopardizing the security of States. I t was a sound, practical and 
realistic approach guaranteeing reliable control over compliance by 
all States with their undertaking not to carry out nuclear weapon 
tests.

But the Western side refused to accept the new Soviet proposals, 
because acceptance of these proposals of the USSR would have upset 
the far-reaching plans and calculations of the military circles of the 
United States and its NATO allies.

This was the situation in the negotiations on the cessation of nuclear 
tests when the Eighteen Nation Committee began its work in March 
1962. The Western Powers were stubbornly insisting on their de
mand to be given the right to carry out intelligence work under the 
guise of international control and inspection as an indispensable con
dition for the cessation of tests; in the situation where this attitude 
of the Western Powers had led to a deadlock in the negotiations, the 
non-aligned States, members of the Eighteen Nation Committee, put 
forward the compromise proposals contained in their joint memoran
dum of 16 April.

There is no need at present to repeat point by point the contents of 
this memorandum. The proposals set out in it are well known; they 
are now, in fact, the focal point of our discussions. I t is more im
portant to do something else and that is to recall again and again 
that these proposals have been accepted by the Soviet Union as the 
basis for achieving an agreement and that, in accepting them, the 
Soviet Union took a substantial step in the search for a mutually ac
ceptable solution of the problem of discontinuing nuclear tests.

When the Soviet Union accepted the proposals of the non-aligned 
States, it realized, of course, that they were compromise proposals. 
What does their compromise nature consist in ?

Recognizing that a system of continuous observation and effective 
control over the cessation of nuclear tests ‘‘might be based and built 
upon already existing national networks of observation posts and insti
tutions”, the non-aligned countries adopted on this question a scien
tifically based position, having recognized that national detection sys
tems are adequate for ensuring effective supervision over the cessation 
of tests.
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At the same time, to the extent to which it does not hinder a fair 
.solution of the problem or affect the security interests of States, the 
position of the Western Powers has been taken into account in this 
memorandum. For instance, the memorandum proposes a substantial 
measure of an international nature, namely the setting up by agree
ment of an international commission consisting of a number of highly 
qualified scientists entrusted with the tasks of processing the data 
received from national detection systems and of reporting on any 
nuclear explosion or suspicious event on the basis of thorough and ob
jective examination of all the available data. The memorandum 
further proposes that:

AU parties to the treaty should accept the obligation to furnish the Com
mission with the facts necessary to establish the nature of any suspicious and 
significant event.

The proposal in regard to the most difficult question—on-site in
spection—is also of a compromise nature. Permit me to deal with 
this proposal in somewhat more detail. It is all the more necessary 
to do so because in the statements made by the Western Powers the 
proposal regarding on-site inspection set forth in the memorandum 
is deliberately distorted and the meaning of the memorandum is 
•depreciated.

A careful study of the memorandum shows that the authors of this 
document approach the question of on-site inspection in a very serious 
manner, from a standpoint which takes into account the situation that 
will arise as a result of the assumption by the nuclear Powers of the 
obligation to cease all nuclear tests. Accordingly, it is contemplated 
that the question of on-site inspection may arise only after a thorough 
and detailed examination by the international commission of the facts 
‘̂necessary to establish the nature of any suspicious and significant 

-event” Therefore this examination of the facts should be the 
first step.

After that, as the memorandum states:
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 ter
ritory that event had occurred, and simultaneously inform it of the points 
on which urgent clarification seemed necessary.

Thus the second step to be taken by the international commission 
would consist of notification and a request for co-operation addressed 
to the State on whose territory the event in question had occurred. 

What is to follow after that ? After that:
The party and the Commission should consult as to what further measures 
of clarification, including verification in loco, would facilitate the assessment.
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It is envisaged here that the State on whose territory the event to be 
investigated had occurred would ‘̂ give speedy and full co-operation 
to facilitate the assessment”.

The Soviet Union subscribes to this without any reservation.
Such is the third stage of the work: joint consultation and the 

speedy and full co-operation of the State on wliose territory the event 
had occurred.

It is at this third stage that the question of carrying out an on-site 
inspection may arise. This will depend on the specific facts, and on 
the specific situation. If, in the territory of a State, some event has 
occurred the nature of which is still not clear enough to the inter
national commission even after consultations, then the State concerned 
may wish to clear itself of all possible suspicion on the part of any
one and will invite the commission for this purpose.

What would be the considerations by which the nuclear Power con
cerned would be guided in making such a decision ?

It would have to take into account the fact that, if it did not invite 
the commission, then, as is stipulated in the memorandum of the non- 
aligned States “the International Commission would inform the parties 
to the treaty of all the circumstances of the case”. In other words, the 
nuclear Power concerned would know that highly qualified scientists, 
members of the international commission, would inform all States 
and the public of thS whole world that the nuclear Power in whose 
territory had occurred some unexplained event, had refused to invite 
the commission to make clear the nature of the event.

The nuclear Power would also have to take another factor into con
sideration— n̂amely to what extent the data submitted by it on the 
nature of the event, whose origin the international conmiission had 
declared to be unclear, really explained the nature of that event. In 
other words, the nuclear Power concerned would have to weigh up 
what other States would think and how world public opinion would 
react to the specific case—whether the world at large would under
stand its refusal to invite the commission in that particular instance.

As you see, all these are very serious matters for any nuclear Power.
In the light of all these considerations, is it possible to come to the 

conclusion that the nuclear Powers will always refuse to invite the 
commission to visit their territory? Of course, it is impossible to 
come to such a conclusion; it would be quite unjustified. It is clear 
that any government will in each specific case approach the question 
with great care, taking all the circumstances into account.

Therefore, it appears that the formula of on-site inspection by in
vitation, while not providing for such inspection on an obligatory 
basis, nevertheless does not preclude the possibility of on-site inspec
tion in specific cases. This is truly a compromise formula.
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Consequently, the proposals contained in the memorandum of the 
non-aligned countries duly take into account the positions of both 
sides, and the Soviet Government has expressed its readiness to ac
cept these proposals as the basis for an agreement on the cessation of 
nuclear weapon tests.

What is the attitude of the United States in regard to these pro
posals? In the course of our discussions the United States represen
tative tried to make out that the United States proposals in their 
renovated form correspond to or, as he said, are consistent with the 
provisions of the jomt memorandum. It is not the first time that 
we have had to listen to such assertions. Even before the United 
States submitted its new proposals, the representative of the United 
States claimed just as decisively that his earlier proposals were con
sistent with the provisions of the memorandum. But that was not 
proved before, and it has not been proved even now.

If  the members of the United States delegation dispute our con
clusion, if they continue to assert that the United States has in fact 
adopted the positions outlined in the memorandum of the non-aligned 
countries, why then does the United States so stubbornly refuse to 
accept this memorandum as the basis for an agreement on the ces
sation of nuclear weapon tests? Give us an answer to this question, 
Mr. Dean.

You do not accept the eight-nation memorandum as the basis for 
agreement; you refuse to start working jointly to prepare a treaty 
on the basis of the compromise proposals contained in this memo
randum. Instead, you .are trying to lead the Committee off on a side 
track. You have given evidence of this even in your speech today.

Mr. Dean tries to make out that science is to blame for the un- 
constructive attitude of the United States Government and for its 
stubborn refusal to conclude an agreement on the cessation of nuclear 
weapon tests. When one listens to the United States representative, 
one might think that the United States Government would really have 
nothing against accepting, as the basis, proposals which would be 
acceptable to other States as well and which would raise no suspicion 
that control was being used as a cover for intelligence activities. The 
whole trouble is, you see, that the United States scientists are opposed 
to this and the United States Government cannot, apparently, do any
thing with its scientists.

This concept, artificially contrived from beginning to end, has been 
selected with the sole aim of diverting the attention of the Committee 
from its serious work in preparing an agreement. This manoeuvre 
is being used by the Government of the United States—and not for 
the first time—to lead our discussions to a deadlock. Of course, it 
is not really a question of scientists and it is not they who are to be
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blamed for the United States Government’s taking such a negative 
position on the question of the cessation of tests.

Indeed, why is the Committee asked again and again to study 
certain data ? Wliat are these data ? It appears, according to the in
formation given us by the United States representative, that the De
partment of Defense of the United States—in other words, the 
Pentagon—carried out a considerable amount of work to prove the 
necessity of sending intelligence groups to the territory of the parties 
to the agreement. Since it was the Pentagon which dealt with this 
matter, there can be no doubt about the kind of conclusions that were 
reached.

The representative of the United States is trying to make out that 
these so-called “new data” are the latest word, and almost the only one, 
in the science of seismology. But obviously Mr. Dean must know that 
among scientists in the United States, the United Kingdom and other 
Western countries, there is no unanimity of view on the issue under 
consideration. The representative of the United States wants us to 
believe in the correctness of the conclusions which he has submitted 
to us here, but in the Western countries themselves some scientists hold 
differing views on this matter.

If  we turn to the “new data” about which Mr. Dean has talked 
so much here, we cannot fail to recall that the point of view which 
during past years has been defended by some United States scientists 
on the question of discontinuing tests is no other than the political 
point of view of the Government of the United States, only cloaked 
in a mantle of scientific terminology. This is shown quite clearly by 
the fact that in the United States it is precisely the “scientific data” 
needed by the United States Government at a particular moment 
which promptly come to light every time as if to order.

We have already reminded you a few days ago of the fact that in 
January 1959, when at the Geneva Conference of the three Powers 
there was some prospect of an agreement, the Government of the 
United States suddenly declared that it had scientific data  ̂ which 
practically ruled out the conclusions of the Geneva Conference of 
Experts of 1958.̂  I  think hardly anybody will venture to deny that 
it was precisely these “new data” that were made use of by the United 
States at the time as a pretext to avoid reaching agreement. After 
that, in the United States a group of scientists, headed by Dr. Lloyd 
Berkner, prepared a report which made even more dismal prognosti-

 ̂See Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests: 
History and Analysis of Negotiations (Department of State pubUcatlon 7258, 
1961), pp. 331-335.

^Documents on Disarmament^ 19i5-1959, vol. II, pp. 109Q-1111.
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cations, reaching the conclusion that under certain circumstances even 
powerful underground nuclear explosions would be impossible to 
detect at all.  ̂ But what has actual experience shown us?

The United States low yield underground explosion carried out 
under Project Gnome on 10 December 1961—this has already been 
mentioned, but I think it is relevant to repeat it once more—was 
clearly detected by a seismic station near Tokyo, at a distance of 7,200 
miles, by the Swedish seismic station at Uppsala, at a distance of 
5,500 miles, in Finland, at a distance of 5,500 miles and beyond the 
northern Arctic circle, at a distance of 2,500 miles. But what is most 
interesting is the fact that the underground nuclear explosion of 
Project Gnome was carried out precisely in the condition in which, 
according to the “new United States data” of 1959 and the Berkner 
report, it would be impossible to detect an underground nuclear explo
sion many times greater in yield.

This embarrassing situation was of course no coincidence. We do 
not wish to intervene in controversies between United States scientists, 
but we still cannot pass over the fact that the world famous seismol
ogist, Mr. Lewis Don Leet, Professor of Geology and Director of the 
Seismological Station at Harvard University, has recently shed light 
on the way the above-mentioned Berkner report was worked out. In 
an article published in the newspaper National Guardian in April 
1962 Leet wrote that no professional seismologists took part in these 
studies and that the only members of the Berkner group who were 
acquainted to some extent w’ith seismology were electronic engineers 
with a superficial knowledge of the subject. Leet wrote that not to 
make use in such a project of seismologists working at seismic stations 
was the same as reconsidering the system of measurements without 
consulting the Bureau of Standards.

But why did all this happen? Why did they not even wish to 
listen to Mr. Leet, who went twice to Washington to offer his services 
and methods to the Government of the United States ? Because, as 
Mr. Leet has himself shown, the Government of the United States 
misuses technical data to support its political position. In his letter 
addressed to the newspaper, the Neŵ  York Times which that news
paper refused to publish, Leet wrote that he categorically dissociated 
himself from the attempt to depict oneself as the helpless victim of 
ruthless nature and to base one’s policy on the “experimentally proved” 
difficulty of detecting by seismographic means violations of an agree
ment through the carrying out of underground explosions.

In this connexion one may also refer to the statement of the scieinru

 ̂lUd., pp. 1367-1371,137S-1392.
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editor William Boggs, who wrote in an article entitled “Seismology 
and Diplomacy” published in The New Republic on 28 May 1962:

The seismologists feel that the questions involved in the Geneva talks are 
political, not scientific; and many of them resent the implication that science,, 
not diplomacy is to blame for the stalemate.

Boggs stressed further that:
The seismological evidence suggests that the present US policy in Geneva 

exaggerates the difficulty of policing a test ban treaty. The two main reasons 
seem to be; first, that planners in the State Department believe that an 
uninspected treaty would set a dismal precedent for negotiations on general 
disarmament; and second, the planners in the Atomic Energy Commission, 
the CIA and the Department of Defence must somehow justify their demands 
for control and inspection . . .

Mr. Boggs concluded his article with the following recommendation:
Finally, the only kind of treaty we may be able to get might be a nationally 

monitored one. This, of course, would require a reappraisal of US policy, 
and a strategic retreat from a position based more on propaganda than on 
scientific fact. To save the earth from further radioactive contamination, 
to put a brake on the race to test nuclear weapons, and to take even one 
halting, sceptical step toward disarmament, the price would seem to me to be 
a small one. One fact is certain: the next break-through on the test-ban 
problem will have to come not from the laboratory, but from the White House.

I will give another example. On 14 April 1962 eight United States 
professors published an article entitled “Eeply to Teller” or “The 
Aftermath of ffiroshima” in the magazine Saturday Evening Post. 
They wrote about underground tests that since 1958 Dr. Teller, in his 
categorical opposition to reaching agreement on the prohibition of 
nuclear tests, had based himself on the argument that the other side 
might cheat. But no cheating was possible with regard to nuclear 
tests in the atmosphere, and now it was known that even underground 
tests could not remain hidden.

I  could extend the list of statements by scientists which are basically 
at variance with the concepts expounded by Mr. Dean, but I do not 
wish to encroach on the Committee’s time. It seems to me that the 
main point is sufficiently clear, namely that in solving the political 
problem before us we cannot hide behind the names of scientists. We 
have already lost too much time.

The Governments of the United States and the United Kingdom 
have now sent a group of scientists to Geneva to try and convince 
the members of the Committee of the need for obligatory international 
inspection, the intention being to refute in some way or other the basis 
for agreement put forward in the memorandum now under considera
tion. Does this action by the Western Powers contribute to the 
reaching of agreement on the discontinuance of nuclear tests ? Our 
answer to that question is a categorical negative. It merely hampers

688-714— 63— vol. II-------12
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our work and renders more dijficult a compromise solution of the 
problem on the basis of the proposals of the eight non-aligned States.

I t is difficult to believe that the Government of the United States 
does not realize the real state of affairs. In fact, of course, the United 
States understands just as well as the Soviet Union does the funda
mental possibility of solving the problem of the cessation of nuclear 
weapon tests on the basis proposed in the memorandum. And if it 
nevertheless spends so much time, effort and energy in trying to prove 
that it is impossible to agree to the conclusion of an agreement on this 
basis, particularly in view of the so-called risk with regard to under
ground nuclear explosions, then we must point out the following fact. 
The United States is well aware that there is in fact no question of 
any risk for it in this regard. The Soviet Union does not carry out 
underground nuclear tests; such tests are carried out by the United 
States itself, and moreover on a large scale. Therefore, if we talk 
of a risk connected with the conclusion of an agreement on the dis
continuance of tests on the basis of the eight-Power memorandum, 
such a risk would be more likely to exist for the Soviet Union than 
for the United States.

Wliy then, is the United States so persistent in putting forward its 
groundless demands for obligatory inspection, an international con
trol system and so on? We are becoming more and more convinced 
that differences of opinion on the question of control and inspection 
are put forward by the United States in order to block the solution of 
the problem of putting an end to tests.

The Soviet Union is sincerely trying to achieve a solution of this 
problem and expresses its willingness to adopt the proposals of the 
non-aligned States as the basis for an agreemnt on the cessation of 
nuclear weapon tests. But the United States obviously does not wish 
to reach agreement on the cessation of tests; it wishes to continue test
ing. Not venturing to say so openly, the United States avails itself 
of the question of control, including obligatory inspection, in order 
to keep the negotiations on the cessation of tests at a standstill.

In this connexion I should like to draw attention to the information 
that is going round concerning the intention of the United States to 
carry out a further series of nuclear tests at the end of this year or at 
the beginning of next year. United States senators have made state
ments to this effect and they are supported by the United States press. 
The series of tests which the United States is carrying out this year 
has already raised the nuclear arms race to an unprecedented level 
and has made it even more dangerous. Yet the United States is now 
preparing to raise the spiral of the arms race even liigher and to add 
a few more spirals.
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Leading statesmen in the United States make no secret of the aims 
they are pursuing in intensifying the nuclear arms race. In March 
1962 President Kennedy of the United States stated that the United 
States wished to have the lead in the field of nuclear weapons. What 
does the United States need to have this lead for? On this subject 
the Secretary for Defense, Mr. McNamara, said bluntly in his well-* 
Imown statement on 16 June 1962 at the University of Michigan:

We cannot hope to achieve our aim unless we act from a position of strength.^

In the light of these statements by leading statesmen of the United 
States it becomes even clearer that on the question of nuclear weapon 
tests, and, in particular, on the question of control over the discon
tinuance of such tests, it is not mere details that divide us. It is a 
difference of principle in the general political policy. The Soviet 
Union firmly and consistently pursues the policy of the peaceful co
existence of States with different social systems; the policy of peace, 
peaceful co-operation, the settlement of all outstanding international 
problems through negotiations; the policy of general and complete 
disarmament and the cessation of nuclear weapon tests.

This policy of the Soviet Union was restated on 15 August 1962 
in the appeal of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of 
the Soviet Union, the Praesidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSE 
and the Council of Ministers of the USSR, to the Communist Party 
and Peoples of the Soviet Union, to the Peoples and Governments of 
all countries and to all progressive humanity. The appeal solemnly 
declares that the Soviet State is consistently and steadfastly fighting 
for a lasting peace throughout the world, and that the Soviet Govern
ment fully supports the demands of the peoples for the establishment 
of lasting peace throughout the world and is doing its utmost for the 
fulfilment of these just demands. Tliis historical document declares 
that:

The Soviet Government again appeals to all governments and peoples to 
struggle with still greater persistence to rid humanity of the threat of a thermo
nuclear war and to bring about indestructible peace on earth.*

Unfortunately, the United States pursues a different policy. I t 
is guided by the desire to create a “position of strength”, a “position 
of nuclear leadership”, in order to impose its will on other peoples. 
The Soviet Government has repeatedly pointed out the danger of this 
policy for the peace of the world.

If the United States is really interested, as its representatives have 
stated here, in halting the nuclear arms race and in concluding an 
agreement on the cessation of nuclear tests, it has every opportunity

 ̂Cf. ante, p. 622. 
"*ENDC/57, p. 5.
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of proving this in practice. To do so the United States has only to 
gtop insisting on impracticable and unrealistic conditions for such an 
agreement—and the question of nuclear weapon tests will be settled 
in the shortest possible time on the basis of the proposals of the eight 
non-aligned States. These proposals provide a broad compromise 
basis for agreement.

We have listened with great attention to the statements made by 
the representative of Brazil, Mr. Castro, today and on previous oc
casions. We should heed the appeal which the representative of 
Brazil made on 14 August to transform—as he put it—the eight- 
nation document into an eighteen-nation joint memorandum, because 
even seventeen may not be enough.

Today Mr. Castro submitted his Government’s statement on this 
question.  ̂ We share the anxiety and concern expressed by the Brazil
ian Government with regard to the unjustified delay in settling the 
problem of the prohibition of nuclear tests. It is not the fault of 
the Soviet Union that agreement on tliis question has noc yet been 
reached. The views expressed by Mr. Castro deserve serious attention 
and we will study them carefully.

As a preliminary comment I should like to say that our attitude to 
the proposal put forward by the representative of Mexico, Mr. Padilla 
Nervo, is favourable. We believe that the view of the representative 
of Brazil that as from a certain date about which Mr. Nervo spoke, 
all nuclear explosions should be stopped deserves careful study. We 
are ready to give our full co-operation in this matter. The problem 
of the cessation of nuclear tests calls for a speedy solution. The Soviet 
delegation expresses its willingness to get down to practical business— 
even tomorrow—in order to work out a draft treaty on the discon
tinuance of all nuclear tests on the basis of the memorandum of the 
eight non-aligned States. Is the Western side ready to do so? On 
the answer to this question depends the possibility of making progress 
in solving the problem of the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests.

Executive Order 11044: Interagency Coordination of 
Arms Control and Disarmament Matters, August 20, 
1962 "

W hereas there has been established by law the United States Anns 
Control and Disarmament Agency; and

 ̂ENDO/56, Aug. 17, 1962.
 ̂White House press release, Aiug. 21,1902 (27 Fed. Reg. 8341).
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W h e r e a s  the Arms Control and Disarmament Act provides that the 
Director of that Agency sloall be the principal adviser to the Secretary 
of State and the President on arms control and disarmament matters 
and requires the Director to assume primary responsibility within the 
Government for such matters under the direction of the Secretary of 
State ; and

W h e r e a s  the Act authorizes and directs the said Director to co
ordinate significant aspects of the United States arms control and dis
armament policy and related matters; and

W h e r e a s  it is desirable that the President establish procedures for 
coordination, and for the resolution of differences of opinion between 
the United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency and other 
affected Government agencies, concerning all significant aspects of 
arms control and disarmament policy and related matters:

Now, t h e r e f o r e , by virtue of the authority vested in me by the 
Arms Control and Disarmament Act (75 Stat. 631; 50 U.S.C. 1501 
et seq.) and as President of the United States, it is hereby ordered as 
follows:

Section 1. Definitions, As used hereinafter:
(a) The word “Director” means the Director of the United States 

Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.
(b) The term “affected agencies” shall include the Department of 

Defense, the Atomic Energy Conmiission, the Cential Intelligence 
Agency, the National Aeronautics and Space Administration, and, 
when not inappropriate in the context, the United States Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency, and shall include also Such other 
agencies as the Director may designate hereunder.

(c) The terms “arms control” and “disarmament” shall be de
fined as they are defined in section 3(a) of the Arms Control and Dis
armament Act.

(d) The term “related matters” shall include those matters which 
are necessary to, desirable for, or otherwise directly connected with 
the functions described in sections 3 and 4 of this order.

Section 2. Cooperation, The Director and the heads of affected 
agencies shall keep each other fully and currently informed on all sig
nificant aspects of United States arms control and disarmament policy 
and related matters, including current and prospective policies, plans 
and programs. Differences of opinion concerning arms control and 
disarmament policy and related matters arising between the United 
States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency and other affected

^For the text of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, see Documents on 
Disarmament, 1961̂  pp. 482-495.
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agencies with respect to such subjects which involve major matters of 
policy and cannot be resolved through consultation shall be promptly 
referred to the President for decision. In such instances the head of 
an agency presenting recommendations with respect to such differences 
to the President shall give the heads of affected agencies notice of the 
occasion for and substance of his recommendations.

Section 3. Policy coordination, (a) The Director shall establish 
procedures consistent with this order and the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Act to assure coordination of:

(1) his recommendations to the Secretary of State and the Presi
dent and to the heads of affected agencies relating to United States 
arms control and disarmament policy;

(2) Government planning for the conduct and support of research 
for arms control and disarmament policy formulations, including 
the comprehensive and balanced plan provided for in Section 4 of this 
order;

(3) Government planning for the dissemination of public informa
tion concerning arms control and disarmament;

(4) the preparation for and management of United States partici
pation in international negotiations in the arms control and disarma
ment field; and

(5) the preparation for, operation of or, as appropriate, direction 
of United States participation in such control systems as may become 
part of United States arms control and disarmament activities.

(b) The Director shall exercise leadership in assuring that differ
ences of opinion concerning arms control and (iisarmament policy and 
related matters are resolved expeditiously and shall take such steps as 
may be appropriate in order to produce common or harmonious action 
among the agencies concerned.

Section 4. Research. With the advice and assistance of affected 
agencies, the Director shall develop and keep current a comprehensive 
and balanced program of research, development and other studies 
needed to be conducted by or for the Government for arms control 
and disarmament policy formulation. The Director shall maintain 
a continuing inventory of Federal activities related to the planned 
program and advise the affected agencies as to their respective partici
pations in the planned program in order to produce harmonious ac
tion and prevent duplication of effort. The Director shall periodically 
submit to the Director of the Bureau of the Budget a consolidated 
schedule of such activities with assessments of their respective pro
grams by the responsible agencies, together with his evaluations re
garding these activities.
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Section 5. Force and arrriament levels. The Secretary of Defense 
shall keep the Director informed with respect to the planning of armed 
forces levels and armaments and, for consideration in connection with 
such planning, the Director shall furnish the Secretary of Defense 
statements of existing and projected arms control and disarmament 
policies.

J ohn  F. K̂ ennedy

T h e  W hite H ouse,
August 20̂  1962

Joint Statement by President Kennedy 
and Prime Minister Macmillan, August 27, 1962^

A guaranteed end to all nuclear testing in all environments is a 
fundamental objective of the free world. We are deeply convinced 
that the achievement of this objective would serve our best national 
interests and the national interests of all the nations of the world.

In recent weeks the United States and the United Kingdom have 
renewed their efforts at the Geneva Disarmament Conference to reach 
this goal. Based on the latest scientific findings of our research pro
gram, we have put forward proposals in the strong hope of obtaining 
prompt agreement on this crucial issue.

As a further step in the direction of this long-sought-after goal, 
the United States and the United Kingdom have instructed their 
representatives at Geneva to present today to the 18-Nation Disarma
ment Committee a draft treaty containing proposals for an end to all 
nuclear testing in all environments as well as an alternative draft 
treaty providing for an end to nuclear testing in the atmosphere, 
underwater, and in outer space.  ̂ We both believe the arrangements 
we have outlined in these documents for insuring compliance with the 
terms of the agreement—whether comprehensive or limited—are 
soimd and reasonable providing, as they do, the necessary guarantees 
for our own security and the security of all nations which might 
become parties to either agreement. We wish to make clear the strong 
preference of the United States and the United Kingdom for prompt 
action on the first of them, namely, the comprehensive treaty. How
ever, we are also prepared to conclude an early agreement on the basis

 ̂White House press release, Aug. 27, 1962. The statement was released at 
Newport, R.I.

 ̂The draft tr(3aties are printed infra.
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of the second document, that covering a more limited field, if this 
represents the widest area of agreement possible at this time.

Unlike a ban on testing in all environments, including underground, 
a treaty banning tests in the atmosphere, underwater and in outer space 
♦can be effectively verified without on-site inspections. Such a treaty 
V70uld result in a definite downward turn in the arms race as it is repre
sented by testing to develop weapons technology. I t would make it 
easier to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons to countries not now 
possessing them. I t would free mankind from the dangers and fear 
of radioactive fallout. Furthermore, agreement on such a treaty 
might be a first step toward an agreement banning testing in all 
environments.

The United States and the United Kingdom cannot emphasize too 
strongly the urgency we attach to the problem of ending all nuclear 
testing once and for all. For the safety and security of all of us, this 
‘deadly competition must be halted and we, again, urge the Soviet 
^Government to join with us in meaningful action to make this neces- 
rsity a reality.

Anglo-American Proposal Submitted to the Eighteen Na
tion Disarmament Committee: Draft Treaty Banning 
Nuclear Weapon Tests in All Environments, August 
27, 1962^

P R E A M B L E

The Governments of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, I he 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and the 
United States of America,

Desirous of ending permanently all nuclear weapon test explosions, 
Have agreed as follows:

Article I 

Oiligations To Discontirme

Each of the Parties to this Treaty undertakes, subject to the pro- 
T'isions of this Treaty:

a. tv© prohibit and prevent the carrying out of nuclear weapon 
test explosions at any place under its jurisdiction or control; and

JSNnO/58, Aug. 27, 1962.
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b. to refrain from causing, encouraging, or in any way partici
pating in, the carrying out of nuclear weapon test explosions any
where.

Article II

Estahlishment of the International ScientiftG Commission

1. The carrying out of the obligations assumed in Articles I  and 
IX  of this Treaty shall be verified by an International Scientific Com
mission, hereinafter referred to as the “Commission.” The Commis
sion shall include an International Staff, hereinafter referred to as the 
“Staff”, and a Verification System, hereinafter referred to as the 
“System”.

2. Each of the Parties undertakes to co-operate promptly and fully 
in the establishment and effective organization of the Commission. 
Each of the Parties also imdertakes to co-operate promptly and fully 
in carrying out the measures of verification set forth in this Treaty 
and in any agreements which the Parties may conclude with the 
Commission.

Article I II

Functions of the International Scientific Commission

1. The Commission shall have general responsibility for the col
lection of data on, and the reporting of, all events which could be 
suspected of being nuclear weapon test explosions, and for making- 
positive identification of the nature and origin of such events where- 
ever possible.

2. The Commission shall maintain supervision of all elements of 
the System in order to ensure that such elements function in an inte
grated manner. For this purpose the Commission shall establish and 
monitor adherence to standards for the operation, calibration and co
ordination of all elements of the System.

3. The Commission may consult with the Parties concerning the 
nature of any unidentified event which could be suspected of being a 
nuclear weapon test explosion and, on the basis of available data, may 
issue to all Parties a report concerning the nature and origin of anŷ  
event reported to it by the Staff.

4. The Commission, by majority vote including the concurring votes 
of the permanent members, shall approve the total amount of itŝ  
annual budget.

5. The Commission shall arrange for observers to be permanently 
stationed at, and to make periodic visits to, elements of the System in 
order to ensure that established procedures for the rapid, co-ordinated( 
and reliable collection of data are being followed.
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6. The Commission may enter into an agreement with any State 
or authority to aid in carrying out the provisions of this Treaty.

7. The Commission shall establish such laboratories and other fa
cilities as it deems necessary for the carrying out of the tasks assigned 
to it under this Treaty.

8. The Commission, by majority vote including the concurring votes 
of the permanent members, shall appoint an Executive Officer to as
sist it in carrying out its functions.

9. The Commission shall conduct, and shall facilitate the partici
pation of members of the Staff in, programmes of basic scientific re
search to improve the capability of the Commission to perform its 
functions under the present Treaty and to ensure the use of the most 
efficient and up-to-date methods of verification of the obligations un
dertaken by the Parties to this Treaty.

10. The permanent members of the Commission shall arrange for a 
conference of Parties to the Treaty to be held when, in the opinion of 
the permanent members, a sufficient number of States have become 
Parties to it, in order to hold the elections referred to in paragraph lb 
of Article IV. Such conference shall be held, in any event,
when________ nmnber of States, including the permanent members,
have become Parties.

11. Approximately every three years thereafter, the Commission 
shall invite the Parties to a conference in order to hold subsequent 
elections to the Commission.

12. The Commission may arrange for a conference, at any time it 
deems appropriate, in order to discuss matters pertaining to the 
Treaty.

Article IV
Organization and Procedures of the International ScientifiG 

Commission

1. The Commission shall be composed of fifteen members. They 
shall be selected as follows:

a. The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and the United States of 
America, shall be permanent members.

b. Twelve other members shall be elected by majority vote of the 
Parties present and voting in the conference described in paragraphs 
10 and 11 of Article III, of which

(i) three shall be from among Parties nominated by the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics;
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(ii) two shall be from among Parties nominated jointly by 
the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ire
land and the United States of America;

(iii) seven shall be from among Parties nominated jointly by 
the permanent members of the Conmiission on as wide 
a geographical basis as possible.

c. To the extent that any nominations called for in paragraph lb 
of this Article are not made, the Parties to the Treaty shall elect, at 
the conferences described in paragraphs 10 and 11 of Article III, the 
remaining members of the Commission from among all of the Parties.

2. The members elected to the first Commission shall serve for three 
years from their election. Regular elections shall be held triennially 
thereafter, and those members elected to the Commission shall serve 
until replaced or re-elected at the next triennial election.

3. Each member of the Commission shall have one vote. All 
decisions, unless otherwise specified in this Treaty, shall be taken by 
a simple majority of the members present and voting.

4. Any Party to the Treaty which is not a member of the Commis
sion may participate, without vote, in the discussion of any question 
brought before the Commission whenever the latter considers that the 
interests of that Party are specially affected.

5. The Commission shall meet at such times as it may determine, 
or within twenty-four hours at the request of any member.

6. The permanent members shall carry out the functions of the 
Commission mitil it has been established pursuant to paragraph 1 
of this Article. In doing so, the permanent members shall act by 
unanimous agreement. They shall co-operate in encouraging other 
States to become Parties and they shall take prompt action to 
nominate Parties, as provided in paragraph lb of this Article, for 
the purpose of ensuring selection of membership in the Commission 
at the earliest possible date.

7. The headquarters of the Commission shall be located a t______ _

Article V 

Fmictions of the International Staff

1. The Staff shall assist the Commission in carrying out its 
functions.

2. The Staff shall supervise the collection of data by all elements 
of the System and shall provide the observers who are to be stationed 
at and make visits to elements of the System for the purposes specified 
in paragraph 5 of Article III.
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3. The Staff shall provide the personnel for the manning of such 
international elements of the System as may be established by the 
Commission.

4. The Staff shall analyse data collected by the System in accord
ance with such standards as are set forth in this Treaty and as may 
be set forth by the Commission, and shall forward to the Commission 
reports on all such data. Such data and reports shall be available 
for the inspection of any Party npon request.

5. The System shall, in accordance with procedures and standards 
prescribed by the Commission, collect and report to the Staff, within 
24 hours after detection of any event which could be suspected of being 
a nuclear weapon test explosion, all data received relating to the 
detection, location and identification of the event. Thereafter, addi  ̂
tional data, if any, relating to the event shall be reported to the 
Staff as it becomes available.

6. The Staff shall provide technical instruction for personnel operate 
ing elements of the System.

Article VI 
Organization of the International Staff

1. The Executive Officer shall be responsible to the Commission and, 
under its supervision, shall carry out its policy directives. His ap
pointment shall extend for a period of four years. The Executive 
Officer shall be subject to removal from office by the Commission if, 
as a result of failure on his part to comply with the directives of the 
Commission or for any other reason, the Commission decides that it 
no longer has confidence in him. Any such decision, and the exercise 
of the power of removal, shall require the concurring votes of eleven 
members of the Conmiission.

2. Subject to regulations approved by the Commission the Execu
tive Officer shall recruit, organize and oversee the functioning of the 
Staff.

3. The Staff shall include such qualified scientific, technical and 
other personnel as may be required to fulfil its functions, and para
mount consideration shall be given to obtaining officials of the highest 
standards, efficiency, technical competence and integrity. Subject 
to this principle, the Executive Officer shall also give consideration 
to the selection of personnel who are nationals of States which have 
participated in, or intend to participate in, the establishment of 
elements of the System.

4. The Executive Officer shall also be guided by the considerations 
that the permanent Staff shall be kept to the minimum necessary 
to perform its assigned tasks and that personnel should be obtained 
on as wide a geographical basis as possible.
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5. In the performance of their duties, the Executive Officer and the 
Staff shall not seek or receive instructions from any government or 
from any other authority external to the Commission. Each Party 
undertakes to respect the exclusively international character of the 
responsibilities of the Executive Officer and the Staff and not to seek 
to influence them in the discharge of their responsibilities.

Article VII

Organization of the Veri-fication System

1. The System shall consist of the integrated elements described 
in the Annex on Verification, together with such additions as the 
Commission deems desirable. I t shall be designed to ensure the rapid 
and reliable collection and reporting of data. I t shall include the 
following classes of stations:

a. Stations to be constructed at sites listed in the Verification 
Annex. Each such station shall be maintained and manned, in 
:accordance with specifications established by the Commission, by 
nationals of the State in whose territory such station is located. 
The construction of and equipment for each such station shall be 
paid for by the Commission and the personnel for each such station 
.shall be trained by the Commission. All Parties in whose territories 
such stations are located agree to accept observers at such stations 
for the purposes specified in paragraph 5 of Article III.

b. Existing stations to be provided, maintained and manned by 
individual Parties as requested by and in agreeinent with the

^Commission.
c. Stations to be constructed, maintained and manned by the 

Conmiission in agreement with individual Parties if the Commission 
deems such stations desirable.

d. Such detection instruments in outer space, in the atmosphere, 
and on and beneath the surface of the earth (including the waters 
thereof) as the Commission may deem desirable. These may be 
provided, maintained and manned by the Conmiission or by par
ticular Parties, as the Commission may determine.

2. The Parties to this Treaty agree to co-operate in the establish
ment (including the provision of suitable sites), operation, expansion, 
calibration and standardization of all elements of the System and 
in providing the Commission with such assistance, equipment or data

; as may be useful to the Commission in performing its functions.
3. The Parties to this Treaty agree to ensure that within six months 

from the entry into force of this Treaty, all existing stations referred 
rto in paragraph lb of this Article will commence operation in 
:accordance with the provisions of this Treaty. They also agree to
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ensure that within twelve months the stations referred to in para
graph la of this Article will be constructed and commence operation 
in accordance with such provisions.

4. In accordance with standards set forth by the Commission, sta
tions referred to in paragraph la of this Article shall maintain con
tinuous operation of such equipment as the Commission deems 
desirable for each station including the following: apparatus for 
the collection of radioactive debris and for the recording of fluores
cence of the upper atmosphere, visible light, cosmic noise absorption, 
telluric currents, resonance scattering of sunlight, acoustic waves, 
seismic waves and electromagnetic signals. Stations on islands or 
near the shorelines of oceans shall, in addition, maintain continuous 
operation of apparatus for the recording of hydroacoustic waves as 
deemed desirable by the Commission. Stations aboard ships shall 
include and continuously operate equipment for the recording of 
hydroacoustic waves, fluorescence of the upper atmosphere and visible 
light as deemed desirable by the Commission.

Article V III 

On-Site Inspeetion

1. The Executive Officer shall certify immediately by public notice 
at the Headquarters of the Staff whenever he determines that a 
seismic event has been located pursuant to paragraph 2 of this Arti
cle and not eliminated from consideration pursuant to paragraph 3, 
The Executive Officer shall make every effort to make this certification 
within seventy-two hours after the location of the event.

2. A seismic event shall be considered located when seismic signals, 
whose frequencies, amplitudes, durations, and velocities are consistent 
with those of waves from earthquakes or explosions, are recorded at 
a sufficient number of stations to establish the approximate time and 
position of the event. This requires at least four clearly measurable 
arrival times of identifiable phases which are mutually consistent 
to within plus or minus three seconds. These four mutually con
sistent arrival times must include P-wave arrival times at three dif
ferent detection stations.

3. A located seismic event shall not be suspected of being a nuclear 
weapon test explosion if it fulfils one or more of the following criteria:

a. Its depth of focus is established as below sixty kilometers;
b. Its epicentral location is established in the deep ocean, and the 

event is unaccompanied by a hydroacoustical signal consistent witk 
the seismic epicenter and origin time;
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c. I t is established to be a foreshock or aftershock of a seismic 
event of at least magnitude six which has clearly been identified as 
an earthquake by the criteria in sub-paragraphs a and b of this para
graph. For this purpose a foreshock must occur as part of a sequence 
of earthquakes less than forty-eight hours before the main shockj and 
an aftershock must occur as part of a sequence of earthquakes less than 
a week after the main shock, and their epicenters must have been 
located within ten kilometers of the epicenter of the main shock.

4. Data provided by stations in territory under the jurisdiction or 
control of a State in which the event may be located may not be used 
to render it ineligible for inspection but may be used to assist in estab
lishing its eligibility for inspection.

5. When a seismic event has been certified pursuant to paragraph 1 
of this Article, the Executive Officer shall designate an area lying 
within the circumference of a circle, the radius of which is  kilo
meters, and the center of which is the location of the epicenter of that 
event.

6. On-site inspection of areas designated by the Executive Officer 
pursuant to paragraph 5 of this Article shall be carried out pursuant 
to this Article:

a. on territory under the jurisdiction or control of the United 
States of America or the United Kingdom of Great Britain and North
ern Ireland, if requested by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics;

b. on territory under the jurisdiction or control of the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, if requested by the United States of Amer
ica or the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland ;

c. on territory under the. jurisdiction or control of any other 
Party, if directed by the Commission.

7. Any Party having jurisdiction or control over territory on which 
an on-site inspection is requested or directed pursuant to paragraph 6 
of this Article shall make the necessary arrangements to facilitate the 
prompt on-site inspection of the area designated pursuant to para
graph 5 of this Article.

8. The maximum number of inspections which may be requested in 
territory under the jurisdiction or control of a permanent member of
the Commission shall be in each annual period. The maximum
number of inspections which may be directed in territory under the 
jurisdiction or control of a Party not a permanent member of the 
Commission shall be three in each annual period, or such higher num
ber as the Commission, after consultation with the Party, may deter
mine by a two-thirds majority of those present and voting.
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9. For territory under the jurisdiction or control of permanent mem
bers of the Commission, not more than  percent of the annual
number of inspections provided for in paragraph 8 of this Article 
shall be carried out each year in the aseismic area of that territory 
described in the Annex on Verification.

10. The on-site inspections, when requested or directed in accord
ance with paragraph 6 of this Article, shall be carried out by teams 
organized by the Executive Officer. In forming the teams, the Execu
tive Officer shall ensure the adequate representation of scientific and 
technical skills and shall avoid composition which would result in 
inspection of territory under the jurisdiction or control of a State by 
any nationals of that State. The leader of a team shall be appointed 
by the Executive Officer from among its members.

11. Each of the Parties undertakes to give inspection teams, 
despatched pursuant to this Article, immediate and undisputed access 
to the area in which an on-site inspection is to be conducted, to refrain 
from interference with any operation of an inspection team and to 
give such teams the assistance they may require in the performance of 
their mission.

Article IX  

Explosions for Peaceful Purposes

The explosion of any nuclear device for peaceful purposes may be 
conducted only:

(1) if unanimously agreed to by the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ire
land and the United States of America; or

(2) if carried out in accordance with an Annex hereto.

Article X

Relationships With Other International OrganizatioTis

1. The Ck)mmission is authorized to enter into agreements establish
ing appropriate relationships between the Commission and the United 
Nations or any of its specialized agencies.

2. The Commission may make appropriate arrangements for the 
Commission, Staff and System to become a part of, or to enter into an 
appropriate relationship with, an international disarmament organi
zation, or any international organization which may in the future be 
established among any of the Parties to this Treaty to supervise 
disarmament or related measures.
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Article X I

Periodic Review

1. One year after the coming into force of this Treaty, and annu
ally thereafter, the Commission shall review the Treaty and the oper
ations of the Staff and System in order to :

a. Evaluate their effectiveness for verifying compliance with the 
obligations undertaken in Article I  and IX ;

b. Recommend any improvements in the System which the Com
mission deems desirable, particularly with respect to the identification 
of nuclear explosions;

c. Recommend any changes in the quotas of on-site inspections 
which the Commission deems desirable.

2. The Commission sha>ll:

a. Communicate the results of such review to all Parties to this 
Treaty;

b. Consider any improvements proposed by any Party to this 
Treaty and decide upon the adoption of those which do not require 
amendments to this Treaty; and

c. Vote upon any amendments to this Treaty proposed by any 
Party as a result of such review in accordance with the provisions of 
Article XVI.

Article X II

FiTiance

1. The annual budget shall be drawn up by the Executive Officer 
of the Staff and approved by the Commission in accordance with 
paragraph 4 of Article III.

2. Parties to this Treaty shall contribute to the expenses of the 
annual budget in accordance with the following scale:

a. ---------- per cent contributed by the permanent members as
follows:

(i)  per cent of the annual budget by the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics;

(ii) ---------  per cent of the annual budget by the United
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland;

(iii) ---------  per cent of the annual budget by the United
States of America.

b . ---------- per cent contributed by the remaining members of tho
Commission in equal shares.

688-714— 63— vol. II------^̂13
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Article X III 
’Withdrawal

1. If any Party to this Treaty determines:

a. that the obligations contained in Article I or IX  of this Treaty 
have not been fulfilled,

b. that any other obligations under the Treaty, including those 
relating to arrangements for on-site inspections, have not been ful
filled and that such non-fulfilment might jeopardize the determining 
Party’s national security,

c. that nuclear explosions have been conducted by a State not a 
Party to this Treaty under circumstances which might jeopardize 
the determining Party’s national security, or

d. that nuclear explosions have occurred under circumstances in 
which it is not possible to identify the State conducting the explosionp 
and that such explosions, if conducted by a Party to this Treaty, 
would violate the Treaty or, if not conducted by a Party, might 
jeopardize the determming Party’s national security,

it may submit to the Depositary Government a request for the conven
ing of a conference to which all the Parties to this T r^ty  shall be 
invited, and the Depositary Government shall convene such a confer
ence as soon after its receipt of the request as may be practicable. The 
request from the determining Party to the Depositary Government 
shall be accompanied by a statement of the evidence on which the 
determination was based.

2. The conference shall, taking into account the statement of evi
dence provided by the determining Party and any other relevant 
information, examine the facts and assess the significance of the 
situation.

3. After the conclusion of the conference or after the expiration of 
a period of sixty days from the date of the receipt of the request for 
the conference by the Depositary Government, wliichever is the Earlier, 
any Party to this Treaty, may, if it deems withdrawal from the 
Treaty necessary for its national security, give notice of withdrawal 
to the Depositary Government. Such withdrawal shall take effect on 
the date specified in the notice, which shall in no event be earlier than 
sixty days from receipt of the notice by the Depositary Government. 
The notice shall be accompanied by a detailed statement of the reasons 
for the withdrawal.

Article XIV 

Privileges and Immunities
The privileges and immunities which the Commission, the Staff, 

and the representatives of Parties shall be granted by the Parties, and
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the legal capacity which the Commission shall enjoy in the territory
of each of the Parties, shall be set forth in Annex______ of thia
Treaty.

Article XV

Signature^ Ratifhcation  ̂Accession  ̂Entry Into Force and Registration

1. This Treaty shall be open un til-------------------------------------
to all States for signature. Any State which does not sign this Treaty 
may accede to it at any time.

2. Tllis Treaty shall be subject to ratification by signatory States. 
Instruments of ratification and instruments of accession shall be depos
ited with the Government o f________________ , which is hereby
designated the Depositary Government.

3. This Treaty shall enter into force on  -----------------------
for States which have deposited instruments of ratification or acces
sion on or before that date, provided that the ratifications deposited 
include those of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the United 
States of America. If ratifications by all three of the States speci
fied in the preceding sentence are not deposited on or before
________________ , this Treaty shall enter into force on the date
on which ratifications by all of them have been deposited.

4. Instruments of ratification or accession deposited subsequent to 
the entiy into force of this Treaty shall become binding on the date 
of deposit.

5. The Depositary Government shall promptly inform all signatory 
and acceding States of the date of each signature, the date of deposit 
of each ratification of and accession to this Treaty, the date of its 
entry into force, and the date of receipt of any requests for confer
ences, or any notices of withdrawal pursuant to Article X III.

6. This Treaty shall be registered by the Depositary Government 
pursuant to Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations.

Article XVI 

Amendments

Any amendment, to this Treaty must be approved by a vote of two- 
thirds of the Commission including the concurring votes of the per
manent members, and shall enter into force for all Parties upon the 
deposit of ratifications by two-thirds of the Parties, including ratifi
cation by the permanent members of the Commission.



804 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1962

Article XVII 

Annexes
The Annexes to the present Treaty constitute an integral part 

thereof, and any signature, ratification of, or accession to this Treaty 
slig.11 apply to both the Treaty and the Annexes. The phrase “this 
Treaty” shall include all annexes hereto.

Article XVIII 

Authentic Texts

This Treaty, done in the English and Kussian languages, each ver
sion being equally authentic, shall be deposited in the archives of the 
Depositary Government, which shall transmit certified copies thereof 
to the Governments of the signatory and acceding States.
In w itn e s s  w h e r e o f  the undersigned, duly authorized, have signed 

this Treaty,
Done a t------------------------- , this---------- —-------------- day of

_______  , one thousand nine hundred and sixty-two.

Anglo-Americaa Proposal Submitted to the Eighteen Na
tion Disarmament Committee: Draft Treaty Banning 
Nucl^r Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, Outer Space, 
and Underwater, August 27,1962 ‘

P R E A M B L E

The Governments of the Union of Soviet Socialist Bepublics, the 
United E!ingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and the 
United States of America, hereinafter referred to as the “original 
Parties”,

Desirous of bringing about the permanent discontinuance of all nu
clear weapon test explosions, and determined to continue negotiations 
to this end.

Confident that immediate discontinuance of nuclear weapon test 
explosions in the atmosphere, in outer space, and in the oceans will 
facilitate progress toward the early agreement providing for the per
manent and verified discontinuance of nuclear weapon test explosions 
in all environments,

Have agreed as foUows:

‘ BNDO/59, Aug. 27,1962.
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Article I 

Ohligations
1. Each of the Parties to this Treaty undertakes to prohibit and 

prevent the carrying out of any nuclear weapon test explosion at any 
place under its jurisdiction or control:

(a) in the atmosphere, above the atmosphere, or in territorial 
or high seas; or

(b) in any other environment if such explosion causes radioactive 
debris to be present outside the territorial limits of the State under 
whose jurisdiction or control such explosion is conducted.

2. Each of the Parties to this Treaty undertakes furthermore to 
refrain from causing, encouraging, or in any way participating in, 
the carrying out of any nuclear weapon test explosion anywhere 
which would take place in any of the environments described, or have 
the effect prescribed, in paragraph 1 of this Article.

Article II  

Explosions for PeacefiCi Purposes 
The explosion of any nuclear device for peaceful purposes which 

would take place in any of the environments described, or would have 
the effect prescribed, in paragraph 1 of Article I  may be conducted 
only:

(1) if unanimously agreed to by the original Parties; or
(2) if carried out in accordance with an Annex hereto, which 

Annex shall constitute an integral part of this Treaty.

\ Article I I I

^Y t̂hdmwal
1. If any Party to this Treaty determines

(a) that any other Party has not fulfilled its obligations under 
this Treaty,

(b) that nuclear explosions have been conducted by a State not 
a Party to this Treaty under circumstances which might jeopardize 
the determining Party’s national security, or

(c) that nuclear explosions have occurred under circumstances 
in which it is not possible to identify the State conducting the ex
plosions and that such explosions, if conducted by a Party to this 
Treaty, would violate the Treaty or, if not conducted by a Party, 
might jeopardize the determining Party’s national security,

it may submit to the Depositary Government a request for the con
vening of a conference to which all the Parties to this Treaty shall 
be invited, and the Depositary Government shall convene such a
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conference as soon after its receipt of the request as may be prac
ticable. The request from the determining Party to the Depositary 
Government shall be accompanied by a statement of the evidence 
on which the determination was based.

2. The conference shall, taking into account the statement of evi
dence provided by the determining Party, and any other relevant in
formation, examine the facts and assess the significance of the 
situation.

3. After the conclusion of the conference or after the expiration of 
a period of sixty days from the date of the receipt of the request 
for the conference by the Depositary Government, whichever 
is the earlier, any Party to this Treaty may, if it deems withdrawal 
from the Treaty necessary for its national security, give notice of 
such withdrawal to the Depositary Government. Such withdrawal 
shall take effect on the date specified in the notice, which shall in no 
event be earlier than sixty days from receipt of the notice by the 
Depositary Government. The notice shall be accompanied by a de
tailed statement of the reasons for the withdrawal.

Article IV 

AmendmenU
1. Any Party may propose amendments to this Treaty. The text 

of any proposed amendment shall be submitted to the Depositary 
Government which shall circulate it to all Parties. Thereafter, if re
quested to do so by one-third or more of the Parties, the Depositary 
Government shall convene a conference, to which it shall invite all 
the Parties, to consider such amendment.

2. Any amendment to this Treaty or its Annex must be approved 
by a vote of two-thirds of the Parties, including all of the original 
Parties to this Treaty. I t shall enter into force for all Parties upon 
the deposit of ratifications by two-thirds of the Parties, includinj  ̂
ratification by the original Parties.

Article V

Signature^ Ratification^ Accession  ̂ Entry Into Force and
Registration

1. This Treaty shall be open un til-------------------------------------
to all States for signature. Any State which does not sign this 
Treaty may accede to it at any time.

2. This Treaty shall be subject to ratification by signatory States. 
Instruments of ratification and instruments of accession shall be
deposited with the Government of ------------------------------------- ,
which is hereby designated the Depositary Government.
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3. This Treaty shall enter into force on------------------- for States
which have deposited instruments of ratification or accession on or 
before that date, provided that the ratifications deposited include those 
of the original Parties. If ratifications by all three original Parties
are not deposited on or before------------------ , this Treaty shall enter
into force on the date on which ratifications by all of them have been 
deposited.

4. Instruments of ratification or accession deposited subsequent to 
the entry into force of this Treaty shall become binding on the date of 
deposit.

5. The Depositary Government shall promptly inform all signatory 
and acceding States of the date of each signature, the date of deposit 
of each ratification of and accession to tliis Treaty, the date of its entry 
into force, and the date of receipt of any requests for conferences or 
notices of withdrawals.

6. This Treaty shall be registered by the Depositary Government 
pursuant to Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations.

Article VI 
Authentic Texts

This Treaty, of which the English and Kussian texts are equally 
authentic, shall be deposited in the archives of the Depositary Gov
ernment. Duly certified copies of this Treaty shall be transmitted 
by the Depositary Government to the Govermnents of the signatory 
and acceding States.

In  w i t n e s s  w h e r e o f  the undersigned, duly authorized, have signed 
this Treaty.

D one a t -------------------, th is__________ day o f _____________,
one thousand nine hundred and sixty-two.

Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) to 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: New 
Anglo-American Test-Ban Proposals, August 27,1962 ̂

In the interest of humanity and of generations as yet unborn, the 
United States earnestly seeks a comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty 
which will ban all nuclear weapon tests in all environments for all 
time. For over four years we have been patiently conducting ex
tensive scientific research and negotiating for such a treaty and we

"ENDC/PV.75,pp.5-18.
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shall continue to do so. What are we trying to stop ? We are trying 
to stop the destruction of the human race and historical values. If 
we do not stop testing altogether, we may stop human progress alto
gether. So let us move forward about our business.

The United States believes that a workable comprehensive test ban 
treaty is urgently needed. Such an agreement will be an important 
first step in bringing the arms race under control. I t will be the 
foundation for the establishment of the necessary confidence, which 
must be built upon in order to ensure that other more far-reaching 
disarmament measures will be concluded and faithfully carried out. 
Such a treaty can serve to restrict and inhibit other countries from 
producing their own nuclear weapons. Finally, it will prevent fur
ther increases in the radioactive fallout from nuclear tests.

To achieve the workable comprehensive test ban which it seeks the 
United States has recently made a number of proposals on detection, 
location and identification in order to break the deadlock which has 
gripped the test ban negotiations. Each of those proposals has been 
based upon an intensive study by the United States of each aspect of 
the issues which has been a major stumbling block in the negotiations— 
the detection, the location and the necessary identification of under
ground nuclear weapon tests.

The results of our studies and evaluations, as I  pointed out at our 
meeting on 14 August,^ have permitted us to make certain proposals 
with regard to a comprehensive test ban treaty. Those proposals 
include:

1. acceptance of the obligatory nature of on-site inspections;
2. willingness to consider a reduction in the number of on-site 

inspections;
3. a willingness to consider a network of detection stations equipped 

with various types of up-to-date instrumentation which (a) would 
involve a number of stations substantially smaller than the number 
previously proposed, including a smaller number of stations in the 
Soviet Union, and (b) would involve nationally manned, interna
tionally supervised, inspected and monitored stations instead of a 
network of internationally manned and operated stations.

Accordingly, on behalf of the United Kingdom and the United 
States, I  am now tabling a comprehensive test ban treaty based on the 
proposals which my delegation has made and which I  have just out
lined for the Committee.^

As I  stated to this Committee also on 14 August, these proposals for 
a comprehensive test ban treaty reflect the recent findings of the

 ̂ENDO/PV.69, p. 9.
* Ante, pp. 792-804.
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United States researcli programme on detection, identification, and 
location of underground seismic events and an analysis of seismic 
data produced by the recent United States underground test series.  ̂
Also they take into account constructive suggestions by the eight new 
members of this Conference, including those contained in their mem
orandum of 16 April.2 A reading of the text of the comprehensive 
treaty now laid before the Committee will show the serious extent 
to which those suggestions of the eight new members have been taken 
into account. I  should like to ask the Secretariat to circulate this 
draft treaty as a Conference document.

The proposed comprehensive treaty provides for the cessation of all 
nuclear tests in all environments. The parties to the treaty would 
undertake to prevent and prohibit the carrying out of such tests at 
any place under their jurisdiction or control. They would undertake 
also to refrain from causing, encouraging or in any way participating 
in the carrying out of such tests anywhere at any time. These obli
gations woidd be supervised by an international scientific commission 
assisted by an international staff and a verification system. Each 
party would undertake also to co-operate with that commission in 
carrying out all measures of detection, location, identification and 
inspection, and in establishing elements of the system. The commis
sion would have general responsibility for the collection of data on, 
and for the reporting of, all events which could be suspected of being 
nuclear weapon test explosions and for making positive identification 
of the nature and origin of such events as necessary.

The draft treaty provides that the commission should consist of 
fifteen members—four from the West, four from the Soviet bloc and 
seven chosen from among parties jointly nominated by the United 
States, the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union. The United 
States, the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union would hold perma
nent membership on the commission.

The international staff would assist the commission by carrying out 
functions at the headquarters and by manning any international sta
tions which might be set up by the commission in agreement with the 
parties concerned where that was considered desirable and was mu
tually acceptable. The staff would also participate in the interna
tional supervision, inspection and monitoring of the nationally 
manned detection stations.

The executive officer of the commission would be responsible for the 
staff under the direction of the commission. He would select the 
scientific and technical personnel for the international staff under

* See ante, pp. ^3-635.
* Ante, pp. 334-336.
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criteria set forth in the treaty. The verification system would include 
nationally manned, internationally supervised and monitored detec
tion stations to be constructed at sites which would be agreed upon 
by the parties to the treaty. The commission would establish the 
specifications and pay for maintaining, constructing, equipping and 
training personnel for these nationally manned stations.

In addition, in so far as appropriate, use would be made of a num
ber of national stations already in existence. The parties would 
assume an obligation to ensure that the system would begin operation 
at least six months after the entry into force of the treaty. Obliga
tory on-site inspection of unidentified events would be provided for 
on the basis of carefully defined procedures laid down in the treaty. 
The executive officer, on behalf of the commission, would indicate 
which events had been located and remained unidentified after the 
application of criteria specified in the treaty.

The size of the area in any party’s territory which might be 
inspected in connexion with any unidentified event also would be 
designated in the treaty. Inspection would take place under an 
annual quota arrangement for each country—an agreed maximum per 
year— b̂ut only if the events met the treaty requirements for eligi
bility for on-site inspection. Let me be clear: if there were no 
imidentified events certified by the commission in any year then there 
would be no on-site inspections.

As I  stated at a meeting of the Sub-Committee on a Treaty for 
the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests on 9 August 1962, after 
certification of an unidentified event by the commission, the events 
to be inspected in the Soviet Union, for maximum deterrence, would 
be selected jointly by the United States and the United Kingdom; 
f̂ nd, accordingly, events to be inspected in the United States and 
the United Kingdom would be selected by the Soviet Union.  ̂
Unidentified events in other States would also follow a quota arrange
ment. The objective of on-site inspections would be carried out by 
teams organized by the commission so as to prevent nationals from 
any State inspecting events on its own territory. States would assume 
an obligation to facilitate and to co-operate in any on-site inspection 
undertaken under the treaty.

A party would have the right to withdraw from the treaty if it 
determined that the treaty had been violated, or that the obligation 
to facilitate an on-site inspection had not been fulfilled, or that a 
nuclear explosion had been conducted by a State not a party to the 
treaty and that explosion jeopardized the withdrawing State’s secu
rity. Or if an explosion occurred and it was not possible to identify

‘ Antey pp. 747-758.
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the State conducting the explosion but the explosion jeopardized the 
withdrawing party’s national security, the withdrawing party could 
request that a conference be called to include all other parties. With
drawal would not take effect until the passing of a specified time.

The treaty would come into force on a specified date which would 
be subject to negotiation, thus incorporating the recommendation 
made by the representative of Mexico on 9 May 1962.̂  Other details 
are given in the text of the treaty wliich has now been distributed 
to the Committee. The details on these and other aspects of the 
treaty, such as what constitutes a nuclear explosion, .must be 
negotiated.

As I  have indicated before, the keynote of this comprehensive treaty 
is the provision for obligatory on-site inspections which provides that 
all States have an unconditional, unequivocal “Honest Injun” obliga
tion to facilitate such an on-site inspection. I  have presented to this 
Committee the scientific and technical reasons which underlie the 
significance of obligatory on-site inspections. According to United 
Kingdom and United States scientists—and as far as I know this 
is not disputed by any other scientists; I  repeat, it is not disputed by 
any other scientists—there will be a substantial number of seismic 
events each year within the Soviet Union which will be detected by 
seismic stations but which cannot be identified by seismic means alone. 
The Soviet delegation does indeed appear to admit that some num
ber of seismic events will remain unidentified after all the data have 
been reported by the detection stations. The United States-United 
Kingdom draft comprehensive treaty, I  submit, provides a reason
able and effective means of dealing with those unidentified events.

The basic question is what type of verification arrangements are 
most likely to serve as an effective deterrent so that there never will 
be a violation of the treaty. A treaty containing debatable and 
arguable provisions is not one which provides effective deterrence. 
An effective treaty must have provisions for obligatory, objective 
on-site inspection by the commission in order to provide the necessary 
assurance that all parties are honouring their obligations and that 
the treaty, once entered into, will last.

Therefore, in order to deter violations, to detect violations if they 
occur, to remove doubts about the nature of certain unidentified events, 
and to make the treaty last and not fall when the first number of 
unidentified events appear, there must be, I  submit, a clear-cut unequiv
ocal obligation to accept and facilitate some number of objective 
on-site inspections per year by the commission. The number of those 
inspections would assure a State that its national security would not

* Antej p. 482.
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be jeopardized. Each side would choose uiiideiitified events for 
inspection on the territory of the other side but only, as I  have said, 
after such unidentified events had been certified as eligible by the 
commission according to scientific criteria to be stated in the treaty.

This acceptance of the obligation to facilitate and permit on-site 
inspection involves no derogation of sovereignty. It is a commit
ment to be undertaken by a sovereign State just as the obligation 
not to test is a commitment to be undertaken by a sovereign State.

The carrying out of on-site inspection can, and indeed could be 
accomplished by the strictly objective teams organized by the Com
mission without any danger or possibility whatsoever of espionage. 
We have made numerous suggestions to our Soviet colleagues on 
how espionage could be absolutely prevented. The United States 
is prepared to discuss with its Soviet colleagues any detail of in
spection in order to avoid any problems that the Soviet Union be
lieves might exist regarding this question of espionage.

I  have indicated what, in the United States view, are the essential 
requirements for a comprehensive treaty. But it takes more than 
proposals by one side alone to get our negotiations moving, for eiSfec- 
tive negotiations require the work of more than one party. I t  is a 
source of great regret to my Government that the Soviet Union has 
apparently determined to meet these new, and I  believe constructive. 
United Kingdom and United States proposals with a straight-arm 
rebuff, to insist that we have not changed our old positions, and to 
continue as a result to keep our negotiations stalled on dead centre.

My Government, nevertheless, earnestly desires to begin the job 
of meaningful disarmament and to end the arms race. To do so we 
are pledged in the joint statement of agreed principles to seek the 
widest possible area of agreement which can be achieved at the 
earliest possible time.  ̂ My Government is not content in this search 
for agreement to leave any area unexplored or any worth-while idea 
unproposed.

So the United States, while continuing to negotiate urgently and in 
any appropriate forum for a comprehensive treaty, in the interests 
of all humanity, would nevertheless be prepared in an effort to reach 
the widest possible area of agreement, in the soonest possible time, 
to agree to a treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, 
in outer space, and under water. The United States believes that 
such a partial treaty would represent a substantial positive gain for 
society.

First, such a treaty would result in a definite downward turn in the 
arms race. Under such a ban, for example, it would not be possible

* Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442.
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to explore further the interaction of nuclear weapons with the iono
sphere or the atmosphere. Operational proof testing of entire weap
ons systems would be precluded. Testing of weapons to leam how 
they could be used in battlefield situations would be denied nuclear 
Powers. Development of ever larger yield warheads for missiles 
would be stopped, or at least much inhibited.

Second, a treaty banning tests in the atmosphere, in outer sp<aGe, 
and in the oceans would have an effect on the countries that are about 
to enter the nuclear arms race. Almost all areas of weapons de
velopment and technology, particularly those areas I  have just dis
cussed, would be made more difficult for them if these nations became 
parties to such a treaty. Consequently, a significant portion of the 
nuclear arms race can be prevented from spreading to other coun
tries if, as we sincerely hope, the Soviet Union joins with us in ac
cepting such a treaty.

Third, such a treaty would stop the radioactive pollution of the 
atmosphere, space, and the oceans. Much argument has taken place 
on the extent to which radioactive fallout does or does not represent 
a danger. But we do know that at the very least fallout is not de
sirable. We also know that if the testing continues in these environ
ments at an accelerated pace, fallout will increase. A definite end 
to further increases in radioactive fallout is a significant by-product 
of a treaty banning nuclear tests in the atmosphere, in outer space, 
and under water.

A proposal for a limited test ban treaty has been offered in the 
past by the United States. President Eisenhower made a pro
posal for an atmospheric treaty on 13 April 1959 to Chairman 
Khrushchev,^ and it was rejected. President Kennedy and Prime Min
ister Macmillan also proposed a limited treaty on 3 September 1961.̂  
Unfortunately, they met with rejection from the Soviet Union.

It is now our earnest hope, in the interest of all mankind, that this 
proposal for a partial treaty will meet with the immediate and re
sponsive approval of the Soviet Government and that we can get 
on with the job of drafting an agreement which will break the dead
lock in which we find ourselves.

This proposal has also been discussed on several occasions by many 
of the representatives at this Conference. The proposal was first 
mentioned at this resumed session by the representative of Brazil 
when he said on 25 July:

It has been implied that a nuclear test ban is diflacult to attain because 
the great Powers cannot or do not wish to agree on the intricate question 
of control, a problem which is based on confidence. It is well known, how-

1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1392-1393. 
1961, p. 351.



814 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1962

ever, that the main divergencies and discrepancies do lie in the problems of 
detection and identification of underground tests, as the international control 
required for atmospheric and outer space tests does not appear to present 
so many insurmountable difficulties. Why, then, not concentrate our efforts 
on this question of atmospheric and outer space tests which are the most 
dangerous, actually and potentially, and the ones which have a most disturb
ing effect on mind, body and nerves? ^

The representative of Mexico supported this proposal on 30 July, 
iwhen he said:

. . .  we now think it might be possible to go back to the idea of ending at
mospheric tests while continuing to negotiate on underground tests, if the 
present differences about the technical difficulties of detection and identifi- 

■<iation and the form of adequate control continue to hold up the framing of 
a treaty.*

Mrs. Myrdal of Sweden also supported this approach when she 
stated on 1 August:

If such an undertaking were restricted, as an initial measure, to atmo
spheric and outer space tests— p̂lus, I hope, underwater tests—a treaty would 
be easy to draft and the hopes of the tormented world would mount and 
confidence would begin to be felt.®

Support for an atmospheric test ban treaty was also voiced by the 
representative of Nigeria, Foreign Minister Wachuku, when he said 
on 23 March:

My delegation demands that every effort should be made to conclude an 
agreement to stop nuclear explosions in the atmosphere.^

The representative of the United Arab Republic, Mr. Fattah Has- 
san, told us of his delegation’s interest in an approach to a ban on such 
tests. On 13 June he said:

Since less than a year ago it was possible for one party and the other 
to offer a test ban treaty banning atmospheric tests, with no additional in
ternational obligatory controls required, and relegating the solution of 
the more thorny, less important underground tests to some future date, would 
it not again prove possible for both parties to give a little here and a little 
there and arrive at a settlement which might embody the desires, and indeed 
the spirit, of the offers of both parties already referred to? ®

A proposal to ban tests in the atmosphere, outer space and under 
water was supported by the representative of Ethiopia, Mr. Ale- 
mayehu, in his interesting first address to this Committee on 3 August. 
He stated that he strongly supported a proposal of Mexico, Brazil 
and Sweden.®

 ̂Ante, pp. 695-696.
* ENDC/PV.63, p. 27.
» ENDC/PV.64, p. 7.
* ENDC/PV.8, p. 9.
® ENDC/PV.55, p. 34.
® ENDC/PV.65, p. 13.
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The representative of Burma, Mr. Barrington, voiced his support 
for the proposals of the delegations of Mexico and Brazil for a limited 
treaty, when he said at the same meeting:

We believe that the concessions and sacrifices would be worth while if they 
helped to put us on the road leading to a complete test ban. We accordingly 
support both those proposals, and commend them to the nuclear Sub
committee.^

In addition, support for such an approach in this Conference to the 
problem came from the delegation of India. The Defence Minister 
of India, Mr. Krishna Menon, told the Committee on 20 March, at our 
fifth plenary meeting:

The main explosions we are worried about at the moment are explosions 
in the atmosphere and the biosphere.®

Thus India too would, I  feel sure, concur with us that even partial 
agreement banning tests in these environments would be a positive 
and constructive step forward.

In sum, therefore, it seems to us that there is a wide measure of 
agreement among the eight new members of this Committee that, if a 
comprehensive test ban treaty cannot be achieved in the near future, 
efforts should be made to reach agreement on a cessation of tests in 
those environments acceptable to all the States concerned.

I  also wish to note in this connexion the constructive suggestion 
regarding a limited treaty made by you, Mr. Chairman, in your ca
pacity as representative of Italy, at our seventieth meeting, as recorded 
on page 20 of document ENDC/PV.70.

My Government and the United Kingdom Government have for a 
long time been studying such a limited proposal, and I  am now, on 
behalf of the United States and the United Kingdom, submitting a 
draft treaty banning nuclear tests in the atmosphere, outer space and 
under water. I  should like to ask the Secretariat to circulate this 
treaty as a Conference document.^

Briefly, this partial treaty would:
ban nuclear weapon tests in or above the atmosphere and in ter

ritorial waters or high seas;
bind the signatories to refrain from encouraging or participating 

in such nuclear explosions by any other State;
permit explosions proscribed in the treaty for peaceful purposes 

under conditions specified in the treaty;

p. 16.
" ENDC/PV.5, p. 39.
* Ante, pp. 804-807.
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not require any international verification machinery; 
provide a cut-off date for testing; and,
contain provision for withdrawal, after notice had been given, 

if a party deemed the treaty had been violated or that a State not 
a party to the treaty had tested and if the party also deemed this 
jeopardized its national security.

Let me now discuss the essential features of this proposed partial 
treaty.

The parties would undertake an obligation to prohibit and prevent 
nuclear weapon test explosions in any place under their jurisdiction 
and control in or above the atmosphere, in territorial waters or on 
the high seas or in any other environment if radioactive debris would 
be produced outside the territorial limits of the State in which ^uch 
tests were conducted.

Parties would also be under an obligation to refrain from partici
pating in or encouraging prohibited nuclear weapon test explosions 
by any other State.

The parties would be allowed to conduct explosions for peaceful 
purposes in environments proscribed by the treaty with the unanimous 
consent of the United States, the United Kingdom and the Soviet 
Union or, if required, under conditions in which the nuclear device 
was open to internal inspection.

A party would have the right to withdraw if the treaty had been 
violated by another party, if a State not a party to the treaty had 
tested nuclear weapons and that was deemed to be a threat to the 
party’s national security, or if nuclear weapon tests occurred which 
either violated the treaty or jeopardized the withdrawing party’s 
national security and it was not possible to identify the State respon
sible. Before a State could withdraw it would have to request that 
a conference of all parties be called, at which it would present its 
reasons for withdrawal. The withdrawal could take effect only after 
a period of sixty days from the submission of a notice of withdrawal.

Those provisions are all that would be basically necessary for a 
treaty banning tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water. 
My Government is prepared to sign such a treaty without the addition 
of any international verification machinery, and it is my understand
ing that that is also the position of the United Kingdom. That 
position is consistent with the position taken by the United States 
throughout this Conference—namely, that verification measures should 
be related to the needs of the parties and to the degree of risk to them 
from possible clandestine violations.

The United States suggests that in any limited agreement, as in a 
comprehensive test ban treaty, there be a cut-off date for testing. All
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parties would thus be under notice regarding the date when testing 
proscribed by the treaty would end. That idea was recommended by 
the representative of Mexico, Mr. Padilla Nervo, on 9 May; at the 
thirty fourth meeting of this Committee he said:

. . .  it is becoming increasingly 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 explo
sions already begun and before the beginning of the answering series an
nounced by the Soviet Union.

—I might interpolate that, as the Committee knows, that series of tests 
in the atmosphere by the Soviet Union has begun and is continuing—

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 agTeement 
that will put a stop to the nuclear arms race.̂

In the past it has been suggested that a proposal for a partial ban 
on tests should be accompanied by a moratorium on underground 
testing. Such a proposal, of course, goes contrary to the reasons for 
which such a partial ban is proposed. The reason for which my 
Government reluctantly chose to consider a partial ban—in the at
mosphere, under water and in outer space—was the seemingly ada
mant refusal of the Soviet Union to accept a reasonable number of 
obligatory on-site inspections of unidentified events certified by the 
commission, so that apparently, at least at the present time, no satis
factory comprehensive test ban agreement could be reached. Ee- 
grettable as that situation is—and it is indeed regrettable—we have 
accepted the suggestion that we continue to negotiate a compre
hensive test ban treaty but accept now a partial ban for the moment. 
But to make agreement on a partial ban contingent upon a mora
torium with respect to underground tests would merely revive the 
issues which we have asked be reserved for solution as part of a com
prehensive test ban treaty.

Why cannot the United States accept a moratorium on under
ground tests? I t is because, as we have made clear, we believe test
ing in that environment must cease under adequate and effective 
international control. I t is not necessary to recall here the unfor
tunate experience the United States had last autumn when the Soviet 
Union began to test, despite the solemn pledge to the contrary by 
Chairman Khrushchev in January 1960—to be precise, on 14 Janu
ary 1960 2—and during a period when the United States not only 
did not test but, with the United Kingdom, had made and was mak-

 ̂Antey p. 482.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 5-6.
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ing far-reaching and constructive proposals here in Geneva designed 
to produce agreement. Indeed, we thought we had cleared away 
the last remaining vestige of reason why the Soviet Union would not 
sign such a treaty on the evening of 30 August, only to hear the an
nouncement that night that the Soviet Union was going to resume 
tests.

The United States wishes to make it abundantly clear that no party 
is precluded under any test ban treaty from conducting laboratory 
tests and other work preparatory to tests. We intend to keep our
selves in readiness, and we note that in the past few weeks the Soviet 
Union has started another series of tests of nuclear weapons, includ
ing weapons the equivalent of several million tons of explosive power, 
and as I have said those tests in the atmosphere are continuing.

I submit that the position of the United States on the banning 
of nuclear weapon tests is reasonable and forthcoming. Basically, 
we wish to ban all nuclear tests in all environments under a treaty 
with effective international verification, including obligatory, objec
tive on-site inspection. We have moved in many ways to new posi
tions based on sound scientific research. In co-operation with the 
United Kingdom we have done our level best to reach agreement, and 
I  submit that we have not been stubborn or obstinate, unyielding or 
unmoving. For its part, the United States is prepared to accept 
such a comprehensive treaty at any time if the Soviet Union will 
accept a detection, location, identification and inspection system which 
is related to the degree of risk involved and is therefore adequate for 
a comprehensive test ban treaty.

The United States earnestly hopes that the discontinuance of tests 
in the atmosphere, outer space and under water will stimulate prog
ress towards an early agreement on an effective treaty banning tests 
in all environments. To further that objective, the United States 
pledges itself to continue negotiations for a comprehensive test ban 
treaty as a matter of urgency and to continue its research efforts 
concerning the detection and identification of underground nuclear 
weapons tests. The United States will continue to make public, as 
it did on 7 July 1962 in docun^ent ENDC/45,^ the results of any re
search which may be helpful in the negotiation of a comprehensive 
nuclear test ban treaty and to offer its scientists for consultation as 
it did here at Geneva.

In conclusion, let me make clear and explicit what the United 
States and the United Kingdom are today proposing. We are sub
mitting a new comprehensive treaty on behalf of the United King
dom and the United States for the banning of all nuclear tests in

 ̂Ante  ̂ pp. 633-635.
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all environments for all time. This comprehensive treaty has taken 
into account recent advances in research on the detection, location, 
and identification of nuclear weapons tests. The proposed compre
hensive treaty contains reasonable and ejffective measures on inspec
tion to assure that all parties can have confidence that the treaty 
is being observed.

The details of the comprehensive treaty are details that should and 
must be discussed so that they meet the interests and requirements 
of all parties. The United States is prepared to continue working 
for such a comprehensive treaty without interruption and with a 
sense of urgency and dedication. We will bring our scientists back 
to Geneva if that will further negotiations.

We are submitting also on behalf of the United Kingdom and the 
United States a new treaty for the banning of tests in the atmos
phere, in outer space, and in the oceans. This treaty requires no 
international verification machinery. It could and indeed should be 
accepted at the earliest possible date. There are no stumbling blocks 
which should stand in the way of its adoption by the nuclear Powders 
represented at this Conference.

We, the nuclear Powers, have the capacity to protect or to destroy 
the peoples of all countries. We have, therefore, a compelling and 
an urgent responsibility to strive miceasingly to resolve our differ
ences and to present to the world an effective agreement which can 
be signed just as soon as possible to ban all nuclear weapons tests. 
But if we cannot do that immediately then, I  submit with regret, a 
partial treaty is better than none at all. Let us not be deterred from 
accepting the good because we cannot at this time accomplish the 
best. At the same time we must demonstrate by our continued and 
conscientious efforts that more comprehensive agreement will soon 
be forthcoming.

The United States and the United Kmgdom, in presenting these 
draft treaties, have made a determined, far-reaching and epochal step 
towards reaching agreement in the interest of all mankind. We 
stand ready to negotiate on these draft treaties. We now respect
fully request the Soviet Union to take an equally far-reachiiig step 
so that real and lasting progress will be achieved.
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Statement by First Deputy Foreign Minister Kuznetsov to 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Anglo- 
American Test-Ban Proposals, August 29, 1962 ^

Today the Soviet delegation would like to set forth its views on 
the two documents submitted to the consideration of the Committee 
on 27 August by the United States and the United Kingdom delega
tions, relating to the question of the cessation of nuclear weapon 
tests. One document has the title “Draft treaty banning nuclear 
weapon tests in all environments” ; the second document has the 
title “Draft treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, 
outer space and under water.” ®

If we take the United States’ position on the question of the cessa
tion of nuclear weapon tests and try to discover whether there has 
been any change in this position during all the years of negotiations, 
it becomes obvious that the gist of this position remained, and still 
remains, unchanged. What is the gist of this position ? The gist is 
that the United States constantly puts forward one and the same 
demand, no matter what form of words and proposals it is clothed 
in at various stages in the negotiations: either there will be no cessa
tion of nuclear weapon tests and the nuclear weapons race will con
tinue in a mounting spiral, or else the Soviet Union, as the price for 
the cessation of tests, must lay open to the Western Powers and the 
military NATO bloc its system of national defence in the circum
stances where the Western countries do not hide the fact that they 
are carrying out preparations for a nuclear war against the peace- 
loving States.

This purpose underlay the Western proposals of 18 April 1961  ̂
and it has not changed since that date. Every time it becomes evi
dent to the United States that it can no longer defend its position 
on the cessation of tests with its old methods, fresh attempts are made 
to give this position a slightly renovated look: they touch it up and 
give it a little grooming. Everything is done as in the case of an 
ugly old maid, whom the despairing parents every year deck out in 
a more fashionable dress to hide her ugliness, put an ever thicker 
layer of powder and paint on her face and show her off to prospec
tive husbands in this guise. But the would-be bride remains as she 
was, the only difference is that she gets older every year.

" ENDC/PV.76, pp. 14-23.
*Ante, pp. 792-804.
* Ante, pp. 804^807.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 82-126.
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It will not be out of place to look once more at what has hap
pened to the United States position on the question of the cessation 
of nuclear weapon tests during the negotiations in the Eighteen 
Nation Committee on Disarmament and in the Three-Power Sub- 
Committee. The United States began by boosting here its proposals 
of 18 April 1961, which were based on unacceptable demands for 
the establishment of a cumbersome international control system, with 
obligatory inspection and the right to penetrate without hindrance 
into the most secret places in the territories of States, etc. I t was 
evident from the very beginning of the negotiations that these pro
posals could not serve as a basis for an agreement and that the 
demands for obligatory on-site inspection contained therein were not 
justilBed by any necessity.

After the submission on 16 April 1962 of the joint memorandum 
of the eight non-aligned Powers, which contains a compromise pro
posal for the solution of the problem of putting an end to tests,  ̂
the United States realised that it could only make its position worse 
if it continued to insist on its old proposals in their previous form. 
I t is true that the United States continued for some time to insist 
on these proposals and rejected outright those of the eight Powers. 
However, it soon became convinced that it ^as not possible to main
tain this position for long. Then it was stated that the United States 
was prepared to accept the eight-Power memorandum as “one of the 
bases for negotiations.”

On 6 August the United States submitted its so-called new pro- 
posals.2 Everything possible was done to advertise these “new” pro
posals. Mr. Dean assured us then that the United States was making 
great changes in its earlier position on the question of the cessation 
of tests. And what did they turn out to be upon examination? 
They were merely a new dress on the ugly old maid. There was 
nothing qualitatively new in these “new” proposals of the United 
States. Basically they contained, as before, a demand for obligatory 
international on-site inspection and the establishment of a network 
of control posts under international supervision, and so forth and 
so on.

It did not take long to come to the conclusion that the so-called 
“new” United States proposals were the same old 1961 proposals, 
and even earlier proposals re-hashed in a different form. The United 
States failed this time also to undermine with these proposals the 
importance of the eight-Power memorandum as the most realistic 
basis in the existing circumstances for the solution of the problem

 ̂Ante, pp. 334-336.
* Ante, pp. 714-717.
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of putting an end to all tests. The eight-Power memorandum re
mained the focal point in our negotiations.

Now we have before us a so-called ‘‘Draft treaty banning nuclear 
weapon tests in all environments”, submitted by the United States 
and United Kingdom delegations for the consideration of our Com
mittee on 27 August. What sort of document is this? Once more 
we are being told that these are new proposals. The whole huge 
propaganda machine of the Western Powers, and Western statesmen, 
including those of the highest rank, are trying with all their might 
to convince public opinion to take these latest “new” proposals for 
something they are not in fact. If we listened to Mr. Dean we would 
believe that this is almost a concrete statement in treaty language 
of the provisions contained in the eight-Power memorandum. Mr. 
Dean said at our meeting on 27 August that these proposals

take into account constructive suggestions by the eight new members of this 
Conference, including those contained in their memorandum of 16 April 
(ENDC/28). A reading of the text of the comprehensive treaty now laid 
before the Committee will show the serious extent to which those suggestions 
of the eight new members have been taken into account.^

We have read this text, and made an effort to discover the points 
it has in common witb the eight-Power memorandum about Avhich 
Mr. Dean spoke so solemnly. We have also compared the provi
sions of this draft treaty with those of the earlier draft submitted 
by the United States and the United Kingdom on 18 April 1961. 
We should now like to report to the Committee on the results of 
these comparisons.

Let us begin with the question of inspection. An integral part 
of the draft treaty submitted by the United States and United King
dom last year was the principle of obligatory on-site inspection, 
although there was in fact no need for such inspection. Obligatory 
on-site inspection is an integral part also of the new draft. Sec
ondly, on the question of inspection, the United States and the United 
Kingdom have not moved towards the provisions of the memorandum 
of the non-aligned States. They have not agreed to accept one of the 
basic provisions of that memorandum, namely, the provision that 
verification in loco may be carried out only at the invitation of the 
States on whose territory an unidentified and significant event has 
taken place.

Lfet us turn now to the question of the system of control posts 
for supervising compliance by States with their obligation not to 
carry out nuclear tests. The old proposals of the United States and 
the United Kingdom were based on the aim to establish an extensive

 ̂Supra.
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system of international control posts on the territories of all States^ 
under cover of which the NATO intelligence service could work. And 
what do the United States and the United Kingdom now propose? 
Essentially a similar international system, the main element of which 
would be observation stations set up under a centralized system, with 
international observers in them, who would also be appointed by the 
international commission. The eight-Power memorandum, on the 
other hand, is based on the assumption that observation should be 
carried out by means of existing national stations for the detection of 
nuclear explosions. Consequently, the United States and the United 
Kingdom have not accepted this important provision of the eight- 
Power memorandum either and here again they maintain their former 
positions.

Furthermore, in the United States and United Kingdom proposals 
of last year, as in their present proposals, considerable space is devoted 
to the question of the administration of the international control 
system. Now, as then, the Western Powers demand the appointment 
of one principal person in whose hands would be concentrated full 
authority over the international control system. The only differ
ence is that, whereas previously he was called the “Administrator”, 
now the Western Powers have coyly changed his name to “Executive 
Officer”. But the functions of this Executive Officer are essentially 
the same as those of the former Administrator. In fact, it is pro
posed that he should handle all questions connected with the carrying 
out of obligatory on-site inspection.

But what is proposed in the memorandum of the non-aligned 
States? We find there only the suggestion for constituting an Inter
national Commission, consisting of a number of highly qualified 
scientists, which would be the basic element of the system for carry
ing out observation over the fulfilment of an agreement to cease 
nuclear weapon tests. In the Western Power’s draft, there is also a 
commission, but it [is] assigned a much smaller part than the “Execu
tive Officer”, also in regard to questions of on-site inspection. What^ 
then, is the “new” draft treaty submitted by the United States and 
United Kingdom conforming to on this question ?

One may well ask: What remains of the eight-Power memorandum ? 
We would say that only odd scraps remain. As is now clear, under
lying the “Draft treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in all environ
ments” are the old proposals of the Western Powers, rejected as 
unfeasible in practice.

Therefore this draft treaty cannot be accepted as a basis for work
ing out an agreement on the cessation of all nuclear weapon tests.

Now let us take a look at the second draft presented by the United 
States and the United Kingdom, under the heading “Draft treaty
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banning nuclear weapon tests in the atmospherej outer space and 
under water”. I t is proposed in this draft to legalize the continua
tion of underground nuclear explosions. The question arises whether 
such a proposal could at least to some extent contribute to the cessa
tion of the nuclear arms race, and consequently, to lessening the 
danger of a thermonuclear war. Let us examine the arguments put 
forward by the United States representative in support of this draft 

Mr. Dean said first that a treaty which would ban nuclear weapon 
testing in the atmosphere, outer space and under water, but which 
would not prevent the continuation of underground nuclear tests— 
I  quote:

. . would result in a definite downward turn in the arms race. Under 
such a ban,” continued Mr. Dean on 27 August, “. . . testing of entire 
weapons systems would be precluded. Testing of weapons to learn how 
they could be used in battlefield situations would be denied nuclear Powers. 
Development of ever larger yield warheads for missiles would be stopped”.̂

We must confess that we were somewhat amazed to hear these 
assertions, as we were when we read them afterwards in the verbatim 
record. Only ten days ago, at our meeting of 17 August, we heard 
Mr. Dean say the exact opposite. At that meeting he described in 
some detail the results militarily which he considered could be 
achieved with even very small underground tests, let alone big tests 
of that type. Ten days ago Mr. Dean explained that with under
ground nuclear tests it was possible to improve, for instance, tactical 
weapons. Is not the improvement of these weapons one of the impor
tant trends of the nuclear arms race? Who can say what difference 
there is between tactical and strategic nuclear weapons ?

Further Mr. Dean said that as a result of even small underground 
nuclear tests it is possible to achieve:

development and improvement of the small initiating portion of larger 
weapons.^

Therefore, not only tactical but also larger—obviously strategic— 
nuclear weapons can be improved through underground nuclear 
explosions.

But that is not all. At the same meeting, Mr. Dean pointed out 
that with small underground nuclear explosions it is possible to 
achieve—

development of basically new weapons as, for example, the pure fusion 
weapon about which so much has been written and said.®

As you see, underground nuclear tests cannot only be used for 
improving existing nuclear weapons, whether tactical or strategic,

 ̂Supra.
* Ante, p. 771.
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but also for developing basically new and obviously more devastating 
and lethal types of weapons of mass destruction.

Finally, Mr. Dean said in the course of the same meeting of 17 
August that with small imderground nuclear tests it would be possible 
to ascertain—

. . . weapons effects, namely, of the damages caused by shock, blast. X-rays 
and neutrons.*

I  must, of course, apologize for having to quote repeatedly, but I 
think that in order to understand the United States position on this 
question, it is necessary to quote the statements made by the United 
States delegation. Consequently, it appears that there is no problem 
or at any rate hardly any problem in the field of the nuclear arms 
race which could not be solved by means of underground nuclear 
explosions.

We gave due attention to the explanation offered by Mr. Dean on 
17 August. He is well qualified to give these explanations: no other 
country has had so much experience of underground nuclear tests as 
the United States. Since last September alone, more than forty 
underground nuclear tests in Nevada have been announced, while 
during the previous series of underground tests the United States 
detonated underground, according to its own announcements, thirty- 
two nuclear devices. I t is obvious that in view of all this experience, 
Mr. Dean could well say something on this subject.

Nevertheless, only ten days passed and Mr. Dean began trying to 
persuade us that in a situation where underground nuclear explosions 
would continue, it would be possible in some mysterious way to slow 
down the nuclear weapons race. He says one thing one day and 
another thing the next, depending, obviously, on what the United 
States considers to be to its advantage at the particular moment.

If  we look at the true situation we cannot ignore the fact that the 
continuation of underground nuclear weapon tests will certainly not 
stop the nuclear arms race and, consequently, the threat of a thermo
nuclear war will only be increased. On 9 September 1961, the Chair
man of the Council of Ministers of the Soviet Union, Mr. Khrushchev, 
replying to a joint message from President Kennedy and Prime 
Minister Macmillan,^ concerning the cessation of nuclear weapon tests 
in the atmosphere only, said:

Why did the Soviet Government oppose, and why does it continue to opi>osê  
this approach to the problem of discontinuing nuclear weapon tests? The 
reason is that to agree to discontinue only one sort of test— în the atmos-

 ̂Ante, p. 771.
® For the Kennedy-Macmillan message, see Documents on Disarmament, 1961, 

p. 351.
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phere—would ill serve the cause of peace. Such an agreement would amount 
to a fraud on the peoples. It could engender among them the harmful and 
dangerous illusion that steps were being take»-te^discjQntLnue-4he arms race 
whereas in reality nothing of the kind was being done. In fact, governments 
would be continuing, so to speak, under legalized arrangements to improve 
their existing designs of atomic and hydrogen weapons, and for this purpose 
would be using underground tests, including tests for so-called peaceful pur
poses, and tests in outer space. Moreover, there would remain the possibility 
of constructing, on the basis of the data obtained from these experiments, new 
and yet more destructive types of nuclear weapons. Of course, military 
circles in the States members of NATO would merely rub their hands with 
glee, since they very well know that the fulfilment of this plan would bring 
grist to the mill of the NATO bloc—the potential aggressor.^

This assessment of the situation holds good to this day.
Now let us turn to the second argument put forward by Mr. Dean 

in support of the proposal of the United States and the United King
dom. He formulated this argument in the following manner:

. . .  a treaty banning tests in the atmosphere, in outer space, and in the 
oceans would have an effect on the countries that are about to enter the 
nuclear arms race. Almost all areas of weapons development and technology, 
particularly those areas I have just discussed, would be made more diflQcult 
for them if these nations became parties to such a treaty.^

In other words Mr. Dean was trying to prove that the cessation 
alone of tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water, even 
if underground tests continued, would be sufficient to prevent the 
further spread of nuclear weapons. One may well ask the following 
question: If  States retain the possibility of carrying out underground 
nuclear tests—if, furthermore, such tests are in a sense legalized— 
where are the guarantees that a State which might wish to create its 
own nuclear weapons would not take advantage of this situation in 
order to carry out its tests in the underground environment ? There 
is no such guarantee, nor can there be any. On the contrary, the 
legalization of underground tests would be a stimulus to States desir
ing to create their own nuclear weapons. Mr. Dean himself explained, 
as I have just recalled, that all problems connected with the develop
ment and improvement of nuclear weapons of any power can be solved 
by means of underground tests.

Finally, the third argument put forward by Mr. Dean boils down 
to the following: the draft treaty proposed by the United States 
and the United Kingdom would 

stop the radioactive pollution of the atmosphere, space, and the oceans.*

p. 386.
* Supra,
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This is put forward almost as the main argument in support of 
the proposed draft treaty. I t is easy, however, to perceive that 
by playing on the emotions of simple people, they want to secure 
the support of public opinion for a plan which is fraught with a 
tremendous threat to the lives of millions and millions of people. 
Can anyone have forgotten that the United States bears the respon
sibility not only for the testing of nuclear weapons but also for the 
use of such weapons against hundreds of thousands of defenceless 
inhabitants of Hiroshima and Nagasaki?

The Soviet Government, like the governments of all other peace- 
loving countries, is concerned at the consequences which may arise 
in connexion with radioactive fall-out as a result of nuclear weapon 
tests. This is one of the reasons why it is steadfastly and con
sistently striving to put an end to all nuclear tests for all time. How
ever, it is impossible not to see that there is a far greater danger 
in the world today—the danger of thermonuclear annihilation, es
pecially in view of the fact that the United States is hatching plans 
for a preventive nuclear war.

The Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the Soviet Union, 
Mr. lOirushchev, speaking a year ago about this feigned concern 
of the United States and the United Kingdom at the pollution of the 
iitmosphere, said:

It would be more honest to teU the peoples what really awaits them if events 
continue to develop as they have been developing in recent months as a 
result of the increasing aggressiveness of the NATO Powers’ policies. For 
-events are taking such a course that, if the Western Powers* policies are not 
changed in time, mankind may be caught up in the tornado of a nuclear 
missile war in which tens and hundreds of millions of people would be in
cinerated.

With the NATO Powers’ present policy the danger to be feared is no longer 
radioactive fall-out, but that nuclear weapons themselves, with all their 
lethal destructive powers, may fall on the head of mankind.^

These words were uttered a year ago and are just as valid today.
The threat of a nuclear war cannot be eliminated by legalizing 

a nuclear armaments race. But what the United States and the 
United Kingdom are proposing constitutes just such a legalization. 
How could we agree to accept such a proposal ?

We must also draw attention to yet another serious danger with 
which the United States and the United Kingdom proposal is 
fraught. This proposal is clearly aimed at securing unilateral mili
tary advantages for the Western Powers to the detriment of the de
fence capability of the Soviet Union and other socialist countries. 

It is well known that for many years the United States has been

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 389.
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availing itself of underground tests in order to improve its nuclear 
weapons. The machinery of underground nuclear tests in the United 
States is in full swing. I t is easy to see that if the United States 
succeeded in getting underground tests legalized, while at the same 
time tests in the atmosphere would be banned, this would mean that 
the United States would be able to go on improving its nuclear weap
ons and increasing their power and efficiency, whereas the Soviet 
Union would find its hands bound in regard to the improvement of 
its own defence capacity. In whose interests is all this? In any 
case it is not in the interests of strengthening peace, of ensuring the 
security of peace-loving States and lessening the threat of a nuclear 
war. We cannot agree to give the United States a virtual monopoly 
for the improvement of its nuclear armaments. The Soviet Union is 
in favour of the complete prohibition of nuclear weapons, the cessa
tion of their production and the destruction of all stockpiles.

The Soviet Government firmly adheres to the position that it is 
necessary to reach agreement without delay on the cessation of all 
nuclear weapon tests without exception—in the atmosphere, in outer 
space, under water and underground. The thorough discussion 
which has taken place in the Committee on this question shows with 
the utmost clearness not only that this problem must be solved but 
also that it can be solved. Yes, gentlemen, this lies within our power, 
if all the Governments represented here are prepared to agree to put a 
stop to the nuclear arms race.

We propose to the Western Powers that we reach agreement to put 
an end to all nuclear weapon tests in any environment. The Soviet 
Union is prepared to approach this question from the most construc
tive standpoint and to take into account all the useful considerations 
which have been put forward by various delegations in the course 
of the discussion. Accordingly, we are prepared to envisage dis
tinctions in the nature of a solution which could be adopted imme
diately— în regard to tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and 
under water, on the one hand, and to tests in the bowels of the earth, 
on the other. I t might be possible to reach agreement that all tests 
are to cease simultaneously—I stress the word “simultaneously’’— b̂ut 
in regard to nuclear tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under 
water the solution would be of a definitive nature, whereas in regard 
to underground tests it would be in the nature of an understanding 
which would remain in force until it was replaced by a permanent 
solution. And in order to find such a permanent solution of the 
question of the cessation of underground nuclear tests we have a sound 
basis— t̂he memorandum of the eight non-aligned States.
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Those who stubbornly refuse to take the eight-nation memorandum 
as the basis for solving the question of putting an end to tests are only 
complicating the whole matter and demonstrating their unwillingness 
to seek agreement on a mutually acceptable basis.

Attempts are being made here to convince us that the only way to 
release the negotiations on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon tests 
from the deadlock is by adopting one of the two proposals of the West
ern Powers of 27 August. In other words, the Committee is being 
asked to give up supporting the joint memorandum and to accept as 
a basis for further negotiations proposals which are radically at vari
ance with that memorandum. No, gentlemen. In the present circum
stances the proposals of the eight non-aligned States continue to be 
the most realistic basis for solving the problem of putting an end to 
nuclear tests. These proposals provide a way out of the impasse, and 
the Soviet Union continues to support them.

The Soviet Union also supports other proposals put forward by the 
representatives of the non-aligned countries with a view to facilitating 
the settlement of controversial questions. In this connexion it is 
worth considering the proposal that the nuclear Powers shoidd give 
an undertaking as from a certain date, say the beginning of January 
1963— n̂ot to carry out any nuclear tests.

The solution to the problem of putting an end to all nuclear weapon 
tests now depends entirely on the Western Powers. If  they finally 
agree to accept the eight-nation memorandum as the basis in very 
deed, then the way towards such a solution would be opened.

News Conference Remarks by President Kennedy 
{Extracts}, August 29, 1962^

In Geneva this morning, the Soviet representative proposed that 
agreement should be reached on a cutoff time for all nuclear weapon 
tests and that this date should be set as of January 1,1963. I ’m happy 
to say that the United States Government regards this as a reasonable 
target date and would like to join with all interested parties in a maxi
mum effort to conclude effective agreements which can enter [into] 
force on next New Year’s Day. To accomplish this purpose, the 
governments involved must accelerate their negotiations looking 
towards an agreed treaty.

^PuUic Papers of the Presidents of the United States: John F. Kennedy, 1962, 
pp. 649-655.
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For our part in the United States, such an agreed treaty must be 
presented to the Senate for consent to ratification. We therefore have 
no time to lose. The world will welcome an agreement that a way 
should be found to stop all nuclear testing at the end of this year. 
But I  must point out again that in order to end testing, we must have 
workable international agreements; gentlemen’s agreements and 
moratoria do not provide the type of guarantees that are necessary. 
They do not give assurance against an abrupt renewal of testing by 
unilateral action. This is the lesson of the Soviet Government’s tragic 
decision to renew testing just a year ago. Nor can such informal 
arrangements give any assurance against secret underground testing. 
That is why we must have a definite agreement with reasonable 
and adequate assurance. The United States cannot be a party to 
any renewal of false hopes which the Soviet Government shattered 
last September. The two treaties now before the Geneva Conference 
have been prepared with care to meet the technical necessities of an 
effective test ban.  ̂ If the Soviet Government will accept a serious and 
formal agreement in either form, a real downward turn in the arms; 
race is possible. The United States Government, for its part, will 
spare no effort to this end.

Q, Mr, President^ some time ago you spohe about the problem o f 
dealing with preparations of nuclear tests which can he carried on in 
a secret society to our disadvantage^ as you poim,ted out.  ̂ Can you tell 
vs what has happened to this problem in these current negotiations?

A. We have indicated that if we could get an across the board 
agreement, which would include the cessation of atmospheric tests and 
imderground tests with adequate inspection for the underground tests,, 
that we would feel that our security would be advanced and we would 
accept that.

If there is only an atmospheric test ban which does not require in
spection, of course, then other underground tests would continue.. 
But obviously the first agreement is the most desirable one. If we 
can’t get that because of the Soviet Union’s reluctance to permit us 
to have an effective inspection system, then we would like to get the 
second, because that would have an effect on the arms race and it 
would also have an effect, of course, on the problem of radiation. 
In that case, of course, underground testing would be permitted and.

 ̂Anfe, pp. 792-804, 804-807.
* See ante, pp. 27,30, 67, 74.
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we believe that that would give us sufficient assurance against the kind 
of event which happened last September.

Q. Mr. President^ could we make quite sure of the import of your 
remarks on inspection against preparation^ because in a news confer
ence last February you said this will he necessary for even a ian on 
atmosphere tests} Now  ̂ were you saying just now that we do not 
'believe that this kind of inspection against preparations is necessary?

A. Wliat I am suggesting is if the test agreement covered only the 
atmosphere, that there would be under such an agreement possible— 
quite obviously—a continuation of tests underground and there would 
be other steps which we could take imder those conditions which 
would keep our preparations, if there was a sudden breach of the 
kind we had last year which would keep our preparations in a posi
tion to protect our interests.

Q, Mr, President^ William C, Foster^ head of the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency^ has said that even if an East-West nuclear 
test ban treaty with adequate safeguards were negotiated^ there''s no 
assurance it will not be violated?" In view of this and the rising levels 
of fall-out^ would there be then as much of a risk in signing a treaty to 
ban all tests in the atmosphere^ in the air̂  outer space and water  ̂and 
undertaking then a voluntary moratorium on underground testing f

A. Yes, there would be a great risk, because we’ve been through the 
moratorium route. I  would hope we could sign the atmospheric test, 
which does not require inspection. The underground tests do require 
inspection to determine if there’s been cheating. We went that road 
before for 3 years, and we found while we were negotiating, that 
the Soviet Union had been preparing for many months to test, so we 
couldn’t accept that again.

Q, Mr. President  ̂on the question of nuclear tests  ̂can you explain 
how the security of the United States can be adequately protected 
by an agreement on our part Jp months hence to sign a test treaty^ 
ban treaty^ while the Soviet Union is in the middle of an extensive 
series of tests? Does this mean that you have determined that in this 
series they cannot catch up or overtake us?

A. We do not believe that they could make sufficient progress in 
this series of tests to adversely affect our security, no. one; and no. two,

 ̂See ante, p. 27.
 ̂Washington Post, Feb. 9,1962, p. A13.
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if we do not get an agreement, and I would say the chances are not—I ’m 
not sanguine about the chances of an agreement—if we do not get an 
agreement, the danger to the United States would be greatly increased 
as more and more countries develop an atomic capacity and present 
us with an increasing danger as the decade goes on. So, in answer 
to your question, I believe that the quicker we can get a test agreement 
the better off we will be.

Q, Mr, President^ did you once say that you would make a determi- 
'nation at the end of a/ny Russian series as to whether there would he 
a need for another American series?

A. I  tried to respond that in our judgment our security would be 
assisted by an effective agreement if we could secure it by January 1st, 
or by any other date, because I  consider the constant development of 
new and more dangerous weaJ)ons by not only the United S tat^ and 
the Soviet Union, but by other powers, and particular'ly the very strong 
possibility that proliferation Will mark this decade if we don’t  get an 
agreement, is a matter of maximum peril to the United States, as 
well as the free world; and, therefore, if we can get an agreement 
it’s in our interest and in our security.

Those who oppose an agreement should consider what our security 
will look like at the end of this decade if we do not have the agreement 
and we have the possibility of 10 or 15 countries having these weapons, 
and when one goes off, it may mean they all go off. So this Adminis
tration will leave no stone unturned to get an agreement, if we can 
get it, and provide for our security on the basis which I  enunciated 
in my original statement,

• • • • • * •

Q, Sir^ would you explain how an agreement to he signed only hy 
the currently existing nuclear powers would prevent the arising of 
other nuclear powers?

A. Quite obviously if other powers went ahead with testing, of 
course, then the agreement would cease to have very much 
effectiveness.

I t is our hope that the signing by the major nuclear powers today 
will arrest the spread and not make it essential. But it is only a hope.

Q. Thanh you  ̂Mr, President,
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Report by Acting Secretary-General Thant: Question of 
Convening a Conference for the Purpose of Concluding 
a Convention on the Prohibition of the Use of Nuclear 
and Thermonuclear Weapons, August 30, 1962 ^

1. By resolution 1663 (XVI), adopted on 24 November 1961, the 
Oeneral Assembly requested “the Secretary-General to consult the 
Governments of Member States to ascertain their views on the possi
bility 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”.̂

2. Accordingly, in a circular note dated 2 January 1962,̂  the Acting 
Secretary-General requested Member Governments to state their views. 
As at 15 August 1962, fifty-eight (58) replies were received.

3. In studying these replies it was noted that twenty-nine (29) 
Governments had expressed favourable views concerning the possi
bility of convening a special conference for signing the proposed 
convention. These communications have been reproduced as group 1 
in annex I I  of the present report.^

4. Twenty-six (26) Governments expressed negative views or had 
some doubts concerning the proposed course of action at the present. 
These communications have been reproduced as group 2 in annex II.®

5. In the three (3) other replies the Governments indicated a pref
erence to await the results of the Conference of the eighteen-nation

"A/5174, Aug. 30, 1962. For the views of the U.S.S.R., the U.K., France, and 
the U.S., see ante, pp. 86-87, 291-292, 609-610, 629-631. See also General Assem
bly resolution of Dec. 14,1962 (post, pp. 1231-1232).

* Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 648-650.
* Not printed.
* Annex II is not printed here. The following 29 states are listed in group 1: 

Afghanistan, Albania, Brazil, Bulgaria, Byelorussian S.S.R., Cambodia, Ceylon, 
Chile, Colombia, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Ecuador, El Salvador, Hungary, India, 
Indonesia, Lebanon, Mongolia, Nepal, Poland, Rumania, Saudi Arabia, Sierra 
Leone, Tanganyika, Tunisia, Ukrainian S.S.R., Upper Volta, U.S.S.R., and 
Yugoslavia. The Acting Secretary-General later received replies from 4 other 
states favoring the proposed conference: Laos, Mauritania, Nigeria, Sudan 
(A/5174/Adds.land2).

® The follovsring states are listed in group 2: Australia, Belgium, Canada, China, 
Denmark, France, Gabon, Greece, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, 
Madagascar, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Pakistan, 
Peru, Philippines, Sweden, Thailand, Turkey, the U.K., and the U.S.
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Pisarmament Committee before submitting their definitive views  ̂
These communications are reproduced as group 3 in annex 11.̂

6. Although varying, and even conflicting, views have been ex
pressed concerning the specific procedure and immediate objective 
proposed in resolution 1653 (XVI), the replies reflect the concern 
of the Members of the United Nations to continue the search for ac
ceptable means of eliminating the possible use of nuclear and thermo
nuclear weapons. The Acting Secretary-General shares this concern 
and hopes that this important problem will be given further considera
tion in the course of the seventeenth session of the General Assembly.

British Paper Submitted to the Eighteen Nation Disarma- 
ment Committee: Technical Possibility of International 
Control of Fissile Material Production, August 31, 
1962^

(The paper is submitted as a contribution to the Committee’s discus
sion of Item 5(d) of ENDC/l/Add.3: “Measures in the Field of 
Nuclear Disarmament, together with Appropriate Measures of 
Control.” ®)

The attached paper describes the technical aspects of the control o f:

A. Current Production of Plutonium and U 235, (paragraphs 
1-26);

B. Past Production of Plutonium and U 235, (paragraphs 27-53).
It also includes some observations on technical aspects of a Control 
Organization, (paragraphs 54-62).

The arguments in it, and the evidence presented, are related solely 
to United Kingdom experience, and do not seek to anticipate the 
results of any fuller enquiry.

The paper assmnes that an international agreement would have been 
reached that no country should manufacture or retain nuclear weap
ons, and that the Control Organization’s duty would be to ensure that 
such an agreement was demonstrably being adhered to.

The paper assumes that there would be no politically imposed 
restrictions on the operation of the Control Organization, or on its 
constitution.

 ̂The following states are listed in group 3: Mexico, Togo, and the U.A.R.
* ENDO/60, Aug. 31, and Oorr. 1, Nov. 27,1962.
* Ante, p. 680.
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The Technical Possibility of International Control 
of Fissile Material Production

I n t r o d u c t i o n

1. As soon as the Control Organization was installed, it would have 
the duty of checking in the greatest possible detail the declarations 
which would be made by eveiy Signatory about the total quantity 
of fissile material already made both for civil and military purposes. 
All existing stocks of fissile material would have to be produced for 
inspection by the Control Organization and compared with the de
clared inventories; checks would also need to be made as far as 
possible of the accuracy of declarations concerning the quantities of 
fissile mateiial which had been used, destroyed, or lost in processing 
or in any other way.

2. The Control Organization would also need to institute controls 
on the current production of fissile materials; the continuous opera
tion of these controls would be a major duty of the Control Organi
zation.

3. Another duty which the Control Organization would fulfil is 
that of guarding against the possibility of there being clandestine 
plants whose purpose would be to make fissile materials intended 
for weapons.

4. In seeking to form our opinion about the accuracy with which 
a Control Organization could guarantee past production of plu
tonium and U 235 and could detect clandestine plants in any country, 
we have largely restricted our considerations to technical matters. 
The declarations made by each country about its past production of 
fissile material would be supported by the production of technical 
records, materials accountancy statements, and many other details 
upon which normal operations are based.

5. If there were a false declaration some of the teclinical material 
produced would necessarily have to be forged. There might be no 
technical difficulty in making forgeries and any individual forged 
record might be indistinguishable from a genuine record. However, 
by using scientific analysis on a set of records, or by introducing 
some technical considerations pertaining to the nuclear complex as a 
whole, the forgery might be discovered.

6. I t is therefore desirable to make an objective study of what limits 
of accuracy could be achieved by technical control.

7. Of course, a technical Control Organization might receive adven
titious help which was not of a technical nature. For example, a 
person compelled by a violating country to participate in a forgery 
might reveal the forgery to the Control Organization. The estima
tion of the chance that a false declaration by a violator could be re
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vealed by somebody who participated in the forgery is not a technical 
question and we would suppose that there was little possibility of 
international agreement based on an assessment of such chances. For 
this reason, we have concentrated on studying the possibilities of 
control using only technical methods, but in a few places we have 
noted the scale of effort which might be required to support false 
declarations by forgery.

C o n t r o l  o f  C u r r e n t  P r o d u c t i o n

I t is appropriate to deal first with the control of current produc
tion since the knowledge which the Control Organization would 
obtain about plants currently producing fissile material would bfe 
essential to it in checking the past production.

2. A nuclear industry consists in the main of a complex series of 
operations for the production and use of fissile materials. A typical 
range of nuclear plants is shown diagrammatically in Figure 1.

3. If merely the final output of fissile material from an overt pro
gramme were controlled, a government wishing to evade the Control 
could take material from a point one step further back and invest in 
plant to cover that step (and all subsequent steps) in secret. But 
for each stage of the overt plant that was successfully controlled, 
the violating country would need to invest in a corresponding stage 
of secret plant to circumvent the Control. This would apply to all 
stages of the overt programme, including ore procurement.

4. However, after such examination as we have been able to give 
to the possibility of a control on uranium ore and concentrates, we 
consider that this would only be feasible—if at all—with very great 
demands on men and money. Control at these stages would entail 
inspecting all possible mining areas, whether declared or not, and 
countering every possibility of Government-aided smuggling by land, 
sea and air.

5. The principle we have adopted, therefore, is to apply control to 
all processes in the overt programme following the ore procurement 
stage, but with particular attention to those stages at which material 
of most direct value to a weapons programme could be withdrawn. 
Such a control, by limiting diversion from overt plants of the feed 
material on which the secret programme depends and rendering it 
liable to detection, would compel the violator either to commit fur
ther investment in secret plant or to accept an increased risk of 
detection for his whole secret programme.

6. There are two basic methods of preventing diversion (a) physi
cal security and (b) technical surveillance. In any particular oper
ation, the Control would rely primarily on one of these two methods, 
using the other as a subsidiary check.
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7. The special materials with which the Control would be con
cerned would have a continuous history from their separation from 
other materials, or their creation in a reactor, to the stage where they 
were either destroyed or rejected as waste material. During this his
tory, their physical and chemical form would be changed from time 
to time. At some stages they would be in individual identifiable units 
such as fuel elements. At other stages their identity would neces
sarily be lost, e.g. when fuel elements are dissolved.

8. During the periods when the materials were in identifiable units, 
the main control proposed would be by physical security. The duty 
of the Control would then be to ensure that the count of units was 
correct and their identity was preserved. Sampling and measure
ment processes would only be involved as auxiliary checks if identity 
had been inadvertently lost, or illegal substitution was suspected. 
Thus while the material was in identifiable imits no significant com
ponent of uncertainty would be introduced into the accounting 
process.

9. Physical control would be the principal technique applied to 
materials in. stock during transportation and on-charge and discharge 
at reactors. Such control may be exercized by supervision, but in 
some cases it would be necessai*y for the personnel of the Control to 
undertake non-process operations themselves. For example, it would 
be possible to account for material in transit by a system of invoices 
and receipts supported by examination and analysis, but it might in 
general be cheaper and easier to make the Control itself responsible 
for all movements at the instruction of plant management.

10. When the material could not be handled in identifiable units, 
control could be achieved by technical surveillance. This would in
clude normal materials accountancy and technical inspection. The 
basic principles of materials accountancy would apply to all the 
plants involved, although their application would be dependent on 
the technological details. Technical inspection would ensure that 
no material flow escaped accountancy and that the measurement proc
esses were not deliberately falsified.

11. Technical surveillance would be the main method of control 
in chemical processing and reprocessing, in diffusion plants and in 
fuel manufacturing plants until the fuel element became an identifi
able unit. The Control Authority would require access to the design 
drawiQgs for such plants and would be assisted if plants which were 
inaccessible during operation could be inspected during construction. 
It would be important for the Control to be consulted by plant 
management on the system of materials accountancy, including instru
mentation ; operators would have to declare to the Control the methods 
of analysis which they were using. The Control would need to
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ensure that samples withdrawn for their own measurements, or meas
urements not r^uiring samples, were representative and that the 
frequency of sampling was at least as great as that applied by plant 
management for process control. Analytical and measurement 
methods would need to be standardized within the Control and results 
would only be released to plant management at the discretion of 
the Control. In cases where finished products such as fuel elements 
were sampled, the Control would need to have authority to undertake 
destructive measurements if inferential ones were inadequate.

12. Eeliance on technical surveillance, based on measurement, neces
sarily introduces uncertainties. These arise in part from the diffi
culty of measuring changes in the hold-up of material within the 
plant and in part from errors in measurement processes applied to 
material flows. The results obtained from measurement processes are 
subject to errors of two types:

(a) random errors, the relative importance of which can be 
progressively reduced by increasing the number of measurements, 
and (b) errors of bias which are constant in magnitude and the effects 
of which cannot be reduced in this way.

13. It is thus fundamental that the operation of the Control would 
not be perfect in the sense that it would not be able to give a complete 
account of the fate of all special material, but only an account which 
was correct to some specified degree of precision.

14. In view of these uncertainties, it is important to attempt to 
forecast the precision with which the Control might be able to oper
ate. Our general assessment of the effectiveness of a Control Organi
zation in preventing diversion is based on its application to a nuclear 
industry similar in characteristics and history to that of the U.K. 
We conclude that:

(a) during the first few months of operation of the control sys
tem, the Control would be able to detect diversions of plutonium 
equivalent to 5 per cent or more of total output; the corresponding 
figure for a diffusion plant would also be about 5 per cent.

(b) when the control system had been running for some time 
and was operating satisfactorily, the Control would be able to detect 
diversions of plutonium and of TJ 235 over a short period (3-6 months) 
of 3 per cent. Over long periods (1 year or more) a continuous diver
sion of U 235 as small as 1 per cent would raise suspicions. In the 
case of plutonium, suspicions could probably be avoided with a clan
destine diversion of 1 per cent, but a diversion of 2 per cent would 
almost certainly be detected.

15. The previous paragraph can be simplified to the statement that 
by the time that the Control Organization has been running for two
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or three years, if could thereafter control U 235 to within i  per cent 
and plutonium to an accuracy of between 1 and 2 per cent of curreiit 
output.

16. The foregoing assessment of the limits of possible diversion 
is derived, as stated, from our study which has been based on the 
present U.K. nuclear organization. In other organizations, however, 
there are likely to be variations of practice which could alter the 
limits within which diversion from an overt programme could be 
detected.

17. For example, a greater or a lesser skill in operating a chemical 
plant or a more complete or a less complete historical knowledge of its 
performance would change the data available to the Control and hence 
affect the limits of detection of possible diversion. Again, newly 
commissioned plant could not in the initial period be subjected to a 
control as close as that applied to established plant.

18. The growing use of enriched uranium and plutonium for reac
tors in future will entail recycling operations which must increase 
the throughput from which diversion would be possible, thereby 
increasing the work of the Control Organization.

19. However, some of these features are less unfavourable than they 
appear because they apply to future and to new industrial systems. 
The techniques of the Control would be expected to improve progres
sively as experience was gained. Furthermore, the quantities of 
material produced and circulating in a newly established system or 
in new plants added to an existing system, would be smaller than in 
those industrial systems which have had time to grow. In some cases, 
more advanced 'operating techniques would be in use and these would 
tend to assist the Control.
Hidden Plant

20. There is no general feature that makes it easy to distingniish a 
nuclear installation from a similar installation associated with a non
nuclear activity. There are, however, some secondary features which 
would be of assistance to the Control Organization in the task of 
finding or identifying a clandestine plant engaged in producing fissile 
material.

21. Nuclear plants require special feed materials and unusual quan
tities of certain more ordinary materials. The special nature of the 
components used in the nuclear industry and the elaborate health 
and safety precautions needed in handling active materials would make 
it difficult to disguise from the workers the activities in which they 
were engaged.

22. The chemical processes in the nuclear industry result in com
paratively small quantities of high-activity effluent and large quanti
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ties of very low activity effluent. The latter are difficult to hide 
because of their volume and are detectable in much lower concentra
tions than normal chemical effluent can be detected.

23. A country which wished to defeat the Control would need to 
go to considerable lengths to overcome such disadvantages, in par
ticular those of effluent disposal. For example, effluent could con
centrated by evaporation or ion exchange and ultimately stored 
underground; plant could be modiified in commercially uneconomic 
ways to make it easier to conceal; remote siting in places and situa
tions (e.g. underground), which would normally be considered 
uneconomic, would make the task of detection more difficult.

24. I t is possible that a violator seeking to produce clandestine 
fissile material would attempt to build a secret centrifuge plant for 
separating U 235. The power consumption would be small and the 
generating plant could be hidden. If  the violator were prepared to 
go to great expense to develop and fabricate the components and then 
to build a small centrifuge plant, the risk of being caught could be 
minimized; and it might be possible secretly to produce somewhat 
more fissile material by this means than by diversion from overt 
plant. To make weapons components from this clandestine fissile 
material would require equipment and machine tools, but the provi
sion of these items from normal industrial sources would not disclose 
the purpose for which they were required. The specialized design 
of a centrifuge and the necessity of having criticality controls as well 
as some health precautions, both in the centrifuge plant and in the 
metal fabrication plant, would reveal to the operators the purpose 
of their work. A violator might also attempt to operate a small clan
destine reactor but the dispersal of the heat generated and the proc
essing of the fuel taken from the reactor would pose major problems 
of concealment, certainly more difficult than those of concealing a 
small centrifuge plant and its ancillary facilities.

25. Disregarding the problem of controlling past production, the 
possibility of a violator successfully building and operating large se
cret plants for producing fissile material is remote; the existence of 
the plants would be obvious and the violator would be caught by the 
Control Organization. However, the possibility of a violator operat
ing small secret plants, particularly a centrifuge plant, cannot now 
be excluded. The detection by technical means of small clandestine 
centrifuge plants by the Control Organization is a formidable prob
lem to which there seems to be no easy solution.

26. As far as the major nuclear powers are concerned, the control 
problem of the secret plant would be small compared with the prob
lem of clandestine retention of fissile material made before the Con
trol began to operate.
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C o n t r o l  o f  P a s t  P r o d u c t i o n

27. The percentage reliability with which a comprehensive control 
system could estimate the total production of fissile material prior 
to the date at which the Control Organisation began to operate, would 
be much less than the percentage reliability of estimation of current 
annual production once the control system was operating. The reli
ability on past production could vary from country to country, and 
within any country, from plant to plant.

28. In regard to the accuracy of declarations made about past pro
duction of fissile material, the uncertainty would mostly relate to 
the comprehensiveness, the availability and the veracity of past rec
ords, and the extent to which the truth of records and accounts could 
be verified by a technical analysis using the established properties 
of the nuclear plants in the country concerned. It would be neces
sary to interrogate staff to explain what the records were, how they 
had been obtained, any special events which would need to be taken 
into account and other technical matters of this kind. (It is possible 
that only sample or master records would have been kept relating to 
a period several years past. If such were the case, the Control Or
ganisation would be handicapped and some loss of accuracy of control 
would result.)

29. A country which intended to make a false declaration about 
its total past production of plutonium and enriched uranium would, 
of course, seek to declare production totals which were less than the 
real ones. The discrepancy between the actual past production of 
fissile material and the declared total production would not arise from 
one single item. The discrepancy would be built up from a large 
number of small items.

30. The amount of plutonium which had been made in any country 
<;ould, in principle, be determined accurately from the quantities 
of fission productions still remaining; and the total quantity of IT 235 
separated could in principle be determined by measuring the deple
tion of U 235 below the natural content in the stockpile of depleted 
uranium in the country, allowing for the quantity of U 235 used. 
Neither method however is fully reliable, since a violator could take 
steps to falsify the situation.

31. The radioactivity of the fission products at any time, and the 
proportions of the individual fission species resulting from the oper
ating life of a reactor can be estimated closely if the details of 
the reactor and the complete operating records are available. Thus, 
in principle, it would be possible for the Control Organisation to 
measure the total radioactivity of the fission products in any one 
country, and the proportions of the individual radioactive species, and
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thus check that the quantities were closely consistent with the decla
rations made about the operating life of the reactors and the quantity 
of plutonium made. Small corrections would, of course, be made for 
the unavoidable small quantities of low level effluent which would 
have been dispersed by some suitable safe method. However, this 
type of check is not worth much. A violator would not have any 
great difficulty in extracting suitable quantities of highly concen
trated waste from his highly active storage tanks in such a way that 
everything that the Control Organisation measured would be found 
to be consistent with the false declarations made.

32. Somewhat similar considerations apply to the depleted uranium 
waste products of diffusion plants and reactors. The violator could 
remove some of the depleted uranium waste products of diffusion 
plants and reactors and hide it in some secret place. He would also 
have the possibility of removing some of the depleted uranium and 
then mixing natural uranium with some of the remaining depleted 
uranium, thus slightly falsifying the stripping ratio used during a 
certain period of operation of the diffusion plant, or the burn-up in 
the reactors. The U 234 ratio could be measured but would not be 
significant.

33. Many of the plants which would be subject to the control sys
tem would have been operating for several years and in some cases 
might have been operated for as long as 15 years. The method of 
operation, the over-all efficiency and indeed some of the actual com
ponents might have changed substantially during the period that the 
plant had been operating. Certain plants might have been used for 
aperiod and then shut down.

34. In general, falsification is easier for the early periods of 
operation of a plant when fissile material accountancy is less precise 
and the method of operation of the plant is being continually ad
justed, than at a period when the plant operation and procedures have 
been established.

35. The Control Organisation in seeking to perform its duties with 
regard to the total past production of fissile material in each country 
would work mainly by the following methods. From a technical 
study of the reactors, the chemical separation plants, the diffusion 
plants and supporting plants and laboratories and from a study 
of their records, an estimate would be made of what the total produc
tion had been. The Control Organisation would prepare its inven
tory of all the existing fissile material in the country. This inven
tory would include the material resulting from the breakdown of 
weapons, all existing stocks of unfabricated fissile material (mostly 
in metal billet form), plutonium and enriched uranium in any stocks 
of new fuel elements, in fuel elements in reactors (including zero
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energy facilities) and in fissile materials in use by experimental es
tablishments. Account would have to be taken of the declarations 
made about process losses and about the past consumption of en
riched fuel in reactors which use such fuel, including both military 
and civil propulsion reactors. Separate account would have to be 
taken of fissile materials used in weapon trials or lost or destroyed 
by any other means. In verifying the declared quantities of fissile 
material produced as the result of breakdown of weapons, the fissile 
material would presumably be produced in billet form in order not 
to make the shapes and weights of weapon components common 
knowledge.

36. The Control Organisation would be faced with a particularly 
difficult problem in regard to declarations made about the quantities 
of fissile material used in weapons trials. If the Control Organisa
tion brought in nuclear weapons experts and had access to all draw
ings of nuclear devices tested, all experimental records obtained in 
nuclear tests, and could inspect weapons establishments and inter
rogate staff, it might be able to guarantee that the quantities of fissile 
material declared as used in tests had not been over-declared by more 
than perhaps 50 per cent. I t is unlikely that these possibilities could 
be realised. On the other hand if the Control Organisation were 
only given a list of the fissile contents of each of the nuclear devices 
tested, it would have no technical grounds for challenging the state
ments made. No doubt some countries have reached technical con
clusions about the contents of nuclear devices tested by other coun
tries based on long range records and, in some cases, on radiochemical 
evidence. However, the accuracy of such interpretations cannot be 
high. Low yield explosions, which were, or were falsely declared to 
be, fizzles, might have completely escaped detection. It would there
fore be optimistic to expect that the Control Organisation would be 
able to certify the accuracy of the quantity of fissile material used 
in weapons trials better than within a factor of two or three.

37. The Control Organisation would thus prepare a balance sheet 
giving all the details of past production and showing what had hap
pened to the fissile material.

38. I t can be anticipated that the International Agreement which 
set up the Control Organisation would require the Organisation to 
make a statement about the reliability of this balance sheet. In
cluded in this statement would be the accuracy within which the 
Organisation considered that the figures were reliable. From the 
statement, it would be easy to make a technical deduction about the 
possible size of clandestine stockpiles of weapons.

39. The Control Organisation could not, however, make much prog
ress on forming its conclusions about past production until its staff
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had been installed and had had time to familiarise themselves with 
the nuclear plants in each country concerned, a process which might 
take a year. The verification of past production and the preparation 
of a reliable balance sheet would be a difficult but important task 
which would need to be carried out by a team of extremely experienced 
high grade staff of a calibre higher than that normally necessary 
for the routine work of the Control. Since the task of verifying 
past production would only have to be done once, such a specialised 
team could be attached to the Control Organisation in each country 
for this specific purpose for a period of six months and starting a year 
after the Control Organisation had begun to operate. It would 
therefore take at least eighteen months from the time when the Con
trol started before the declarations of past production of fissile 
material could be verified.

40. We have attempted to assess the accuracy within which the 
figure in the balance sheet could be considered reliable, based on our 
experience with our nuclear plants in the U.K.

41. Diffusion plants for the separation of U 235 have great flexi
bility. Sections can be cut out at will for maintenance or other 
reasons. A plant could be driven over a range of power levels, depend
ing on whether it was desired to get material at the lowest unit cost, 
or to get more at a higher unit cost. The total output over a given 
period of several months is not a miiquely defined function of the 
total power consumption. Percentage variations are possible, de
pending on how the plant has been operated during this period 
of several months. The efficiency of the plant, in terms of power 
consumption will have improved during the life of the plant as oper
ating experience was gained and modifications introduced.

42. The maximum possible extent of falsification depends consid
erably on whether the records of the total electricity consumption 
are reliable or not. If the electricity consmnption figures could 
for some reason be accepted as reliable, then we believe that the total 
past output of U 235 from the Capenhurst plant could be falsified by 
more than 5 per cent but less than 10 per cent; but if the electricity 
consumption could be falsified by 10 per cent, the past output of 
Capenhurst could be falsified by 15-20 per cent. There would be 
no technical difficulty in falsifying the electricity consumption to 
within 10 per cent but there are certain factors in the U.K. which 
may not apply in other countries. Electricity is supplied to Capen
hurst on commercial terms by a completely separate organisation 
from the one actually operating Capenhurst. The commercial ac
counts of this other organisation have been audited by independent 
auditors. The task of falsifying the records of electricity supply 
would therefore be much greater than if the Capenhurst plant had
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been driven from a power station under Capenhurst management. 
There would be many less records, and the records would be in one 
place, instead of being possibly in three or four places.

43. Thus in the U.K. we would have good hopes that the Control 
Organisation would be able to certify our past production of U 235 
to within 5-10 per cent, but we can visualise that if the plants and 
responsibilities had been organised differently, the certification would 
not have been better than 15-20 per cent.

44. It would also be possible to make false statements slightly exag
gerating the losses of U 235 in processing, and the quantities used in 
the civil programme, and to exaggerate substantially the quantities 
of U 235 used in weapon tests. Thus we conclude that in the special 
circumstances of the U.K., the total quantity of U 235 remaining from 
past production could certainly be falsified to 10 per cent. With a 
different organisation of the electricity supplies, the falsification 
might have been estimated as 15-20 per cent.

45. Turning now to the possibilities of falsification of the quanti
ties of plutonium already produced in the United Kingdom, we have 
to take into account a similar but less stringent constraint that sub
stantial quantities of electricity have been sent from the reactors at 
Calder and Chapel Cross into the South of Scotland grid. However, 
considerable quantities of electricity generated from the reactors are 
used by the reactor and associated plant, and considerable quanti
ties of heat have been dumped from these reactors and from the 
earlier Windscale reactors. However, there would be considerable 
scope for falsifying the records of the total power levels of the 
reactors, without involving other organisations in the forgeries.

46. Taking account of all the possibilities of falsification, including 
weapons tests, it is the opinion in the U.K. that the plutonium 
declared could be 10-15 per cent less than the actual total of that still 
remaining from past production without detection by the Control 
Organisation.

47. Even on our most optimistic assumption we do not expect the 
Control Organisation would be able to certify that the U.K. did not 
have the technical possibility of secreting 10-15 per cent of the fissile 
material produced for inspection by the Control Organisation as the 
result of the breakdo^vn of weapons.

Scale of effort required for a false declaration
48. A country intending to make false declarations about its past 

production of plutonium and enriched uranium would be compelled 
to falsify some of its records and documents in order to make every
thing consistent with the false declarations. The amount of falsifi
cation required and the number of people involved would depend
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considerably on whether the violator was content with a small per
centage violation or whether he attempted the maximum violation 
which he thought would remain undetected by the Control 
Organisation.

49. A violator could probably secrete 3-5 per cent of his total past 
production without involving more than a relatively small number 
of people in the technical organisations producing and supporting 
the production plants. Process losses could be exaggerated, the 
quantities used in weapons could be exaggerated, small distortions 
could be made about shut down, power levels and so on. Of course, 
certain other people would know that some weapons had been secretly 
hidden.

50. A violator seeking to secrete the maximum possible amount of 
plutonium and U 235 which we consider could escape detection by 
the Control Organisation would have to undertake a large and com
plex series of falsification, and would have to involve several hun
dreds of people in technical organisations. Even though the risk of 
the violator being caught by technical considerations would be small, 
the violator must also be prepared to accept the risk that some of 
the staff involved in the forgeries would reveal their part in the 
forgeries to the Control Organisation.

51. Given the resources that the violator could deploy, the techni
cal job of falsifying records, accounts, minutes of committee meetings, 
documents and letters would be well within the capability of any of 
the nuclear powers. The forging of data sheets in the analytical 
and technical records sections could present more difficulty. In the 
U.K. for example, many entries are in the handwriting of individuals, 
and it would be necessary to make a selection of people in the sections 
who could be relied on not to disclose that they had made false copies 
of their own work.
Uncertainty about the possible size of a clandestine weapons stockpile

52. It may be assumed that the Control Organisation would prepare 
a balance sheet which accounted for all past production of plutonium 
and XT 235 in every country. An important question would be the 
size of a possible clandestine stockpile of weapons expressed as a per
centage of the declared stockpile. The situation can be illustrated 
numerically by some simple arithmetic applied to a hypothetical case.

53. Suppose that a hypothetical violating country which had a 
stockpile of weapons declared that its total past production of pluto
nium and enriched uranium was 100, in certain units, and suppose that 
the real quantity in the same units was 115. Apart from the 
clandestine stockpile of 15 units, there would still be some opportunity



BRITISH PAPER, AUGUST 31 847

of cheating within the total nnmber of units (100) declared. Sup
pose for example, the country declared that 75 units were in the exist
ing military stockpile and that 5 units had been used in weapons trials 
and 20 units used for civil purposes, whereas in fact only 3 units had 
been used in weapons trials and 19 for civil purposes. Then the 
amount of fissile material produced for inspection to the Control 
Organisation would be 75: and the clandestine stockpile would be 18. 
In other words, about one fifth of the total stockpile of nuclear weap
ons could be secretly hidden and retained.

T e c h n i c a l  S t a f f i n g  a n d  M a n a g e m e n t  o f  t i i e  C o n t r o l  O r g a n i 

z a t i o n

General

54. The staffing policy of the Control Organization would be deter
mined largely by:

(a) its international composition, and
(b) the requirements of exercizing physical security and technical 

surveillance over tlie production, transportation and use of fissile 
materials;

(c) the requirements of having a central headquarters to co
ordinate results and of having one or more central laboratories.

55. The Control Organization would need the greatest possible 
degree of independence in recruitment in order to ensure the quality 
tind integrity of its staff. Terms of service would need to be the sub
ject of independent decision by the Control Organization. Most of 
the staff would necessarily work in small international communities 
in countries of which they were not nationals, and much of their work 
would be routine. However, the conditions of service would be more 
attractive than those of a nuclear test control organization. There 
would be scientific work to be done at all times, and the staff would 
l)e working in a scientific or technical environment.
Duties of Senior Staff

56. Although a great deal of the work would demand adequate 
personal qualities rather than high scientific qualifications, there would 
be a need for men of high personal qualities and considerable general 
technical ability at the headquarters in each country and at the head 
of major sectors of the Control Organization’s operations. The senior 
staff of the Control Organization, though small in number, would take 
the responsibility for its effective teclinical operation and integrity. 
They would plan the operation of the Control Organization and its 
extension to new areas at the appropriate times, and they would take 
personally the responsibility for enquiries that had to be made outside
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the Control Organization’s standard activities—for example, in indus
tries or establishments not ostensibly concerned with a nuclear 
programme.

Scienti’fiG Staff
57. The senior staff of the Control Organization would require sup< 

porting staff as follows:
(a) Scientists, who would direct the control teams or, in the cen

tral laboratories, develop new techniques and instruments and run 
training courses;

(b) Assistants, who would be adequate for most of the scientific 
work of the control teams.
Other Staff

58. The following types of staff would be needed in addition to the 
scientific staff:

(a) Technicians, who would be needed to support the scientific 
staff and their assistants in the ratio of about one technician to two 
scientists;

(b) Guards, whose duties would cover the several aspects of 
physical security—storekeeping, exits from and entry to controlled 
areas, transport of controlled materials;

(c) Administrative Officers, who would be responsible for serv
ices to the technical teams;

(d) Auxiliaries, for services such as transport, though some of 
these might in practice be provided by the host country.

Estimates of numbers required in the United Kingdom
59. We have made estimates of the numbers of staff who would at 

present be required to man such a Control Organization in the United 
Kingdom. As the numbers of nuclear power stations in the United 
Kingdom increase, the numbers of staff required would increase stead
ily. Over the next ten years, the numbers of scientists and technicians 
required would increase by about 40 per cent, and the number of 
guards by 100-150 per cent.

60. Our estimates are based on controlling the Capenhurst diffusion 
plant, controlling all of the enriched metal processing and fuel fabri
cation plants, controlling all of the chemical processing facilities for 
irradiated fuel elements, controlling the research establishments using 
fissile material for experimental purposes (including zero energy 
reactors), and staffing a central laboratory and headquarters in the 
United Kingdom. We estimate that the numbers required at present 
would be:
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Scientists......................................................................................................  160
Technician's.........................    80
Guar'ds .........................................................................................................  400
Administration.............................................................................................  250
A u x ilia iy ......................................................................................................  200

T ota l............................................................................................................ 1,090

61. We can only make very rough estimates of the total strength of 
the Control Organization which would be i*equired to control nuclear 
work in all other countries; but we would expect the number would 
be approximately ten times the number required in the United King
dom. On this assumption, a world-wide Control Organization would 
at the present time require about 1,500 scientists and a total strength 
of about 10,000.

62. The Control Organization would also require the assistance of 
a team of extremely experienced, high grade staff about one year 
after the control had begim to operate for the purpose of verification 
of past production of fissile material. This team would be attached 
to the Control Organization for a period of about six months and its 
numbers would be quite small.

S u m m a r y  o f  M aik  C o n c l u s i o n s

63. The main conclusions emerging from our study, which has been 
based upon the present U.K. nuclear organisation, are summarised 
below.

64. The accuracy with which the Control Organisation would be 
able to guarantee the control of current production in each country 
would not vary from country to country since the same techniques 
would be used everywhere. I t should be possible for the Control 
Organisation in due course to control the current production of plu
tonium to an accuracy within between 1 and 2 per cent, and of U 235 
to within 1 per cent.

65. The possibility of a violator successfully building and operat
ing large scale clandestine plants is remote; he would be caught by 
the Control Organisation. If, however, the violator were prepared 
lo go to great expense to conceal a small plant, the risk of being 
caught would be minimised and it might then be possible secretly 
to produce somewhat more fissile material by this means than by 
diversion from overt plant.

66. The percentage accuracy with which the Control Organisation 
could guarantee past production would, however, be very much less 
than that possible with current production when the Control Organi
sation is operating, and could vary considerably from coimtry to 
country. Operating and accountancy procedures are likely to have 
been different in different countries, and until the facts are revealed

688-714— 63 vol. li 16
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and compared it is not possible to do more than indicate the order 
of accuracy which might be achievable by the Control Organisation 
with regard to past production.

67. In those countries which have never had a nuclear weapons 
programme, the work of the Control Organisation in verifying past 
production and use against declared stocks would be comparatively 
simple compared with the work in countries which have had a nu
clear weapons programme.

68. Much of the fissile material so far made in the world has been 
intended for the manufacture of nuclear weapons; and the total 
quantity of fissile material made for such purposes is now enormous. 
The Control Organisation would be attempting in several countries 
to estimate the total past production from a set of plants of various 
ages, all of which will have been improved substantially by a se
quence of small modifications, and some of them (the diffusion plants) 
having great flexibility which will have been frequently exploited to 
meet varying needs. I t is difficult to anticipate to fine limits what re
liability the Control Organisation would be able to attach to its esti
mates of the total production.

69. Arguing from our experience with our plants in the United 
Kingdom, we have reached the conclusion that the Control Organisa
tion would not be able to guarantee with better than 10-15 per cent 
accuracy a correct declaration by us about our total past production 
of plutonium. The maximum degree of falsification of past produc
tion of U 235 would be between 5 and 10 per cent if the records 
of electricity supplies to the diffusion plant could be proved not to 
have been falsified, or 15-20 per cent if these could also be falsified.

70. Allowing for falsifications which slightly exaggerated the proc
essing losses and the uses of fissile material by the civil programme 
and which considerably exaggerated uses in weapons trials, the maxi
mum degree of falsification in the U.K. without the falsification of 
electricity supplies would enable 10-15 per cent of the weapons stock
pile to be retained secretly.

71. Without having the necessary knowledge of the nuclear energy 
plants and of the detailed organisation in other countries, we cannot 
estimate what conclusion the Control Organisation would be able to 
make about past fissile material production in these other countries. 
However, we consider that our materials control in the U.K. has been 
very tight and has been extensively instrumented, recorded and docu
mented. We therefore think it unlikely that the Control Organisa
tion would conclude that in other countries the maximum possible 
violation would permit less than 10 per cent of the weapons stockpile 
to be hidden, and we would not be surprised if the maximum possible 
violation in some cases proved to be of the order of 20 per cent.
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72. If the accuracy of the statements is accepted, it follows that thê  
Control Organisation would not be able to guarantee in those coun
tries which have had nuclear weapons programmes that some 10-20 
per cent of the weapons had not been hidden, the percentage figure 
perhaps varying somewhat from country to country.

73. The falsification of past records in any country would involve' 
the suborning of a considerable number of staff in the violating 
country and would, as a consequence, put that country at risk of being 
caught due to the possibility of one or more of the suborned staff 
revealing to the Control Organisation that cheating had occurred. 
However, the fact that nobody had revealed to the Control Organi
sation that forgery had occurred would not prove that there had been 
no forgery.

74. The Control Organisation could not make much progress on 
checking past production of fissile material until its staff had been 
installed and had had time to familiarise themselves with the nuclear 
plants in the country concerned, a process which would take about 
a year. Since the checking of past production would be a difficult 
task, but one which had to be done only once, we consider that thê  
Control Organisation should be assisted in its work of checking past 
production in each country by the temporary attachment of a team 
of extremely experienced, high grade staff for a period of about 
six months. It would therefore be about eighteen months from the 
date of installation of the control system before declarations on past 
fissile material production could be certified.

75. We can only make a rough estimate of the total strength which 
we believe would be required for a world-wide Control Organisation 
based on the number which we consider would be required in the- 
U.K. On this assumption a world-wide Control Organisation would,, 
at the present time, require about 1,500 scientists and a total comple
ment of about 10,000.

Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) to 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Cessa
tion of Nuclear Tests, August 31, 1962^

My delegation has listened with the greatest interest this morning- 
to the statements made by the representatives of Brazil and Sweden,, 
and they will of course be studied carefully by us.

" BNDC/PV.77, pp. 37-47.
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On Wednesday, at his news conference, President Kennedy made 
an important announcement regarding the effort of the United States 
to achieve an effective treaty on nuclear weapons tests as soon as pos
sible. I  wish to quote his announcement. The President said:

In Geneva this morning tlie Soviet representative proposed that an agreement 
should be reached on a cut-off time for all nuclear weapons tests and that 
this date should be set as of January 1, 1963. I am happy to say that the 
United States Government regards this as a reasonable target date and v^ould 
like to join with all interested parties in a maximum effort to conclude effec
tive agreements which can enter into force on next New Year’s Day. To 
accomplish this purpose, the Governments involved must accelerate their 
negotiations looking towards an agreed treaty. For our part, in the United 
States, such an agreed treaty must be presented to the Senate for consent to 
ratification. We therefore have no time to lose. The world will welcome an 
agreement that a way should be found to stop all nuclear testing at the end 
of this year. But I must point out again that in order to end testing we must 
have workable international agreements. Gentlemen’s agreements and mora- 
toria do not provide the types of guarantees that are necessary. They do 
not give assurance against an abrupt renewal of testing by unilateral action.^

I  have been informed that the United Kingdom concurs with the 
United States that 1 January 1963 is indeed a possible cut-off date.

We now have agreement between the Soviet Union, the United 
Kingdom and the United States that tests should stop on 1 January 
1963, provided of course, as the Western delegations understand, that 
an effective international treaty has been concluded by that time. 
This is, indeed, a noteworthy advance in our negotiations. I  firmly 
believe that on the basis of the two treaty drafts which the United 
States and the United Kingdom have already submitted to this Con
ference  ̂ we should earnestly attempt to reach an agreement which 
would become effective on 1 January 1963.

That means ;that we have only a very short time in which to complete 
our task in order to reach agreement by 1 January 1963, as we sin
cerely hope, either on a comprehensive treaty banning nuclear weapon 
tests in all environments for all time under appropriate international 
supervision or, if need be, then at least on a limited treaty banning 
nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under 
water. Therefore, the nuclear Powers at this Conference must work 
even harder than they have worked up to now in order to meet this 
<?ut-off date. We sincerely hope that the Soviet Union will give us 
an indication that it is prepared to negotiate on the basis of our two 
treaty proposals and to reach agreement as soon as possible.

In order to meet the cut-off date my Government, after consultation 
with the United Kingdom, formally proposes to the Conference that

' Ante, pp. 829-830.
 ̂Ante, pp. 792-807.
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our Sub-Committee on a Treaty for the Discontinuance of Nuclear 
Weapon Tests should continue to meet during the recess period. My 
Government believes that, by keeping the Sub-Committee on a nuclear 
test ban in session, and with maximum pressure on the Sub-Committee 
to reach agreement, it should be possible to complete our task of reach
ing agreement on the text of a treaty by 1 November of this year so 
that it could become effective not later than 1 January 1963. We 
intend to continue the negotiations on the basis of the two draft trea
ties which were tabled by the United States and the United Kingdom.

The Soviet representative, Mr. Kuznetsov, in his statement on 29 
August, reiterated a number of arguments with regard to why the So
viet Union felt that it could not change any of its positions in spite of 
the major moves made by the United Kingdom and the United States 
in introducing two draft treaties in an effort to reach agreement.^

Let me review briefly the reasons why the Soviet Union maintains 
that it must reject out of hand all moves made by the United States 
and the United Kingdom to reach a satisfactory nuclear test ban 
agreement.

First, the Soviet representative states that the United States-United 
Kingdom position on a comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty is really 
the same old girl dressed up in new finery to catch a suitor and that 
our treaty has not changed. I  regret to say, in view of the great 
regard which I have for the representative of the Soviet Union, that 
in this matter he is in factual error. The position has indeed changed. 
The position of the United Kingdom and the United States is really 
a new baby, and it is a new baby quite unpainted and in diapers and 
seeking affection from the Soviet Union. For a comprehensive treaty 
the nature of the operation of the detection stations on each party’s 
territory has changed. The staflSng of inspection teams, as the repre
sentative of Sweden pointed out this morning, has changed. The 
number of detection stations will be changed. The number of annual 
on-site inspections will be changed. The Soviet representative might 
argue that the United States and the United Kingdom have not 
changed enough to suit the Soviet Union, and that the United States 
and the United Kingdom, to reach agreement, must accept all the 
terms demanded by the Soviet Union. This the Soviet representative 
can argue because this is apparently what he means; but he cannot 
convince anyone who is willing to examine the facts that the position 
of the United Kingdom and the United States has not changed.

Secondly, the Soviet representative argues that the requirement of 
objective obligatory on-site inspections by an impartial international 
commission is unjustified. This also is an error of fact. The United

 ̂See ante, pp. 820-829.
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States had demonstrated conclusively, by bringing to this Conference 
experts and data, that on-site inspections will be necessary in some 
cases to detect, locate and identify the nature of an unidentified seismic 
event. As I have pointed out previously, it does no good to detect 
if we cannot identify and if we cannot locate. We all hope that, 
despite the enormous advantages that we have received tlirough scien
tific research, tliis scientific progress will go on. But, as we can hear 
many more seismic events of rather low yield, the problem only be
comes more complicated, while our scientists will undoubtedly continue 
their research according to the best scientific advice I  could get—and 
I have done my best to try to determine this on a highly objective 
basis—̂ there is no inmiediate prospect of any further improvement 
in this field.

The Soviet Union has not adduced here at this Conference a shred 
of scientific information to show that the data and the evidence pre
sented by the United States and the United Kingdom are incorrect. 
We have invited the Soviet delegation to bring its scientists here, 
and it has declined. We can, however, carry the argument one step 
further. If, by some technique that the Soviet Union is not now 
willing to disclose, all seismic events can be detected, located and 
identified by distant instrumentation, then the treaty proposed by 
the United States and the United Kingdom provides a proper pro
cedure. In such a case the highly competent international staff, in
cluding the executive officer of the international scientific commission 
imder the treaty would never certify that an event remained uniden
tified ; and if there were no certifications of unidentified events, then 
there simply could not be any on-site inspections on Soviet territory. 
If the Soviet Union is positive that an on-site inspection will never 
be called for, then it should be willing to accept the objective and 
scientific procedures contained in the United States-United Kingdom 
comprehensive draft treaty. And under that treaty on-site inspec
tions can only be certified by the commission using definite and 
objective scientific criteria, as set forth in the treaty.

Thirdly, the Soviet representative maintains that inspection can 
only take place by invitation from the party on whose territory an 
unidentified event has been certified by the commission. But an invi
tation is something which rests entirely in the hands of the person 
who is considering issuing it. This position is contrary to the pledge 
made by the United States and the Soviet Union in the joint statement 
of agreed principles that 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/

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 441.
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Inspection by invitation gives no assurance that the parties are hon
ouring their obligations, because inspection by invitation is really 
inspection at the will of the possible violator, who may or may not 
issue the invitation. Inspection by invitation gives no assurance 
that the obligations are being or will be honoured and, therefore, 
it cannot be the basis for an effective verification system in a treaty 
banning all nuclear weapon tests on which parties can rely. Inspec
tion by invitation puts a premium on violation. Inspection by 
invitation penalizes the party living up to its obligation. The non
violator can never be sure what the other person is doing. To say 
that one accepts inspection by invitation, that one accepts inspection 
by the commission but will decide oneself whether the inspection will 
take place, is, I  submit, taking away with one hand what has been 
granted with the other. So there really is no acceptance of the right 
of inspection by the international commission in the position so far 
advanced by the Soviet Union. If the Soviet Union would meet us 
on that small point, then we would have our comprehensive treaty.

So long as the Soviet Union persists in its adherence to this unten- 
îble position of inspection by invitation, it throws in grave doubt— 

very grave doubt— t̂he Soviet Union’s obligation to stop testing. If 
the Soviet Govermnent really meant it, it would accept effective veri
fication. Its refusal raises grave doubts whether it really intends to 
stop testing. That, it seems to me, is the plain truth of the matter.

Fourthly, the Soviet representative argues that, as the price for 
the cessation of nuclear weapon tests, the Soviet Union

must lay open to the Western Powers and the military NATO bloc its system 
of national defence in the circumstances where the Western countries do 
not hide the fact that they are carrying out preparations for a nuclear war 
against the peace-loving States.^

That charge is not only false; it is absurd. I  have referred to the 
alleged evidence with respect to it and I  have pointed out that it is 
completely groundless and that there is no such intention and that 
there are no such preparations. I  submit that the Soviet Union 
only poisons the atmosphere of this Conference when it wrongfully 
charges that the United States is preparing for an attack against the 
Soviet Union. The Soviet Union evidently believes in the tactic of 
the big lie, which it repeats again and again and again without the 
slightest regard for the truth.

Furthermore, the Governments of NATO would have nothing what
soever to do with inspecting the Soviet Union’s territory under the 
draft comprehensive test ban treaty proposed by the United King
dom and the United States. To say otherwise, I  submit, would be

Ante, p. 820.
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a reflection on the dedication of international civil servants who 
serve so faithfully and so objectively on many international bodies,. 
and who would sei*ve similarly on the proposed international scientific 
commission.

Moreover, it is impossible for us to understand how the Soviet 
Union can contend that its entire defence system would be bared by 
inspection in a test ban treaty. If representatives will refer to article 
VIII, clause 5, of the comprehensive draft treaty, they will seo that it 
reads as follows:

When a seismic event has been certified pursuant to paragraph 1 of this
Article, the Executive Officer shall designate an area lying within the circum
ference of a circle, the radius of which i s  kilometres, and the centre
of which is the location of the epicentre of that event

Now, the inspectors of the commission must go directly to the site 
so certified by the commission. The size of the area will be specified 
in the treaty. If  the few inspections that would take place occurred 
only in areas in which seismic events have occurred in the past, then 
very little of the territory of the Soviet Union would be subject to 
inspection. And, since the inspection teams of the commission would 
be completely regulated by the host country in terms of travel— 
they would travel on the host country’s planes with the host coun
try’s pilots and the host country would determine the routes from 
the border to the site of the on-site inspection and would make any 
other arrangements, so long as they did not interfere with the actual 
scientific work of the inspection teams—it is beyond the comprehen
sion of my Government, or, I  submit beyond that of any reasonable 
man, how the defence system of the Soviet Union could in any pos
sible way be compromised or affected. I  just do not see how the 
representative of the Soviet Union can say, as he did at the last 
plenary meeting, that the inspection teams would have “the right ta  
penetrate without hindrance into the most secret places in the ter
ritories of States”.̂  I t is clear from the passage which I have just 
read out from the treaty that that is a plain distortion of the terms 
of the treaty.

Finally, the Soviet representative argues that the United States 
position is not identical with the position outlined in the memo
randum submitted on 16 April by the eight new members of this 
Conference.  ̂ Well, each of the representatives here can examine the 
contents of the United States-United Kingdom comprehensive draft 
treaty and learn for himself the many aspects of the eight-Nation 
memorandum which have been incoi-porated in it. But I  submit

 ̂Ante, p. 821.
"‘Ante, pp. 334-336.
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that, as the representatives of Brazil and of Sweden indicated this 
morning the last thing desired by the eight nations is to have their 
memorandum used, as the representative of Burma said, as a volley 
ball to be tossed back and forth from side to side.̂

I contend that the United Kingdom and the United States have 
taken that memorandum and have used it, as I  believe its authors in
tended, in drafting an entire treaty. The representative of Ethiopia 
said on 19 April that the memorandum was not a treaty, that its au
thors were not going to interpret it, but that they expected us to use 
it in working out a treaty.^ That is what they expected us to do, and 
we have done exactly that. I believe that the eight nations do not 
want us to argue any more about the contents of the eight nation 
memorandum, which we can all read for ourselves. What they want 
US to do is to negotiate. As the representative of Brazil said on a 
previous occasion, they do not want us to indulge in long speeches as 
a substitute for the long and hard work which awaits us if a treaty is 
to be signed in time to come into force before the end of tliis year.  ̂
I  am sure I echo the sentiments of the eight nations when I say that 
what they want is that the Soviet Union should stop arguing about 
this completely untenable point of on-site inspection, wliich I submit 
is a red herring, and work with us— t̂hat is, the United Kingdom and 
the United States— t̂o reach agreement on a workable and effective 
nuclear test ban treaty.

The Soviet representative’s statement on 29 August implied still 
other arguments against the United Kingdom-United States draft 
<;omprehensive treaty. He remarked rather critically on the treaty’s 
provisions for some international supervision of the detection sta
tions, on the role of the executive officer and on the role of the inter
national scientific commission. I t is true that the Soviet representa
tive did not say explicitly that he was opposed to those provisions but, 
nevertheless, his remarks were on the critical side. But I would point 
out that those provisions are in many respects reasonable and normal 
to the functioning of most international organizations, and we do 
not understand, on any ordinary treaty-drafting basis, to what extent 
they cause problems for the Soviet Union. We would of course wel- 
•come further clarification on these points.

Also on 29 August the Soviet representative criticized too the draft 
treat}  ̂ proposed by the United Kingdom and the United States ban
ning nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and un
der water. What did he say ? First he said that such a treaty would

 ̂ENDO/PV.65, p. 15.
® Ante, pp. 394-395.
* END0/PV.71, pp. 14-15.
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legalize underground testing. But if underground testing would be 
legalized under such a treaty then underground testing is legalized 
today, for the status of underground testing would be no different 
'under a limited treaty not applying to underground testing than it 
is now. Underground testing would, unfortunately, only be exempt 
if the Soviet Union continued to refuse to accept a reasonable veri
fication system under a comprehensive treaty which would ban all 
tests including underground tests, as the United Kingdom and the 
United States have proposed in document ENDC/58. I submit that 
the inclusion of some aspects of the arms race in an agreement does 
not necessarily affect all the other parts which are left out. The 
other parts must be included just as soon as agreement on them can 
be reached—in this case in the form of a comprehensive draft treaty.

Secondly, the Soviet representative argues against a limited treaty 
because he says it will not stop the arms race. The United States 
has never said that even a comprehensive test ban treaty would stop 
the arms race; we need a further treaty on general and complete dis
armament to do that. But we do submit that either a comprehensive 
treaty or a limited treaty would be a major step towards the goal of 
stopping the arms race, and the arms race will not be stopped until we 
bring all kinds of weapons under reduction and control. The Soviet 
Union and the United States are pledged in the joint statement of 
t̂greed principles to “seek to achieve and implement the widest pos

sible agreement at the earliest possible date”.̂  Does the Soviet Union 
not believe in that principle ? Does it not want to achieve the widest 
possible agreement at the earliest possible date? I  submit that that 
is what agreement on a limited test ban treaty would do until the 
Soviet Union was willing to accept the reasonable comprehensive 
test ban treaty proposed by the United Kingdom and the United 
States.

Thirdly, the Soviet representative argues that a limited treaty 
would not prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons among other 
States. No treaty, comprehensive or limited, will stoj) the spread 
of nuclear weapons if a non-party country is really determined to go 
ahead despite what the present nuclear Powers do; but a limited 
treaty would be a gain. Any demonstration of agreement in stop
ping tests by the nuclear Powers at this Conference would have a 
decided impact on other States. Moreover, once the nuclear Powers 
had agreed they would be in a strong position to persuade other 
parties to accede to the treaty; that is, to persuade other States to 
become parties to it. It is a certainty that the longer we delay the

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 441.
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more likely it will be that other Powers will begin to test and produce 
their own nuclear weapons.

Fourthly, the Soviet representative implies that radioactive fall
out is not a matter for concern. Since when has that been the posi
tion of the Soviet Union? On 14 January 1960 Chairman IQiru- 
shchev expressed a contrary view. He said at that time that he 
favoured an agreement and stated that “people will feel conl&dent 
that the atmosphere is not to be contaminated with radioactive fall
out.” Fall-out, I  submit, is a matter of concern to people everywhere 
and if we can act together to stop it we should do so. It does indeed 
surprise my delegation to note this new attitude on the part of the 
Soviet Union.

Fifthly, the Soviet representative suggests that in a partial treaty 
the United States could improve its weapons while the Soviet Union 
could not. Again I submit there is no truth in that argument. Botk 
the United States and the Soviet Union have tested underground. 
The United States has apparently tested more weapons underground 
than the Soviet Union, but this is only a matter of degree and it is 
only a matter of choice. The main reason the United States has 
tested underground is to limit fall-out.

The Soviet Union is currently testing in the atmosphere and appar
ently plans to continue, as it did last year when it tested bigger and 
bigger weapons. The Soviet Union began to test this year, and 
while there were several low yield tests in the low kiloton range prior 
to 5 August in Central Siberia, the first of the announced tests— 
that is one detected by other stations—was on 5 August at Novaya 
Zemlya. I t was about 30 megatons. That was followed by :

7 August in central Siberia—in the low kiloton range;
10 August in Novaya Zemlya— l̂ess than 1 megaton;
20 August in Novaya Zemlya—of the order of several megatons;
22 August in Novaya Zemlya— în the low megaton range;
25 August in Novaya Zemlya—of the order of several megatons;
25 August in Semipalatinsk—of a low yield ;
27 August in Novaya Zemlya—of the order of several megatons.

I  would draw attention to the fact that these are several days apart 
and that we can probably continue the announcement of further tests 
by the Soviet Union in the atmosphere; and, as I have said, as 
Soviet tests continued last year they increased in the number of mega
tons of yield. Underground testing, if it had to be exempt—if we 
could not get agreement on a comprehensive test ban treaty as we 
would hope—would be open to all parties to the treaty.

Those are the arguments put forward by the Soviet Union regard
ing the two treaties submitted by the United Kingdom and the United
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States in an effort to advance the work of our Conference. For the 
reasons stated we do not believe those arguments are valid and we 
liave pointed out in each case why we believe they are not valid.

As a final point the Soviet representative suggests that a limited 
treaty banning tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and imder 
water be accepted, but that a comprehensive treaty bamiing tests in 
all environments be entered into at a later date. My Government 
is not only willing but anxious to agree to that procedure. I t is 
exactly what we proposed on Monday, 27 August, when we submitted 
•our two drafts of treaties.

But our Governments, as the representative of the United Kingdom 
has pointed out, cannot agree to the other suggestion made by the 
Soviet representative that with respect to underground testing there 
be an understanding not to test or to refrain from testing in that 
•environment. That procedure has been tried before, and I regret 
to say it did not work. No matter what term is used—voluntary 
restraint, gentleman’s agreement, exercise of voluntary control, or 
moratorium— t̂he United States just cannot accept such arrangements. 
We must know what the other fellow is doing. We are quite willing 
to bind ourselves, but we submit that the other fellow should be 

• equally bound.
The United States first proposed a moratorium in 1958 for the 

purpose of stimulating and facilitating agreement. When President 
Eisenhower first proposed, on 22 August 1958, that the nuclear Pow
ers negotiate an agreement to end all tests, based on the experts’ 
report of 1958, he said:

. . .  in order to facilitate the detailed negotiations the United States is pre
pared, unless testing is resumed by the Soviet Union, to withhold further 
testing on its part of atomic and hydrogen weapons for a period of one year 
from the beginning of the negotiations.^

We were so reluctant to test that we stretched that one year on and 
on for almost three years until the Soviet Union itself began to test 
in the atmosphere in September 1961, despite Chairman Khrushchev’s 
solemn words on 14 January 1960 to the contrary.^ I t began to 
test in the atmosphere in September 1961, and it is testing in the 
atmosphere today.

The United States proposed and entered into a moratorium, there
fore, as a means to facilitate agreement. Unfortunately we were 
proved wrong, and we will not be proved wrong again. We also pro
posed the moratorium because we had thought that the Soviet Union 
Was prepared to accept effective verification for the ending of nuclear

* Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, p. 1112. 
i560,pp.5-6.



862 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1962

weapon tests. In that also we apparently were proved wrong. The 
two bases on which the United States agreed not to test pending the 
completion of an agreement were found to be completely illusory. 
The United States cannot now accept a moratorium which lias been 
tried by us and which has failed so ignominiously.

I t has been said that, whatever the risks, tlie United States mUiSt 
assume those risks in accepting an uninspected, unpoliced moratorium 
with respect to underground tests. Well, I  do not know quite what 
the phrase “whatever the risks” means. The risks could be very great.. 
We are quite prepared to accept the risks of an adequately policed 
comprehensive test ban treaty. We are quite prepared to accept the 
risks of not testing in the atmosphere, under water or in outer space 
without any international commission, but we are not prepared to 
accept the risks of an unpoliced, uninspected moratorium on under
ground testing. But the United States is prepared to negotiate fully,, 
adequately and sincerely for a comprehensive test ban treaty or̂  if that 
cannot be negotiated, for a limited treaty as we have outlined.

Our time to reach agreement is running out. The United Kingdom 
and the United States, recognizing that, have made very far-reaching 
proposals to the Soviet Union. So far the Soviet Union has not 
moved one inch as a result.

President Kennedy also said at his Press Conference on Wednesday:
Those who oppose an agreement should consider what our security wiU look 
like at the end of this decade if we do not have the agreement and we have 
the possibility of ten or fifteen countries having these weapons. And when 
one goes off, it may mean they all go off. So this Administration will leave 
no stone unturned to get an agreement, if we can get it, and provide for our 
security.^

That is why, with the co-operation of our United Kingdom col
leagues, we have proposed that the Sub-Committee on the test ban 
treaty should continue to work during the recess, and that we each 
should continue to negotiate on the basis of the two drafts of treaties 
which we have proposed to the Conference. That is the position of 
the United States and United Kingdom. We hope that it will also  ̂
be the position of the Soviet Union.

 ̂Ante, p. 832.
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Remarks by the Chinese Communist Vice Premier (Ch’en) 
at the North Vietnamese Embassy {Extract}, September 
1, 1962^

As a gesture of peace, the United States recently put forward twa 
draft agreements on total and partial banning of nuclear tests ̂  How
ever, these two draft agreements are still based on the stubborn stand 
of advocating only “supervision” and “inspection” but not banning 
nuclear tests, and in reality these draft agreements are only pretexts 
for the United States to continue its practice of nuclear blackmail and 
to speed up its nuclear war preparations. People all over the world 
should realize that, since the threat of nuclear war comes from the 
United States, such a threat can be removed only by forcing U.S. 
imperialism to accept total banning of nuclear weapons— în other 
words, to ban testing, manufacturing, stockpiling, and using nuclear 
weapons and to effect complete destruction of all existing nuclear 
weapons. Under these circumstances, where U.S. imperialism is ac
tively carrying out arms expansion and war preparations with abso
lutely no sincerity in disarmament and banning of nuclear weapons, all 
socialist and peace-loving countries must undertake to strengthen their 
self-defense power. All unrealistic illusions will be harmful to the 
cause of world peace.

Document Prepared by American and Soviet Scientists at 
the Tenth Pugwash Conference on Science and World 
Affairs, September S-?, 1962 ^

A  N ew A pproach on the T est B a n  N egotiations

We have tried to search for a compromise between the two views 
which have developed regarding the problem of inspection in connec
tion with the ban on underground tests. The Western view has sup
ported international seismic stations together with obligatory on-site

 ̂Peiping radio broadcast, Sept. 1,1962.
 ̂See ante, pp. 792S07.

^ENDQ/G6, Dec. 4, 1962. The Pugwasli conferences are periodic informal 
meetings of Western and Soviet scientists, so called because the first meeting was 
held at Pugwash, Nova Scotia. The scientists participate as individuals and do 
not represent governments.
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inspections by an International Control Commission, while the East
ern proposals have stressed national stations with international con
trol of seismic data, and with invitational on-site inspections. In the 
course of our discussions as participants in the Pugwash Conference, 
we have tried to develop new ideas and to formulate concrete sugges
tions which may facilitate our reaching a general and complete test 
ban agreement in a short time.

In particular, we have used the proposal by the eight neutral coun
tries as a basis upon which to find a compromise solution.  ̂ Their 
proposal suggests the utilization of a world-wide net of standardized 
seismic stations manned by nationals of the host country which will 
provide an International Control Commission with seismic records. 
We have explored the possibility of developing this system in such 
a way as to provide a minimal interference with the host country, and 
still obtain a maximum amount of completeily objective seismic in
formation for the International Control Commission so that it will 
substantially reduce the number of necessary on-site inspections. Our 
suggestions are along the following lines:

1. Automatic Kecording Stations will be used. These will be sealed 
in such a way that they cannot be tampered with, and they will be 
self-contained. The instruments will be installed by the host govern
ment, and periodically returned to the International Commission for 
inspection, replacement, repair, etc. A standard explosive blast can 
be used for calibration purposes. Ail the records from the instru
ments will be turned over to the Commission for analysis. Their 
location can be verified directly from the timing and phase of large 
seismic events.

2. The numbers of the sealed automatic stations in the network 
should be large enough so that it provides a good check of the seismic 
data supplied by all stations. This would insure the reliability of 
this data. Such an arrangement will substantially reduce the prob
ability of unidentified seismic events and also increase the precision 
with which the location of epicenters may be determined.

3. At any time the International Commission can request the im
mediate return of the sealed instruments themselves, as well as the 
relevant seismic data which in the normal course of operation will be 
collected periodically.

4. The sealed automatic seismographs which are to be placed in the 
Soviet Union can be manufactured or procured by the United States, 
and vice versa.

We think a system developed along these lines may provide a large 
enough mass of objective seismic data so that the International Control

Ante, pp. 334-336.
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Commission will need to request very few on-site inspections. If  this 
is true, it may provide a new basis for negotiation in the Geneva dis
cussions and ease the problem of resolving the on-site inspection issue.

Academician L. A .  A r t s t m o v i t c h , USSR
Professor D. E. I n g l i s , USA
Mr. E. S. L e g h o r n , USA
Professor A. E i c h , USA
Professor U. V. E i z n i c h e n k o , USSE
Academician I. E. T am m , USSE

Second Interim Progress Report by the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee to the Disarmament Com
mission, September 7, 1962^

The Conference of the 18-Nation Committee on Disarmam^t 
transmits herewith to the United Nations Disarmament Commission 
and to the I7th Session of the General Assembly a second interim 
progress report on the Conference deliberations for the period 1 June 
1962 to 8 September 1962.

I. O r g a n i z a t i o n  o f  C o n f e r e n c e

A. Participants in the Conference

Eepresentatives of the following states continued their participa
tion in the work of the Committee:

Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Ethiopia, India, 
Italy, Mexico, Nigeria, Poland, Eomania, Sweden, Union of Soviet 
Socialist Eepublics, United Arab Eepublic, United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, and the United States of America.

B. Agreements on Procedural Arrangements

1. At its 47th meeting on 1 June 1962, the Conference decided to 
recess from 15 June to 16 July 1962.

2. At its 57th meeting on 16 July 1962, the Conference adopted 
certain additional procedural arrangements recommended by the 
Co-Chairmen concerning the number of meetings of the full Com
mittee to be held each week and the schedule of those meetings and 
any subcommittee meetings.^

 ̂ENDO/62, Sept. 7, 1962.
 ̂See ante, p. 658.
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3. At its 60th meeting on 24 July 1962, the Conference adopted 
further recommendations by the Co-Chairmen concerning the proce
dure of work of the Committee on the first stage of a treaty on gen
eral and complete disarmament.^ These recommendations were based 
upon the sequence of measures proposed both in Stage I of the Draft 
Treaty on General and Complete Disarmament Under Strict Inter
national Control, introduced on 15 March 1962 by the Delegation 
of the Soviet Union,  ̂and in Stage I of the Outline of Basic Provisions 
of a Treaty on General and Complete Disarmament in a Peaceful 
World, introduced on 18 April 1962 by the Delegation of the United 
States,  ̂ and also took account of the suggestions submitted by the 
Delegation of the United Kingdom on 17 July 1962.̂

The recommendations provided that the overall objective of the 
Committee in the present phase of work should be to overcome the 
obstacles and disagreements between various delegations which 
became apparent during the discussions of the basic proposals of the 
Soviet Union and of the United States on general and complete dis- 
araiament in the first period of Committee activity from 14 March 
tô  14 June 1962, and that the initial focus should be on first stage 
of a treaty on general and complete disarmament, with the aim of 
considering in detail the measures of disarmament, verification and 
maintenance of international peace and security of the said stage, 
and of agreeing on the text of appropriate articles to be incorporated 
into the first stage of a treaty on general and complete disarmament.

The agreed procedure set forth a list of 12 measures and topics for 
consecutive discussion. It also provided that discussion take place 
initially at plenary meetings and that during such consideration all 
delegations could submit relevant treaty language. Thereafter, at a 
suitable time, the measure or topic under discussion was to be referred 
to the Co-Chairmen for further detailed consideration, with the aim 
of bringing positions closer together and of achieving agreement on 
texts of appropriate articles of the first stage of a treaty on general 
and complete disarmament.

Nothing in the agreed procedure was intended to preclude any 
delegation from discussing any subject or proposal in any plenary 
meeting. Consideration both of the question of a treaty banning 
nuclear weapon tests and of questions to be discussed in the Commit
tee of the Whole was specifically exempted from the agreed procedure 
of work.

Ante, pp. 679-681.
 ̂Ante, pp. 10^115.

* Ante, pp. 353-369.
 ̂Ante, p. 670.
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C. Recess and Date of Resumption

The Conference at its 73rd meeting on 22 August 1962 agreed to 
a recess beginning 8 September 1962 and to a resumption of work in 
Geneva on 12 November 1962. The Co-Chairmen, after consultation 
with members of the Committee, are empowered by the Committee 
to set a different date for reconvening in Geneva if circumstances in 
their judgment so warrant, taking into account both the expected 
termination date of the consideration of disarmament at the 17th 
Session of the General Assembly and the desirability of reconvening 
the Committee at Geneva at as early a date as possible.

II. P l e n a r y  D e l ib e r a t io n s

1. Ten plenary meetings took place from 1 June to 14 June 1962, 
prior to the recess from 15 June to 16 July 1962.

2. Twenty-six plenary meetings took place from 16 July to 8 Sep
tember 1962, following the recess. The Foreign Ministers of Canada, 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Eepublics, the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and the United States of Amer
ica, and the Defense Minister of India, took part at the 60th meeting 
on 24 July 1962.

3. At its plenary meetings, the Committee continued to consider, 
in accordance with the recommendations concerning the procedure of 
its work, the draft treaty on general and complete disarmament sub
mitted by the Soviet Union on 15 March 1962, the outline of basic 
provisions of a treaty on general and complete disarmament in a 
peaceful world submitted by the United States on 18 April 1962, 
and other proposals submitted by members of the Committee, in the 
light of the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles of 20 September 
1961  ̂ and of the General Assembly Eesolution 1722 (XVI) of 20 
December 1961.̂

4. The Delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Eepublics, on 
16 July 1962, submitted certain additions and modifications to its draft 
treaty on general and complete disarmament.^ These additions and 
modifications concerned, inter alia (1) a 30% reduction in Stage I  
and a 35% reduction in Stage I I  of conventional armaments, and (2) 
measures to reduce the danger of the outbreak of war. The Dele
gation of the Soviet Union also made known its readiness to lengthen 
to 5 years the period it proposes for implementation of a treaty on 
general and complete disarmament, to lengthen to 24 months from 
the date of entry into force of a treaty the period it proposes for com-

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

 ̂Ante, pp. 658-659.
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pletion of Stage I, and to set in Stage I  a level of 1.9 million men 
each for the reduced armed forces of the United States and the Soviet 
Union.

5. The Delegation of the United States of America, on 6 August 
1962, submitted certain amendments to its outline of basic provisions 
of a treaty on general and complete disarmament in a peaceful 
world.  ̂ These amendments provided for restrictions on the pro
duction of existing armaments and the prohibition of production 
of new types in Stage I. On 8 August 1962, the Delegation of the 
United States of America submitted certain other amendments relat
ing to the procedure for transition from Stage I to Stage II and from 
State II  to Stage III.^

6. After discussion in plenary meetings, the following measures 
or topics listed in ENDC/l/Add.3  ̂ were referred to the Co-Chair
men:

Pamgmj)li 5,a. Basic obligations concerning the measures of 
disarmament, verification and maintenance of international peace and 
security in the first stage and the time limits for their implementa
tion.

Paragra'ph Disarmament measures in regard to nuclear
weapon delivery vehicles, including the problems pertaining to the 
production of such vehicles, together with appropriate control 
measures.

Paragra'ph 6.c, Disarmament measures in regard to conven
tional armaments, including the problems pertaining to the produc
tion of such armaments, together with appropriate measures of 
control.

7. The text of a Working Draft of Part I  of a treaty, cohtaining 
Articles 1, 2 and 3, which was submitted on 31 May 1962 by the Dele
gations of the Soviet Union and the United States but which was 
not included among the documents in Annex I  of the first interim prog
ress report of the Conference, is attached in Annex I  of the present 
report.^

8. Pursuant to the discussions mentioned in paragraph 6 above, the 
following documents were submitted:

(1) By the Co-Chairmen of the Committee at the 67th plenary 
meeting on 7 August 1962, a working draft of Article 4, Part II,

 ̂Ante, p. 718.
 ̂Ante, pp. 728-730.
 ̂Ante, p. 680.
* For tlie text of this paper, see ante, pp. 574-577.
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“Basic Tasks and Obligations and Time Limit of Stage I ”, of a 
treaty.^

Prior to submission of document ENDC/55, the Co-Chairmen 
had given detailed consideration to earlier working drafts of Article
4, Part II, submitted by the Delegation of the People’s Republic of 
Bulgaria on 25 July 1962  ̂and on 31 July 1962,® and the Delegation 
of the United States of America on 30 July 1962.̂

(2) By the Delegation of the United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland on 1 August 1962, a preliminary study of 
problems connected with the elimination of rockets as nuclear de
livery vehicles,  ̂ a preliminary study of problems connected with the 
verification of the destruction of certain nuclear delivery vehicles,® 
and on 31 August 1962 a preliminary study of the technical possibility 
of international control of fissile material production.^

9. The question of a treaty banning nuclear weapon tests was dis
cussed by the Committee during a number of plenary meetings.

Discussion was continued of the proposals of the United States and 
of the United Kingdom dated 18 April 1961,® of the Soviet Union 
dated 28 November 1961,® and of the Joint Memorandmn of Brazil, 
Burma, Ethiopia, India, Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden and the United 
Arab Eepublic dated 16 April 1962.̂ °

At the 69th meeting of the Committee on 14 August 1962, the Dele
gation of the United States reviewed the revised United States position 
which it had presented at the 23rd meeting of the Sub-committee on a 
Treaty for the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests on 9 August 
1962.11

At the meeting of the Committee on 20 August 1962, on a joint pro
posal by India and the United Arab Republic, the Committee requested 
the Co-Chairmen, who accepted, to consider practical and adequate 
ways for a test ban treaty.

On 27 August 1962 the Delegations of the United States and the 
United Kingdom introduced the texts of two proposals for a treaty. 
These are a draft treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in all environ-

 ̂Ante, pp. 727-728.
" ENDG/L.17.
 ̂Ante, pp. 700-701.
 ̂Ante, pp. 699-700.
Ante, pp. 701-705.

° Ante, pp. 706-709.
’ Ante, pp. 834-852.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 82-126,161-162,325,327.
® IMd., p. 664.

Ante, pp. 334-336.
The U.S. statement of Aug. 9 appears ante, pp. 747-758.
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ments  ̂and a draft treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in the atmos
phere, outer space, and underwater.^

At the 81st plenary meeting of the Committee on 5 September 1962, 
the Delegations of the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and the 
United States agreed that the Sub-Committee on a Treaty for the 
Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests would continue to meet in 
Geneva during the recess.

I I I .  I n f o r m a l  M e e t i n g s  o f  t h e  C o m m i t t e e

A short informal meeting to discuss and agree upon a recess pre
ceded the 73rd plenary meeting.

IV. C o m m i t t e e  o f  t h e  W h o l e

A meeting of the Committee was held on 19 July 1962. The sub
jects discussed were: (a) the prevention of the further dissemination 
of nuclear weapons, and (b) reduction of the possibility of war by 
accident, miscalculation, or failure of communications.

V. S u b c o m m i t t e e  o n  a  T r e a t y  f o r  t h e  D i s c o n t i n u a n c e  o f  N u c l f a r

W e a p o n  T e s t s

1. The Subcommittee has held seven meetings during this phase of 
the negotiations.

2. At the 23rd meeting of the Subcommittee on 9 August 1962, the 
Delegation of the United States presented its revised position referred 
to in Section II, paragraph 9, above.

V I .  M e e t i n g s  o f  t h e  C o - C h a i r m e n

During the period covered by this report, the Representatives of 
the United States of America and of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, in their capacity as Co-Chairmen of the Eighteen Nation 
Committee on Disarmament, have held numerous meetings, including 
consultations at staff level. Schedule of and procedure for the work 
of the Conference, Draft Article 4 of a treaty on general and complete 
disarmament, and cessation of nuclear weapon tests were among the 
subjects discussed.

VII. C o n f e 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 Eight

 ̂Ante, pp. 792-804.
* Ante, pp. 804-807.
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een Nation Disarmament Committee, of the Committee of the Whole 
and the Subcommittee on a Treaty for the Discontinuance of Nuclear 
Weapon Tests.  ̂ Copies of these verbatim records and documents have 
been or are in the course of being circulated to all Members of the 
United Nations.

This report is submitted by the Co-Chairmen on behalf of the Con
ference of the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament.
Union of Soviet Socialist Kepublics United States of America

V. V. K u z n e t s o v  A r t h u r  H. D e a n

Soviet Proposal Submitted to the Committee on Peaceful 
Uses of Outer Space: Draft Declaration of the Basic 
Principles Governing the Activities of States Per
taining to the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, 
September 10, 1962 ^

The Governments of the States whose representatives have signed 
this Declaration^

Ins'pired by the great prospects opening up before mankind as a 
result of penetration into outer space,

Recognizing that the peoples of all the countries of the world are 
interested in the conquest of outer space,

Desiring to promote broad international co-operation in the explora
tion and use of outer space for peaceful purposes.

Taking into consideration United Nations General Assembly reso
lution 1721 (XVI) approved unanimously by all the States Members 
of the United Nations,®

Solemnly declare that in the exploration and use of outer space they 
will be guided by the following principles:

1. The exploration and use of outer space shall be carried out for 
the benefit and in the interests of the whole of mankind.

2. Outer space and celestial bodies are free for exploration and use 
by all States; no State may claim sovereignty over outer space and 
celestial bodies.

3. All States have equal rights to explore and use outer space.

 ̂Not printed.
 ̂A/5181, annex III, pp. 1-2.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 738-741.
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4. The activities of States pertaining to the conquest of outer space 
shall be carried out in accordance with the principles of the United 
Nations Charter and with other generally recognized principles of 
international law in the interests of developing friendly relations 
among nations and of maintaining international peace and security.

5. Scientific and technological advances shall be applied in outer 
space in the interests of a better understanding among nations and the 
promotion of broad international co-operation among States; the use 
of outer space for propagating war, national or racial hatred or enmity 
between nations shall be prohibited.

6. Co-operation and mutual assistance in the conquest of outer space 
shall be a duty incumbent upon all States; the implementation of 
any measures that might in any way hinder the exploration or use 
of outer space for peaceful purposes by other countries shall be per
mitted only after prior discussion of and agreement upon such meas
ures between the countries concerned.

7. All activities of any kind pertaining to the exploration and use 
of outer space shall be carried out solely and exclusively by States; 
the sovereign rights of States to the objects they launch into outer 
space shall be retained by them.

8. The use of artificial satellites for the collection of intelligence 
information in the territory of foreign States is mcompatible with 
the objectives of mankind in its conquest of outer space.

9. States shall regard all astronauts as envoys of mankind in outer 
space and shall render all possible assistance to spaceships and their 
crews which may make an emergency landing on the territory of a 
foreign State or on the high seas; spaceships, satellites and capsules 
found beyond the limits of the launching State shall be returned to 
that State.

The Governments of the States signatories to this Declaration call 
upon all the States of the world to accede to it.
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United Arab Republic Proposal Submitted to the Com
mittee on Peaceful Uses of Outer Space: Draft Code for 
International Cooperation in the Peaceful Uses of Outer 
Space, September 14, 1962^

The Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space^
Having in mind that the Members of the United Nations, according 

to the Charter, are determined to save succeeding generations from 
the scourge of war,

Recognizing that it is imperative in the interest of mankind that 
activities in outer space should be exclusively devoted to the peaceful 
uses of outer space.

Recognizing further that the General Assembly, in its resolution 
1721 (XVI), has urged that the United Nations be a focal point for 
international co-operation in the peaceful exploration and uses of 
outer space,̂

Noting the inter-relationship of the technical and legal aspects of 
any activity in outer space,

Conscious of the impact of consolidating the efforts of Member 
States in promoting international co-operation in the peaceful uses 
of outer space.

Believing that, to reach this end, it is necessary to have as guid
ance a framework which defines the future of its activities,

I

Decides that the Committee should be guided in its work by the 
following principles:

1. That the activities of Member States in outer space should be 
confined solely to the peaceful uses;

2. That in their policies toward outer space Member States should 
promote international and peaceful co-operation;

3. That Member States bear special responsibility emanating from 
their obligations to secure the safety of space for astronauts in outer 
space;

4. That Member States agree to provide every possible assistance to 
personnel of space vehicles who may be the subject of accident or 
experience conditions of distress or who may land by reason of acci
dent, distress or mistake;

 ̂A/5181, annex III, pp. 6-8.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 738-741.
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5. That Member States undertake to return to the State or inter
national organization responsible for launching space vehicles these 
space vehicles and its personnel;

6. That one of the main objectives in international peaceful co-oper
ation in outer space is to develop special programmes in which the 
developing countries can participate with a view to promoting world
wide interest in outer space ;

7. That Member States agree to make full use of the facilities and 
experience of all international organizations, specialized agencies and 
nongovernmental organizations, which have activities in outer space;

8. That Member States will exert every possible effort to provide 
the United Nations Secretary-General, on a voluntary basis, with all 
information necessary for the promoting of international co-operation 
in the peaceful uses of outer space;

9. That Member States undertake to give all possible assistance to 
the United Nations and its aflSliated organizations, to undertake joint 
programmes of training and research to promote science and tech
nology in outer space;

II

Decides to establish a sub-committee to examine the best practical 
procedure in order to put into practice the aforementioned principles.

Statement by ACDA Director Foster to the Preparedness 
Investigating Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on 
Armed Services, September 17,1962 ^

( N o t e .— This is a “sanitized” version of Mr. Foster’s statement.)
Mr. Chairman, this statement has been prepared in response to the 

suggestions in your letter of September 8,1962.^
The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency—^ACDA—was cre

ated by act of Congress on September 26,1961.® The Director serves 
as principal adviser to the President and the Secretary of State on 
arms control and disarmament matters. Under the direction of the 
Secretary, he has primary responsibility within the Government for 
arms control and disarmament matters.

 ̂Arms Control and Disarmament: Hearings Before the Preparedness Investi
gating 8ul)comniittee of the Committee on Armed Services^ United States Senate, 
Eighty-seventh Congress, Second Session, pp. 4-9.

 ̂Not printed.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 482-495.
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The Agency’s most important functions, as described in the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Act, are:

(1) the conduct, support and coordination of research for arms 
control and disarmament policy formulation; and

(2) the preparation for and management of U.S. participation 
in international negotiations in this field.

Because of its primary responsibility for research in the arms con
trol and disarmament field, the Agency has, since its creation, re
viewed the arms controls and disarmament research conducted by 
other agencies and instituted research in those areas where further 
effort was necessary. As it has acquired staff, its competence in this 
area has gradually increased. During this fiscal year, we hope to 
give the Government-wide research program in this field better direc
tion and expanded scope.

During its year of existence, the Agency has prepared for and 
supported U.S. participation in the Geneva Conference on Disarma
ment, the arms control and disarmament discussions at the United 
Nations, and various bilateral discussions with other nations con
cerning arms control and disarmament. I t supported these activities 
by supplying staff, and by preparing policy recommendations con
cerning the position the United States should take—positions which 
are in the main subject to approval by the President after consulta
tion with other agencies.

The Agency was primarily responsible, for example, for the “Out
line of Basic Provisions of a Treaty on General and Complete Dis
armament in a Peaceful World,” submitted to the Geneva Conference 
on April 18, 1962,̂  and for the draft treaty bamiing nuclear weapon 
tests in all environments and the draft treaty banning nuclear weapon 
tests in the atmosphere, outer space and underwater, both of which 
were submitted to the Conference on August 27,1962.^

I think the best way to advise the committee of the way in which 
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency performs its function of 
policy formulation and coordination in the field of arms control and 
disarmament is to describe a specific instance, in this case the delibera
tions which led up to the submission at the Geneva Conference on 
August 27 of the two draft treaties dealing with nuclear weapons 
tests. When ACDA came into existence, one of its responsibilities 
was the management of the nuclear test ban negotiations which had 
been going on since the fall of 1958. These negotiations represented 
the considered judgment of two administrations that an effectively

 ̂AntCj pp. 351-382.
 ̂Ante, pp. 792-807.
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verified nuclear test ban treaty was in the national interest. The 
United States then had outstanding a proposal for a system of detec
tion and inspection relying primarily on conclusions reached by the 
United States, the United Kingdom, and the Soviet Union scientists 
in 1958.̂  Much of the data providing the technical underpinnings 
for the system came from studies made before 1958. The data at that 
time suggested that reliance should be placed on stations near the 
site of an event to detect that event. This meant that a fairly large 
number of detection stations were necessary, especially since we were 
then concerned with the ultimate erection of a worldwide system, 
focusing on the Southern Hemisphere as well as on the Northern 
Hemisphere. Although this proposed system was then determined 
to be in the best interests of the United States, it did have certain 
drawbacks. It was large and cumbersome, took a good deal of time 
to install, and was very expensive. There had also been considerable 
skepticism expressed as to whether or not an international organiza
tion could effectively recruit and train personnel necessary for such 
an elaborate system.

In the spring of 1962, ACDA began to consider whether changes 
in this system might be in the best interests of the United States. 
We had been following the progress of Project Vela which was begun 
by the Defense Department in 1959 in order to leam as much as 
possible about the detection and identification of nuclear explosions. 
About $90 million has been spent on this project so far. In early 
June of this year ACDA asked the Defense Department for a re
assessment of the developments of the Vela program and of the 
monitoring system now operated by the Defense Department to detect 
and identify nuclear weapon tests. And here it should be noted that 
a vast amount of data has been accumulated since 1958 bearing on 
underground explosions. Our underground nuclear test series which 
began in September 1961, of course, proved to be a rich source of 
information.

The Defense Department review revealed two significant assess
ments of the technical situation. The first of these was the establish
ment of a better capability for long-distance detection of earth tremors 
caused by nuclear explosions or earthquakes. This makes it possible 
to propose a simpler and more economical system of internationally 
supervised long-range detection stations. I t is now possible to design 
a more realistic system which has fewer scientific detection stations— 
including fewer in the United States and the Soviet Union—which 
relies more on stations outside the United States and the Soviet 
Union to detect nuclear explosions in those countries, and which

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1090-1111.
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permits those stations to be manned with nationals of the country 
where they are located, nationals who would be under continuing 
international supervision by resident inspectors. Since we would 
place primary reliance on stations outside the Soviet Union to detect 
explosions in the Soviet Union, we need no longer be so concerned 
about Soviet nationals manning Soviet control posts.

The second key technical reassessment is that an earlier estimate 
of the number of tremors from earthquakes in the Soviet Union which 
might be confused with tremors from nuclear explosions has been 
shown by actual observations and research to be several times too 
large. Since there are fewer actual earthquakes which produce trem
ors similar to those of an explosion, the number of on-site inspections 
]ieeded to identify the cause of any observed tremors is less.

These technical developments did not change the fact that in many 
cases it was not possible to determine on the basis of seismic data alone, 
whether a particular event was an underground nuclear explosion 
or an earthquake. Hence these developments did not eliminate the 
requirement for a system of effective, reliable, objective, on-site inspec
tions of unidentified seismic events as an essential element of any 
system of verification. Moreover, other problems—for example that 
of location of suspicious events—were revealed to be somewhat more 
complicated.

These developments, as well as the basic policy which the United 
States should adopt in the test ban negotiations, were given the most 
thorough consideration by ACDA and by the other interested agencies. 
The basic interagency group for this consideration was the Committee 
of Principals made up of the Secretary of State, the Secretary of 
Defense accompanied by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the 
Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, the Director of the 
Central Intelligence Agency, the Administrator of the National Aero
nautics and Space Administration, the Director of the U.S. Informa
tion Agency, the Special Assistant to the President on National 
Security Affairs, the Director of the Office of Science and Technology, 
and myself.

The meeting of the Committee of Principals was preceded by exten
sive interagency consultation at the staff level, and was followed by 
a series of meetings in which members of the Committee of Principals 
spent many hours over a number of days with both the President and 
the Vice President in considering the problem. In the later stage of 
this consideration, the President supplemented the group by recalling 
Ambassador Dean from Geneva and asking two members of the 
General Advisory Committee of the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency, Mr. John J. McCloy, the Chairman, and Mr. Robert Lovett, 
to participate in the deliberations. I  might add that the Disar
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mament Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, 
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy and numerous Members of the 
House and Senate, including members of this subcommittee, were 
kept advised during the coui*se of the deliberations.

In the course of considering tliis problem, consideration was given 
to all relevant aspects of national security, both as it might be affected 
on the one hand by a comprehensive test ban or a ban limited to outer 
space, the atmosphere and underwater, and as it might be affected on 
the other hand by no test ban. Various aspects of the problem were 
examined such as the effect on the United States-U.S.S.R. military 
balance, with and without a test ban; the possibility and extent of the 
diffusion of nuclear weapons, both with and without a nuclear testing 
agreement; an analysis of the possibility of maintaining readiness to 
test and an analysis of the possibility of Soviet clandestine under
ground testing.

As a result of these considerations, the decision was reached that 
a comprehensive test ban treaty involving internationally supervised 
national control posts of a somewhat lower number than previously 
discussed, and involving a possible reduction in the number of on-site 
inspections would be in the national interest. The decision was also 
reached that it was inadvisable to propose specific numbers either of 
stations or on-site inspections on the grounds that there was no point 
in suggesting or debating details or numbers until the Soviet Union 
accepted the principle of on-site inspection. At the same time, the 
decision was made that if the Soviet Union continued to indicate its 
unwillingness to accept obligatory on-site inspection the United States 
would be prepared to accept a treaty banning tests in the atmosphere, 
outer space or underwater—the environments in which a ban on tests 
could be effectively verified without the necessity of on-site inspections 
on Soviet soil.

Based on these considerations, I would like to summarize for you 
the reasons the United States continues to seek a test ban agreement.

Even though any test ban would entail some risk of cheating by the 
Soviet Union, we believe that risk is outweighed by the dangers to our 
security resulting from a continuation of unlimited testing. As Mr. 
Nitze will explain in greater detail, such series of weapon tests is apt 
to produce less of significance to our defense.  ̂ At the same time, 
if the Soviet Union is now behind us in certain areas as we believe, 
unlimited testing will inevitably permit it to catch up.

A nuclear test ban would be a first step to turn down the nuclear 
arms race and a first step toward more comprehensive measures. It 
would end whatever dangers to future generations may exist from 
further radioactive fallout. Moreover, unlimited testing is a spur

 ̂See infra.
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to countries which do not have the bomb to bend every effort to pro
duce it. Wliile a test ban agreement would not be sufficient in itself 
to prevent other countries from acquiring nuclear arms, with unlimited 
testing this seems almost impossible.

It has been estimated that over 10 additional countries can acquire 
at least a few nuclear weapons and a crude delivery capability during 
the next 10 years assuming no basic change in technology. The in
centives to possess such weapons—prestige, coercive and deterrent 
value, and military utility—are probably more meaningful now to 
Communist China and perhaps Israel. If testing continues, China 
will probably have some nuclear devices within a year to 3 years. 
Other countries in Asia, the Middle East and Europe could have them 
by the late 1960’s or soon thereafter if they chose to do so.

These facts are what was behind the President’s statement at his 
press conference of August 29 when he said:

Those who oppose an agreement should consider what our security will look 
like at the end of this decade if we do not have the agreement and we have 
the possibility of 10 or 15 countries having these weapons and when one goes 
off it may mean they all go off/

Both of our test ban proposals would serve to inhibit the spread of 
nuclear weapons to other countries in some degree. The atmospheric, 
outer space, and underwater test ban would not prohibit all testing 
and it would therefore have less of an effect in deterring additional 
countries from acquiring nuclear weapons than a ban on all tests. It 
would, however, have a significant effect to this end and it would result 
in a definite turndown of the nuclear arms race by preventing signifi
cant kinds of tests. Moreover, it would put an end to radioactive 
fallout.

By making tliis limited proposal we did not give up our insistence 
on adequate verification or inspection. We intend to rely on our own 
verification system rather than an international system for this pur
pose. For example, adequate assurance that the Soviet Union was not 
testing in the atmosphere would be provided by our existing moni
toring system which can detect blast effects with long-range detection 
devices and can inspect the cloud produced by the blast after it has 
been blown out of the Soviet Union by the prevailing winds.

As you know, the Soviet Union has not accepted either of our recent 
test ban proposals. It continues to insist upon a ban on all nuclear 
tests without any obligatory on-site inspection. By seizing the initia
tive with these two proposals we have, however, given the Soviet Union 
a difficult choice. If it insists upon a ban on all tests, it must accept 
on-site inspections on Soviet soil. If, on the other hand it refuses 
such inspections, it appears wholly unreasonable in also refusing a

 ̂Ante, p. 832.
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ban on those tests which do not require on-site inspections on Soviet 
Union soil.

Let me conclude by describing briefly the status of the Disarmament 
Conference at Geneva.

The Conference began on March 14, 1962, after prolonged bilateral 
negotiations between the United States and the Soviet Union concern
ing the countries which should participate and the principles which 
should form the basis for negotiations. It now stands in recess until 
November 12, except for the test ban negotiations between the United 
States, the United Kingdom, and the Soviet Union which will continue 
during the recess period.

Up to now there has been no substantial progress toward agreement 
on any arms control or disarmament measure at the Conference. We 
did not, however, expect progress to come quickly—particularly on 
comprehensive disarmament—because the distrust on both sides is very 
deep indeed. But, there are various steps short of disarmament which 
may be negotiable in the foreseeable future. These include measures 
to prevent the transfer of nuclear weapons to other countries, to reduce 
the danger of war by accident and to ban nuclear weapon tests.

This Conference has provided the United States with an unusual 
opportunity to communicate its views to the other nations present, and 
to demonstrate its own sincere desire for meaningful disarmament 
agreement. In United Nations debates and in speeches elsewhere, 
the Soviet Union has frequently used its oversimplified slogan “Gen
eral and Complete Disarmament in 4 years” as a propaganda weapon 
against the United States. Because the time for debate was limited 
or the forum of debate not conducive to probing analysis, the Soviet 
approach was not always revealed in its true light.

In this Conference, however, adequate opportunity is provided for 
full analysis and lengthy debate. As a result the Soviet participation 
has often been revealed as superficial and propagandistic. For ex
ample, I think we have now convinced the non-Soviet bloc partici
pants in the Conference that “General and Complete Disarmament in 
4 Years” is wholly unrealistic and that we should instead attempt to 
negotiate more limited measures while, of course, retaining universal 
disarmament as an ultimate goal.

Thank you, Mr. Cliairman. That is the end of my prepared 
statement.
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Statement by Assistant Secretary of Defense Nitze to the 
Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee of the Sen
ate Committee on Armed Services, September 17,1962 ^

(Note: This is a ‘̂ sanitized” version of Mr. Nitze’s statement.)
Mr. N it z e . Our arms control and disarmament policy is an impor

tant aspect of national security policy and as such is determined by 
the President after consultation with the National Security Council, 
of which the Secretary of Defense is a statutory member. Mr. Foster 
has described the functions of the ACDA and the interdepartmental 
system of coordination in the arms control and disarmament field.̂

The Department of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff partici
pate actively in all aspects of the U.S. arms control activity. We 
view our intense efforts to increase our military capabilities, in the 
absence of effective arms control, and the activities of the U.S. Gov
ernment in pursuit of effective arms control as being two sides of the 
same coin, the search for an improvement in our national security.

We have placed military officers into key assignments in the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency.

Individuals representing the Department of Defense, including 
representatives of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, participate in negotiations 
at Geneva and in the United Nations. We participate in all impor
tant arms control discussions within the executive branch of the Gov
ernment. We analyze the reports coming in from Geneva and the 
instructions of the State Department going into the field. In coop
eration with the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, we initiate 
research studies both within the Department of Defense and with ap
propriate outside organizations to explore arms control questions 
in depth and to suggest the advantages and disadvantages to the 
United States of possible courses of action.

GENERAL AND COMPLETE DISARMAMENT

With respect to general and complete disarmament, I  think it is 
fair to say that no one in the executive branch has been sanguine that 
the treaty outline tabled by the United States at Geneva in April 
1962,̂  or any treaty calling for complete disarmament will be achieved

 ̂Arms Control and Disarmament: Hearings Before the Preparedness Investi
gating ^nbeommittee of the Committee on Armed Services, United States Senate, 
Eighty-seventh Congress, Second Session, pp. 10-14.

* Supra.
® Ante, pp. 351-382.
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in the next few years. However, that does not mean that our 
efforts have been wasted. Both sides have had the opportunity to 
discuss concepts and definitions and to evaluate the strategic balances 
that might evolve under various plans for changes in force levels, base 
structure, weapons systems, production limitations, and inspection 
plans. Each side has learned more about the fundamental concerns 
of the other. Public opinion has been focused on the dangers inherent 
in the present course of world affairs. An important result of the 
work has been a wider realization of the fact that even the first stage 
of complete disarmament can take place only in a world environment 
in which certain of the fundamental tensions of the cold war have 
been alleviated.

The Department of Defense supports the April 18 treaty outline. 
It was drafted with the benefit of Department of Defense and Joint 
Chiefs of Staff views. Its basic theme is that reductions in arma
ment should be by percentages across the board. That is, the U.S. 
position is that nations should shrink their military establishments 
with everything—nuclear delivery vehicles and nonnuclear arms— 
affected in the same proportion.

MEASURES TO REDUCE THE RISK OF WAR

While carrying on the broader dialog seeking to identify areas of 
mutual interest which might help to initiate the first stage of general 
and complete disarmament, we have also sought to explore those meas
ures which might be put into effect in the present world situation— 
to reduce the risks of the bilateral nuclear relationship of the U.S.S.E. 
and the United States. We are studying the military implications 
of these measures and exploring the interest of the other side in their 
adoption.

NUCLEAR TEST BAN

Of the key issues of arms control, the world has been most preoc
cupied with that of a treaty banning nuclear weapons tests. This 
is perhaps not the most important step to take in the arms control 
field. But it is one to which the major powers have devoted a large 
share of their attention in recent years. The emphasis given to this 
aspect of arms control, and the degree of policy level attention devoted 
to it, makes it, perhaps, a good illustration to discuss in more detail 
before this committee.

The approach to this problem area was on an interagency basis 
with all those concerned contributing to the studies required by the 
President in making his decisions. With regard to these studies, Mr. 
Foster’s statement has described the problem of potential nuclear dif
fusion and has discussed developments in seismic detection.
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At this time I should like to comment on the test ban picture by 
tracing briefly the military significance of the problem of diffusion 
and the prospects, with and without testing, for changes in the bi
lateral relationships of the United States and the Soviet Union. The 
statements I  will make in this regard involve value judgments made 
by the U.S. Government after long and careful consideration of the 
many interrelated factors. These judgments involve both political 
and military aspects. During the next 10 years several nations could 
achieve this capability although possibly only a few will follow 
through to do so. Unfortunately, one of the nations likely to do so 
is Communist China. The political instability this competence will 
initiate is twofold. Communist China could be even less restrained 
in her military policies than she has been in the past. Other Asian 
countries might then find themselves impelled to enter the nuclear race. 
An even more forbidding prospect is that Conmiimist China's posses
sion of nuclear weapons might, in combination with other factors, 
induce some nations of the Asian rimlands to shift their political 
orientation. This prospect could result in a major alteration in the 
power relationships of the world. Acquisition of nuclear weapons 
by Middle Eastern nations could increase the instability in that area 
also.

Beyond 10 years the prospect gives even more cause for concern. 
A sizable number of nations could attain a nuclear capability in that 
time frame. Keduction of costs might make it possible for small in
dustrialized nations to develop weapons systems with which to inflict 
major damage one way or another on larger nations. The concern 
of certain major powers over the possible dilution of their capabilities 
by such attacks might increase their predilection for preemptive 
attacks. The careful working out of stabilizing arrangements could 
become immensely more difficult than at present.

I t is in our national interest to prevent or slow the rate of diffusion 
of nuclear weapons. A comprehensive test ban treaty should be a 
useful condition. In addition, other pressures and inducements might 
have to be brought to bear to deter some nations from seeking to 
achieve nuclear weapons, with or without testing. These measures 
may or may not succeed in all cases. However, it is our judgment that 
the rate of and motivation for diffusion would be dampened con- 
Sderably by a comprehensive test ban treaty.

Next, we should consider the prospect for changes in the bilateral 
relationship of the United States and the U.S.S.K. which varies 
depending upon the existence or lack of a test ban treaty. I  shall 
mention three situations—continued testing, an atmospheric ban, a 
comprehensive ban.



884 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1962

If testing continues by both sides, there would be further increases 
in efficiency of the higher yield warheads. The U.S. advantage in 
small weight—high yield weapons will undoubtedly diminish. How
ever, it is also true that Soviet and United States decisions on the 
composition and character of strategic and defensive forces will have 
a greater impact on the strategic balance than will improvements in 
warhead efficiency from this continued testing. Further testing will 
lead to increased knowledge of weapons effects for both sides. Over
all, the trend, with unlimited testing, will be toward equality in major 
nuclear forces between the United States and the U.S.S.E. In the 
field of tactical forces, continued testing would permit the Soviet 
Union, in time, to match the more diversified, and presently more 
numerous U.S. nuclear arsenal. More importantly, both sides might 
develop the pure fusion weapon which could be very much cheaper 
in nuclear material than present weapons and would free the U.S.S.E. 
from her dependence on fissionable material for weapons.

With a test ban treaty of a noncomprehensive nature, in which 
testing underground were permitted, many weapons design improve
ments of importance could still be carried out; there would remain 
some important uncertainties—probably on both sides—with respect 
to weapons effects. In essence, nuclear weapons development would 
continue with both sides likely to increase their capability. Public 
fear of radiation effects would diminish and some evidence of good 
faith might be demonstrable.

If  a comprehensive test ban treaty were achieved, there would be a 
considerable slowing in the rate of increase of yield-to-weight ratios. 
Toward the lower end of the yield spectrum, the U.S. advantage would 
persist over a longer time than would be the case with testing. Certain 
weapons effects phenomena would remain unsettled or undiscovered 
by both sides. The development of antimissile systems by both sides 
would be slowed somewhat but would not be prevented. The U.S. 
superiority in tactical weapons would persist for a longer period than 
if testing continued. In summary, the present U.S. strategic advan
tages would be likely to dissipate more slowly under a comprehensive 
treaty. Furthermore, the appropriate detection and verification sys
tem, including on-site inspections, which we consider necessary for 
such a treaty, might serve to “open” the Soviet Union to some extent 
and thus help to diminish her fear that effective control is another 
name for espionage. The foregoing comments make it apparent that 
both the rate of diffusion of nuclear weapons and the bilateral mili
tary relationship of the United States and U.S.S.E. are affected and 
we believe to our advantage by an effective comprehensive treaty.

In coming to a final reckoning regarding the wisdom of seeking 
this treaty, however, it is necessary to balance these advantages against
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the risks to the United States should the Soviets cheat under a com
prehensive treaty and successfully avoid detection. If no preparations 
for testing were maintained by the United States, we could be in a 
position after a few years in which a surprise abrogation by the Soviets 
would leave us perhaps 18 months behind them in readiness to test. 
Compliance with the ban by the United States would restrict our 
scientific developments in the nuclear weapons field. This would 
make more difficult the job of keeping the best scientists on the job 
and our laboratories hot, and would cause a degradation in our capabil
ities to devise really advanced weapons and to continue vigorous 
weapons development programs, both of which are needed to have 
a meaningful test series. Moreover, most of the important scientific 
principles can be effectively studied below 3 kilotons including what, 
if anything, might be done about all fusion weapons; and development 
of improved weapons of greater efficiency and lowered cost are attain
able under this 3-kiloton threshold. For a nation desiring to violate 
the treaty, this is important because the seismic system proposed under 
the April 18,1961,  ̂and the August 27,1962,  ̂draft treaties are capable, 
with present teclmologies, of detecting tests only down to 7 kilotons 
and 10 to 20 kilotons, respectively, if the shots were in alluvium, thus 
permitting clandestine shots up to 2 or 3 kilotons with some confidence 
that they will not be detected by seismic means. As we know, artificial 
decoupling (the so-called big hole), though difficult and expensive to 
employ, would allow yields well in excess of 10 kilotons to take place 
below the detection threshold.

However, these risks are somewhat lessened by several factors. 
This Government intends to make it a matter of policy to main
tain a readiness to test and to provide the funds necessary to main
tain the system in readiness and the incentive programs necessary 
to keep adequate scientific talent available. Moreover, the Soviet 
Union might well have an incentive not to cheat or abrogate. I t  is 
possible that, if the U.S.S.K. is able to prevent, through this treaty 
and other maneuvers, a nuclear weapons capability by Communist 
China, she may well consider her national interests to be served. 
Moreover, it is not unreasonable to assume that improvements in 
detection techniques or random detection of physical phenomena 
(which sometimes exceed the normal), or intelligence indications, 
during a test series long enough to provide real benefits to the U.S.S.R., 
will give evidence of cheating.

Considering all factors, we concluded that the risks of undetected 
cheating by the Soviets were outweighted by the risks of prolifera-

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 82-126.
 ̂Ante, pp. 792-804.
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tion and of an unrestricted nuclear weapons race. The President’s 
decision to seek a comprehensive test ban treaty, under the safeguards 
outlined by Mr. Foster, appeared justified in consideration of the 
military alternatives. The Department of Defense concurred in his 
decision.

Corollary to that decision, it was agreed to table also a draft treaty 
banning nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere, outer space, and 
underwater. The successful negotiation of this treaty would not 
dampen, to the same degree as the comprehensive treaty, nuclear 
proliferation or the teclinological aspects of the nuclear weapons 
race, because underground testing would continue. But it would 
permit a cessation of tests in media where we can rely on national 
detection systems to detect cheating. It ŵ ould permit both sides 
to establish an indication of good faith by their observance of the 
treaty.

FRAME OF REFERENCE

In conclusion, the successful negotiation of a treaty—for example, 
in the case of the comprehensive test-ban treaty—is not an end in 
itself. It would be merely the recording by the powers concerned 
of a first approach toward mutual cooperation. It should not be 
construed as an indication of relaxed tensions per se. We would not 
therewith relax our guard, disperse our laboratories, or relax our 
readiness to test. The treaty would merely signify that we were pre
pared, warily and with ample caution, to enter into a period of a trial 
relationship with the Soviet Union. Taken in that light, the test- 
ban treaty or any other interim arms control measure, can be viewed 
as an exploratory operation endeavoring to arrest dangerous present- 
day trends.

Statement by Secretary of State Rusk to the Preparedness 
Investigating Subcommittee of the Senate Committee 
on Armed Services, September 19, 1962^

( N o t e : The following is a “sanitized” version of Secretary Rusk’s 
statement.)

Secretary R u s k . I am very happy indeed to be here to talk about 
this central and extremely important aspect of our national policy.

 ̂Arms Control and Disarmament: Hearings Before the Preparedness Inves
tigating Subcommittee of the Committee 07i Armed Services, United States 
Senate, Eighty-seventh Congress, Second Session, pp. 80-83.
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I would like to say a few words to show how our present efforts to 
achieve arms control and disarmament measures are designed to 
advance both our foreign policy goals and our national security, and 
indeed, national security is the central objective of foreign policy.

I  was on the general staff in uniform at the time Hiroshima oc
curred. I remember vividly a comment a fellow officer made that 
morning: “War has turned upon itself and devoured itself, for no 
human purpose can be achieved by war under these conditions.”

The United States made a massive contribution toward the effort to 
build a peaceful world free of arms after the war. It is no small thing 
that a country which had the power we had in 1945 should have turned 
aside from the exploitation of that power and committed itself to the 
purposes solemnly written into the Charter of the United Nations.

The tragedy of the arms race is that it has been forced upon the 
United States and many other nations which tried sincerely in 1945, 
in the words of the United Nations Charter, ‘̂ to save succeeding gen
erations from the scourge of war, which twice in our lifetime has 
brought untold sorrow to mankind.”

We came out of World War II  holding in our hands a monopoly of 
the weapons of greatest mass destruction. I t was seen perfectly 
clearly that this monopoly would not last, because nature does not 
play favorites in yielding up its secre(ts.

We made a determined and sincere effort to put that monopoly 
under international control in order to avoid the kind of nuclear arms 
race in which we are now involved.

We also disarmed along with other free world allies, making cuts in 
our arms and Armed Forces to the point that in 1946 we did not have 
a division in the Army nor a group in the Air Force considered really 
ready for combat. One of the sobering questions we must bear in 
mind today is whether that action made its own contribution to the 
expansion of the Soviet appetite for power.

I  think we have not yet fully realized the full impact of our sweep
ing demobilization after World War II.

You are all familiar with the Soviet Union’s action since World 
War II. Given the nature of the world today, wise policy requires 
that we maintain a military force sufficient to deter or meet aggres
sion. Yet, we must also continue our patient and sincere efforts to do 
everything possible to create conditions under which nations can re
duce their armaments and thereby alleviate the dangers inherent in an 
uncontrolled arms race. We must provide authority for an increase 
in our reserve strength at the same time that we continue to seek a 
nuclear test ban treaty.

Military strength and disarmament must be pursued together. To 
pursue one to the exclusion of the other is to court disaster. But,
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taken together, they provide the most promising way by which we can 
insure our survival.

The Congress, I believe, Mr. Chairman, fully appreciates the need 
to pursue both these policies. Last year, when it was providing the 
executive branch with the wherewithal to increase the size of our Mili
tary Establisliment at the height of renewed tensions over Berlin, it 
also established the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. And, in 
the act establishing this Agency, it stated that an—

ultimate goal of the United St.'ites is a world which is free from the scourge of 
war and the dangers and burdens of armaments, in which the use of force has 
been subordinated to the rule of law ; and in which international adjustments 
to a changing world are achieved peacefully.^

I  do not wish to suggest to you that the prospects for achieving a 
substantial measure of disarmament in the near future are good. In 
an arms control or disarmament proposal such as our nuclear test ban 
offer, we seek agreement on measures which would advance our na
tional interests and be acceptable at the time to the Soviet Union.

Despite the lack of agreement so far, there are basic areas of mu
tual interest, objectively considered, between the United States and 
the Soviet Union which give us hope that agreed steps can be taken 
to slow down the nuclear arms race.

First, the leaders of the Soviet Union know as we do that “victory” 
in a widespread nuclear war would mean the destruction on both sides 
of civilization as we know it. The prospect of a devastated Soviet 
Union must weigh heavily on their minds.

Second, it would clearly be advantageous to both countries to re
duce the economic burden of the arms race. Although neither the 
United States nor the Soviet Union is probably spending all that it 
could on the arms race, both are devoting a major share of their 
energies on military preparation with little or no prospect that that 
effort will bring increased long-term security.

Third, we have a common interest in preventing a war by accident 
or failure of communications. The thought that one side might 
sustain a major accident with its own nuclear weapons, or that it might 
precipitate an attack resulting from a mistake on the part of the 
other side as to its intentions, must concern them as it does us.

This is the reason why we have agreed to discuss at Geneva methods 
to prevent war by accident, or miscalculation. Certain of our pro
posals in this area have been accepted by the Soviets in principle.

These include measures to improve communications between heads 
of government and to exchange military missions between NATO and 
the Warsaw Pact organization.

^Documents on Disai'mament, 1961, p. 482.
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Fourth, we have a mutual interest in preventing other countries 
from acquiring nuclear weapons and provoking a nuclear war. The 
Soviets might reasonably conclude that the acquisition of nuclear 
weapons by additional countries might deprive them of their oppor
tunity to decide whether or not to engage in nuclear war.

This mutual interest has produced agreement in principle—as ex
pressed in joint sponsorship of a U.N. resolution last year and in 
various discussions this year—in inhibiting the transfer of nuclear 
weapons into the control of nations not now possessing them.

It has also been a basic reason why we have continued to seek a 
test-ban agreement. As Mr. Foster and Mr. Nitze have told you, 
several nations including Communist China could achieve the capa
bility to produce nuclear weapons within a relatively short period.^

Communist China’s achievement of such a capability might well 
make her even more irresponsible and expansionist minded than she 
is now.

Furthermore, other countries might then feel compelled themselves 
to produce nuclear weapons.

As Mr. Nitze pointed out, such developments might precipitate a 
change in the political orientation of a number of countries in that 
area and throughout the world.

We do not, of course, believe that a nuclear test ban agreement 
signed by the United States, the United Kingdom, and the Soviet 
Union would, in and of itself, prevent additional 'countries from 
securing nuclear weapons. But, continued unlimited testing will cer- 
tainly stimulate other countries to try to do so.

Moreover, a test ban treaty combined with an agreement by the 
nuclear powers not to transfer nuclear weapons into the national 
control of nonnuclear powers would constitute a significant inhibition 
upon the spread of nuclear weapons to additional countries.

This would be linked to an agreement by nonnuclear powers to 
refrain from manufacturing, testing or seeking to acquire nuclear 
weapons. If such agreements become possible, their combined ef
fect would be to substantially enhance the national security interests 
of the United States.

The common interests in agreement between the United States and 
the Soviet Union which I  have described have not so far produced 
any significant measure of actual agreement.

 ̂Both the United States and the Soviet Union supported the Irish resolution, 
approved by the General Assembly on December 4,1961 p. 694).

® See supra.
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However, I for one remain hopeful that we can yet serve the basic 
national security interests of both countries by first step measures in 
the area of common interest.

Our probing of the Soviet Union is by no means at an end. There 
are many areas which it is in U.S. interests to probe further. I t is 
extremely useful to have the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 
in existence to continue to seek and pursue areas where the mutual 
interests of the United States and U.S.S.E. will be sufficient to make 
agreement on arms control and disarmament measures possible.

Mr. Chairman, your letter to me of September 8 asked questions 
concerning the relationship of the Department of State to the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency.  ̂ The Director of the Agency is 
my principal adviser on arms control and disarmament matters and 
works closely with me under my direction in preparing for and direct
ing international negotiations on this subject.

The Agency cooperates with the relevant bureaus and offices of the 
Department so that our arms control and disarmament policy can 
be interwoven with our foreign policy as a whole. While ACDA 
is a separate Agency, my relationship to it is very close. I  should 
be glad to go into this point in considerable detail.

Mr. Chairman, I  have commented on it very briefly in order for the 
committee to take up the maximum questions that are of interest to it.

News Conference Remarks by the Chinese Communist 
Vice Premier (Ch’en) on Disarmament and Nuclear 
Tests {Summary}, September 19, 1962 ^

Chinese Foreign Minister Ch’en Yi today said the Chinese Govern
ment had no intention of becoming a member of the United Nations 
unless Nationalist China was first ousted from the world organization, 
nor does the Peking government intend to participate in the confer
ences at Geneva for disarmament or nuclear test suspension as long as

 ̂Not printed.
* Tokyo broadcast, Sept. 20, 1962. Ch’en’s remarks were made in an interview 

with Japanese reporters. According to another summary of his remarks, broad
cast from Peiping on Sept. 20 by the Kyodo News Service, “Communist China is 
in favor of getting rid of aU nuclear weapons and banning aU countries from 
conducting nuclear tests. It is opposed to major powers regarding nuclear arma
ment as their privilege and of refusing to accord such rights to other countries; 
and Communist China is also engaged in large-scale nuclear experiments, but 
it could not reveal when it would conduct nuclear tests.”
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Nationalist China is a member of the United Nations, Ch’en declared.
Ch’en said he could not say anything about reports that Communist 

China might conduct nuclear weapon tests. He admitted that such 
reports were circulating in Japan. Oh’en said, however, that a “large 
organization” had been engaged in research on nuclear weapons, in̂  
eluding atomic bombs.

Address by the United States Representative (Stevenson) 
to the General Assembly {Extracts}, September 20, 
1962^

A year ago we met at a time of doubt and of danger. In the twelve 
months since, much has taken place to justify a measure of fresh hope 
for the future: A long, bitter war in Algeria has come to a close. A 
threatened conflict between two of our Members in the Southwest 
Pacific has yielded to peaceful settlement, through statesmanship on 
their part and skillful conciliation by the United Nations. In Laos 
civil war, abetted by foreign intervention, has been replaced by a 
ceasefire and an independent government under international guaran
tees. In the Congo, where the United Nations has played such a deci
sive part, war and the threat of war seem to be yielding to new hopes 
for the peaceful reintegration of Katanga into the Congo State and 
to the Secretary-General’s vigorous eilorts, with our support and that 
of the great majority of the Members, to get early implementation of 
the United Nations reconciliation plan. Disarmament negotiations, 
with the encouragement of the General Assembly, have resumed in a 
new forum with non-nuclear Powers playing a useful and constructive 
role. We have begun, under United Nations auspices, a search for 
co-operation in the development of outer space, in the interests not of 
any one nation but of humanity. We have begun, too, an intensifica
tion of the drive against poverty under the United Nations Decade of 
Development.

Those are all legitimate sources of gratification, and there are others. 
But we would be deceiving ourselves if we looked on the bright side 
alone. We still—all of us—continue to live in a dark and precarious 
world: The crisis in Berlin has not exploded into war, but the pressures 
and harassments against West Berlin continue to rank as a most

^General Assembly Official Records: Seventeenth Session, 1125th Plenary 
Meeting (prov.), pp. 21-35.
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ominous threat to the peace of the world. The Government of Cuba, 
with moral and material support from outside, carries on a campaign 
of subversion and vituperation against its neighbours in the Western 
Hemisphere. Unprovoked aggression from North Viet Nam contin
ues to threaten the freedom and independence of the Republic of Viet 
Nam and to menace the peace in Southeast Asia. The Chinese Com
munists continue their policy of provocation, their acts of force and 
subversion. The threat of conflict still smoulders in the Middle East  ̂
damped down but not quenched by the peace-keeping machinery of the 
United Nations. Disputes involving Members of our Organization 
continue unresolved on every continent. The continued repression of 
the peoples of Eastern Europe remains an underlying danger to peace. 
The concluding stage of the world-wide movement towards national 
independence elsewhere is complicated by issues which, though tran
sient and manageable, could become explosive if cool heads do not 
prevail over hot tempers. The prevalence of poverty in great areas 
of the world remains a source of moral frustration and political danger. 
And, most ominous of all, the suicidal arms race continues unabated.

Those situations raise serious dangers to the peace of the world. It 
was to deal with such dangers to the peace that half of the States in 
this Assembly hall established the United Nations seventeen years 
ago, and that the other half have adhered to the Charter in the years 
since.

The Charter issued a lofty challenge to mankind. It cannot be 
claimed that in these seventeen years the United Nations has estab
lished a reign of peace on earth. But the record of our Organization 
in meeting specific challenges to the peace is none the less impressive. 
In these years the United Nations, whether through the Security 
Council or the General Assembly, through conciliation or ceasefire, 
through peace observation or truce supervision or direct military 
action, has helped avert or end hostilities in Iran, in Greece, in the 
Middle East, in Kashmir, in Indonesia, in Korea, at Suez, in Lebanon, 
in the Congo, and now in West New Guinea.

If the United Nations has not succeeded in bringing the great 
Powers together, it has often succeeded in keeping them apart—in 
places where face-to-face confrontation might have changed difficult 
situations into impossible situations.

If  the United Nations has not succeeded in settling all international 
disputes, it has prepared the way for the peaceful evolution of an inter
national order. In that process, the United Nations has not made the 
fatal error of trying to freeze the movement of history. I t  has not 
sought peace at the expense of needed change. And we imist be 
equally sure that in a world as volatile as our own, change is not sought 
at the expense of peace, which is needed above all.
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The record of accomplishment is formidable; but the movement of 
history is more preemptory than ever, and today’s challenges of peace 
and of progress are therefore more urgent than ever. To meet these 
challenges, we need not just a strong but a still stronger United Na
tions. The most important general issue before this General Assembly 
is to get on with the business of steadily improving our Organization 
so that it can deal ever more energetically, more efficiently and more 
promptly with the dangers to peace and the obstacles to progress.

This is the essence— t̂his is the heart—this is the day-to-day stuff 
of our duty in this Assembly as we see i t : to build mightier mansions, 
to keep strengthening the United Nations. The worth and the loyalty 
of the Members will be tested by this standard: do their actions, do 
their proposals strengthen or weaken our Organization ?

Nothing is more important to all of us than a sustained and sys
tematic attack on the conflicts which threaten the peace. Our world 
is now a crowded house and our planet a single powder keg. We be
lieve that all nations should stay their hands in pursuit of national 
ambitions involving conflict with others until the world community has 
had a chance to find solutions through patient and quiet diplomatic 
effort.

The point here is not to oppose or to postpone desirable change, the 
point is not to stall or to evade needed action. On the contrary, the 
point is precisely to select the most effective technique, to search out 
the most relevant formula, to ensure that change can in fact take place, 
that action can in fact be taken to secure the peace of the world and to 
strengthen the United Nations.

There is work enough to do, and there are tools enough to do it. Let 
us resolve to set about it in an orderly fashion, let us use and combine 
our tools and techniques for a period of active and inventive diplo
macy, let us, at this seventeenth session of the General Assembly, 
aspire to the highest forms of political art and usher in a time of 
peaceful solutions of conflict, of peaceful passage, if you please, 
through the vast transformations which contemporary history 
demands.

The path to peace lies through thickets of conflict. But the biggest 
obstacle in the path, the most overwhelming danger of all, is the on- 
rushing arms race. Every day it gathers momentum as the nuclear 
Powers and others, large and small, enlarge their arsenals. Some of 
us continue to invent and test frightful new weapons. We feel obliged 
to do this for the sake of our separate national interests at a time 
in history when the national interest of all nations, those with nuclear
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weapons and those without, demands not the expansion but the aboli
tion of the power to wage war.

Let me be as clear and as simple as I can. This prodigal arms race 
is dangerous and deadly folly. Here in the United States we want to 
save, not destroy, our fellow man. We want to devote the resources 
now swallowed by this insatiable monster to the unfinished tasks of 
our own society. And we want to devote these resources to giving 
every soul on earth a chance for a better life.

Yet the arms race goes on. It goes on because no nation confronted 
by hostile nations can neglect its defences. No great Power can risk 
unilateral disarmament. There is one way, and one way only, out of 
this intolerable dilemma, and that is a system of complete and general 
disarmament under which all nations progressively tear down, in 
plain view of the international community and with suitable safe
guards, their own capacity to wage war.

A great achievement of the last session of the General Assembly 
was to endorse an agreement on a set of principles for general and 
complete disarmament in a peaceful world. Although we have made 
some progress, we have not made enough progress toward translating 
these agreed principles into an agreed plan to move by mutual action 
in rapid stages toward total disarmament and effective international 
peace-keeping.

The United States has proposed such a plan. I t has submitted its 
proposals to this General Assembly  ̂and to the Eighteen-Xation Dis
armament Conference at Geneva.^

But, just as it takes at least two to make an arms race, it takes at 
least two to stop an arms race. No one in his senses would expect one 
side to abandon the means of self-defence unless it knew for sure that 
the other side was giving up its arms as well. This means that prac
tical verification is the essence of any workable general disarmament 
agreement.

It need not be total verification. We have demonstrated again and 
again during long negotiations that we are prepared to take certain 
risks to lessen the chance of an intensified arms race. But we are 
not prepared to risk our survival. If other nations permit, as we 
have agreed to do, the degree of international inspection technically 
required for mutual security, we can end the arms race. But we can
not stake our national existence on blind trust, especially on blind 
trust in a great and powerful nation which repeatedly declares its 
fundamental hostility to the basic values of our free society.

The issue is plain. The price of general disarmament is mutual se
curity within the framework of the United Nations. Because such a

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 475-482.
 ̂Ante, pp. 351-382.
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system would be by international inspection, it could have no con
ceivable connexion with espionage. Is inspection by a United Nations 
agency too high a price to pay for the safety, perhaps the survival, 
of mankind? Can any society value its secrecy more than everyone’s 
safety, especially a society which avows itself to be the model toward 
which all other societies must irresistibly evolve ?

I put this issue in all gravity. I  ask the Members of this General 
Assembly to join the people of the world in demanding a programme 
of general disarmament which stands a chance of ending the arms 
race.

Once again, the answer to this issue is not to be found in exhortation 
or in emotionalism. It is not to be found by passing virtuous reso
lutions which proclaim noble ends without realistic means. It is to be 
found only in remorseless efforts to solve the infinitely complicated 
problem of disarmament. We believe that serious negotiations in 
Geneva will bring us closer to our goal, and I  hope the discussions 
there will continue to have the prayerful and wholehearted support 
of this General Assembly.

Here in New York, the General Assembly can insist on the indis
pensable condition of world disarmament, the assurance that agree
ments made are agreements kept.

But there is a situation even more immediate, but happily more 
hopeful, than general disarmament. I refer to the testing of nuclear 
weapons. If  we see in this a more acute problem, let me suggest that 
it is also more manageable, and therefore offers brighter hopes for 
early progress.

For nearly four years the nuclear powers, including my country, 
have been locked in negotiation for a reliable and a permanent ban 
on the testing of nuclear weapons. From such a ban would come a 
barrier to the spread of such weapons, an end to this new source of 
radiation in the human environment, and a great step toward the 
comprehensive disarmament treaty we so earnestly seek.

As is plain from the draft treaties tabled in Geneva,  ̂ the United 
States Government is prepared to stop the testing of all nuclear 
weapons, provided only that others are prepared to assmne the obliga
tion to do the same. Testing in the atmosphere, in the oceans and in 
space causes radiation. Testing underground does not. We are 
prepared to stop testing even without any international verification 
in the atmosphere, in the oceans and in space, because we have na
tional means of detecting testing by others. And we are prepared to 
stop testing underground—where we do not have our own means

 ̂Ante, pp. 792-807.



896 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1962

of verification—provided an international system is created to assure 
that others are doing the same.

It may be interesting to Members to know that since 1945, when 
it began, the United States has exploded nuclear devices with a total 
yield of about 140 megatons. Since 1949, when it began, the Soviet 
Union, so far as we can tell by distant instrumentation, has exploded 
devices with a total yield of approximately 250 megatons. Since the 
USSR broke the moratorium last fall, its explosions have yielded 
200 megatons. Those which the United States was then compelled 
to undertake have yielded 25 megatons.

I repeat that we in this country want to cease testing nuclear 
weapons. If other nuclear Powers are also willing to make an agree
ment to cease, the testing will cease. But let there be no doubt about 
i t : the United States prefers a comprehensive treaty banning all tests 
in all environments and for all time. On this transcendent issue, we 
in the United States are in dead earnest.

I  conclude this portion of my remarks with the thanks of my Gov
ernment to the eight non-aligned nations for their helpful and con
structive efforts to bring about agreement at Geneva.

Address by Foreign Minister Gromyko to the 
General Assembly {Extract}, September 21, 1962^

After the Second World War the United Nations was created with 
the aim of saving succeeding generations from the scourge of war. 
If analysis is to be made of the presently obtaining situation, a certain 
analogy will be called to mind with the time when the League of 
Nations was suffering severe trials preceding its own downfall. The 
present situation in the United Nations cannot fail to cause alarm 
among those who espouse peace and peaceful coexistence.

Particular concern among the Members of the United Nations who 
have assembled for the seventeenth session of the General Assembly 
should be provoked by the statement which was made in regard to 
Cuba by Mr. Kennedy, the President of the United States, at his 
news conference on 13 September of this year.  ̂ The United States

 ̂General Assembly Official Records: Seventeenth Session, 1127th Plenary 
Meeting (prov.), PP. 23-47.

^Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 1, 1962, pp. 481-482.
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is a founding Member of the United Nations and a permanent member 
of the Security Council; economically and militarily it is the most 
powerful of the capitalist States. I t would appear that such a coun
try, and its statesmen, by virtue of the responsibility that devolves 
on the United States as a great Power, should display particular re
spect for the United Nations Charter and should conduct their 
policies accordingly. This particular statement by President Ken
nedy, however, bespeaks exactly the opposite.

The Soviet Government has, of course, noted that the statement of 
the President of the United States also contains some sound appraisals 
which attest to a realistic understanding of certain aspects of the 
Cuban question and of the obtaining situation. Note cannot fail 
to be made of the fact that the United States Government has pub
licly divorced itself from those bellicose American circles which are 
calling for immediate armed aggression against Cuba. But it is 
blatant threats, not these sober remarks, that are the keynote, and this 
in effect erases whatever positive points this statement contained. It 
follows from the President’s remarks that the United States is at 
liberty to mount military action against Cuba and that it will itself 
decide when to deem it necessary to start an invasion. The President 
declared that the United States Government would go on co-operat
ing with Cuban counter-revolutionary leaders who have found refuge 
in the United States.

The facts of the most recent times do not weaken but reinforce 
the concern of Members of the United Nations with respect to the 
policies of the United States. One might well ask: Where are the 
obligations solemnly assumed by the Government of the United States 
under the Charter of the United Nations providing for non-interfer
ence by States in one another’s internal affairs ? Is it to be assumed 
that when the delegation of the United States which sat with us 
at the same table during the Conference of States founders of the 
United Nations in 1945 affixed its signature to the Charter on behalf 
of the United States this was a meaningless farce? After all, the 
leaders of the United States Government told us at the time that 
the United States regarded the undertakings they were assuming under 
the Charter seriously. But where is that serious attitude today?

Eepresentatives who have come to the General Assembly have 
doubtless already had time to feel the scale of the war hysteria 
around Cuba which has at present been whipped up in the United 
States and the campaign of hate against the Cuban people which 
is lashing through United States newspapers, radio and television. 
Matters have reached the point where a list of pretexts that could 
be used for an invasion of Cuba has been published in advance. This 
list includes everything under the sun.

688-714— 63— vol. II------- 19
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If, for instance, the United States should arrive at the belief that 
Cuba is in some way “hampering’' the functioning of the Cape 
Canaveral rocket range in Florida this would, so it appears, suffice 
for the biggest Power of the Western Hemisphere to crack down on 
little Cuba with its military might. Those who contemplate aggres
sion against Cuba will certainly j&nd no difficulty, given the desire, 
in advancing no end of accusations against Cuba, no matter how 
absurd. In the final analysis any mishap in missile tests at Cape 
Canaveral can be made out to be Cuba’s fault. I t thus appears that 
Cuba is to blame even for the fact that it neighbours on Florida.

But if this logic is taken as a guide it will appear that any State, 
particularly a big one, can declare to its neighbour that the latter is 
hampering the carrying out of such-and-such measures in such-and- 
such an area. But since it is impossible to move even a small State 
in the way that buildings are now moved from one place to another, 
since it is impossible to move Cuba away from Florida, or Florida 
away from Cuba, what is the answer ? Does this mean that a stronger 
neighbour has the right to gobble up a weaker one ?

Also named as a pretext for attack on Cuba is the appearance of 
a threat to the security of the United States military base at Guan
tanamo which is maintained on Cuban territory without the consent 
of its Government. But is it not plain that any incident can be 
cooked up in the United States and then declared to be evidence of an 
imminent threat to that base ?

It is also stated that the United States will be prepared to attack 
Cuba if it believes that Cuba is building up her forces to such a 
degree that she can pose a threat to the United States or to the pas
sage of the United States to the Panama Canal, or else a threat to 
any State of the Western Hemisphere. Any sober-minded man knows 
that Cuba is not pursuing either the first or the second or the third 
of these goals. This is fully realized by United States statesmen 
too. They know full well that the aid rendered by the Soviet Union 
to Cuba to strengthen her independence does not pursue any of these 
goals either, since they are alien to our foreign policy.

A sizable number of other similarly trumped-up charges against 
Cuba could be adduced, all of whose substance boils down to the fact 
that the United States announces the conditions under which it could 
mount aggression against Cuba, with the United States itself taking 
the part of the judge who determines whether or not such conditions 
exist.

One may well ask what kind of policy this is. Surely this is a 
policy of aggression, a policy of international depredation. What 
underlies this policy ? Quite evidently the notion, inherited from the 
time of barbarity, that if you are strong, strangle one who is not as
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strong—and the more so one who is weak. But such laws are com
mon among animals where the strong devour the weak. That goes 
for animals—surely humans differ from animals.

Some statesmen in the United States declare the need to strengthen 
control over the entire Caribbean area, as if the Caribbean had 
become an inland lake of the United States. The only question is 
whether anyone will agree to recognize United States control over 
the international waters of this sea. The United States might just 
as well demand the Atlantic Ocean for its own by declaring itself to 
be the heir of Neptune, who, according to ancient mythology, was 
the ruler of the seas. The more brazen politicians in the United 
States, clearly losing control over their reasoning, declare that it 
is necessary, if you please, to control the movement of Soviet ships 
carrying goods to Cuba, and from Cuba to the Soviet Union, as well 
as specialists who are aiding the Cubans in the developinent of their 
industry and agriculture. But who is going to permit such control 
to be exercised? Is it not clear that such appeals are appeals for 
piracy ? And they must be resolutely condemned. I t would be even 
better if those who issue such appeals would understand that their 
actions are nothing but recklessness.

And what can be said with regard to the crude pressure that is 
brought to bear by the United States on a number of other States, 
including its NATO allies, in order to stop them from making their 
ships available for the transport of goods to and from Cuba? What, 
then, is the worth of the statements of United States representatives 
which they indulge in under the roof of the United Nations in regard 
to economic co-operation and aid to other countries, if this mighty 
Power is trying to wrest the daily bread from the hands of a small 
country ?

Can the United Nations reconcile itself to a situation where one of 
its Members loudly declares itself entitled to attack another country 
which is also a Member of the United Nations ? And all this is done 
because the internal order in that country contradicts the way of think
ing of the United States Government, and is not to its lil^g .

No, such statements cannot be disregarded. This is indeed subver
sion of the sole foundation on which the United Nations can rest, 
which is non-interference in the internal affairs of other States and 
respect for their system and way of life. I t appears that countries 
belonging to the capitalist ^stem consider it possible, in order to en
sure the domination of that system throughout the world, to attack 
a State with a different—^namely, a socialist—social ^stem. But 
such a policy passes the death sentence on the United Nations since 
this Organization can exist only on condition that all countries, re
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gardless of their socio-political systems, respect each other’s inde
pendence and sovereignty and make no attempt to interfere in the 
affairs of others. Were we to agree with the principles laid down by 
the President of the United States in his statement on Cuba, this 
would lead straight to the disintegration of the United Nations. This 
is a pdlicy that can kill the United Nations, and the United Nations 
will be killed if this policy prevails.

The situation becomes all the more dangerous because, besides using 
the language of threats, to independent and peace-loving Cuba, the 
United States is practicing aggressive acts in regard to that State. 
I t is common knowledge that many hoodlums who were ousted by the 
Cuban people have found refuge in the United States, or else are 
living on American money in neighbouring countries from where they 
undertake piratic sorties against the Republic of Cuba. These sorties 
are being made with the support of the United States, which provides 
Cuba’s sworn enemies with arms and the necessary equipment. The 
entire responsibility for the piratical actions and banditry of the Cu
ban cutthroats rests, therefore, upon the shoulders of the United States 
Government.

I f  one State Member of the United Nations makes so bold as to 
declare and practice a policy that endangers the independence and 
security of its neighbours, other United Nations Member States will 
obviously no longer be able to rely on the United Nations, and they 
will be compelled to seek other means in order to repel the arrogant 
imperialist encroachments of those who want to dominate the world 
by force of arms. The United Nations would then have only the 
alternative of being witness of its own collapse, just as this happened 
in the past with the League of Nations.

However, times have changed radically since then. They are far 
from what they were in the period of the League of Nations, and not 
even what they were in the first years following the Second World 
War. In our day o  ̂mastery over outer space, States possess rocket 
nuclear weapons with all their monstrous destructive power. Today, 
only a madman can pursue a policy “from positions of strength” and 
believe that such a policy can yield any success and enable him to 
impose his ideology, and his form of political structure, on other 
States. The Soviet Union and the socialist countries possess, at the 
least, the same means as the capitalist countries. Today, therefore, 
questions at issue must be resolved by way of seeking reasonable argu
ments and elaborating decisions that would strengthen the peace and 
security of all nations, and not by way of rattling the sabre or by way 
of threats. And respect for the sovereign rights of every State, re
nunciation of all interference in one another’s internal affairs, and 
recognition of the right of States to establish a socio-political system
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that corresponds to the interests and wishes of the people, must con
stitute an immutable and rigid standard of present-day international 
life. Without the undeviating observance of this standard, there can 
be neither peace nor peaceful co-existence, nor, finally, any United 
Nations.

For this reason, the Soviet Government believes it necessary to raise 
its voice in warning, and to draw the attention of Members of the 
United Nations to the grave consequences which the policy practiced 
by the United States in regard to the Republic of Cuba can have for 
the cause of peace. If the States here represented want to preserve 
the United Nations, and to make it an effective instrument for the 
preservation and consolidation of peace, this policy and these actions 
must be resolutely condenmed.

In our day—and this concerns particularly a big Power—one must 
not lose common sense and composure, and display such a flippant at
titude to (questions bearing on war and peace as is being displayed by 
some United States political leaders in regard to the situation that 
has taken shape in connexion with Cuba. An attack on Cuba would 
have implications about which the Soviet Government warned the 
whole world in the well-known statement issued on 11 September 
1962.1

Those who have mustered aggressive military groupings and en
meshed the whole world with a web of their military bases to serve as 
spring-boards for aggression, those who impede the elimination of the 
vestiges of the Second World War, will hardly be expected to come to 
this rostrum and say: yes, we are the sponsors of and participants in 
preparations for war. It is a fact, that wars have almost always been 
prepared under a veil of assurances of dedication to peace. Such is 
the bitter truth, and the alarm must be sounded today, not after the 
fatal event.

Look closely at the newspapers and magazines, listen carefully to 
the voices on the radio in a number of countries, and you will come 
to the inevitable conclusion that those circles which have converted one 
of the greatest achievements of science— t̂he liberation of the forces 
of the atom— t̂o purposes of destruction and extermination are at 
work, day and night, in order to befuddle the minds of the peoples 
and accustom them to the thought that nuclear war is inevitable.

Policy-making officials of the United States, the United Kingdom, 
and other Western countries can often be heard saying that a “balance 
of fear” is the best guarantee against a new war. The means of de
struction and extermination have become so powerful, argue the advo
cates of this viewpoint, that no State will run the risk of triggering

 ̂Current Digest of the Soviet Press, Oct. 10,1962, pp. 13-15,25.
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nuclear war since it will inevitably sustain a retaliatory nuclear blow. 
And since each side realizes this, the fear of retaliation should keep it 
from starting to speak the language of arms. And therefore, so we 
are told, the higher the mountains of amassed armaments, and the 
more destructive and death-dealing they become, the better it will be, 
because the greater will be the fear.

In other words, it is the viewpoint of the exponents of this dan
gerous and aggressive doctrine, which in some NATO countries has 
been elevated to the status of government policy, that the supreme 
display of peaceableness is general and complete armament and a 
frenzied orgy of armaments. But to base the policies of States on a 
feeling of universal fear would be tantamount to keeping the world 
in a permanent state of feverish tension and war-anticipating hysteria. 
In such a situation each State would fear that the other side’s nerves 
might snap, and it will make the first shot. Does this not create the 
temptation to prevent one’s opponent from gaining a lead? This 
would be just like a duel of old when the opponents raised tlieir pistols 
and aimed at each other’s head, waiting for the shot to ring out, the 
sole difference being the absence of seconds to see that the rules of the 
duel are observed and to give the signal for the duelers to start mov
ing towards each other.

The militaristic doctrine of the “balance of fear” is just half a step 
away from the even more dangerous doctrine of preventive nuclear 
war. This, however, is a question which the Soviet delegation will 
discuss further on.

There is just one reliable way to prevent a new world war from com
ing to a head, and this is the destruction of the material machinery of 
war. General and complete disarmament is the programme of action, 
and it is now being advocated by no less than three-quarters of the 
countries of the world. This programme will become reality all the 
sooner if fewer people remain in the grasp of notions that the arms 
race and war are inevitable, and if they fight with greater resolve and 
unity for disarmament as an urgent and feasible task.

The United Nations has been addressing itself to the disarmament 
problem for over sixteen years. I t may well be said that this problem 
has become a United Nations sputnik. No small number of diverse 
commissions, committees, and sub-committees, have been placed in 
orbit around this problem. Unfortunately, they too have had to ex
perience a state akin to weightlessness for, translated into realistic lan
guage, the decisions they took actually carry no weight at all. Again, 
today, the Eighteen-Nation Committee which was charged with work
ing out an agreement on general and complete disarmament under ef
fective international control cannot gladden the General Assembly by 
success in the fulfilment of the task it was set.
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What is the matter? Why is the machinery of negotiation work
ing ineffectively ? Because far from all the participants in the talks 
genuinely desire to reach agreement on disarmament.

The Soviet Government submitted to the Committee a complete 
draft treaty on general and complete disarmament in three stages to 
last four years.  ̂ As early as after the completion of the first stage 
the world would be radically different from the one in which we are 
living today—it would differ in that the danger of nuclear attack by 
one State on another would have vanished. Indeed, in accordance 
with the Soviet draft, all vehicles for the delivery of nuclear weapons 
would have been destroyed, military bases in foreign territories dis
mantled, and foreign troops withdrawn to within their national fron
tiers in the first stage. This means that nuclear weapons would al
ready have been rendered harmless and would have become dead ballast 
in depots. The implementation of second stage measures would result 
in nuclear weapons being destroyed and in the disappearance of the 
very term “nuclear Power”. By the end of the third stage the elimina
tion of all armed forces and armaments would have been completed.

If the proposals of the Soviet Government were put into effect chil
dren bom in the year the disarmament treaty was signed would not 
have reached school age by the time when there would no longer be 
any weapons that might eventually menace their lives.

In the course of the work of the Eighteen-Nation Committee the 
Soviet Government made important additions and amendments to its 
draft treaty in order to facilitate the quest for common language with 
the Western Powers.  ̂ We accepted the ideas of the Western Powers 
in regard to the reduction of conventional armed forces and arma
ments, and we met them half-way in regard to force levels, even though 
we believed a more radical reduction of armaments and armed forces 
would be more in keeping with the interests of prompt disarmament.

The Governments of the Western Powers complained that the time
limits for disarmament envisaged by the Soviet draft were too rigid. 
The Soviet Government is in favour of the promptest possible im
plementation of a general and complete disarmament programme. 
But here again we did not insist on our conditions and agreed to 
increase the time-limits for disarmament to five years.

If to this day it has still not proved possible to move disarmament 
out of the rut, as if it were frozen in a block of age-old ice, the blame 
rests with the NATO Powers, and with them alone. The proposals 
which the Western Powers brought to Geneva are stuffed with every
thing under the sun, but they lack the crucial item, namely readiness

 ̂Ante  ̂ pp. 103-127.
 ̂Ante, pp. 658-659.
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to scrap the military establishment of States. They are underlain, as 
hitherto, by the desire to institute control over armaments instead of 
over disarmament, to breach the defences of the USSR and the other 
socialist countries, and to retain indefinitely their military bases and 
troops in foreign territories.

It is, indeed, a fact that the Governments of the Western Powers, 
particularly the United States Government, stop short at no strat
agems, at no juggling in order to justify the need to retain their mili
tary bases in the territories of other States practically until the end of 
the disarmament programme. But this means they are making dis
armament itself impossible because it would be naive to believe that the 
Soviet Union—or any other State for that matter—would agree to 
accept such an absurd demand. If accepted, the implication would 
be that the Soviet Union and the other peace-loving States would in 
effect be placing themselves at the mercy of the imperialist Powers 
and putting their security in their hands. We do not doubt that the 
demand to preserve military bases in foreign territories was specially 
invented for the purpose of performing the funeral rites for disarma
ment before even starting on its implementation.

The fact that the Western Powers are now couching their demands 
on control in different terms does not change their substance at all. 
We are invited to turn the territories of States into something like a 
chess board by dividing them into zones, and then to play a game of 
control on that board. But the moves in this game will be made with 
the same goal in mind, which is to obtain intelligence information 
in which only a potential aggressor can be interested.

The head of the Soviet Government, Nikita S. Khrushchev, declared 
as long ago as in 1960 from this rostrum that the Soviet Union was 
ready to accept any proposal of the Western Powers on control if, 
for their part, they accepted our proposals on general and complete 
disarmament.^ For two years now we have been waiting for a reply.

At the talks in Geneva the United States Government categorically 
objected to the elimination, at the first stage of disarmament, of all 
vehicles for the delivery of nuclear weapons, declaring that States 
embarking on disarmament would for some time allegedly need some 
sort of protective umbrella. We do not believe such arguments to 
be justified, but in order to make a genuine move forward we are 
ready to make yet another effort.

Taking account of the stand of the Western Powers the Soviet Gov
ernment agrees that in the process of destroying vehicles for the 
delivery of nuclear weapons at the first stage exception be made for 
a strictly limited and agreed number of global intercontinental rnis-

 ̂DoGummts on Disarmament^ 1960, p. 295.
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siles, anti-missile missiles, and anti-aircraft missiles of the ground-to- 
air type which would remain at the disposal of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics and the United States alone. Thus for a definite 
period the means of defence would remain in case someone, as certain 
Western representatives fear, ventures to violate the treaty and con
ceal missiles or combat aircraft.

The Soviet Government is introducing the appropriate amend
ments to its draft Treaty on General and Complete Disarmament 
under Strict International Control which we are submitting for con
sideration by this session of the General Assembly of the United 
Nations.^

There is no broader international forum for discussion of the dis
armament problem than the General Assembly of the United Nations 
in which over a hundred States are represented. And the truth about 
those who are frustrating the hope for disarmament, about those who 
give their narrow and avid aims precedence over the vital interests 
of the nations must be told here.

The monopolies which have made the production of instruments 
of death their business are the chief enemy of disarmament. They 
reaped a bloody— b̂ut rich—harvest in the First and Second World 
Wars. These dealers in death want to continue today and tomorrow 
to make fabulous profits. They want the golden fountain of profits 
derived from the arms race to be as plentiful tomorrow as it was 
yesterday, and it is for this reason that they are not giving the peo
ple a chance to break the pernicious cycle that progresses from one 
war, through the creation of ever more deadly means of destruction, to 
another and even more devastating one. I t is they who have attached 
a hundred locks to the wall separating disarmament from the 
frenzied race of armaments. But in comparison with the consequences 
to which the feverish armaments race is leading, in comparison with 
thermonuclear war, the interests of a handful of men profiting on 
armaments are nothing.

It is not weapons, but the revelation, in peaceful competition, of 
the advantages of one system over another that is destined in our 
day to decide which socio-political system is best and to which 'be
longs the future. Regardless of the outlook they espouse or the god 
they believe in, all nations and all peoples want to live. The cause 
of disarmament is therefore their common cause. The Soviet Gov
ernment calls upon the Governments of the States Members of the 
United Nations to display supreme awareness of the grave respon
sibility for disarmament which they bear before the nations.

The disarmament problem is usually regarded in one aspect alone:

' See post, pp. 913-938.
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that of the elimination of the military establishments of States. 
There also exists, however, another aspect. General and complete 
disarmament does not mean only destroying the machinery of war; 
it also means the freeing of vast material resources and fmids from 
the vise of armaments.

The World Congress for General Disarmament and Peace which 
was held this smnmer in Moscow and which was attended by repre
sentatives of most of the nations and political trends of the present- 
day world, emphasized that the fight for disarmament is also a fight 
for a sound economic policy that would enable disarmament to be 
carried out in such a way as to make it serve the progress of mankind 
to the maximum.

The diversion of funds spent on armaments to the development 
of a peaceful economy and to the elevation of th^ living-standards 
and culture of the nations is a great and noble task which requires 
most serious consideration. That is why the Soviet Government is 
proposing the inclusion of the question entitled “Economic Pro
gramme of Disarmament” in the agenda of the General Assembly as 
a separate item.

Experts who made a study of the economic consequences of dis
armament, pursuant to a decision of the fifteenth session of the Gen
eral Assembly, established, on the basis of official data, that about 
$120,000 million is being spent annually on military needs in the 
world.  ̂ I t  follows that unless the arms race is ended, the world will 
have spent no less than $3 million million for military purposes within 
the next twenty-five years.

What if all this money were switched to productive purposes? I t 
has been estimated that the sum total of available resources in the 
world could be more than doubled. And this is not all. Enormous 
values presently immobilized in the form of all kinds of armaments, 
equipment and strategic stockpiles could also be converted to peace
ful purposes. One hundred million men who are wasting their skills 
and knowledge in military service or who are working for war in in
dustry, agriculture and transport could be successfully engaged in 
peaceful and creative labour. The declassification of military inven
tions and technology would give a powerful impetus to peaceful 
production and would transform the technology of many civilian 
branches of the economy.

Needless to say, disarmament alone will not cure human society of 
all its present calamities and adversities, but it can substantially 
accelerate the development of all countries and, above all, it can help 
man meet his most pressing needs. All countries stand to gain from

 ̂Ante, p. 42.
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this programme— t̂he mider-developed ones which are behind in their 
economic development through the fault of colonialism, and the so
cialist countries and the industrialized capitalist countries. Accord
ing to the estimates of economists, if one-fifth of the funds spent for 
military purposes by States members of military and political group
ings were switched to purposes of promoting the development of 
economically less-developed countries, this sum would total $20,000 
million a year, making $500,000 million over a period of twenty-five 
years. This sum, together with domestic savings, would suffice to en
able the countries of Asia, Africa and Latin America to come close 
to the present-day industrial level of countries like Britain and France 
within the lifetime of the present generation, that is within the next 
twenty to twenty^five years. Five himdred thousand million dollars 
could be used to build between twenty and forty new, large industrial 
areas in the world to match, for instance, the Ruhr or the industrial 
project of the Bratsk hydroelectric-power station under construction 
in Soviet Siberia.

The Soviet Government is submitting to the General Assembly the 
draft of a “Declaration on the Conversion to Peaceful Uses of the 
Means and Resources Released as a Result of Disarmament”.̂  The 
Soviet Government believes that the United Nations should here and 
now, without waiting for the completion of negotiations on general 
and complete disarmament, address itself to the elaboration of an in
ternational programme for the peaceful uses of means and resources 
that are presently being diverted to military uses. The timely elabo
ration of this programme would not only allow the preparation of a 
smooth conversion, on a world-wide scale, of the economy of States 
to a peaceful pattern immediately after the achievement of agree
ment on disarmament; it would also help the nations gain better 
awareness of the need for, and the significance of, disarmament, there
by rallying under the banners of peaceful coexistence and disarma
ment many millions of new, active fighters for this great cause.

This session of the General Assembly is due to have its say on the 
problem of ending nuclear tests. The stand of the Soviet Union is 
well known: we are in favour of banning all nuclear tests, without 
exception— în the atmosphere, in space, underground, or under 
water— îmmediately and imconditionally. If the matter depended 
only on the Soviet Union there would have been no experiments with 
nuclear weapons in the world long ago. In justification of their po
sition which impedes agreement on the halting of all nuclear tests, 
the representatives of the Western Powers often resort to the juggling 
of facts in their attempts to reproach the Soviet Union for allegedly

^Post, pp. 938-943.
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having broken some sort of moratorium on nuclear explosions. To 
those who issue such assertions we must say that it is impossible to 
break what never existed in the first place. Though the Soviet Union 
called upon the Western Powers on more than one occasion to reach 
understanding on a moratorium, no agreement formulating under
takings pertaining to a moratorium on nuclear tests and to its observ
ance was ever reached by States. The myth about a moratorium was 
dragged into the light of day only when the Governments of the 
United States, Great Britain and the other NATO States found them
selves in need of an excuse for the new round of nuclear tests they had 
started. It is common knowledge that it was not the Soviet Union 
that initiated nuclear tests and the nuclear-armaments race. This 
was done by the United States. All experimental nuclear explosions 
that have ever been conducted by our country were but a reply to the 
actions of the United States and its NATO allies, Great Britain and 
France. The United States was the first to start nuclear tests and the 
United States, with its allies, should be the first to stop them. The 
Soviet Union has every reason to end nuclear tests last. Yes, the 
Soviet Union has every reason to end nuclear tests last.

The Western Powers have initiated the dispute over control with 
a view to killing an international agreement on the discontinuance of 
nuclear blasts. Science and experience confirm that States presently 
possess the required means with which to control compliance with 
an agreement on ending tests with adequate accuracy. Even the 
experts of the United States Defense Department are today com
pelled to admit this. Nonetheless, however, the United States and 
the United Kingdom, month after month and year after year, are 
barring such agreement and seeking to get the Soviet Union to agree 
to the institution on its territory of a network of international control 
posts which are needless for verification of the fulfilment of an 
agreement— t̂hough highly desirable for the military staffs of NATO.

The United States and the United Kingdom oppose any proposal 
to end nuclear tests, whoever advances it—the Soviet Union or the 
neutralist States—so long as that proposal is based on the possibility 
of using national means of detection for purposes of control. While 
rejecting the proposals of the Soviet Union and the neutralist coun
tries, the Western Powers are to this day following the old line of a 
choice between the halting of tests plus the institution of a ramified 
system of espionage under the flag of control and the legalization 
of underground nuclear tests. It is to be hoped that they have not 
yet spoken the last word.

A day or two ago, the Soviet Government proposed an agreement 
to ban nuclear tests in the atmosphere, under water, and in outer 
space, and to formalize therein a provision that countries should
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continue negotiations on the discontinuance of underground tests. 
Needless to saŷ  while the negotiations are in progress, and until 
an agreement on the discontinuance on underground nuclear tests 
is reached, such tests should not be conducted. We believe this pro
posal provides a good basis for an agreement. The key to the solution 
of the problem is in the hands of the Western Powers.

The proposal on individual measures promoting the lessening of 
international tensions also merits the General Assembly’s serious 
attention. The need is long since ripe to implement the well-known 
proposal of the Polish People’s Republic to establish an atom-free 
zone in Central Europe.^ The idea contained in this proposal brought 
into being plans to establish denuclearized zones in various other 
areas of the world. The General Assembly would do a good service 
to the cause of peace if it supported those plans. An agreement on 
the renunciation by States of the use of nuclear weapons and a non
aggression pact between NATO and the Warsaw Treaty Organization 
would be a barrier to the threat of nuclear war. These and other 
similar measures would remove no small number of roadblocks stand
ing in the way of general and complete disarmament.

Letter From Foreign Minister Gromyko to the President 
of the General Asseinbly: Proposed Agenda Item on 
War Propaganda, September 21, 1962 ^

On the instructions of the Government of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, I request the inclusion in the agenda of the 
seventeenth session of the United Nations General Assembly of the 
following item of an important and urgent character: “Condemnation 
of propaganda favouring preventive nuclear war”.

In accordance with rule 20 of the rules of procedure I  attach an 
explanatory memorandum and the text of a pertinent draft resolu
tion, which I  request you to circulate as official documents of the 
General Assembly.

A. Gromyko

Minister for Foreign Affairs 
of the USSR

 ̂Ante, pp. 201-205.
* A/52S2, Sept. 21, 1962. In a statement of Nov. 21, 1962, to the First Com

mittee of tlie General Assembly, Ambassador Zorin referred to the October 1963
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EXPLANATORY MEMORANDUM
The Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics con

siders it essential that the General Assembly at its seventeenth session 
should examine the question “Condemnation of propaganda favouring 
preventive nuclear war”, as an important and urgent item of its 
agenda.

In the present conditions of an increasingly intensive nuclear arms 
race which is becoming more and more dangerous as new and even 
more destructive types of missiles and nuclear weapons are devised and 
accumulated in national stockpiles, the world faces a threatening situa
tion fraught with the danger of the outbreak of nuclear war. This 
danger is heightened by the fact that in the NATO countries exten
sive propaganda favouring preventive war is being carried out and 
statements at the highest levels are being made urging that the nu
clear blow should be delivered by those countries first. Such calls, on 
the part of leading government officials who possess sufficient authority 
to set the NATO war machine in motion, sharply aggravate the in
ternational situation and widen the already large gap of mistrust by 
which nations are separated. Calls to be the first to deal the nuclear

correspondence between President Kennedy and Premier Khrushchev on the 
Cuban crisis {post, pp. 990-994, 995-1001) and stated:

“Since the most acute problem at the present time is that of events involv
ing Cuba, and since it is essential to complete the process of eradication 
of the consequences that arose in the Caribbean area, and since the ground 
has now been cleared for the fruitful work of the Eighteen-Nation Commit
tee on Disarmament, my delegation deems it appropriate that the iq[uestion 
of the condemnation of propaganda favouring preventive nuclear war be 
referred to the Eighteen-Nation Committee.”

He hoped that there would be no objection to haying no discussion in the First 
Committee or the plenary General Assembly (A/C.1/PV.1283, pp. 66-70). The 
U.S. repriesentative agreed to this action on Nov. 22, on certain conditions:

. . there should be no implication that the General Assembly in any 
way subscribes to the language or the logic of the explanatory memorandum 
and the draft resolution submitted on this item by the Soviet Union. These 
have not been discussed, and we do not believe that they reflect the views 
of the majority of the Assembly. Furthermore, we believe that there should 
be no implication that the General Assembly believes that the Geneva Com
mittee should take up this item at a particular time, or in a particular 
manner, or with any special priority. We do not believe that it is the inten
tion of the First Committee to make any such recommendation; indeed, it 
is in no position to do so, since the item has not been discussed. It is also 
our understanding that the Committee’s action will imply no recommendation 
to the Geneva Committee as to whether or how it shall proceed to deal with 
the item” (A/C.1/PV.1284, pp. 2-5).

The First Committee then approved the text of a letter from the Chairman 
to the President of the General Assembly, announcing its decision to refer the 
question to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee {ibid., p. 6).
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blow place the world in a situation in which at any moment the peoples 
may be overtaken by fateful events.

Serious alarm is aroused by the increasingly extensive propaganda 
calling for military revenge and for a revision of the national frontiers 
established in Europe as a result of the Second World War. And this 
takes place in a situation where in the centre of Europe the armed 
forces of the two principal military and political groups of States 
stand face to face. At a time when orientation towards missile and 
nuclear warfare has become the official attitude of certain Powers, 
propaganda in favour of revenge and the revision of existing fron
tiers greatly increases the tension in the relations between States and 
harbours the danger of a military explosion capable of developing 
into a world conflict.

Propaganda favouring preventive nuclear war presents an enormous 
peril to peoples that have only recently entered the road of national 
liberation and free and independent development. The peoples of 
countries which have thrown off the colonial yoke are vitally interested 
in peace. Without a stable and lasting peace, they will be unable to 
rid themselves of the grim heritage left by colonial enslavement— 
an undermined, exhausted economy, conditions of famine, disease and 
illiteracy. The missile and nuclear war towards whose abyss the 
world is being pushed by calls to be the first to deal the nuclear blow 
would not, of course, fail to touch these countries as well. Its inevi
table consequences would be many times worse, even for these coun
tries, than all that the peoples of the young States were forced to 
endure when they were bearing the colonial yoke.

All this propaganda threatening peace is being conducted despite 
the resolution which the General Assembly adopted, as far back as 
1947, condenming “all forms of propaganda . . . which is either de
signed or likely to provoke or encourage any threat to the peace . . -’V

In the view of the Soviet Government, the existing conditions re
quire immediate and urgent action by all States to put a stop to prop
aganda favouring preventive nuclear war. It is essential that States 
should enter into solenm commitment not to be the first to employ nu
clear weapons. The realization of this object would be served by the 
General Assembly’s adoption of an appropriate resolution. The 
Soviet Government is convinced that this would bring about a great 
relaxation in the entire international situation. The peoples of the 
world, whose days are now darkened by fear of what the morrow may 
bring, would breathe with relief if they knew that the first barricade

 ̂General Assembly Official Records: Second Session, Resolutions, 16 Septem- 
her-29 Noveml)er 1947, p. 14.
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against the threat of nuclear war had been set up. More favourable 
conditions would be created for a narrowing of the gulf that now 
divides States on other international problems whose constructive solu
tion is of major importance to the strengthening of peace and the 
fostering of co-operation among peoples.

C o n d em n a tio n  o f  P ro p a g a n d a  F a vo u rin g  P re v e n tiv e  N u c le a r  W a r  

(Union of Soviet Socialist Eepublics: draft resolution)

The General Asserribly^
Profov/ndly alarmed by the fact that in certain countries state

ments are being made calling for the unleashing of preventive nuclear 
war and the delivery of the first nuclear blow, statements which ag
gravate the international situation, increase mistrust in the relations 
between States and are capable of thrusting the world into the abyss 
of nuclear catastrophe,

1. Gonderrwis as aggressive acts contrary to the purposes and prin
ciples of the United Nations Charter and to the interests of main
taining peace, and incompatible with the honour and conscience of 
mankind, all appeals for preventive nuclear war and for the dealing 
of the first nuclear blow;

2. Proposes to all States possessing nuclear weapons, as a first step 
towards the total prohibition of their use, that they enter immediately 
into a solemn commitment not to be the first to use such weapons;

3. Gonderrmŝ  as one of the most dangerous forms of war propa
ganda, statements calling for military revenge and for a revision of 
the national frontiers established in Europe as a result of the Second 
World War;

4. Fv/rther condemns  ̂as being contrary to the United IsTations Dec
laration on the granting of independence to colonial countries and 
peoples,  ̂ and as endangering imiversal peace, appeals for the use of 
force against peoples which have entered the road of national libera
tion and independent development;

5. Proposes to all States that, at the earliest possible date and in 
no case later than six months following the adoption of this resolution, 
they enact legislation, if such legislation has not already been enacted, 
declaring war propaganda in any form to be a most grave oiffence 
against the world and humanity and prescribing severe penalties for 
persons guilty of conducting such propaganda.

 ̂IMd., Fifteenth Session, Supplement No. 16 (A/4684), vol. T, pp. 06-()7.
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Soviet Proposal Submitted to the First Committee of the 
General Assembly: Revised Draft Treaty on General 
and Complete Disarmament Under Strict International 
Control, September 22,1962 *

P R E A M B L E

The States of the Worlds
Acting in accordance with the aspirations and will of the peoples. 
Convinced that war cannot and must not serve as a method for 

settling international disputes, especially in the present circumstances 
of the precipitate 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,

Ful-filling the historic mission of saving all the nations from the 
horrors of war,

Basing themselves on the fact that general and complete disarma
ment under strict international control is a sure and practical way 
to fulfil mankind’s age-old dream of ensuring perpetual and inviol
able 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,

Seehmg to direct all resources towards ensuring a further increase 
in prosperity and socio-economic progress in all countries in the world, 

Gonscious 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,

Reafftrrrmig their dedication to the purposes and principles of the 
United Nations Charter,

Have resoVoed 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:

^A.C.l/867, Sept. 24, 1962. The revised Soviet draft treaty was later cir
culated in the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee as ENDC/2/Rev.l and 
Corr.l. These texts are identical, except for some minor changes in the English |
translation of art. 14. The original Soviet draft treaty is printed ante, pp. 103- )
127.

688-714— 63— vol. II-------20
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1. To carry out, over a period of five 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, in
cluding atomic, hydrogen, chemical, biological and radiological weap
ons;

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 ter
ritory 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, general staffs and their local 

agencies, and all other military and paramilitary establishments and 
organizations;

The elimination of all types of conventional armaments and mili
tary equipment and the cessation of their production, except for the 
production of strictly limited quantities of agreed types of light fire
arms for the equipment of the police (militia) contingibnts to be re
tained 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 by organizations or private 
individuals.

2. To retain 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 in
ternal order 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 article 37 of the present 
Treaty.

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

4. To carry out all measures of general and complete disarmament in 
such a way that at no stage of disarmament any State or group of 
States gains any military advantage and that the security of all States 
parties to the Treaty is equally safeguarded.

Article 2 

Control Ohligations

1. The States parties to the Treaty solemnly undertake to carry out 
all disarmament measures, from beginning to end, under strict interna
tional control and to ensure the implementation in their territories of 
all control measures set forth in parts 11, I II  and IV of the present 
Treaty.

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

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

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

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 the production of armaments and to reduce or disband 
their armed forces.

5. The States parties to the Treaty shall submit to the International 
Disarmament Organization in good time such information on their 
armed forces, armaments, military production and military appropria
tions as is necessary for the purpose of carrying out the measures of 
the stage concerned.

6. Upon completion of the programme of general and complete dis
armament, the International Disarmament Organization shall be kept 
in being and shall exercise supervision over the fulfilment 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.
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Article 3
Ohligations 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 coexistence and co-operation;

(b) not to resort to the threat or use of force to settle any inter
national disputes that may arise, but to use for this purpose the proce* 
dures provided for in the United jSTations 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 for any purpose 
other than the safeguarding of their internal security or the discharge 
of their obligations for the maintenance of 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 simultaneous 
elimination of all means of delivering nuclear weapons and of all for
eign military bases in alien territories, to withdraw all foreign troops 
from these territories and to reduce their armed forces, their conven
tional armaments and production of such armaments, and their mili
tary expenditure.

C H A P T E R  I

E U m m a tio n  o f  th e  M ean s o f  D e liv e r in g  N u c le a r  W e a p o n s  a n d  F o re ig n  

M ili ta r y  B ases in  A lie n  T e r r ito r ie s , a n d  W ith d r a w a l o f  F o re ig n  T ro o p s  

f r o m  th o se  T e rr ito r ie s . C o n tro l o v e r  su ch  M easures

A. M e a n s  o f  D e l i v e r y  

Article 5
Elimination of Rochets Capable of Delivering Nuclear Weapons
1. All rockets capable of delivering nuclear weapons of any calibre 

and range, whether strategic, operational or tactical, and pilotless 
aircraft of all types shall be eliminated from the armed forces and
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destroyed, except for an agreed and strictly limited number of inter
continental missiles, anti-missile missiles and anti-aircraft missiles in 
the “ground-to-air” category, to be retained by the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Kepublics and the United States of America, exclusively in 
their own territory, until the end of the second stage. A strictly 
limited number of rockets to be converted to peaceful uses under the 
provisions of article 15 of the present Treaty shall also be retained.

All launching pads, silos and platforms for the launching of rockets 
and pilotless aircraft, other than those required for the missiles to 
be retained under the provisions of this article, shall be completely 
demolished. All instruments for the equipment, launching and guid
ance of rockets and pilotless aircraft shall be destroyed. All under
ground depots for such rockets, pilotless aircraft and auxiliary facili
ties 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 completely 
discontinued. All undertakings 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 undertakings as well as gen
eral purpose machine tools and equipment shall be converted to peace
ful 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 in paragraphs 
1 and 2 above.

4. The production and testing of appropriate rockets for the peace
ful exploration of space 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.

Article 6
Elimination 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 airfields 
serving as bases for such aircraft and repair and maintenance facili
ties and storage premises at such airfields shall be rendered inoperative 
or converted to peaceful uses. Training establishments for crews of 
such aircraft shall be closed.
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2. The production of all military aircraft referred to in paragraph 
1 of this article shall be completely discontinued. Undertakings 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 civilian goods.

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

Article 7
Elimination of All Surface Warships Capable of heing Used as 

Vehicles for Nuclear Weapons  ̂and Submarines
1. All surface warships capable of being used as vehicles for nuclear 

weapons and submarines of all classes or types shall be eliminated 
from the armed forces and destroyed. Naval bases and other instal
lations 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 the warships and submarines referred to in 
paragraph 1 of this article shall be completely discontinued. Ship
yards and plants, wholly or partly designed for the building of such 
warships 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 in paragraphs 
1 and 2 above.

Article 8
Elimination of All Artillery Systems Capable of Serving as Means 

of Delivering Nuclear Weapons
1. All artillery systems capable of serving as means of delivering 

nuclear weapons shall be eliminated from the armed forces and de
stroyed. All auxiliary equipment and technical facilities designed 
for controlling the fire of such artillery systems shall be destroyed. 
Surface storage premises and transport facilities for such systems 
shall be destroyed or converted to peaceful uses. The entire stock 
of non-nuclear 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 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 and dismantled. All specialized equipment and ma-
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cliine 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 discontinued. 
Plants and workshops engaged in the production of such munitions 
shall be completely dismantled and their specialized equipment 
destroyed.

3. Inspectors of the International Disarmament Organization shall 
verify the implementation of the measures referred to in paragraphs
I and 2 above.

B .  F o r e ig n  M iL r iA R Y  B a s e s  a n d  T r o o p s  i n  A l i e n  I e r r it o r ie s

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 bas^ in for
eign territories shall dismantle all such bases, whether principal or 
reserve bases, as well as all depot bases of any types. All personnel of 
such bases shall be evacuated to their national territory. All installa
tions and armaments existing at such bases and coming under article 
5-8 of the present Treaty shall be destroyed on the spot. Other arma
ments shall either be destroyed on the spot in accordance with article
II 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. The living quarters and auxiliary installa
tions of foreign bases shall be transferred for civilian use to the States 
in whose territory they are located.

2. The measures referred to in paragraph 1 of this article shall be 
fully applicable to military bases wMch are used by foreign troops but 
which may legally belong to the State in whose territory they are 
located. The said measures shall also be implemented with respect 
to army, air force and naval bases that have been set up under mili
tary treaties and agreements for use by other States or groups of 
States, regardless of whether any foreign troops are present at those 
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 or 
use of military bases in foreign territories shall lapse and may not be 
renewed. It shall henceforth be prohibited to grant military bases 
for use by foreign troops and to conclude any bilateral or multilateral 
treaties and agreements to this end.
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3. The legislatures and Governments of the States parties to the 
present Treaty shall enact le^slation and issue regulations to ensure 
that no military bases to be used by foreign troops are established in 
their territory. Inspectors of the International Disarmament Orga
nization 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 Tenntories

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 from such territories. All armaments and all installations of a 
military nature which are located at points where foreign troops are 
stationed and wliich come under articles 5-8 of the present Treaty 
shall be destroyed on the spot. Other armaments shall either be de
stroyed on the spot in accordance with article 11 of the present Treaty 
or evacuated to the territory of the State withdrawing its troops. The 
living quarters and auxiliary installations previously occupied by such 
troops or personnel shall be transferred for civilian use to the States 
in whose territory such troops were stationed.

2. The measures set forth in paragraph 1 of tliis article shall be 
fully applicable to foreign civilians employed in the armed forces 
or engaged in the production of armaments or any other activities 
serving military purposes in foreign territory.

Such persons shall be recalled to the territory of the State of which 
they are citizens, and all previous treaty obligations, decisions by 
organs of military blocs, and any rights or privileges pertaining to 
their activities shall lapse and may not be renewed. It shall hence
forth be prohibited to dispatch foreign troops, military personnel or 
the above-mentioned civilians to foreign territories.

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. 
The International Disarmament Organization shall also have the 
right to exercise control over the recall of the civilians referred to 
in paragraph 2 of this article. The laws and regulations referred 
to in paragraph 3 of article 9 of the present Treaty shall include 
provisions prohibiting citizens of States parties to the Treaty from 
serving in the armed forces or from engaging in any other activities 
serving military purposes in foreign States.
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C H A P T E R  II

R e d u c tio n  o f  A r m e d  F orces, C o n v e n tio n a l A rm a m e n ts  a n d  M ili ta ry  

E x p e n d itu re . C o n tro l o v e r  su ch  M easures

Article 11
Reduction of Armed Forces and Conventiondi Armaments

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—1,900,000 enlisted men, officers and 
civilian employees;

The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics—1,900,000 enlisted men,
officers and civilian employees.................. (Agreed force levels for
other States parties to the Treaty shall be included in this article.)

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

3. Conventional armaments, military equipment, munitions, means 
of transportation and auxiliary equipment in units and depots shall 
be reduced by 30 per cent for eacli type of all categories of these 
armaments. The reduced armaments, military equipment and muni
tions shall be destroyed, and the means of transportation and auxiliary 
equipment shall be either destroyed or converted to peaceful uses.

All living quarters, depots and special premises previously occu
pied by units being disbanded, as well as the territories of all proving 
grounds, firing ranges and drill grounds belonging to such units, 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 being disbanded and re
leased conventional armaments and military equipment are being 
destroyed, and shall also verify the conversion to peaceful uses of 
means of transportation and other non-combat equipment, premises, 
proving grounds, etc.

Article 12
Reduction of Conventional Armaments Production

1. The production of conventional armaments and munitions not 
coming under articles 5-8 of the present Treaty shall be reduced pro
portionately to the reduction of armed forces provided for in article 11 
of the present Treaty. Such reduction shall be carried out primarily
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through the elimination of undertakings engaged exclusively in the 
production of such armaments and munitions. These undertakings 
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 Expenditure

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 the withdrawal of foreign troops from 
alien territories as well as to the reduction of armed forces and con
ventional 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 econ
omy. A certain portion of the funds thus released shall also be used 
for the provision of economic and technical assistance to mider- 
developed countries. The size of this portion shall be subject to agree
ment between 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 unimpeded access to the records of 
central financial institutions concerning the reduction in their budget
ary appropriations resulting from the elimination of the means of 
delivering nuclear weapons, the dismantling of foreign military bases 
and the reduction of armed forces and conventional armaments, and 
to the relevant decisions of their legislative and executive bodies.

C H A P T E R  III

M easures to  S a feg u a rd  th e  S ecu r ity  o f  S ta tes  

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 Articles
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5-8 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 warsliips, and 
the flying beyond the limits of their national territory by military 
aircraft 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 pro
visions of paragraph 1 of this article. The States parties to the 
Treaty shall provide the International Disarmament Organization 
with advance information on all launchings of rockets for peaceful 
purposes provided for in article 15 of the present Treaty, as well as 
on all movements of military aircraft within their national frontiers 
and 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, at the sites for peaceful rocket 
launchings of inspection teams, which shall be present at the launch
ings and shall thoroughly examine every rocket or satellite before its 
launching.

Article 16

Prevention of the Further Spread of Nuclear "Weapons
The States parties to the Treaty which possess nuclear weapons 

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

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.

Article 17 
Prohibition of Nuclear Tests

The conducting of nuclear tests of any kind shall be prohibited (if 
such a prohibition has not come into effect under other international 
agreements by the time this Treaty is signed).
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Article 17a
Measures to reduce the danger of outbreak of war

1. From the commencement of the first stage large-scale joint mili
tary movements or manoeuvres by armed forces of two or more States 
shall be prohibited.

The States parties to the Treaty agree to give advance notification 
of large-scale military movements or manoeuvres by their national 
armed forces within their national frontiers.

2. The States parties to the Treaty shall exchange military missions 
between States or groups of States for the purpose of improving rela
tions and mutual understanding between them.

3. The States parties to the Treaty agree to establish swift and re
liable communication between their Heads of Government and with 
the Secretary-General of the United Nations.

4. The measures set forth in this article shall remain in effect 
after the first stage until the completion of general and complete 
disarmament.

Article 18
Measures to Strengthen the Capacity of the United Nations to main

tain International Peace and Security
1. With a view to ensuring that the United Nations is capable of 

effectively protecting 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 Coun
cil by which they undertake to make available to the latter armed 
forces, assistance and facilities, including rights of passage, as pro
vided in Article 43 of the United Nations Charter.

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

C H A P T E R  TV

T im e - l im its  fo r  F irst-S tag e  M easures T ra n s itio n  f r o m  th e  F irs t to  th e
S eco n d  S ta g e

Article 19 

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

initiated six months after the Treaty comes into force (in accordance



REVISED SOVIET DRAFT TREATY, SEPTEMBER 22 925

with article 46), 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 18 months.

Article 20
Trmsition from the First to the Second Stage

In the course of the last 3 months of the first stage the Interna
tional Disarmament Organization shall review the implementation of 
the first-stage measures of general and complete disarmament with 
a view to submitting a report on the matter to the States parties to the 
Treaty as well as to the Security Council and the General Assembly 
of the United Nations.

PART XXL Second Stage of General and Complete Disarmament

Article 21 

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

the second stage of general and complete disarmament, to effect the 
complete elimination of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruc
tion, to conclude the destruction of all military rockets capable of 
delivering nuclear weapons which were retained by the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Eepublics and the United States of America after 
the implementation of the first stage, and to make a further reduction 
ui their armed forces, conventional armaments and production of such 
armaments, and military expenditure.

C H A P T E R  V

E lim in a tio n  o f  N u c le a r , C h em ica l, B io lo g ic a l a n d  R a d io lo g ic a l W e a p o n s» 

C o n tro l o v e r  such  M easures

Article 22
Elindriation of Nuclear Weapons

1. (a) Nuclear weapons of all kinds, types and capacities shall be 
eliminated from the armed forces and destroyed. Fissionable mate
rials extracted from such weapons, whether directly attached to 
units or stored in various depots, shall be appropriately processed 
to render them unfit for direct reconstitution into weapons and shall 
form a special stock for peaceful uses, 'belonging t/O the State which 
previously owned the nuclear weapons. Non-nuclear components 
of such weapons shall be completely destroyed.



926 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1962

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 stocks.

(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, in
stallations 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 in sub-paragraph (a) above shall be implemented 
under the control of inspectors of the International Disarmament 
Organization.

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

The States parties to the Treaty shall make available to the Inter
national Disarmament Organization documents pertaining to the 
extraction and processing of nuclear raw materials and to their utili
zation for military or peaceful purposes.

3. Each State party to the Treaty shall, in accordance with its 
constitutional procedures, enact legislation completely prohibiting 
nuclear weapons and making any attempt by individuals or organiza
tions to reconstitute such weapons a criminal offence.

Article 23

Elimmation of Chemical  ̂Biological aTid Radiological Weapons
1. All types of chemical, biological and radiological weapons, 

whether directly attached to units or stored in various depots and 
storage places, shall be eliminated from the arsenals of States and 
destroyed (neutralized). All instruments and facilities for the com
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bat use of such weapons, all special facilities for their transportation, 
and all special devices and facilities for their storage and conservation 
shall simultaneously be destroyed.

2. The production of all types 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 partly engaged in 
the production of such weapons shall be destroyed or converted to 
production for peaceful purposes.

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

C H A P T E R  V  A

T h e  D e s tr u c tio n  o f  R o c k e ts  C a p a b le  o f  D e liv e r in g  N u c le a r  W e a p o n s  

w h ic h  w e re  R e ta in e d  a fte r  th ^  F irs t S ta g e

Article 23A
1. All intercontinental missiles, anti-missile missiles and anti-air

craft missiles in the “ground-to-air” category retained by the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Eepublics and the United States of America under 
paragraph 1 of article 5 shall be destroyed, together with their launch
ing installations and guidance ̂ sterns.

2. Inspectors of the International Disarmament Organization shall 
verify the implementation of the measures referred to in paragraph 
1 above.

C H A P T E R  V I

F u rth er R e d u c tio n  o f  A r m e d  F orces, C o n v e n tio n a l A rm a m e n ts  a n d  

M ili ta r y  E x p e n d itu re s , C o n tro l o v e r  such  M easures,

Article 24

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

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

The United States of America — One million enlisted men, oflBcers and
civilian employees;

The Union of Soviet Socialist — One million enlisted men, officers and
Republics civilian employees.

(Agreed force levels for other States parties to the Treaty shall be 
included in this article).
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The reduction of the armed forces shall be carried out in the first 
place through the demobilization of personnel previously manning 
the nuclear or other weapons subject to elimination under articles 22 
and 23 of the present Treaty, but chiefly through the complete dis
bandment of units and ships’ crews, their officers and enlisted men 
being demobilized.

2. Conventional armaments, military equipment, munitions, means 
of transportation and auxiliary equipment in units and depots shall be 
reduced by 35 from the original levels for each type of all categories 
of these armaments. The reduced armaments, military equipment and 
munitions shall be destroyed, and the means of transportation and 
auxiliary 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 belonging to such units 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 being disbanded and released conventional armaments and 
military equipment are being destroyed, and shall also verify the con
version to peaceful uses of means of transportation and other non
combat equipment, premises, proving grounds, etc.

Article 25
Further Reduction of Conventional Armaments Production

1. The production of conventional armaments and munitions shall 
be reduced proportionately to the reduction of armed forces provided 
for in article 24 of the present Treaty. Such reduction shall, as in 
the first stage of general and complete disarmament, be carried out 
primarily through the elimination of undertakings engaged exclusively 
in the production of such armaments and munitions. These under
takings shall be dismantled, their specialized machine tools and equip
ment shall be destroyed, and their premises and general purpose ma
chine 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 Dis
armament Organization.

Article 26
Further Reduction of Military Expenditure

1. The States parties to the Treaty shall further reduce their mili
tary budgets and appropriations for military purposes proportionately
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to the destruction of nuclear, chemical, biological and radiological 
weapons and the discontinuance of the production of such weapons 
as well as to the further reduction of armed forces and conventional 
.armaments and the reduction of the production of such armaments, 
.as provided for in articles 22-25 of the present Treaty.

The funds released through the implementation of the second-stage 
measures shall be used for peaceful purposes, including the reduction 
of taxes on the population and the subsidizing of the national eco- 
jiomy. A certain portion of the funds thus released shall also be used 
for the provision of economic and technical assistance to under
developed countries. The size of this portion shall be subject to agree
ment between the parties to the Treaty.

2. Control over the measures referred to in paragraph 1 of this 
larticle shall be exercised in accordance with the provisions of para
graph 2 of article 13 of the present Treaty. Financial inspectors of 
the International Disarmament Organization shall also be granted un
impeded access to records concerning the reduction in the budgetary 
:appropriations of States resulting from the elimination of nuclear, 
chemical, biological and radiological weapons.

C H A P T E R  V II  

M easu res to  S a feg u a rd  th e  S ecu r ity  o f  S ta tes  

Article 27

Continued Strengthening of the Gapacity of the United Nations to 
Maintain International Peace 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.

C H A P T E R  V II I

T im e 4 im its  fo r  S econ d-S tage  M easures T ra n s itio n  f r o m  th e  S eco n d  to

th e  T h ir d  S ta g e

Article 28

Time-limits for Second-Stage Measures

The duration of the second stage of general and complete disarma
ment shall be twenty-four months.

688-714— 63— vol. II------- 2̂1
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Article 29

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

ternational Disarmament Organization shall review the implementa
tion of this stage.

Measures for the transition from the second to the third stage of 
general and complete disarmament shall be similar to the correspond
ing measures for the first stage, as laid down in article 20 of the 
present Treaty.

PART IV. Third Stage of General and Complete Disarmament

Article 30 

Third Stage Tasks
The States parties to the Treat}" undertake, in the course of the 

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

C H A P T E R  I X

C o m p le tio n  o f  th e  E lim in a tio n  o f  th e  M ili ta r y  M a ch in ery  o f  S ta te s  
C o n tro l o v e r  such  M easures

Article 31

Completion 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 entin  ̂
personnel of the armed forces which remained at their disposal after 
the accomplishment of the first two stages of disarmament. The sys
tem of military reserves of each State party to the Treaty shall be * 
completely abolished.

2. The States parties to the Treaty shall destroy all types of arma
ments, 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 con
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version to peaceful uses of transport and other non-combat equip
ment, premises, proving grounds, etc.

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 ^2
C&mpl t̂e Oê scCtion of MUUafy Production

1. Military production at factories and plants shall be discontinued, 
with the exception of the production of agreed types and quantities 
of light firearms for the purposes referred to in article 36, paragraph 
2, of the present Treaty. The factories and plants subject to elimina
tion 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 re
search 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 shĝ U'be destroyed.

All orders placed by military departments with national or foreign 
government undertakings and private firms for the production of 
armaments, military equipment, munitions and material shall be 
cancelled.

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 for the purpose of organizing 
the military effort of States parties to the Treaty shall be abolished. 
The States parties to the Treaty shall:

(a) demobilize all personnel of these institutions and organiza
tions ;

(b) abrogate all laws, rules and regulations governing the orga
nization 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 
mobilization and 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,
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Article 34

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

States parties to the Treaty shall enact legislation prohibiting all mili
tary training, abolishing military conscription and all other forms of 
recruiting the armed forces, and discontinuing all military courses for 
reservists. All establishments and organizations dealing with mili
tary training shall simultaneously be disbanded in accordance with 
article 83 of the present Treaty. The disbanding of all military train
ing institutions and organizations shall.be carried out under the con
trol of inspectors of the International Disarmament Organization.

Article 35

Prohibition of the A'p'propriation of Funds for Military Pwrposes
1. The appropriation of funds for military purposes in any form, 

whether by government bodies or private individuals and social or
ganizations, 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. A certain portion of the 
funds thus released shall also be used for the provision of economic 
and technical assistance to under-developed countries. The size of 
this portion shall be subject to agreement between the parties to the 
Treaty.

2. For the purpose of organizing control over the implementation 
of the provisions of this article, the International Disarmament Or
ganization shall have the right of access to the legislative and budget
ary documents of the States parties to the present Treaty.

C H A P T E R  X

M easures to  S a feg u a rd  th e  S e c u r ity  o f  S ta tes  a n d  to  M a in ta in  

In te rn a tio n a l P eace

Article 36 
Contingents of Police {Militia)

1. After the complete abolition of armed forces, the States parties 
to the Treaty shall be entitled to have strictly limited contingents of 
police (militia), equipped with light firearms, to maintain internal 
order, including the safeguarding of frontiers and the personal se
curity of citizens, and to provide for compliance with their obliga
tions in regard to the maintenance of international peace and security 
under the United Nations Charter.
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The strength of these eontingents 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, the quotas and types for each party to the Treaty shall be speci
fied 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 he made Availdble to the Security Gouncil

1. The States parties to the Treaty undertake to place at the dis
posal of the Security Council, on its request, units from the contin
gents of police (militia) retained by them, as well as to provide as
sistance and facilities, including rights of passage. The placing of 
such units at the disposal of the Security Council shall be carried out 
in accordance with the provisions of Article 43 of the United Nations 
Charter. In order to ensure that urgent military measures may be 
undertaken, the States parties to the Treaty shall maintain in a state 
of immediate readiness those units of their police (militia) contin
gents which are intended for joint international enforcement action. 
The size of the units which the States parties to the Treaty under
take to place at the disposal of the Security Council as well as the 
areas where such units are to be stationed shall be specified in agree
ments to be concluded by those States with the Security Council.

2. The command of the units referred to in paragraph 1 shall be 
composed of representatives of the three principal groups of States 
existing in the world on the basis of equal representation. It shall 
decide aU questions by agreement among its members representing 
all three groups of States.

Article 38
Control over the Prevention of the Re-establishment 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, concerning the strength 
and armaments of the contingents in each such area, and concerning 
al] movements of substantial contingents of police (militia).
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2. For the purpose of ensuring that armed forces and armaments 
abolished as a result of general and complete disarmament are not 
re-established, the International Disarmament Organization 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 photx)graphy 
over th6 territories of the States parties to the Treaty.

C H A P T E R  X I  

T im e - l im its  fo r  T h ird -S ta g e  M easures

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 implementation of the third-stage measures of general and com
plete disarmament with a view to submitting a report on the matter 
to the States parties to the Treaty as well as to the Security Council 
and the General Assembly of the United Nations.

PART V. Structure and Functions of the International Disarmament
Organization

Article 40 

Functions and Main Bodies^
The International Disarmament Organization to be set up under, 

article 2, paragraph 3, of the present Treaty, hereinafter referred to 
as the “Organization”, shall consist of a Conference of all States 
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 pres
ent Treaty. All questions connected with the safeguarding of inter
national peace and security which may arise in the course of the 
implementation of the present Treaty, including preventive and 
enforcement measures, shall be decided by the Security Council in 
conformity with its powers under the United Nations Charter.

Article 41 

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

It shall hold regular sessions at least once a year and special sessions, 
which may be convened by decision of the Council or at the request
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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 measures 
of control over the implementation of general and complete disarma
ment 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 

Conferen^ 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.

Article 42 

The Control Council
1. The Council shall consist of:

(a) The five States which are 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) Provide practical guidance for the measures of control over 

the implementation of general and complete disarmament; set up such 
bodies at the headquarters of the Organization as it deems necessaiy 
for the discharge of its functions; establish procedures for their opera
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tion, and devise the necessary rules and regulations in accordance with 
the present Treaty;

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

(c) Maintain constant contact with the United Nations S^uritj? 
Council as the organ bearing the primary responsibility for the main
tenance of international peace and security; periodically inform it 
of the progress achieved in the implementation of general and com
plete disarmament, and promptly notify it of any infringements by 
the States parties to the treaty of their disarmament obligations under 
the present Treaty;

(d) Eeview the implementation of the measures included in each 
stage of general and complete disarmament with a view to submitting 
a report on the matter 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 Organ
ization shall be recruited from among persons who are recommended 
by 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 esti
mates for the expenses of the Organization;

(g) Draw up instructions by which the various control bodies 
are to be guided in their work;

(h) Make a prompt study 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;

(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 

PrwUeges and Irnmunities
The Organization, its personnel and representatives of the States 

parties to the Treaty shall enjoy in the territory of each State party
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to the Treaty such privileges and immunities as are necessary for 
the exercise of independent and unrestricted control over the imple
mentation 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 article 41, paragraph 4 (c), and 
article 42, paragraph 2 (f), of the present Treaty.

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

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

Article 45 
Preparatory Gommission

Immediately after the signing of the present Treaty, the States? 
represented in the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee shall 
set up a Preparatory Commission for the purpose of taking practical 
steps to establish the International Disarmament Organization.

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 its signature, and shall come 
into force upon the deposit of instruments of ratification with the 
United Nations Secretariat by all the States which are 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 

Amendments
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 has been ratified 
by the States referred to in article 46 of the present Treaty in accord
ance with their constitutional procedures.
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Article 48 

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

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

I n  w i t n e s s  w h e r e o f ,  the undersigned, duly authorized, have signed 
the present Treaty.

D one a t ...................

Soviet Proposal Submitted to the Second Committee of the 
General Assembly: Draft Declaration Concerning the 
Conversion to Peaceful Uses of the Resources Released 
by Disarmament, October 1, 1962^

Three years ago the United Nations General Assembly, on the ini
tiative of the Soviet Union, adopted a resolution on general and com-' 
plete disarmament.^ The Eighteen-Nation 'Committee established by 
the United Nations, meeting at Geneva, discussed a draft treaty on 
general and complete disarmament. Although the majority of States 
represented on the Committee were in favour of concluding the treaty, 
no positive results were obtained.

Meanwhile, the arms race continues. The military budgets of 
States are increasing. Nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction 
are being stockpiled and perfected. The peoples are confronted with 
a choice: either general and complete disarmament and inviolable 
peace, or the intensification of the arms race and the drift of the 
world towards a disastrous thermonuclear war.

There is still time to avert the danger overhanging the world. The 
world’s peoples can and must counter the plans for intensifying the 
arms race, and for waging aggressive war, with their own plan for 
general and complete disarmament, their own programme for friend
ship and peaceful economic co-operation.

The General Assemhly^ guided iy  its earlier resolution in favour 
of general and complete disarmament^ deems it essential to make the

 ̂A/C.2/L.646, Oct. 1, 1962. The proposal was not put to a vote. It was later 
replaced by a joint Soviet-U.S. draft resolution (A/C.2/L.702/Rev.l), approved 
by the General Assembly on Dec. 18 {post, pp. 1236-1238).

® Documents mi Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, p. 1545.
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f  resent Declaration in order  ̂ at this time  ̂ to draw the attention o f 
the States and peoples of the entire world to the economic aspects 
of disarmament.

General and complete disarmament would free States and peoples 
from the heavy burden of military expenditure, and would make avail- 
able an additional sum of about $120,000 million a year wherewith to* 
meet mankind’s urgent needs—a sum which is now spent for military 
purposes. Within twenty-five years. States would have realized from 
disarmament a total saving of $3,000 thousand million. That sum is 
approximately equal to the total value of the wealth created up to the 
present time by human labour throughout the world.

It would be possible not only to divert the enormous sums now being 
absorbed by all kinds of weapons, ammunition and strategic stockpiles 
to the requirements of a peace economy and the improvement of the 
peoples’ living conditions, but also to release from service in armies 
and employment in war industries tens of millions of people whose 
knowledge and labour could be used for peace.

The General Assembly, in accordance with the conclusions of the 
United Nations group of experts which studied the economic aspects 
of disarmament, recognizes that the diversion to peaceful purposes of 
the resources now used by States for military ends could be accom
plished to the benefit of all countries without any adverse effect upon 
their national economies, and that all problems of transition connected 
with the realization of general and complete disarmament could be 
solved by appropriate national and international measures.

Disarmament alone would not, of course, solve all the problems con
fronting States and peoples. It would, however, unquestionably have 
a beneficial effect on the economy in all countries and help to increase 
the well-being of all peoples. Not a single country would lack oppor
tunities for the peaceful use of the resources which would be made 
available as a result of general and complete disarmament.

In the irtd/astrially developed countries of the West—the United 
Staties of America, the United Kingdom, France, the Federal Eepublic 
of Germany, Italy, etc.—the peoples everywhere have pressing needs 
which the arms race is largely preventing them from satisfying.

Considerable resources would be required in these countries—and 
general and complete disarmament would make them available—for 
the construction of housing and communal facilities, the reduction of 
taxes levied on the population, the introduction of free education, med
ical care, care of the aged, maternal and child welfare and the satis
faction of the people’s other economic and social needs. The conver
sion of resources to peaceful purposes, and the growth of production 
in civilian branches of the economy, would increase the demand for
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manpower, and this would fully compensate for the decline in em
ployment resulting from discontinuance of the production of 
armaments.

The Socialist countries  ̂in their plans for stimulating economic and 
cultural development and for improving the well-being of the people, 
are providing for economic and cultural construction at a rapid pace. 
If  general and complete disarmament were realized they could devote 
additional resources, which they are now obliged to spend on defence, 
to peaceful creative purposes—to the establishment of new industrial 
zones, the further improvement of agriculture and the development 
of science and technology. Disarmament would enable the socialist 
countries to increase the output of products for mass consumption 
and to supply the public more rapidly with an abundance of foodstuffs, 
clothing and other material goods.

Disarmament would he of enormous hene-fit to the economically un- 
der~developed countries in their efforts to accomplish the formidable 
tasks associated with their nxitional rebirth.

The help now being extended to the under-developed countries is 
not commensurate with their existing needs. If they are to throw 
off the shackles of backwardness, himger and want, enormous resources 
are required. These resources can be secured through general and 
complete disarmament.

If, for example, one fifth of the resources spent for military pur
poses by States belonging to military-political groups was used to 
promote the economic development of the under-developed countries, 
it would make available $20,000 million a year for that purpose, or 
$500,000 million in twenty-five years. According to existing estimates, 
the use of that sum, in conjunction with their domestic efforts and re
sources, would suffice to enable all the economically under-developed 
countries of the world to overcome their economic backwardness and 
closely to approach the current level of industrial output in such 
developed countries as the United Kingdom and France within the 
lifetime of the present generation—̂ that is, within the next twenty to 
twenty-five years.

With these resources it would he possible to set up from thirty to 
forty new power-based industrial centres  ̂ of world significance  ̂ in 
the under-developed countries of Asia^ Africa and Latin America. 
To do so it would be necessary to harness and make extensive use of 
the rich resources of those countries in water power, petroleum, gas, 
ferrous and non-ferrous metal ores and other natural wealth. Indus
trial development would make it possible to exploit the surrounding 
agricultural areas on a modem technical basis. Many such projects 
exist. I t is for the States concerned to decide which of them are essen
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tial, and in what order of priority. I t is possible forthwith, however, 
to envisage the general outline of a programme of measures aimed at 
transforming the aspect of entire continents.

In South East Asia^ where nearly a fourth of the world’s population 
lives, projects exist for the comprehensive exploitation of the great 
rivers of that region— t̂he Ganges, the Brahmaputra, the Indus, the 
Irrawaddy and the Mekong—̂ and for the utilization of its varied nat
ural resources. These projects will make possible, in the most fertile 
and densely populated areas of India, Pakistan, Burma, Thailand, 
Laos, Cambodia and Viet-Nam, the erection of hydroelectric power 
stations with a total capacity of several tens of millions of kilowatts, 
the establishment of large industrial complexes serving various pur
poses, and the construction of great irrigation systems to water many 
millions of hectares. Similarly, the realization of the economic devel
opment projects of Indonesia, Malaya, Ceylon and the Philippines 
would result in a fundamental improvement in the economy of these 
countries.

In the region of the Near and Middle East the exploitation, on be
half of the inhabitants of Iran, Iraq, Turkey, Syria, Afghanistan and 
the Arabian peninsula, of the petroleum, gas and other natural re
sources of this area would make it possible to establish gigantic chemi
cal combines for the production of many valuable items such as fer
tilizers, synthetic fibres, construction materials, medicaments, and 
raw materials which are useful for technical purposes, as well as other 
industrial undertakings.

In Africa^ existing plans and projects open up the possibility of 
establishing a number of great power-based industrial complexes of 
world significance.

In the great Nile basin, a number of large-scale power stations 
could be built in the Sudan, Ethiopia, Uganda and Kenya, in addi
tion to the Aswan power station now under construction in the XJAE. 
This would make it possible to irrigate more land so that it could be 
used for the cultivation of cotton, rice and other valuable crops, and 
to construct a number of oil refineries and chemical, mechanical en
gineering, textile and food factories and workshops.

Another large power and industrial complex of world significance 
could be built in North Africa on the basis of the petroleimi and gas 
of the Sahara.

A third important centre would be the area of the Volta, Niger and 
Konkoure rivers in West Africa. Their great water-power resources 
could be used to accelerate the development of industry and agricul
ture, and to expand the communications network—̂ at present very 
limited—which will be required for the economic development of 
Ghana, Guinea, Togo, Nigeria, Cameroon, Mali and other countries.
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A fourth powerful industrial complex could be established on the 
basis of the immense power potential of that great African river, the 
Congo, and of the richest geological treasure-house on earth— t̂he area 
covered by Katanga and Northern Khodesia.

General and complete disarmament would make it possible for the 
countries of Latin America to put an end to the restrictive single-crop 
system and to diversify their economies.

According to existing estimates and plans, it would be possible to 
build great hydrotechnical complexes with a total hydroelectric ca
pacity of several million kilowatts on the rivers of Argentma, Brazil, 
Paraguay, Venezuela and Colombia. On the basis of the water power 
and other natural resources of the countries of that continent, a num
ber of oil refineries and metallurgical, mechanical engineering and 
other undertakings could be established.

These projects are not idle fancies  ̂ hut realistic esti/mates. They 
have heen worked out hy eminent scientists on the hasis of the nnost 
recent achievements of science and technology. Their realiBation 
would radically change the economic am̂d cultural situation of the 
still umder-developed areas of the world in a very short time. In those 
areas new centres of culture would be formed, educational establish
ments and scientific and research institutes would be built, and each 
country would have its own national cadres of engineers, technicians, 
skilled workers, economists, agronomists, land-reclamation special
ists, physicians and teachers.

Disarmament and the conversion of immense resources to peaceful 
needs would give ample scope for the development of peaceful co-oper
ation between States, on a basis of equality and in the interests of 
all concerned. The expansion of international trade and mutual 
assistance would redound to the benefit of all countries, great and 
small, economically developed and under-developed; would ensure 
the growth of production; and would provide employment for addi
tional millions of people.

The General Asserribly^
Taking into account the foregoing declaration concerning the con

version to peaceful needs of the resources released by disarmament and 
guided by the lofty ideals of peace and peaceful coexistence,

Solemnly addresses to the Governments of all States the present 
appeal that they redouble their efforts to achieve general and com
plete disarmament as speedily as possible;

Calls upon all States to work for the accomplishment of the purposes 
set forth in this Declaration;

Requests the Acting Secretary-General, without Avaiting for the 
conclusion of a treaty on general and complete disarmament, to hold 
with the Governments of the economically under-developed countries
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of Asia, Africa and Latin America consultations, which are even 
now imperative, concerning the formulation of an international pro- 
granmie of assistance to those countries in overcoming their economic 
backwardness with the aid of a part of the resources released by gen
eral and complete disarmament, and to submit that programme for 
consideration by the General Assembly of the United Nations at its 
eighteenth regular session;

Expres^e^ -firm confderwe in the triumph of the principles of rea
son and justice and in the final establishment, throughout the world, 
of conditions in which wars shall be for ever excluded from the life 
of human society and in which the arms race, now consuming enor
mous resources created by many generations of human beings, will 
be replaced by broad and fruitful co-operation between the peoples 
for a better life on earth.

Statement by the United States Representative (Stevenson) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: Cessa
tion of Nuclear Tests, October 10, 1962 ^

Mr. C h a i r m a n :

I come before you to survey once again the nuclear testing issue, 
which by now is familiar ground to most of us. I wish very much 
that this issue had been behind us for many years, and that the 
peace of the world, the survival of civilization, and the health of 
mankind were not still endangered by nuclear weapons. But they 
are. Indeed, instead of receding, the danger has increased as the 
weapons have multiplied in number and in lethal sophistication.

So our discussion here this year is even more urgent, and we must 
ask you to examine the situation even more closely, and help us with 
patience and persistence to reach an agreement and reverse the tragic 
trend. ̂

While we are debating here, the Geneva negotiations go on. The 
purpose of our discussion is not to replace those negotiations but to 
encourage them. This Assembly can register emphatically the anx
iety and intense feeling of mankind on the subject of nuclear testing. 
At Geneva we must translate those feelings into concrete form. And 
the sooner the better.

I speak as a representative of one of the few nations possessing 
nuclear military power. Such power is a distinction—if such it be—

 ̂U.S. Mission press release 4060, Oct. 10,1962.
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conferred by history and resources, not by choice. And it is, I  can 
assure you, an awesome responsibility, to be envied by no one.

Nuclear power imposes, in fact, a solemn threefold duty. First, 
we have to maintain that power in adequate measure to protect the 
national security of our own country and those numerous countries 
and peoples who look to it for protection. Second, we have the 
sobering duty to use the power with such restraint that the peace o f, 
the world is not endangered anywhere. And, finally, there is the 
imperative duty to discover some way to reduce a level .of military 
power which serves no other purpose than to balance off a concentra
tion of power in other hands.

My government is totally committed to the discharge of all three 
of these responsibilities. But we are concerned here today with the 
third responsibility imposed by nuclear power: the urgent need to 
find some way of controlling the rush to greater and greater power— 
to find some way out of the insensate and endless arms race.

Mr. Chairman, I  have little doubt that if I represented one of the 
member states without nuclear weapons, I should feel fmstrated by 
the prolonged dialogue between the nuclear powers; annoyed at what 
may seem like obsession with technicalities; and sorely tempted to 
step up and say, in effect: “Stop arguing and get down to business— 
and be quick about it.”

But to the state which is burdened with nuclear power it is pain
fully evident that this is a problem which is hard, cold, incredibly com
plex and intensely practical. I t will not yield simply to moralizing 
and exhortation, nor to platitudes or slogans. It therefore becomes 
the duty of the nuclear powers to be quite blunt about the realities— 
to be candid about the practical relevance of our debates in this 
Assembly to the politics of an arms race which is a fact of life.

There is no point in recrimination; nor in re-hashing old stories 
for the sake of the record which is already ponderous; that would 
only contribute) to skepticism about the chances of controlling the 
arms race. The point, rather, is to look realistically at our now con
siderable experience and to draw appropriate lessons from it.

I t is not my purpose today to give a detailed recapitulation of the 
history of the nuclear test negotiations. However, for the convenience 
of delegations during the present debate, we have prepared a supple
mental white paper on those negotiations, which we shall be pleased to 
make available tomorrow.^

Our recent experience with the problem of nucle-ar testing is, 1 
believe, most illuminating in this connection.

One of the first realities of the nuclear arms race emerged for all

'^International Negotiations on Ending Nuclear Weapon Tests, September 
1961-8epteml)er 1962 (AODA pubUcation 9,1962).
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to see— în a shockingly dramatic way— ĵust as the Sixteenth General 
Assembly was about to convene. For approximately three years pre- 
viously, no nuclear testing had been conducted—a voluntary, uniii- 
spected and informal moratorium on nuclear testing had been in effect. 
For approximately three years, a test ban conference in Geneva had 
labored painfully— t̂hrough ups and downs, accords and discords— 
until agreement was reached on a preamble, seventeen articles, and 
two annexes of a draft treaty to end nuclear testing.^ For approxi
mately three years the Soviet Union had agreed upon the principle 
that international inspection would be required to guarantee that the 
treaty’s provisions were, in fact, being carried out. The issue had 
become the number of detection posts and the number of on-site 
inspections which would be necessary each year and not the prin
ciple itself. At long last, it seemed reasonable to hope that we were 
on the verge of a workable treaty to ban all nuclear weapons testing 
in all environments—forever. Meanwhile the United Kingdom and 
the United States refrained from testing.

Then, when the United Kingdom and the United States came for
ward with new proposals which reasonably met all remaining Soviet 
objections, a strange thing occurred; the Soviet Delegation began a 
retreat from points already agreed upon which was to culminate in 
November in a complete reversal of position. We were puzzled for a 
while, but on August 30 we had the explanation of why the Soviet 
Delegation had ended meaningful negotiation: the Soviet Union uni
laterally ended the moratorium by conducting what turned out to be 
a massive series of nuclear tests in the atmosphere—a test series which 
had been under preparation for a long time and which was climaxed 
by an explosion of such force that it surpassed all rational military 
use.

This sudden and stunning reversal by the Soviet Union dramatized 
the need for a firm agreement which would give stability to the ending 
of tests and conj&dence to all the parties.

Mr. Chairman, this experience provided the first lesson about the 
realities of the nuclear arms race: a voluntary unverified moratorium 
does not reduce tensions; does not build mutual confidence; does not 
stop the perils of fallout; does not put a brake on the arms race; is 
not a step toward general disarmament; and does not contribute to 
the peace of the world. The conclusion is obvious: Where national 
security is concerned, an open society cannot undertake with a closed 
society an arrangement which cannot be verified.

The next reality about the nuclear arms race is that it can be ended 
only by agreement in which all parties can have confidence. Before 
this Committee on October 19 of last year, I  stated—and not for the

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 376-387.
688-714— 63— vol. II-------22
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first time—that the United States was ready to return to the confer
ence table in Geneva; that before the United States followed the Soviet 
lead and resumed testing we were prepared to conclude a test ban 
treaty either here or in Geneva; I  declared that a treaty could be 
signed within thirty days; and, of course, I  said my Government 
would be obliged to resume testing in the atmosphere if the Soviet 
Union continued and refused to agree to stop, and if we found that 
this forced us to look again to our own security.^

You know the result. The Soviet Union rejected the offer of the 
United States and United Kingdom; ignored the appeal of this As
sembly ; and continued its longest series to its bitter and violent end. 
But even under these conditions—even after nearly fifty Soviet atmos
pheric tests and before any U.S. atmospheric tests—the United States 
and the United Kingdom went back to Geneva and urged a test ban 
with international supervision and inspection annually involving less 
than one part in 2,000 of Soviet territory. Even this offer was re
jected. And, at last, after detailed scientific study, prolonged delay, 
and with deep reluctance, the President of the United States deter
mined that in our own security interests, we too should have to return 
to testing in the atmosphere. And now, before our series has been 
completed, the Soviet Union is at it again.

What lesson can be drawn from this part of our experience in the 
preceding years? Nothing new, I  am afraid; nothing but confirma
tion of the melancholy fact that in the contemporary world the only 
effective restraint upon military power which man has been able to 
invent is to line up opposing national military power—and an increase 
in military power on one side is followed by an increase in military 
power on the other side, almost as surely as night follows day.

Before yielding to despair, however, let us quickly note the other 
gide of it. Even without a fundamental change in political relation
ships, if we could stop nuclear testing simultaneously, each side could 
be able to accept such a balance—as long as it is ascertainable that the 
stoppage has in fact taken place.

In the light of these rather somber realities, Mr. Chairman, what 
else can we conclude from our experience so far with the nuclear 
testing issue? We can, I believe, draw at least two more reassuring 
conclusions.

The first is that despite the futility of mere rhetoric, this Assembly 
overwhelmingly made up of States without nuclear weapons, is not 
without influence on those which have them. In the atmosphere of 
gloom and apprehension which prevailed last year at the opening 
of the Sixteenth General Assembly, the members did not give up hope 
and turned once again to the quest for control of the nuclear arms

1961,1^ ,̂ 537-542.
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race. In this, I  am certain that we have overwhelming world opinion 
behind us. Certainly we do in my country.

In any event, encouraged by the Assembly’s action in calling for 
renewed negotiations for an internationally monitored test ban agree
ment, we picked up the remains of three years of hard work at Geneva 
and returned to negotiations.

This leads me to the second conclusion of a more hopeful nature 
which I think 'we can draw frOm recent experience. It is this: Con
tinuous negotiations—however fruitless they may look from the side
lines—do at least help to clear away the semantic confusion, to uncover 
the hard core problems underneath, to narrow the debate to the real 
issues. If this is tedious and frustrating work, it is immensely im
portant because at long last the right questions can be asked and 
^rong answers can be exposed. If, in the end, we fail again, at least 
we have the advantage of knowing why we failed, and then we must 
try yet again.

In the meantime, some genuine progress appears to have been made. 
According to its official statements, the Soviet Government has again 
reversed itself and is willing to accept a nuclear test ban agreement 
in advance of general and complete disarmament.

The Soviet Government now says that it is willing to accept some 
arrangement in which an international commission would be a fea
ture. I t is unwilling as yet, however, to concede the essential rights 
of international supervision .and inspection.

For our part, the United States and the United Kingdom have 
agreed, on the basis of a new technical assessment, that a reduction 
can now be made in the number of sites within the Soviet Union that 
would be required to monitor seismic disturbances. We also have ac
cepted a reduction in the number of inspections required within Soviet 
territory for verification that such seismic events were not under
ground nuclear explosions.

We were able to accept these modifications because of recent im
provements in scientific techniques for detection of underground dis
turbances. For the past two years my government has been conduct
ing an extensive program of research on the improvement of such 
techniques. This program, for which the United States has allocated 
more than $200 million, has produced much valuable information; we 
now have a better understanding of the phenomena relevant to detec
tion and identification of nuclear tests than we had even a year or two 
;ago.

This is what we have offered and what we want—a ban on all tests 
for all time, subject only to the necessity of international inspection in 
the one .environment where it is scientifically necessary, that is, under-
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ground. The United States and the United Kingdom tabled a draft 
treaty incorporating these points at Geneva on August 27th.̂

So once again the Western powers have moved towards the goal of 
a test ban treaty. In that process we have been aided by the positive 
and responsible contributions of the delegations of Brazil, Burma, 
Ethiopia, India, Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden and the United Arab Ke- 
public. The memorandum submitted by these eight delegations on 
April 16 has been useful in making it possible to bring closer together 
the opposing positions in the test ban negotiations.^

These proposals did not pretend to be a detailed blueprint for a 
final treaty but expressed some ideas which both sides could accept 
and which they now must translate into precise treaty language. The, 
U.S.-U.K. draft treaty of August 27 is responsive to these ideas.

We believe that nuclear and non-nuclear powers alike owe these dele
gations a debt of gratitude for their conscientious and constructive' 
diplomacy at Geneva and, on behalf of my government, I  express my 
thanks to them.

I want to make clear once again that our continued insistence on 
the need for identification and verification of underground phenomena 
is not based on ideological or political groimds— n̂or is it a bargaining 
position. Our insistence is based on the scientific fact that knowledge 
and techniques do not exist to distinguish between earthquakes and. 
undergroimd nuclear explosions without on-site inspection.

The United States Delegation will circulate to all delegations a . 
brief memorandum which elaborates on this problem. While we can 
detect seismic events above a certain threshold fairly effectively, we- 
cannot identify what they are. The signals from underground nu
clear tests are identical with those of most earthquakes. When wê  
have detected something, how do we know what it is? With a few 
special types of earthquakes we can distinguish an earthquake from 
an explosion. But the reverse is not true and in no cases can we iden
tify a nuclear explosion as different from most earthquakes. The 
only way to answer that question is to inspect the site of the detected 
event.

The Soviets seem to be saying that they do have instruments for 
detection and identification of underground nuclear tests which can 
operate on a purely national basis. We cannot say that they do not 
have such instruments. We can only say that we do not, nor do we 
know of any. The Soviets have been repeatedly invited to bring 
forward experts and their instruments so that this important matter - 
of fact can be established. They have declined the invitation.

 ̂Ante, pp. 792-80i.
” Ante, pp. 334-336.
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Nevertheless, as I suggested earlier, the Geneva negotiations have 
served to narrow the discussion to its fundamentals and to expose to 
the sunlight the precise issue. Therefore we can now ask the right 
•question, wliich is this: Will the Soviet Union agree—as we have 
agreed— t̂o the necessary number of control posts, manned by Soviet 
nationals imder an international system, to monitor seismic events. 
And will the Soviet Union agree—as we have agreed—to permit on 
its territory a limited number of international verification teams.

We have seen that the Soviet Union has abandoned its insistence 
that a test cessation agreement can be accomplished only as part of 
general and complete disarmament. By accepting the Eight-Nation 
Memorandum as a basis for negotiation, they have agreed once again 
that an international control system may be established to monitor 
tests. Only one major objection remains—only one obstacle bars the 
path to the first great step toward nuclear sanity. The Soviet Union 
has not yet agreed to reaffirm the position which it took from 1958 
imtil November 1961— t̂hat on-site inspection was a necessary element 
of any test ban agreement.

Instead they have proposed inspection by invitation. The Soviet 
proposal in response to the Eight-Nation Memorandum provides that 
an international commission would have the right to ask for informa
tion about seismic events and, after a period of consultations, could 
ask for an on-site inspection. The state on whose territory the event 
took place would then decide whether it would agTee to such an in
spection. Such an arrangement, of course, defeats the purpose of 
inspection. It gives a veto power over verification to the very state in 
which the suspicious event takes place. I t protects cheating. But 
the point of an international inspection system is to give all the par
ties a secure confidence that the treaty is not being violated.

The United States has not and will not abandon hope that the So- 
Tiet Union will once again reaffirm their former approval of some 
international verification system so that an agreement can at long last 
iDecome a reality. If  the Soviet Union really wants an agreement to 
stop all testing forever, we frankly cannot understand why some in
spection at the site, which was acceptable to the Soviet Union a year 
ago, should not be acceptable today.

For some time now, the answer of the Soviet Union has been that 
international verification is but a cover for “imperialist espionage”— 
or words, in endless profusion, to that effect. But whatever the words, 
the answer is transparently wrong. And let me tell you why.

First, the international inspection teams would be chosen and or
ganized by the executive officer of the international control system— 
not by the United States or the United Kingdom. The executive offi-
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cer would be chosen by the Commission only, with the agreement of 
the Soviet Union among others.

Second, transportation of the inspectors to and from the site would 
be under the control of the Soviet Government or the country in
volved. If  it wished it could even blindfold the inspectors en route.

Third, while at the site, the international inspectors could be ac
companied by/such.observers as.the host government wishes.

Fourth, the areas subject to inspection would be small and strictly 
limited by treaty in each case. In all, the total area subject to in
spection annually would be an infinitesimal fraction of Soviet terri
tory. Let us take the most extreme assumptions—(a) that every 
suspicious event occurred in a different area, and (b) that all the 
area of each event was actually inspected. Even under such condi
tions, the surface of the Soviet Union would not be covered for more 
than 2,000 years. If security cannot be protected under these condi
tions—and the actual conditions would be much more favorable—then 
the world indeed has much to fear.

Fifth, the location of sites to be inspected cannot be determined 
in advance by the United States or anyone else. They would be deter
mined solely by objective instrumentation, operating under inter
national control.

Finally, only a limited number of on-site inspections would be 
conducted each year.

Now let us try to see what would happen. A signal from an under
ground event would be received and recorded at control posts. The 
signals would be processed by the international commission. If it 
could not identify the event as an earthquake an inspection team 
might proceed to the site. The site would be determined solely on the 
basis of the scientifically recorded signal. Only a small fraction of 
such signals would be inspected on the site. To get to the site, the 
inspection team would use transportation under the control of the 
government involved. The team could carry only previously-agreed 
and specified equipment related to its immediate task. While at the 
inspection site, the team would be under the scrutiny of as many ob
servers as the host Government wished to assign. Its members could 
not leave the inspection site. The inspection team would then look 
for evidence of an underground nuclear explosion, report its findings, 
and return—under the same conditions as they came. Can espionage 
be conducted under these circumstances? The question answers itself.

We prayerfully hope that hard facts such as these will prevail over 
the mythical spectre of “espionage”, assuming it is sincere. If they 
do, we should be able to complete a comprehensive nuclear test ban 
treaty in fairly short order.
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But, supposing that the Soviet Union refuses to accept a compre
hensive and verified test ban treaty in the near future? Can nothing 
then be done to curb the nuclear arms race that is so dangerous in 
peace as well as war, and so dreadfully costly when so much of the 
world is in such need? Yes, Mr. Chairman, a great deal could be 
done—and it is so easy to do that I  find it incomprehensible that we 
are still discussing it.

I refer, of course, to an agreement to ban all weapons testing in the 
water, in the atmosphere, and in outer space, that is, all testing above 
ground. We have been referring to this as a “limited ban”. I re
peat that the United States would much prefer a comprehensive treaty 
barring all testing everywhere. But if that is impossible, a half loaf 
is better than none. And it is more than a half loaf, because at least 
90 per cent of the force of all nuclear tests from the beginning has been 
exploded above ground. In this sense, a ban on all but underground 
testing would deal with 90 per cent of the problem. And it would 
deal with the test environments of greatest concern. There is no 
radioactive fallout from an underground test, and from the viewpoint 
of radiation hazards a treaty banning tests in the oceans, the atmos
phere and outer space would end at least that growing hazard to man
kind everywhere.

I  say such an aigreement should be easy to make. Why ? Because 
national detection systems are now so well developed that we can rely 
on them to identify nuclear explosions unless they take place under
ground. No on-site inspection is necessary for explosions above 
ground. The vexatious issue of inspection is eliminated. Indeed, 
there is no oibstacle whatever to such an agreement.

There remains only one question: Will the Soviet Union agree with 
the other nuclear powers to cease and desist from the testing of nuclear 
weapons in the oceans, in the atmosphere, and dn out^r space ?

Again I regret to say that the response from the Soviet side is nega
tive. They have rejected even such a limited test ban agreement be
cause they say it would “legalize underground testing”. But it would 
do no such thing. It would, instead, make testing in three environ
ments illegal— t̂he environments where most all of the testing takes 
place and the environments where all of the radiation takes place. 
Moreover it would break the deadlock at long last and bring us a long 
leap forward toward the ensuing steps to sanity and safety.

Should we refuse to outlaw testing in three environments—which 
is in our 'grasp this very day—just because we can’t agree on the fourth 
environment? Surely the question of disarmament is one field in 
which any part of a loaf is better than none, and this is nine-tenths 
of a loaf.
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The United States and the United Kingdom want to sign a treaty 
banning all nuclear tests above ground—without any inspection what
ever. And we have put forward a draft text.^

I  do not know why the Soviet Union, having once approved the 
principle of international inspection which would make possible a 
•comprehensive ban, has since opposed any inspection at all. And it 
is even more difficult to understand why the Soviet Union declines to 
ban tests in the environment where we all agree that external or na
tional detecting systems are adequate. But we will everlastingly hope 
that this opposition to any progress will thaw here in this room—and, 
if it does nothing else, this General Assembly of the United Nations 
will thereupon become an historic success.

Let me now, Mr. Chairman, recapitulate very briefly just where we 
:stand on the nuclear testing issue.

First, we are deeply committed to the goal of general and complete 
disarmament, including the total elimination of all nuclear weapons 
:and all means of their delivery—a process which we propose to start 
in the first stage of general disarmament. The United States Delega
tion will return to the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Conference with 
•every intention of staying there for as long as may be necessary.

Second, we are prepared to sign at once a treaty banning all further 
tests in all environments, provided only that the Soviet Union accepts 
the detection and verification procedures, under international control, 
which are scientifically necessary in order to detect and identify 
^underground tests.

Third, if the Soviet Union cannot or will not tolerate this modicum 
•of cooperation, we are prepared to sign immediately a treaty banning 
:all tests above ground where we have the national capability of 
identifying Soviet tests—that is in the oceans, the atmosphere and 
outer space. And this is no unimportant step; it would eliminate all 
further poisoning of the atmosphere; it would sharply inhibit further 
nuclear weapons development; it would put a partial brake on the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons capability; and such an invigorating 
step forward would make a next step easier.

It would set us on the path toward disarmament.
In the light of all the conclusions we can draw from our extensive 

experience with the nuclear test issue—in light of the progress that 
has been made between the last Assembly and this one— t̂he United 
States Government is neither pessimistic nor optimistic. We are 
simply and doggedly determined to keep at it until reason prevails, 
until we arrest the upward spiral of nuclear arms and then turn it

 ̂Ante, pp. 804-807.
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downward—in stages which can be verified by a grateful^ world 
community.

The moment may be at hand when a comprehensive nuclear test ban 
treaty has again become possible. The Soviet Union has had two* 
large nuclear test series in the past year. The United States is com
pleting a series begun last spring. Although the explosive force of the 
Soviet nuclear blasts far exceed the United States tests, we are quite- 
prepared to stop testing now as soon as we have dependable means of 
knowing that the Soviet Union is going to stop and stay stopped. If 
the USSE is satisfied with the progress in its present testing program, 
a rare period of equilibrium may have been reached in this sector of 
the arms race. This is a time, therefore, when firm insistence by the 
General Assembly can forestall another cycle of nuclear tests. Let uŝ  
make the most of this decisive moment before it passes from us.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman and Fellow Delegates, let me say that 
we are at one of the fateful turning points of history, when the civiliza
tion of our times faces a choice between hope and horror. If  wê  
choose wrong, or fail to choose at all, the consequences to a world, al
ready sorely wounded by two world wars in a generation, are frighten
ing at best. If  we choose rightly, the genius of man can carry us on icy 
new triumphs of progress and brotherhood.

If we could here today, or in Geneva tomorrow, agree to ban nuclear 
testing of every kind, with security for all, we would lift a heavy- 
burden from the hearts and shoulders of all mankind. If  we can’t,, 
then let us at least, and without further argument or acrimony, da 
what we can for our fellow man and clear the seas, the air, and the- 
space beyond, of these ghastly weapons and their poisonous spawn. 
There is no reason under heaven why this step should not be taken 
now, and every reason why it should be taken. Let us close our fate
ful discussion by resolving unanimously to end such tests and 
emancipate our people, yes, and our conscience, from this bondage.

United States Memorandum Submitted to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: The Detection and 
Identification of Underground Nuclear Explosions, 
October 11, 1962^

I n t r o d u c t i o n

In the many studies and negotiations for a treaty to ban testa 
of nuclear weapons, control of underground tests has stood forth as

" A/C5.1/873, Oct. 12,1962, pp. 2-7.
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one of the most difficult problems. The reason is that the phenomena 
assocmted with underground explosions are very similar to those 
associated with tlie numerous small earthquakes which occur all over 
the world. The problem is not just to detect and locate the occurrence 
of a seismic event. The difficult aspect is to “identify” the event— 
in other words to obtain positive verification that a particular evtot 
is or is not an underground nuclear explosion.

In 1958 this problem was studied in great detail by an international 
Conference of Experts which included both U.S. and USSE seismolo
gists. This group devised the so-called Geneva System of control 
posts, a network of “detection” stations which was to be installed 
throughout the world, at distances on land of from 1,000 to 1,700 kilo
metres from each other. A principal item in each control post was to 
be a highly sensitive set of seismic detectors. Even with this world
wide network, the Conference of Experts predicted that, although 
many earthquakes would be positively identified as such by seismic 
means, no underground nuclear explosions would be positively “identi
fied” in this way. They concluded that for positive “identification”, 
on-site inspections were essential.^ A consideration of such inspec
tions has formed a basic part of test ban negotiations ever since.

Since 1958 a vigorous programme of research on seismic phenom
ena has been under way. The hope has been that “detection”, loca
tion and “identification” of seismic events could be improved, perhaps 
even to the point that underground explosions could be “identified”. 
The discussion which follows summarizes the teclmical problems in
volved in seismic “detection” and “identification”, and reviews the 
current state-of-the-art and the prospects for future improvement.

O e n e r a t i o n  o f  S e i s m i c  W a v e s

When an underground nuclear explosion or earthquake occurs, 
great amounts of energy are released. Some of this energy appears 
in the form of seismic waves which travel outward through the earth. 
Any event which produces such waves is termed a “seismic event”.

The properties of these waves depend upon such factors as the type 
of explosion or earthquake which generates them, the total energy 
released, the composition of the medium in which the event takes 
place, the depth of the event, and the geological conditions in the sur
rounding area. As the waves travel outward from the source, they 
are modified by the structure of the earth through which they travel. 
For instance, they may travel downward only to be reflected by vari
ous deep lying layers within the earth. The over-all result is a com-

 ̂See Documents on Diaaimament, 1945-1959  ̂vol. II, pp. 1090-1111.
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plicated set of oscillations which arrive at a “detection” station at 
different times after the event.

D e t e c t io n

Seismic events can be “detected” at large distances by measuring 
the motion produced at the earth’s surface. These motions are minute 
at large distances (as small as one ten-millionth of a centimetre), but 
sensitive instruments called seismometres, which respond to oscilla
tions in the earth’s surface, are able to detect them.

In addition to the oscillations from seismic events, there are con
tinuous slight oscillations of the earth’s surface due to atmospheric 
disturbances, ocean waves breaking on shorelines, and man-made 
effects from machine vibrations or vehicular traffic. These small ir
regular vibrations produce “background noise” which is recorded con
tinuously by all seismometres. Only seismic waves which are stronger 
than this background noise can be distinguished from the noise. Thus, 
explosions which take place at great distances from the detection 
stations, with yields of about 1 kiloton in salt or granite (2 kilotons 
in tuft* and up to about 14 kilotons in alluvium), cannot be detected 
reliably.

L o c a t io n

The location of a seismic event is determined from measured times 
of arrival of seismic waves at several stations. Where accurate travel 
times through the region are available and arrival times are obtained 
at several detection stations stirrotmding the source, the location can 
be determined to within a radius of about 10 kilometres.

I d e n t i f i c a t i o n

A far more difficult problem than the “detection” and location of 
seismic events is the problem of “identifying” the nature of the event. 
The difficulty stems from the fact that nuclear explosions produce 
wave patterns which are equivalent to and indistinguishable from the 
patterns caused, in many circumstances, by the numerous earthquakes 
which occur throughout the world?

It has been foimd possible to “identify” some large earthquakes as 
earthquakes. However, there is at present no known seismic method 
by which nuclear explosions and small earthquakes may be positively 
distinguished. Thus, using presently available “detection” methods, 
it is possible only to classify underground events into two categories:

I. Identified earthquakes;
II. Unidentified seismic events (earthquakes or explosions).

The principal procedure by which large earthquakes are “identified” 
as earthquakes involves observation at several detection stations of the
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first motion of the earth when the seismic wave reaches each station. 
Many of the larger earthquakes are associated with movement of the 
earth along a fissure or “fault line” in the earth’s crust. For such 
earthquakes the earth on each side of the fault line slides in opposite 
directions. The first motion of the resulting seismic wave will thus 
be outward (“positive”) in some directions and inward (“negative”) 
in others (Fig. 1). Since, as far as is known, the waves from under
ground explosions never behave in this way, the observation of op
posite types of first motion at different detectors positively identifies 
the event as an earthquake.

When an underground explosion occurs, the earth is driven outward 
from the explosion centre. This outward motion produces seismic 
waves which are initially symmetrical about the source and so have a 
first motion which is the same in all directions (Fig. 2). Therefore 
all detection stations surrounding a nuclear explosion should “detect” 
first motion which is initially outward. Unfortunately, some types of 
earthquakes also give outward first motion in all directions. Becauso 
of this, observation of the first motion cannot positively “identify” any 
seismic event as an explosion.

Another factor which interferes with the detection of first motion 
and can cause it to be an unreliable indicator of earthquakes is the 
small magnitude of the first oscillation compared to succeeding oscil
lations (Fig. 3). Because of this, and because of the continuing pres
ence of background noise, the true first motion is frequently lost in the 
background noise. Thus “identification” of earthquakes using the 
first-motion criterion is most reliable for large events and when the 
detection station is near the source.

Even though seismic waves are subject to great distortion as they 
pass through the earth, there may still remain some properties other 
than the first motion which could identify the source. Several pos
sibilities for providing positive identification of explosions have been 
suggested on theoretical grounds. However, up until the present time 
underground explosions have not yielded seismic wave patterns with 
characteristics which had not been previously observed from earth
quakes.

Unlike earthquakes, nuclear explosions produce great quantities of 
heat and electromagnetic radiation, but these are quickly absorbed in 
the surrounding earth and thus do not reach distant detection stations*

The strength of the seismic oscillation cannot be used to identify a 
nuclear explosion. Typical underground nuclear explosions produce 
seismic waves of equivalent strength to those generated by many earth
quakes. Furthermore, the strength of the emitted wave does not give 
a clear indication of the yield since variations in the soil or rock sur-
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rounding the explosion or in the size of the cavity in which the bomb 
is placed can alter the magnitude of the seismic oscillations by factors 
of several himdred.

Most earthquakes occur at depths greater than about 15 kilometres^ 
Some of these can be shown to be deep events by detecting waves which 
have been reflected from the earth’s surface above. This makes it 
possible to exclude these de6p events from consideration as possible- 
man-made explosions.
ON-SrrE I n s p e c t i o n s

Since seismic waves do not permit a positive distinction between 
nuclear explosions and many earthquakes, it is necessary to conduct 
inspections at the site of the event to determine whether it was an ex
plosion or an earthquake. During such an inspection the inspectors 
would search within the area indicated by the seismic instruments for 
evidence of motion of the earth, such as shifted rocks and tom foliage- 
Drillings would be made at suspected explosion sites to obtain radio
active debris, which is the only positive means of identifying a nuclear 
explosion.
F u t u r e  I m p r o v e m e n t s

A vigorous programme of research in seismic detection is currently 
being carried on by the United States. Some of the more promising 
approaches involve the use of seismometres placed in deep holes where 
the background noise is very much reduced, and the use of arrays con
sisting of large numbers of seismometres at each detection station to 
reduce the interference from noise. The development of such tech- 
•niques will increase detection capability and may increase the number 
of earthquakes which can be identified as earthquakes. Similarly,, 
more detailed studies of the characteristics of seismic wave patterns 
may increase the capabilities for detection and identification by seis
mic means. But although a great amount of effort and many millions 
of dollars have been applied to the problem, there has not been found 
any scientific technique which would permit the identification of 
underground nuclear explosions without on-site inspection.
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United States Memorandtim Submitted to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Technical Considera
tions Relevant to a Nuclear Test Ban, October 11,1962 ^

I n t r o d u c t i o n

At his News Conference on 1 August 1962, President Kennedy pre
sented a statement relating to the U.S. position on a treaty which 
forebade the testing of nuclear weapons. He said, . . we are com
pleting a careful review of the technical problems associated with 
an effective test ban treaty. This review was stimulated by impor
tant new technical assessments. These assessments give promise 
that we can work towards an internationally supervised system of 
detection and verification for underground testing which will be sim
pler and more economical than the system which was contained in 
the treaty which we tabled in Geneva in April 1961. I  must emphasize 
that these new assessments do not affect the requirements that any 
system must include provision for on-site inspection of unidentified 
underground events. It may be that we shall not need as many as we 
have needed in the past, but we find no justification for the Soviet 
claim that a test ban treaty can be effective without on-site
inspection”.̂

The new assessments were based in part on work performed under 
the auspice of three-year bid Project Vela Uniform which is a pro
gramme designed to enhance man’s knowledge in the field of seis
mology and from which it was hoped that techniques would be 
developed to aid in the detection and identification of underground 
nuclear explosions.

I m p r o v e m e n t s  i n  S e i s m o m e t r y

In view of the fact that detection and identification capabilities 
depend on the signal-to-noise ratio at the seismic stations, a major 
effort has been devoted to stiidying and minimizing the r effects of 
seismic noise which is mainly due to earth motion arising from wind, 
ocean and civilization. One means of increasing the signal-to-noise 
ratio is through the use of arrays of seismometres. It was expected 
that an array would provide an improvement proportional to the V'n", 
where n is the number of seismometres in the array. In the case of an 
array of ten elements, the expected signal-to-noise would therefore 
be about three times greater than that observed with a single element.

" A/C.l/873, Get. 12,1962, pp. 8-13.
 ̂Ante, p. 709.
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These ideas were investigated with a “Geneva-type” ten element 
array constructed at the Wichita Mountains Seismological Observa
tory at Fort Sill, Oklahoma. This Observatory became operational 
in October, 1960, and it has been demonstrated there that the ex
pectations on array performance were essentially correct for the 
case in which the signals from all channels of the array were directly 
summed.

Another promising approach to the signal-to-noise problem was 
the installation of seismometers in deep wells. With an instrument 
placed at various depths between 150 and 3000 metres in a hole near 
Hobart, Oklahoma, there were recorded noise levels which were in 
general a factor of four or five below those observed at the surface. 
Data obtained from the operation of another deep well instrument in 
a 3000 metre hole outside Dallas, Texas, indicate the same order of 
improvement.

A third improvement in instrumentation is the development of a 
deep ocean seismometer. This instrument will add to the detection 
and identification capabilities of a seismic network by making it 
possible to collect data in regions of interest which were heretofore 
inaccessible.

C o iJ P U N G  E f f e c t s

From the present test series much has been learned concerning the 
fraction of explosion energy which goes into the seismic signal and 
how this fraction depends on the medium in which the explosion takes 
place. Until this series, all U.S. underground nuclear shots had been 
fired in Nevada tuff, and in order to gain an understanding of medium 
effects it was necessary to obtain information from detonations in 
other media.

An analysis of data collected from recent underground tests gives 
a good indication of the extent of medium effects. From the results 
it is concluded that, as compared to detonations in tuff, explosions of 
a given yield produce seismic signals up to 10 times smaller if they 
occur in alluvium, and 2 to 3 times larger if they occur in salt or 
granite.

However, alluvium may not be as useful for concealment of tests as 
would be implied by these decoupling factors. The requirement that 
a shot be contained means that it is necessary to conduct tests at a depth 
which increases with the size of the explosion. Since the depth of 
alluvial deposits is limited, the advantage of decreased coupling does 
not exist for high yields. Also, tests in alluvium commonly produce 
large visible surface depressions which would be difficult to conceal.

Present estimates indicate that a decoupling factor on the order of 
100-300 might be observed for explosions taking place in large spher-
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ical cavities excavated from salt. To achieve this amount of decou
pling it is necessary to construct cavities having a volume of 75,000 
cubic yards per kilotoii of yield. However, partial but substantial de
coupling can probably be obtained with smaller holes. In evaluating 
the feasibility of conducting tests under these conditions consideration 
must be given to problems associated with cost, concealment of ma
terial removed from the hole, and the possibility of using a single 
cavity for more than one shot.

T r a n s m i s s i o n  P r o p e r t ie s

The structure and amplitudes of seismic waves at great distances 
from their point of origin depends more on the transmission properties 
of the medium than on the nature of the seismic event. An examina
tion of the data collected during the recent Nevada test series, from 
the Sahara event of 1 May 1962, and from the 2 February 1962 Semi- 
palatinsk explosion indicates that geographical factors strongly influ
ence s i^ a l amplitudes. This phenomenon implies that care must be 
taken in discussing amplitude of seismic signal versus distance and in 
assessing capabilities of individual stations.

I d e n t l f i c a t i o n  P r o b l e m

The most useful auxiliary aid to identification of low magnitude 
events is the determination of depth of focus, i.e., the distances below 
the surface of the earthquake’s origin. At long range this is accom
plished by detecting waves which are reflected from the earth’s surface 
above the earthquake focus. These reflected waves, called pP follow 
closely behind the primary P pulse. The time interval between these 
two waves is roughly proportional to focal depth, although it also has 
a slight dependence on distance.

As the depth of focus decreases the pP pulse arrives more nearly 
on the tail of the primary P pulse and tends to be lost in the ‘‘noise” 
generated by the primary pulse. The P wave itself tends to become 
more complicated as the focal depth decreases. This accentuates the 
problem of separating pP. The increased complication in the P wave 
from shocks at shallow depths is probably a result of the increased 
complexity of the earth’s structure near the surface.

A high proportion of earthquakes which occur well below the crust 
can probably be identified as “deep” with considerable confidence. 
Skilled analysis can also find fair to good indications of depth from 
perhaps one-half of those earthquakes which occur between depths of 
15 and 60 kilometres. This form of analysis becomes increasingly sub
jective as the depth and relative strength of the pP signal decreases. 
Except for a few quakes with unusually well recorded pP phases, it is

688-714— 63— vol. II------23
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probably not possible to write an objective set of rules  ̂ to follow in 
conducting this analysis.

A second auxiliary aid to identification of small seismic events at 
long ranges is the identification of the event as a foreshock or after
shock of a large earthquake, which in turn can be shown to be natural 
by other means. A small event could safely be presumed to be an 
aftershock if it could be shown from analysis of travel times that it 
occurred essentially at the same location and shortly after a primary 
shock. It should also be expected to be accompanied by other small 
shocks, usually within hours, or at least on a time scale which makes 
it extremely unlikely that the sources could be explosions. The wave
forms of some earthquakes in an aftershock sequence may be identical 
to (or simply scaled-down versions of) the primary or other large 
shocks in the sequence. This would add increased confidence to the 
interpretation.

There is a third class of identification aids. These exist in the in
formation carried by the seismic signals. At great distances from the 
event the most obvious thing to look at is the first motion of the earth. 
For an explosion, first motion is always compressional (i.e., in the di
rection away from the event). For most earthquakes first motion com
pressions are observed in some directions and first motion dilatations in 
others. However, since some earthquakes appear to give compressional 
signals in all directions, first motion is not a unique criterion. It per
mits positive identification of many earthquakes as earthquakes, but 
it does not permit positive identification of an explosion as an explo
sion. Also, since the first motion may have a small amplitude, it is 
difficult to separate the signal from the background at the instant of 
arrival unless the ration of peak signal to noise is large. Present 
methods of analysis require that this be on the order of 10-20 if first 
motion is to be determined with certainty.

There are other properties of the wave form that might be of use for 
identification in far zones. These include, for example, signature 
effects and spectral content. The former is of use for events which 
occur at the same location. At seismic stations these produce char
acteristic signals which are recognizable by those experienced in read
ing seismograms. Several Vela Uniform contractors are looking into 
the spectral analysis problem but have thus far not come up with sig
nificant findings.

^The term “objective set of rules” means a set of requirements which, when 
written into a treaty, would be used as a criterion for demanding: or denying: an 
on-site inspection [footnote in original].
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S eismicity

Studies have been conducted on seismic activity and the relation 
between earthquake size and explosion yield. A recent discovery of 
great significance is that as compared with previous estimates there 
occurs a smaller number of earthquakes within the USSK which might 
be confused with nuclear explosions. The implication of this finding 
is that a reduced number of on-site inspections will have the same 
probability of uncovering a clandestine test as would a larger num
ber of inspections if the earthquake frequency was as great as had 
been believed.

C o n c l u s i o n

By making use of the material in the preceding discussion it is pos
sible to estimate the detection and identification capabilities of a 
nationally operated, internationally supervised network of seismic sta
tions. A modest network of high quality seismic stations suitably 
distributed in the northern hemisphere would have a high capability 
for detecting explosions, which occurred in the Soviet Union or the 
United States, with yields on the order of 1KT in granite or salt, 2 KT 
in tuff and about 14 KT in alluvium. Since progress in identification 
as distinct from detection has been limited it is still true that a sub
stantial fraction of the earthquakes occurring in the Soviet Union 
are indistinguishable from explosions on the basis of seismic records.

Eight-Nation Draft Resolution Submitted to the Second 
Committee of the General Assembly: Economic and 
Social Consequences of Disarmament, October 19, 
1962^

The General Assemhly^
Recalling its resolutions 1378 (XIV) and 1516 (XV)

 ̂A/C.2/L.647, Oct. 19, 1962. The resolution was sponsored by the Central 
African Republic, Colombia, the Federation of Malaya, Madagascar, Mauritania, 
Turkey, the U.S., and Venezuela. At the 847th meeting of the Second Committee 
the sponsors accepted an additional preambular paragraph recalling the U.N. 
Development Decade (A/C.2/L.680), proposed by Nigeria and Pakistan. The 
eight-nation resolution was withdrawn at the 862d meeting, when a joint Soviet- 
U.S. draft resolution (A/0.2/L.702/Rev.l) was tabled; see U.S. statement of 
Dec. 5, 1962 {pofst, pp. 1168-1171). The Soviet-U.S. proposal was approved by the 
General Assembly on Dec. 18 {post, pp. 1236-1238).

 ̂Documents on Disarmament^ W^5-1959, vol. II, p. 1545.
• lUd,, I960, pp. 368-369.
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Conscious of the enormous importance of an agreement on disarma- 
ment for the attainment of accelerja-ted economic and social progress, 
in particular in the developing countries,

Recognizing that all problems of transition connected with dis
armament can ibe met h j appropriate national and international meas
ures, that diversion to peaceful purposes of the resources now in 
military use can be accomplished to the benefit of all countries and 
lead to the improvement of world economic and social conditions, 
and that disarmani^ent can be accomplished in all countriesj not only 
without impairing tKeir economies but with great advantage to the 
real welfare of their people,

1. Ec^presses its appreciation for the report of the Secretary-Gen
eral, transmitting the study on the economic and social consequences 
of disarmament presented by a group of expert consultants, pursuant 
to G-eneral Assembly resolution 1516 (X V ); ^

2. Endorses the unanimous conclusion of the consultative group 
that the achievement of complete and general disarmament under in
ternational control would be an unqualified blessing for all mankind;

3. Concurs in the request of the Economic and Social Council 
(resolution 891 (XXXIV), paragraph 6) that Member States—par
ticularly those which are significantly involved in, or affected by, cur
rent military programmes—should devote further attention to, and 
conduct any necessary studies of, the detailed aspects of the economic 
and social consequences of disarmament with a view to developing 
needed information, plans and policies for making necessary economic 
and social adjustments in the event of disarmament and in the succes
sive stages towards achievement of complete disarmament;

4. Requests the Secretary-General to make available to the General 
Assembly at its eighteenth session the report prepared for the Council 
pursuant to its resolution 891 (XXXIV) ; ^

5. Afjinm  that, pending an agreement on complete and general dis
armament under effective international control. Member States should 
not relax their efforts to assist the developing countries but should 
rather accelerate such efforts.

pp. 4^-48.
* Ante, pp. 697-699.
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Thirty-seven Power Draft Resolution Submitted to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: The Urgent 
Need for Suspension of Nuclear and Thermonuclear 
Tests, October 19, 1962 ^

The General Assembly^
Deeply concerned witli the unchecked continuatioD of nuclear 

weapons tests.
Fully conscious that world opinion demands the immediate cessa

tion of all nucl^r tests,
Viewmg with utmost apprehension the data contained in the report 

of the United Nations Scientific Committee on the EiBPects of Atomic 
Eadiation (A/5216)

Considering that the continuation of nuclear weapons tests is an 
important factor in the acceleration of the arms race and that the 
conclusion of an agreement prohibiting such tests would greatly con
tribute to paving the way towards general and complete disarmament,

Recalling resolution 1648 (XVI) of 6 November 1961 whereby the 
States concerned were urged to refrain from further nuclear weapons 
test explosions, pending the conclusion of necessary internationally 
binding agreements in regard to the cessation of tests,®

Notmg with regret that the States concerned have not responded to 
the appeal contained in the aforementioned and in other i^elevant reso
lutions and that, despite its efforts, the Eighteen-Nation Committ^ on 
Disarmament, referred to in resolution 1722 (XVI) of 20 December 
1961,̂  is not yet in a position to report agreement on this vitally im
portant issue,

Recalling that resolution 1649 (XVI) of 8 November 1961 reaffirms 
that an agreement prohibiting all nuclear weapons tests would inhibit ' 
the spread of nuclear weapons to other countries and would contribute 
to the reduction of international tensions,®

^A/0.1/L.310 and Adds. 1-4. The resolution was sponsored by Afghanistan, 
Algeria, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, Cambodia, Cameroon, Central African Republic, 
Ceylon, Chile, Congo (Brazzaville), Cyprus, Ethiopia, Ghana, Guinea, India, 
Indonesia, Iraq, Jordan, Laos, Liberia, Madagascar, Mali, Mauritania, Mexico, 
Morocco, Nepal, Nigeria, Senegal, Somalia, Sudan, Sweden, Syria, Tanganyika, 
U.A.R., Venezuela, and Yugoslavia. As revised by the Canadian amendments 
{vost, pp. 1002-1003), it became part A of the General Assembly resolution of 
Nov. 6,1962 (post, pp. 1029-1033).

" Ante, pp. 177-189.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 568. 

pp. 741-742. 
pp. 578-579.
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Noting that, among the States represented in the Sub-Committee on 
a Treaty for the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapons Tests of the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament, basic agreement now 
^prevails as regards the question of control of atmospheric, outer 
space and underwater tests,

Noting further that the ]:>ro'Ceedings of tlie Eighteen-Nation Com
mittee on DisariTuiment indicate a somewhat enhirged area of agree
ment on the question of effective control of underground tests,

Considering that the Joint Memorandum of 16 April 1962 (ENDC/ 
28) submitted to the Eighteen-Nation Committee by the delegations 
of Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, India, Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden and the 
United Arab Eepublic, represents a soimd, adequate and fair basis for 
the conduct of negotiations towards removing the outstanding dif
ferences on the question of effective control of underground tests,^

Convinced that no efforts should be spared in order to achieve 
prompt agreement on the cessation of all nuclear tests in all environ
ments,

1. Condemns all nuclear weapons tests;
2. Asks that such tests should cease immediately and not later than 

1 January 1963;
3. Endorses the Eight-Nation Joint Memorandum of 16 April 1962 

(ENDC/28) as a basis for negotiation;
4. Calls on the parties concerned, taking as a basis the above- 

mentioned Joint Memorandum and having regard to the discussions 
on this item at the seventeenth session of the General Assembly, to 
negotiate in a spirit of mutual understanding and concession in order 
to reach agreement urgently, bearing in mind the vital interests of 
mankind;

5. Requests the parties concerned and the Eighteen-Nation Commit
tee on Disarmament to pursue this matter expeditiously, on a basis of 
priority, and to report on it to the General Assembly not later than 10 
December 1962.

Radio-Television Address by President Kennedy on the 
Cuban Crisis, October 22, 1962 ^

Good evening, my fellow citizens. This Government, as promised, 
has maintained the closest surveillance of the Soviet military

 ̂Ante, pp. 334-336.
* Department of State Bulletin^ Nov. 12,1962, pp. 715-720.
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buildup on the island of Cuba. Within the past week unmistakable 
evidence has established the fact that a series of offensive missile sites 
is now in preparation on that imprisoned island. The purpose of 
these bases can be none other than to provide a nuclear strike capa
bility against the Western Hemisphere.

Upon receiving the first preliminary hard information of this 
nature last Tuesday morning [October 16] at 9:00 a.m., I  directed 
that our surveillance be stepped up. And having now confirmed and 
completed our evaluation of the evidence and our decision on a course 
of action, this Government feels obliged to report this new crisis 
to you in fullest detail.

The characteristics of these new missile sites indicate two distinct 
types of installations. Several of them include medium-range ballistic 
missiles capable of carrying a nuclear warhead for a distance of more 
than 1,000 nautical miles. Each of these missiles, in short, is capable 
of striking Washington, D.C., the Panama Canal, Cape Canaveral, 
Mexico City, or any other city in the southeastern part of the United 
States, in Central America, or in the Caribbean area.

Additional sites not yet completed appear to be designed for inter- 
mediate-range ballistic missiles capable of traveling more than twice 
as far—and thus capable of striking most of the major cities in the 
Western Hemisphere, ranging as far north as Hudson Bay, Canada, 
and as far south as Lima, Peru. In addition, jet bombers, capable 
of carrying nuclear weapons, are now being uncrated and assembled 
in Cuba, while the necessary air bases are being prepared.

This urgent transformation of Cuba into an important strategic 
base— b̂y the presence of these large, long-range, and clearly offensive 
weapons of sudden mass destruction—constitutes an explicit threat 
to the peace and security of all the Americas, in flagrant and deliberate 
defiance of the Kio Pact of 1947,̂  the traditions of this nation and 
hemisphere, the Joint Resolution of the 87th Congress,  ̂ the Charter 
of the United Nations, and my own public warnings to the Soviets 
on September 4® and 13.̂

S oviet Contradictions C ited

This action also contradicts the repeated assurances of Soviet 
spokesmen, both publicly and privately delivered, that the arms 
buildup in Cuba would retain its original defensive character and 
that the Soviet Union had no need or desire to station strategic 
missiles on the territory of any other nation.

' American Foreign Policy, 1950-1935: Basie Documents, vol. I, pp. 7S&-796.
’ Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 22,1962, p. 597.
• m d.. Sept 24,1962, p. 450.
* lUa., Oct. 1, 1962,1). 481.
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The size of this undertaking makes clear that it has been planned 
for some months. Yet only last month, after I had made clear the 
distinction between any introduction of ground-to-ground missiles 
and the existence of defensive antiaircraft missiles, the Soviet Govern
ment publicly stated on September 11 that, and I quote, “The arma
ments and military equipment sent to Cuba are designed exclusively 
for defensive purposes,” and, and I quote the Soviet Government, 
“There is no need for the Soviet Government to shift its weapons for 
a retaliatory blow to any other country, for instance Cuba,” and that, 
and I quote the Government, “The Soviet Union has so powerful 
rockets to carry these nuclear warheads that there is no need to search 
for sites for them beyond the boundaries of the Soviet Union.”  ̂ That 
statement was false.

Only last Thursday, as evidence of this rapid offensive buildup was 
already in my hand, Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko told me in my 
office that he was instructed to make it clear once again, as he said his 
Government had already done, that Soviet assistance to Cuba, and I  
quote, “pursued solely the purpose of contributing to the defense 
capabilities of Cuba,” that, and I quote him, “training by Soviet spe
cialists of Cuban nationals in handling defensive armaments was by 
no means offensive,” and that “if it were otherwise,” Mr. Gromyko 
went on, “the Soviet Government would never become involved in 
rendering such assistance.” That statement also was false.

N o  R o o m  f o r  D e c e p t i o n

Neither the United States of America nor the world community of 
nations can tolerate deliberate deception and offensive threats on the 
part of any nation, large or small. We no longer live in a world where 
only the actual firing of weapons represents a sufficient challenge to a 
nation’s security to constitute maximum peril. Nuclear weapons are 
so destructive and ballistic missiles are so swift that any substantially 
increased possibility of their use or any sudden change in their de
ployment may well be regarded as a definite threat to peace.

For many years both the Soviet Union and the United States, recog
nizing this fact, have deployed strategic nuclear weapons with great 
care, never upsetting the precarious status quo which insured that these 
weapons would not be used in the absence of some vital challenge. Our 
own strategic missiles have never been transferred to the territory of 
any other nation under a cloak of secrecy and deception; and our his
tory, unlike that of the Soviets since the end of World War II, demon
strates that we have no desire to dominate or conquer any other nation 
or impose our system upon its people. Nevertheless, American citizens

 ̂Current Digest of the Soviet Press, Oct 10,1962, pp. 13-15, 25.
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have become adjusted to living daily on the bull’s eye of Soviet missiles 
located inside the U.S.S.R. or in submarines.

In that sense missiles in Ouba add to an already clear and present 
danger—although it should be noted the nations of Latin America have 
never previously been subjected to a potential nuclear threat.

But this secret, swift, and extraordinary buildup of Communist 
missiles—in an area well known to have a special and historical rela
tionship to the United States and the nations of the Western Hem
isphere, in violation of Soviet assurances, and in defiance of American 
and hemispheric policy—this sudden, clandestine decision to station 
strategic weapons for the first time outside of Soviet soil—is a de
liberately provocative and unjustified change in the statics quo which 
cannot be accepted by this country if our courage and our commitments 
are ever to be trusted again by either friend or foe.

The 1930’s taught us a clear lesson: Aggressive conduct, if allowed 
to grow unchecked and unchallenged, ultimately leads to war. This 
nation is opposed to war. We are also true to our word. Our un
swerving objective, therefore, must be to prevent the use of these mis
siles against this or any other country and to secure their withdrawal 
or elimination from the Western Hemisphere.

Our policy has been one of patience and restraint, as befits a peaceful 
and powerful nation, which leads a worldwide alliance. We have beeiv 
determined not to be diverted from our central concerns by mere 
irritants and fanatics. But now further action is required—and it is 
imderway; and these actions may only be the beginning. We will not 
prematurely or unnecessarily risk the costs of worldwide nuclear war 
in which even the fruits of victory would be ashes in our mouth— b̂ut 
neither will we shrink from that risk at any time it must be faced.

Initial Steps Proposed

Acting, therefore, in the defense of our own security and of the 
entire Western Hemisphere, and under the authority entrusted to me 
by the Constitution as endorsed by the resolution of the Congress, I  
have directed that the following kdtial steps be taken immediately:

First: To halt this offensive buildup, a strict quarantine on all 
offensive military equipment under shipment to Cuba is being ini
tiated.^ All ships of any kind bound for Cuba from whatever nation

 ̂The quarantine was declared by Presidential Proclamation No. 3504, signed 
Oct. 23, 1962 (27 Fed. Reg, 10401; Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 12, 1962, 
p. 717). It became effective at 2 :00 p.m. Greenwich time Oct. 24, 1962. In proc
lamation 3507, signed Nov. 21, 1962, President Kennedy declared that he had 
lifted the quarantine at 11 p.m. Greenwich time Nov. 20, 1962 (27 Fed. Reg. 
11525; Department of State Bulletin, Dec. 17,1962, p. 918). Executive Order No. 
11058, signed Oct. 23, 1962, gave the Secretary of Defense authority to order
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or port will, if found to contain cargoes of offensive weapons, be 
turned back. This quarantine will be extended, if needed, to other 
types of cargo and carriers. We are not at this time, however, deny
ing the necessities of life as the Soviets attempted to do in their Berlin 
blockade of 1948.

Second: I  have directed the continued and increased close surveil
lance of Cuba and its military buildup. The Foreign Ministers of the 
OAS in their communique of October 3 rejected secrecy on such mat
ters in this hemisphere.^ Should these offensive military preparations 
continue, thus increasing the threat to the hemisphere, further action 
will be justified. I  have directed the Armed Forces to prepare for any 
eventualities; and I  trust that, in the interest of both the Cuban people 
and the Soviet technicians at the sites, the hazards to all concerned of 
continuing this threat will be recognized.

Third: I t  shall be the policy of this nation to regard any nuclear 
missile launched from Cuba against any nation in the Western Hem
isphere as an attack by the Soviet Union on the United States, requir
ing a full retaliatory response upon the Soviet Union.

Fourth: As a necessary military precaution I  have reinforced our 
base at Guantanamo, evacuated today the dependents of our personnel 
there, and ordered additional military units to be on a standby alert 
basis.

Fifth: We are calling tonight for an immediate meeting of the 
Organ of Consultation, under the Organization of American States, 
to consider this threat to hemispheric security and to invoke articles 
6 and 8 of the Kio Treaty in support of all necessary action.  ̂ The 
United Nations Charter allows for regional security arrangements— 
and the nations of this hemisphere decided long ago against the mili
tary presence of outside powers. Our other allies around the world 
have also been alerted.

Sixth: Under the Charter of the United Nations, we are asking to
night that an emergency meeting of the Security Council be convoked 
without delay to take action against this latest Soviet threat to world 
peace.® Our resolution will call for the prompt dismantling and

persons and units of the Beady Reserve to active duty and to extend the terms 
of service of certain members of the armed forces (27 Fed. Reg. 10403; Depart
ment of State Bulletin, Nov. 12,1962, p. 719). For Soviet miUtary measures, see 
post, pp. 975-976.

‘ Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 22,1962, pp. 598-600.
• For the text of the OAS Organ of Consultation resolution of Oct. 23, see ibid., 

Nov. 12,1962, pp. 722-723.
* See infra.
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withdrawal of all offensive weapons in Cuba, nnder the supervision 
of U.N. observers, before the quarantine can be lifted.^

Seventh and 'fmaZly: I  call upon Chairman Khrushchev to halt and 
eliminate this clandestine, reckless, and provocative threat to world 
peace and to stable relations between our two nations. I  call upon 
him further to abandon this course of world domination and to join 
in an historic effort to end the perilous arms race and transform the 
history of man. He has an opportunity now to move the world back 
from the abyss of destruction— b̂y returning to his Government’s own 
words that it had no need to station missiles outside its own territory, 
and withdrawing these weapons from Cuba— b̂y refraining from any 
action which will widen or deepen the present crisis—and then by 
participating in a search for peaceful and permanent solutions.

This nation is prepared to present its case against the Soviet threat 
to peace, and our own proposals for a peaceful world, at any time 
and in any forum— în the OAS, in the United Nations, or in any other 
meeting that could be useful—without limiting our freedom of action.

U.S. W i s h e s  P e a c e  W i t h  U.S.S.K.

We have in the past made strenuous efforts to limit the spread of 
nuclear weapons. We have proposed the elimination of all arms and 
military bases in a fair and effective disarmament treaty.^ We are 
prepared to discuss new proposals for the removal of tensions on both 
sides—including the possibilities of a genuinely independent Cuba, 
free to determine its own destiny. We have no wish to war with the 
Soviet Union, for we are a peaceful people who desire to live in peace 
with all other peoples.

But it is difficult to settle or even discuss these problems in an 
atmosphere of intimidation. That is why this latest Soviet threat— 
or any other threat which is made either independently or in response 
to our actions this week—^must and will be met with determination. 
Any hostile move anywhere in the world against the safety and free
dom of peoples to whom we are committed— încluding in particular 
the brave people of West Berlin—will be met by whatever action is 
needed.

To TH E P e o p l e  o f  C u b a

Finally, I  want to say a few words to the captive people of Cuba, 
to whom this speech is being directly carried by special radio facilities. 
I  speak to you as a friend, as one who knows of your deep attachment 
to your fatherland, as one who shares your aspirations for liberty and

 ̂Post, p. 979.
 ̂Ante, pp. 351-382.
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justice for all. And I have watched and the American people have 
watched with deep sorrow how your nationalist revolution was be
trayed and how your fatherland fell under foreign domination. Now 
your leaders are no longer Cuban leaders inspired by Cuban ideals. 
They are puppets and agents of an international conspiracy which has 
turned Cuba against your friends and neighbors in the Americas— 
and turned it into the first Latin American country to become a target 
for nuclear war, the first Latin American country to have these weap
ons on its soil.

These new weapons are not in your interest. They contribute 
nothing to your peace and well-being. They can only undermine it. 
But this country has no wish to cause you to suffer or to impose any 
system upon you. We know that your lives and land are being used 
as pawns by those who deny you freedom.

Many times in the past the Cuban people have risen to throw out 
tyrants who destroyed their liberty. And I have no doubt that most 
Cubans today look forward to the time when they will be truly free— 
free from foreign domination, free to choose their own leaders, free 
to select their own system, free to own their own land, free to speak 
and write and worship without fear or degradation. And then shall 
Cuba be welcomed back to the society of free nations and to the as
sociations of this hemisphere.

U.S. Chooses DimcuiiT Path

My fellow citizens, let no one doubt that this is a difficult and 
dangerous effort on which we have set out. No one can foresee pre
cisely what course it will take or what costs or casualties will be in
curred. Many months of sacrifice and self-discipline lie ahead— 
months in which both our patience and our will will be tested, months 
in which many threats and denunciations will keep us aware of our 
dangers. But the greatest danger of all would be to do nothing.

The path we have chosen for the present is full of hazards, as all 
paths are; but it is the one most consistent with our character and 
courage as a nation and our commitments around the world. The cost 
of freedom is always high—but Americans have always paid it. And 
one path we shall never choose, and that is the path of surrender or 
submission.

Our goal is not the victory of might but the vindication of right— 
not peace at the expense of freedom, but both peace and freedom, 
here in this hemisphere and, we hope, around the world. God willing, 
that goal will be achieved.
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Letter From the United States Representative (Stevenson) 
to the President of the Security Council (Zorin) on the 
Cuban Crisis, October 22, 1962 ^

E x c e l l e n c y  : I  have the honor to request an urgent; meeting of 
the Security Council to deal with the dangerous threat to the peace 
and security of the world caused by the secret establishment in Cuba 
by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics of launching bases and 
the installation of long-range ballistic missiles capable, of carrying 
thermonuclear warheads to most of North and South America.

The United States now has incontrovertible evidence that the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Eepublics has been installing in Cuba a whole 
series of facilities for launching offensive nuclear missiles and other 
offensive weapons and installing the weapons themselves. These steps 
are far in excess of any conceivable defense requirements of Cuba* 
The Soviet action in establishing them signals an acceleration of the' 
process by which the USSR has moved to snuff out the integrity and 
independence of the Cuban nation. The establishment of bases for 
nuclear missiles capable of raining thermonuclear destruction through
out most of the Western hemisphere constitutes a grave threat to the 
peace and security of this hemisphere and of the whole world.

The size of the Soviet undertaking in establishing missiles and other 
offensive weapons in Cuba makes clear that it was planned some 
months ago. Yet, throughout these months, the USSR has given 
repeated assurances, both in public and in private, that no offensive 
weapons were being delivered to Cuba.

On September 11, 1962, the Soviet Union said in an official state
ment that “The armaments and military equipment sent to Cuba are 
designed exclusively for defensive purposes. . . . There is no need 
for the Soviet Union to shift its weapons for the repulsion of ag
gression, for a retaliatory blow, to any other country, for instance 
Cuba. . . . The Soviet Union has so powerful rockets to carry these 
nuclear warheads that there is no need to search for sites for them 
beyond the boundaries of the Soviet Union.”  ̂ Similarly, Foreign 
Minister Gromyko told the General Assembly on September 21 that 
any “sober minded man” knew that Cuba was not “building up her 
forces to such a degree that she can pose a threat to the United States^ 
to the passage of the United States to the Panama Canal, or else a 
threat to any State of the Western Hemisphere. . . . The aid ren-

' Department of State Bulletin^ Nov. 12,1962, p. 724.
* See Current Digest of the Soviet Press, Oct. 10,1962, pp. 13-15,25.
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dered by the Soviet Union to Cuba to strengthen her independence 
does not pursue any of these goals either. . . ^

Upon satisfying itself as to the deliberately provocative steps which 
have in fact been taken, the United States Government has com
menced a series of measures designed to halt this offensive buildup.

The United States has called for a meeting of the Organ of Con
sultation to invoke Articles 6 and 8 of the Kio Treaty

In order to give effect to the determination of the countries of the 
Western hemisphere which they have recently reaffirmed to safeguard 
and defend the peace and security of the region against external inter
ference and aggression, the United States is initiating a strict quaran
tine of Cuba to interdict the carriage of offensive weapons to that 
country.

In accordance with its obligations under the United Nations Charter, 
the United States now brings before the Security Council the fact of 
nuclear missiles and other offensive weapons in Cuba, and proposes 
the prompt and effective discharge of the Council’s responsibilities for 
the maintenance of international peace and security.

What is at stake is the peace and security both of a single region 
and of the whole world. The developments of modern science and 
technology have created capacities for catastrophic destruction. The 
diffusion of these capacities through the Soviet actions in Cuba can 
only be regarded as the gravest kind of threat to the peace.

I t should be the purpose of Security Council action to bring about 
the immediate dismantling and withdrawal of the Soviet missiles and 
other offensive weapons in Cuba, under the supervision of United 
Nations observers, to make it possible to lift the quarantine which is 
being put into effect. As part of this process, we are willing to confer 
with the Soviet Union on measures to remove the existing threat to 
the security of the Western hemisphere and the peace of the world.

With these objectives in mind, the United States requests an urgent 
meeting of the Security Council. Attached is a draft resolution which 
the United States hereby presents to the Security Council.

Accept, Excellency, the renewed assurances of my highest 
consideration.

Adlai E. S t e v e n s o n

 ̂Ante, p. 898.
For the Rio Treaty, see American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Docu- 

ments, vol. I, pp. 789 ff. The OAS Organ of Consultation resolution may be 
found in the Depfirtment of State Bulletin, Nov. 12, 1962, pp. 12%-TlZ,
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United States Draft Resolution Submitted to the Security 
Council: Removal of Soviet Missiles From Cuba, Oc
tober 22, 1962^

The Security GowncÛ
Having considered the serious threat to the security of the Western 

Hemisphere and the peace of the world caused by the continuance 
and acceleration of foreign intervention in the Caribbean,

Noting with concern that nuclear missiles and other offensive weap
ons have been secretly introduced into Cuba,

Noting also that as a consequence a quarantine is being imposed 
around the country,

Grawely concerned that further continuance of the Cuban situation 
may lead to direct conflict,

1. Galls as a provisional measure under Article 40 for the immediate 
dismantling and withdrawal from Cuba of all missiles and other offen
sive weapons;

2. Authorizes and requests the Acting Secretary-General to dis
patch to Cuba a United Nations observer corps to assure and report 
on compliance with this resolution;

3. Galls for termination of the measures of quarantine directed 
against military shipments to Cuba upon United Nations certification 
of compliance with Paragraph 1;

4. Urgently recommends that the United States of America and the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Eepublics confer promptly on measures to 
remove the existing threat to the security of the Western Hemisphere 
and the peace of the world, and report thereon to the Security Council.

Statement by the Soviet Government, 
October 23, 1962

In view of the provocational actions of the U.S. government and 
the aggressive intentions of the American armed forces, the Soviet

 ̂Departmefiif of State Bulletin^ Nov. 12,1962, p. 724.
* Current Dig êst of the Soviet Press, Nov. 21, 1962, p. 4. On Oct. 23, 1962, 

the Soviet commander of the Combined Armed Forces of the VTarsaw Treaty 
countries also “convoked oflBcers representing the armies of the Warsaw Treaty 
countries and. gave them instructions on carrying out a number of measures to 
raise the combat readiness of the troops and fleets that form part of the Com
bined Armed Forces” (ibid,). The instructions were rescinded Nov. 21 {post, 
pp. 1071-1072).
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Government on Oct. 23,1962, in the E^emlin, heard Comrade R. Ya. 
Malinovsky, U.S.S.R. Minister of Defense, on measures being carried 
out to raise the combat readiness of the armed forces, and it issued 
the necessary instructions to the Minister, including, until further 
notice:

1. The postponement of the demobilization from the Soviet Army 
of the older contingents of the strategic rocket troops, the antiaircraft 
troops and the submarine fleet.

2. The halting of furloughs for all personnel.
3. The raising of the combat readiness and vigilance of all troops.

Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: Cessa
tion of Nuclear Tests, October 26, 1962 ^

One year ago, the Soviet Union conducted the largest series of 
nuclear tests ever carried out and thus ended a period during which, 
to the extent of our knowledge, none of the partie;S to test ban negotia
tions carried out nuclear weapon test explosions. I  say “to the extent 
of our knowledge”, because in the absence of an effective international 
control system, by distant instrumentation alone one can detect but 
cannot identify; so no one can definitely prove that such explosions 
did not occur. The United States knows that it did not test; but the 
most one can say is that we had no evidence of such explosions in the 
Soviet Union that we could identify as nuclear explosions.

We were willing to assume the risk of uncertainty at that time be
cause we hoped a test ban agreement was imminent and because the 
Soviet Union then seemed to be negotiating seriously. But, as 
President Kennedy said on 29 August 1962:

Gentlemen’s agreements and moratoria do not provide the type of guarantees 
that are necessary. They do not give assurance against an abrupt renewal 
of testing by unilateral action. This is the lesson of the Soviet Government's 
tragic decision to renew testing just a year ago.̂

In 1960, the General Assembly adopted two resolutions calling for 
a continuation of the volimtary suspension of testing.® The Soviet 
Union voted for these resolutions and the Soviet Union then promptly 
resumed testing the following summer. During the intensive Soviet

 ̂A/C.l/PV.1255, pp. 2-42.
 ̂Ante, p. 830.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 374-37r).
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test series of one year ago this General Assembly passed another reso
lution, calling for an end to testing during negotiations.^ That reso
lution was passed to the punctuation of Soviet blasts and was violated 
by the Soviet Union as soon as it was voted upon in the Assembly.

Now, a resolution has once again been presented to us calling, in 
effect, for a moratorium on nuclear testing, beginning 1 January 1963.̂  
In its substance and effect such a provision encourages States to refuse 
the necessary prerequisite for a necessary test ban treaty, namely an 
effective verification system, which will permit the parties to the 
agreement to know that it is being kept. Let me make the position 
of the United States quite clear, in this Committee, as we have at
tempted to do in the discussions preceding the introduction of the 
text. The United States will sign a treaty banning all nuclear tests 
in all environments, under effective international control  ̂ such as our 
draft A/C.1/874.^ Or, we will sign a treaty banning all tests in the 
atmosphere, under water, or in space; such as our partial draft treaty 
also contained in document A/C.1/874,  ̂while we continue to negotiate 
on the broader or comprehensive treaty.

The United States opposes, and cannot accept, any unverified mora
torium on nuclear tests.

Specifically—
One, the United States will not accept or negotiate about an uncon

trolled moratorium on all nuclear weapon tests in all environments.
Two, the United States will not accept or negotiate about an uncon

trolled moratorium on underground nuclear weapon tests in connexion 
with an agreed ban on nuclear weapon tests in other environments.

Three, the United States will stop all tests the day a treaty contain
ing necessary international verification arrangements such as our 
draft A/C.1/874 is signed. We sincerely hope this could be accom
plished by 1 J  anuary 1963.

Four, the United States will vote against any provision for an un
verified, uncontrolled moratorium. Passage of such a provision could 
have only one effect: to postpone the day when all tests are ended 
forever.

Though I know that emotions run high on this question, and under
standably so, I would ask that Members of this Assembly recall the 
cold, hard facts. The 1958-1961 moratorium did not facilitate nego
tiations on a test ban: The 1958-1961 moratorium did not result in a 
permanent end to nuclear weapon tests. The Soviet tests of 1961 de

p. 568.
 ̂Ante, pp. 965-966.
 ̂Ante, pp. 792-804.
* Ante, pp. 804-807.
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stroyed any chance whatsoever that a moratorium solution to the 
problem of nuclear testing would be acceptable to the United States.

We have complete sympathy with the almost universal desire of the 
United Nations Members to end nuclear tests. There is no Member 
nation that desires an end to the tests more than the United States or 
that has done more in the way of research, or worked harder, to 
obtain one.

This General Assembly has an opportunity to express the urgency 
and the sense of deep desire which we all feel for the conclusion of an 
agreement in the Geneva negotiations which will halt all tests. The 
United States and the United Kingdom have sponsored a resolution 
on this question for which we ask the support of this Assembly.* Its 
operative sentences are simple. We ask that negotiation of a compre
hensive test ban treaty be endorsed as the primary objective of the 
Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee and of its Sub-Committee 
on Nuclear Testing. We ask for endorsement of the principle of 
effective and adequate international control over a comprehensive test 
ban treaty. But should it appear that a comprehensive test ban treaty 
cannot expeditiously be negotiated, we believe that, without prejudice 
to the negotiation of a comprehensive test ban treaty, an immediate 
agreement should be reached to ban tests in the atmosphere, in space, 
and in the oceans: we ask that the General Assembly give its approval 
to the idea of an early cut-off date on which date a treaty banning tests 
would come into force; I  repeat, a treaty banning the tests would come 
into force on that date.

When international verification arrangements are necessary to as
sure the continuity and stability of agreements, in the interests of 
peace and security, it is the responsibility, and indeed, the duty of the 
leading military Powers to accept reasonable verification arrange
ments. Whenever the General Assembly fails to say this as clearly as 
it can it then becomes easier for States to avoid this fundamental re
sponsibility. Broad and unequivocal backing for verification, when 
verification is needed, will promote a test ban agreement. To condone 
the utterly unjustified refusal of one great Power, the Soviet Union, to

'A /C .l/L . 311, Oct. 19, 1962. This proposal was substantially the same as 
part B of the General Assembly resolution of Nov. 6, 1962 {post, pp. 1029-1033), 
except that it contained the following additional paragraph:

“2. Believes that if such agreement is not reached expeditiously, the 
Eighteen-Nation (Committee should seek conclusion of an interim treaty pro
hibiting nuclear weapons tests in those environments where radio-active fall
out is a matter of international concern and where nuclear weapons tests can 
be detected and identified without international controls, namely, the atmos
phere, the oceans, and space

This paragraph was dropped by the sponsors.
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accept adequate international verification arrangements would be a 
fatal blow to the hopes for a permanent cessation of nuclear tests.

I  have heard much discussion here in the past several days of what 
can and what cannot be done in detection, that is, in recording on sds- 
mographs and identifying—̂ that is, distinguishing— t̂he exact charac
ter or nature of underground nuclear explosions. I  have been asked 
many times if there really is a technical problem that stands in the 
way of a test-ban agreement, or whether it is purely a political prob
lem. I  assure you that there is a real, fundamental technical prob
lem, to which I  shall revert later. There is also a political problem. 
The political problem is the refusal of the Soviet Union, for political 
reasons alone, to accept the necessary minimum of international inspec
tion for a comprehensive and effective nuclear test ban.

We hear Soviet groups say in speeches—as indeed the representative 
of Eomania did on 17 October— t̂hat ‘‘the United States proposal”— 
for a ban on all tests except underground—“will not in any way affect 
the possibilities of increasing and perfecting its nuclear arsenal”.̂  
If  this statement is true and underground tests are, indeed, so impor
tant, then it goes without saying that the United States is completely 
justified in asking for the necessary assurances that no party to a 
comprehensive test-ban treaty will test clandestinely underground. 
And this is where the technical considerations come into play. The 
United States has never asked for more inspection than is actually 
warranted by the known technical facts, but we will not and we can
not settle for less.

Allow me, then, to explain what the present technical situation is, as 
we understand it. There has been one constant throughout all the 
long history of test-ban negotiations, and this constant will provide 
my starting point. This constant to which I  refer is the fact that 
underground nuclear explosions can be detected only because they gen
erate waves or vibrations in the earth which can be recorded on very 
sensitive instruments. But, unfortunately, the earth itself also gen
erates such waves or vibrations, which are also recorded on scientific 
instruments. Moreover, it is not the source of the waves but rather 
the earth itself, with its exceedingly complex geologic structures, 
which chiefly affects the character of the waves which pass through 
the earth. There are a good many signals emanating from the earth 
which can be ignored in the solution of our problem. The source of 
some earth waves, for example, are too deep down in the earth to be 
man-made, so these deep-down waves can be excluded. Other waves 
are clearly associated with large earthquakes and can be so identified, 
even by distant instruments. Still other signals indicate that the in

 ̂A/C.1/PV.1250, p. 67.
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itial earth motion from a seismic event was a rarefaction wave, that is, 
one caused by the earth’s moving in a direction away from the record
ing seismograph. This is a phenomenon resulting only from earth
quakes. In all such, cases as these, the events recorded require no 
forther investigation. They can be excluded in the solution of 
problems.

It is only the signals which could be caused either by a man-made 
nuclear explosion or by an earthquake with which we are concerned. 
We estimate that there will be about one hundred earthquakes an
nually in the Soviet Union alone, of a size equivalent, at least, to the 
explosion of a 10-kiloton bomb—a kiloton being equal to 1,000 tons of 
TNT—in a typical alluvial soil, that is, in unconsolidated gravel, 
whose seismic signals would be virtually indistinguishable by distant 
stations from those of nuclear explosions. There is no known meth
od—let me repeat, no known method—of determining which, if any, of 
these events was a nuclear explosion, except by actually investigate 
ing on the site the source of the recorded earthquakes. This is the 
function, and the only reason, for on-site inspections.

On-site inspections are today scientifically indispensable for positive 
identification of underground nuclear explosions. There is simply no 
other established way.

The United States has had for three years a major research pro
gramme, costing many millions of dollars. Project Vela, whose sole 
and only purpose is to help the world and the United States to do a 
better job of detecting and distinguishing earthquakes and under
ground explosions, so that we can stop, in an effective way, all nuclear 
tests. United States scientists and scientists of other nations have 
made numerous studies of the capabilities of seismic equipment, of the 
numbers of earthquakes, and of ways to identify—that is, to distin
guish—explosions from earthquakes. There have been many dozens 
of reports on this work, most of them, incidentally, in the open scien
tific literature and hence available to the whole world. There has been 
no concealment. The United States has encouraged this research 
and this publication. Some of the more important findings which 
permitted us to reduce control requirements were contained in a De
partment of Defense press release of 7 July 1962, which we circulated 
at the Eighteen-Nation Conference at Geneva.  ̂ We have ahso circu
lated here—in order to make it available to you—a summary of the 
latest scientific information on this subject. If there has been any such 
intensive Soviet effort, we have yet to hear of it. If the Soviet Union 
has scientific evidence, let us see it; let us read it; let us examine it. I 
submit that it does not exist.

 ̂Ante, pp. 633-635.
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So far, I have been discussing the problem of sorting out nuclear 
explosions from other events which produce earth waves.

This is the problem of identification as opposed to detection or mere 
recording. Although the identification is the more complicated part 
of the problem, I would not like to leave with you the impression that 
only the identification of explosions presents difficulties: detection is 
also a problem of major proportions.

Although it is a well-publicized fact that stations in other countries 
have recorded certain—and I repeat, certain—of our underground nu
clear explosions, there have been many other explosions which have 
not been identified as nuclear explosions and, in fact, have not even 
been detected—simply not detected—by scientific stations and observ
atories outside the United States. And this is true despite the fact 
that we have made public announcements of the occurrence of under
ground explosions at the Nevada test site and in several cases have 
given the precise time of the explosions. But despite this fact some 
of these explosions have not been detected by stations outside the 
United States.

Let me repeat again what I  just said. The United States has con
ducted many undergromid nuclear explosions which were not even 
detected—let alone identified.

A further major problem is that, in addition to detecting a seismic 
event, one must locate its geographic position, otherwise the data are 
not meaningful. Detection at only one station tells you only that an 
event has occurred somewhere in the whole world. To tell in which 
country and at what geographical co-ordinates the event occurred, you 
must record the event at several different stations. Detect, locate, 
identify—without accomplishing all three, the problem is simply not 
solved.

Incidentally, when I hear the Soviet representative say that States 
do possess at present the necessary scientific and teclmical means to see 
that obligations not to undertake underground tests are respected, I 
just cannot help wondering what he means. When he talks about 
detecting United States tests, I  think perhaps he means that he has 
the necessary scientific and technical means to read the United States 
press which generally records in considerable detail the happenings 
relating to the United States test programme. Or he may be referring 
to the truly remarkable—I repeat truly remarkable—scientific and 
technical means by which the Soviet Union was able, in 1968, to an
nounce the detonation of a United States test device— în the atmos
phere, not underground—which had actually turned out to be a dud 
and which produced no explosion whatsoever. I t produced no explo
sion whatsoever. But the Soviet Union announced that they had de-
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tected it. Now what kind of a detection system does the Soviet Union 
have wliich permits it to detect explosions which do not go off? 
Well, it is clear it is a very remarkable but not entirely scientific tech
nique. I think the Assembly ought to take note of this when it hears 
Soviet claims about the advanced state of science. I will not labour 
this point further, since I  think it is already evident that the absence 
of a wall of secrecy around the United States is perhaps the chief 
reason for the Soviet representative’s confidence in his scientific and 
technical detection capabilities.

But if the Soviet Union really does have scientific evidence which it 
has not divulged, I  appeal to the Soviet delegation to bring forward 
this scientific proof. The Soviet Union, I submit, has a responsibil
ity to do so, for not a shred of scientific evidence has ever been 
advanced by the Soviet Government to support its abandonment of 
the technical underpinnings of the test ban negotiations to which its 
scientists agreed in 1958.̂  The Soviet Union’s sudden reversal of 
position on the necessity for appropriate international verification 
and nothing else—^nothing else— ĥas blocked a test ban agreement. 
Legitimate scientific support for the current Soviet position could 
help in unblocking the road to agreement, yet every Soviet statement 
is couched in positive generalities, full of emphasis but carefully 
avoiding concrete technical facts.

I have spent considerable time in explaining the technical con
siderations underlying the United States position on a test ban treaty. 
The Soviet Union has never given any reasoned reply to these tech
nical considerations, which, I submit, are as well known to Soviet 
scientists and to Soviet officials as they are to us.

Being unable to answer us with respect to the scientific evidence 
explains, I  believe, why the Soviet Union rather lamely resorts to a 
second argument against an adequately, internationally verified 
comprehensive test ban treaty. This is the argument that the verifica
tion machinery of the international commission somehow could be used 
for espionage in the Soviet Union.

I can hardly imagine a more unlikely vehicle for sp y in g  on the 
Soviet Union than the inspection system required for a nuclear test 
ban treaty. Let us examine the Soviet contention that the inspection 
system could be used for pinpointing objectives for nuclear strikes. 
This is what the Soviet representative last October 10 said was the 
purpose of the inspection system proposed in the United Kingdom 
and the United States treaty and he specifically referred to inspection 
and control posts in this connexion.^

* Documents on Disarmamenty 1945-1959, vol. II. pp. 1090-1111.
•A/C.1/PV.1246, p. 62.
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Well, I  have tried my best to determine how such j&xed control posts 
in the Soviet Union could possibly pinpoint objectives for nuclear 
strikes.

Is it the staff of the few fixed control posts in the Soviet Union 
that troubles the Soviet Union? Well, this is strange, for the United 
States and the United Kingdom have proposed a system of integrated 
stations which would be owned and operated by the States where such 
stations were located. Thus, in the Soviet Union the stations would 
be owned by the Soviet Government and every single member of the 
operating staffs of these control stations or control posts would be a 
Soviet citizen. It is true that a few observers from an international 
commission would, under our treaty proposals, be guests of the Soviet 
Government at these control posts. But these observers from the 
international commission could not move from these posts and travel 
about the Soviet Union unless the Soviet Government graciously gave 
them the normal privileges one might expect a Government would 
grant to its guests in these circumstances. But that, let me repeat, is 
entirely up to the Soviet Union. And as the representative of the 
United Kingdom pointed out on 17 October, many times more foreign 
tourists are admitted annually to the Soviet Union than would ever 
be required by the operation of a test ban control system.  ̂ So, I sub- 
noiit, it is hard to find a serious cause here for concern by the Soviet 
Union.

Is it then a case of Soviet fear as to what happens to the scientific 
data which such stations produce? I  hope this is not the case for 
it would suggest that the Soviet Government has not, after all, reallj 
accepted the Eight-Nation Memorandum of 16 April.^ The Eight- 
Nation Memorandum and the United States-United Kingdom Draft 
Treaty of 27 August both propose that all data from fixed stations 
be submitted to an international commission for processing and re
view. Both the Eight-Nation Memorandum and the United States- 
United Kingdom Draft Treaty of 27 August propose that the inter
national conmiission sift through this data to determine which de
tected events should be put into the category of those where further 
clarification might be needed. Therefore, I  submit that if the Soviet 
Union is objecting to the use to which such scientific data from con
trol posts on its territory might be put by the international commis
sion, it is, in fact, objecting to the Eight-Nation Memorandum, as 
well as to the United States-United Kingdom Draft Treaty, and this 
is a very, very important fact.

^A/0.1/PV.1250, p. 32.
* Ante, pp. 334-336.
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Allow me now to review the on-site inspection procedures, in an 
ejffort to discover what might be troubling the Soviet Union.

Here are some of the safeguards which would surround every on
site inspection in the Soviet territory:

First, the on-site inspection teams would be organized not by the 
United States, not by the United Kingdom, but by the executive officer 
of the international control system, and the appointment of this exec
utive officer must meet with Soviet approval.

Second, transportation to and from the site to be investigated 
would be solely under the jurisdiction of the Soviet Government.

Third, as the teams of inspectors search at the location of the event 
for evidence of a nuclear explosion, they could be subjected to the 
scrutiny of as many observers as the Soviet Union chose to send along.

Fourth, the area to be inspected at the origin of the event would 
be very small— v̂ery small—and strictly and precisely limited by the 
treaty and by the essential scientific evidence specified in the treaty 
before the on-site inspection team could come on Soviet territory at 
all. In all, the total area which could be inspected annually would be 
an infinitesimal fraction of Soviet territory, less than 1/2000 of the 
total area of the Soviet Union.

Fifth, we have suggested that in the vast area of the Soviet Union 
where earthquakes do not normally occur—and that may be as much 
as 85 per cent of the Soviet Union—on-site inspections would be re
stricted by the treaty agreement to a very small number. This area 
of low earthquake activity—and, hence, of minimal on-site inspec
tion—embraces all but a small fraction of the area of the Soviet Union. 
This would constitute yet another safeguard against the misuse of the 
right of on-site inspection.

Sixth, the location of an event detected by remote instrumentation 
cannot be determined in advance by the United Kingdom or by the 
United States. Such sites are determined solely by the occurrence 
of an earthquake or by the detonation of a nuclear weapon by the 
Soviet Union.

One could go on, but I  am afraid that the simple fact is that “espio
nage” is nothing more than a smoke screen to cover up the real reasons 
for the ipresent Soviet refusal to sign an adequate and effective test 
ban treaty providing for international inspection of unidentified 
events. The Soviet Government is apparently determined at this 
time, either to continue nuclear testing—as it is doing constantly in 
the atmosphere, every other day—or else it is unwilling or unable to 
accept a test ban for some political reason which the Soviet leaders 
do not wish to divulge.
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I  submit that there is no valid reason apparent in anything that 
Soviet spokesmen have said to explain why this whole past year has 
been frittered away without substantial progress in negotiating a 
comprehensive test ban treaty which both the United Kingdom and 
the United States are prepared to sign.

Now that the Soviet Union has had two major test series in little 
over a year, one of which is still going on in the atmosphere, let us 
hope that we can again begin to move toward a truly effective test 
ban agreement.

The United States fully agrees with the description of this agenda 
item: “The urgent need”—the urgent need—“for suspension of nuclear 
and thermonuclear tests”.

Indeed, it is urgent that we suspend these tests, and not just some 
tests, but all of them; and not just by hortatory language, but with 
effective, practical and workable treaty language. We do feel that 
banning tests in certain environments would be better than no ban 
at all, but we are not here to argue for an incomplete ban. We 
would in fact, regard our work as incomplete if it did not result in 
an effective treaty with adequate international controls banning all 
tests in all environments, for all time.

How soon can this be accomplished ? The Soviet Union alone holds 
the key to this question. The Soviet Union alone has the responsi
bility for there being no agreement. If the Soviet Union begins to 
negotiate in earnest, it may not be too optimistic to strike for 1 Jan
uary 1963 as a target date for signature of a treaty.’ This is what 
the United States had in mind when we proposed that the test ban 
sub-conmiittee of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament 
continue meeting in Greneva right through the cuirent recess in the 
main disarmament talks. The sub-committee is still in session in 
(J-eneva, and at a word from Moscow could rapidly begin to put to
gether a treaty. We are ready to work around the clock to do this.

I  would like to recall at this point a statement by President Kennedy 
on 29 August. President Kennedy referred to the 1 January cut-off 
date, which, I might say, was suggested originally by the representa
tive of Mexico. Pr^ident Kennedy said:

I*m happy to say that the United States Government regards this as a 
reasonable target date and would like to join with all interested parties in a 
maximum effort to conclude effective agreements which can enter into force 
on next New Year’s Day. To accompUsh this purpose, the governments in
volved must accelerate their negotiations looking towards an agreed treaty.^

In an effort to give force and effect to this statement, we thereupon 
made our proposal to keep the test him sub-committee in operation

 ̂Ante, p. 829.
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in Geneva. And while the hour is late, we still stand by this state
ment of President Kennedy.

As we continue to work out the problem of banning underground 
tests, there is no reason why we should delay an agreement to ban 
tests in all other areas. Both the United States and the Soviet Union 
have agreed that existing means of control, such as each possesses, can 
police the cessation of nuclear tests in the atmosphere, in space and 
in the ocesans. This is nothing to scoff at. This agreement in prin
ciple means nothing less than the fact that a treaty could be signed 
which would ban those nuclear tests which cause humanity the 
greatest concern.

We have put the world on notice, by our tabling at Geneva of a 
treaty last August, which is before the Committee in the document 
bearing the symbol A/C.1/874, that the United States is ready at 
any time to signify its formal renunciation of all nuclear weapon 
tests in the atmosphere, in space, and in the oceans—and to make 
this evident by the signing of a treaty.^

It is testing in the atmosphere which causes concern about radio
active fall-out.

Testing in space has been criticized for various reasons. The New 
York Times of this morning, Friday, 26 October, on page 5, carries 
a story that the Soviet Union conducted a high altitude nuclear 
explosion last Monday that has created a second artificial radiation 
belt around the earth. Radioactivity in the oceans has also been a 
source of concern. I  commented at Geneva last June about the tests 
of the Soviet Union in the high altitude and in outer space. We 
can stop all these tests that people are worried about for reasons 
of health or genetics, and stop them almost immediately. There is 
no need to ignore these concerns until such time as we settle the dispute 
over underground tests which release no radioactive debris into the 
human environment.

The reply of the Soviet Government to our appeal for an immediate 
end to tests in the atmosphere, in space, and in the oceans has been 
a sterile reiteration of its demand for a further uncontrolled mora
torium on underground tests. The Soviet Government cannot fall 
back to its “espionage” argument, since there is not the slightest 
trace of international control associated with our partial treaty 
offer— t̂o sign a treaty stopping tests in the atmosphere, under water, 
and in outer space. So one highly spurious argument feebly mustered 
by the Soviet Government in explaining why it is against this partial 
treaty is that an inmiediate ban on nuclear tests in the atmosphere, 
in space, and in the oceans would “legalize” underground tests.

 ̂Ante, pp. 804-807.
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In paraphrase, the Soviet position is: “We’re sorry but it is better 
for the Soviet Union to continue to contaminate the atmosphere 
and to test in the atmosphere and in space, and in the oceans, than 
to give anyone reason to think that we approve of undergroimd tests.”

Now, the Soviet Government can rest assured that the United 
States will not think its agreement to a partial treaty in the atmos
phere, under water, and outer space, means that it endorses under
ground te^s. But I  submit that Soviet refusal to agree to an 
immediate ban on tests in the atmosphere, in space, and in the oceans, 
where international control is not required, strongly suggests that 
it thoroughly approves of and intends to continue tests in the atmos
phere whenever and wherever it pleases, as it has done many times 
in the past and in the very, very high yields, in megatons, which, 
as is known, is the equivalent of millions of tons of TNT. And 
this is a very serious matter for every one of us.

Sometimes I  hear it said that the United States can conduct under
ground tests better than anyone else and, therefore, a ban on tests 
in the atmosphere, in space, and in the oceans would give an unfair 
advantage to the United States.

This statement is in no sense true, although I  must confess I  find 
this a refreshing change of tune on the part of our Soviet colleagues. 
Usually we hear that Soviet science and Soviet technology leads the 
world, and that anything the United States can do the Soviet Union 
can do better. So when, with becoming modesty, the Soviet Union 
grants to the United States a status of permanent leadership in the 
technique of underground testing, I  am highly flattered but I must 
confess that I  am also highly skeptical.

It seems to me that the Soviet Union is saying that its technicians 
are capable of doing only those things which fit the Soviet political 
position: no more and no less. The Soviet political position demands 
that Soviet science be capable of detecting and identifying under
ground nuclear tests by national instrumentation and without on-site 
inspection by an international commission. And so, Soviet science 
happily complies.

On the other hand, the Soviet political position demands that 
Soviet science be utterly incapable of matching the capabilities of the 
United States in conducting underground tests, so once again Soviet 
science is quite obliging. But this double standard just will not do. 
The same science that the Soviet representative claims so much for 
when it suits his purpose just cannot be dismissed as totally incom
petent whenever the political occasion demands.

The truth is that there is nothing magic about setting off a nuclear 
device in a tunnel. The Soviet Union, as I  have said, has done it 
before and, no doubt, will do it again. It is, of course, somewhat
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more complicated and time-consmning to conduct tests underground. 
But let me be very clear, and I  would like everyone to understand me 
on this point. The United States does not test underground because 
it is cheaper or easier or produces better results.

We test underground for the sole reason that we would rather have 
radioactive debris buried in the earth than let loose in the atmosphere, 
where it can affect human beings. Just as we bury radioactive wastes 
from peaceful nuclear power plants, so do we prefer to bury radio
active wastes from nuclear explosions underground. This is a simple 
code of responsibility, which the Soviet Union evidently observes in 
its peaceful nuclear programme, and which it ought to observe in its 
nuclear test programme. Obviously, the best solution is to stop test
ing altogether—in all environments, for all time, by an effective 
treaty— b̂ut if the Soviet Union continues to dodge effective inter
national verification and the procedures, which are clearly set forth 
in the draft treaty which the United States and the United Kingdom 
have put forward and which we are prepared to sign, we believe that 
any other Stiate would accept these international verification proce
dures. So it seems to us that the least the Soviet Union can do is 
to adopt a responsible code of behaviour in this nuclear-testing 
programme.

In addition to stopping those tests which cause radioactive fallout, 
the partial treaty, which is before you as document A/C.1/874, has 
other important advantages.^

First, it would have some effect in inhibiting the spread of nuclear 
weapon capabilities. Nuclear weapon development programmes by 
States which have not previously tested nuclear weapons, if not crip
pled altogether, would at least be seriously interfered with.

Secondly, weapons testing by the present nuclear Powers would 
also be hampered. The Soviet Union tested in the atmosphere last 
fall, and again this fall—and I  have called your attention to the article 
in The New York Times of this morning about its last explosion in the 
high atmosphere. Confronted with the resumption of Soviet atmos
pheric tests and its serious consequences for United States security, and 
for the security of the free world, and in the face of the Soviet ada
mant refusal to agree to an effective test-ban treaty, the United States 
was constrained to resume testing in the atmosphere. Certain im
portant types of experiments cannot be done underground. Our par
tial treaty proposal would put a stop immediately to all such atmos
pheric, space and underwater tests, and, to this important extent, 
would accomplish much of what a comprehensive ban would do, name
ly, slow down the nuclear arms race.

 ̂Ante, pp. 804-807.
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Thirdly, we are convinced that a partial ban would provide a plat
form from which we could move on to a comprehensive ban. For one 
thing, if we could get the Soviet Union to sign our proposed partial- 
ban treaty for tests in the atmosphere, imder water, and outer space, all 
our energies could then be devoted to negotiation of a treaty pro
hibiting und^rgrbimd tests. Aiid we never should underestimate the 
psychological impact which one successfully operating agreement 
would have in breaking the barriers built by the congealed distrust 
on all sides.

These are sound reasons for concluding a treaty without further 
delay, so that tests in the atmosphere, in space, and in the oceans can be 
stopped immediately, and once and for all. We are not blind to the 
need for immediate action in the nuclear test field, and it may be that 
the route to a comprehensive treaty—which we vastly prefer— l̂ies 
through a partial treaty or agreement. The United States feels that 
such a treaty can and should be put into effect without prejudice to 
the negotiation of a comprehensive test-ban treaty banning all tests, 
in all environments.

As I have said, the United Kingdom and the United States vastly 
prefer a comprehensive treaty, because it would accomplish the objec
tive of all of us, that of ending all nuclear-weapons tests, an objec
tive both the United Kingdom and the United States, and the vast 
majority of the nations assembled here, so ardently seek. Moreover, 
an internationally controlled test-ban treaty would be a better spring
board to general and complete disarmament.

Eight now the prospects for agreement with the Soviet Union do 
not appear— regret to say—to be particularly bright. But let us 
remember that the political problems in finding a way to stop testing 
are not unyielding, as was evidenced during the 1958-1961 negotia
tions. The scientific and the engineering problems are vastly difficult 
and complex, because we are dealing with the problem of the structure 
of the universe; but they are not unmanageable. With so much to 
be gained from a test-ban treaty, under effective international control, 
in which everyone can have confidence, it is inconceivable to my Gov
ernment that the day when such a treaty is signed can be far removed. 
Now more than ever the world needs this treaty. A comprehensive 
ban, if possible, but, if not, a partial ban.

My Government will do everything within its power to bring about 
both the partial treaty and the comprehensive treaty, which would ban 
all nuclear tests in all environments for all time.
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Message From President Kennedy 
to Premier Khrushchev, October 27, 1962 ^

D ear Mr. Ch a ir m a n : I  have read your letter of October 26th- 
with great care and welcomed the statement of your desire to seek a 
prompt solution to the problem. The first thing that needs to be 
done, however, is for work to cease on offensive missile bases in Cuba 
and for all weapons systems in Cuba capable of offensive use to be 
rendered inoperable, under effective United Nations arrangements.

Assuming this is done promptly, I have given my representatives in 
New York instructions that will permit them to work out this week
end—in cooperation with the Acting Secretary General and your 
representative—an arrangement for a permanent solution to the Cuban 
problem along the lines suggested in your letter of October 26th. As 
I read your letter, the key elements of your proposals—which seem 
generally acceptable as I understand them—are as follows:

1) You would agree to remove these weapons systems from Cuba 
under appropriate United Nations observation and supervision; and 
undertake, with suitable sa,feguards, to halt the further introduction 
of such weapons systems into Cuba.

2) We, on our part, would agree—upon the establishment of ade
quate arrangements through the United Nations to ensure the carry
ing out and continuation of these commitments—(a) to i^move 
promptly the quarantine measures now in effect and (b) to give assur
ances against an invasion of Cuba. I am confident that other nations 
of the Western Hemisphere would be prepared to do likewise.

If you will give your representative similar instructions, there is 
no reason why we should not be able to complete these arrangements 
and announce them to the world within a couple of days. The effect 
of such a settlement on easing world tensions would enable us to work 
toward a more general arrangement regarding “other armaments”, 
as proposed in your second letter which you made public. I would 
like to say again that the United States is very much interested in 
reducing tensions and halting the arms race; and if your letter signifies 
that you are prepared to discuss a detente affecting NATO and the 
Warsaw Pact, we are quite prepared to consider with our allies any 
useful proposals.

But the first ingredient, let me emphasize, is the cessation of work 
on missile sites in Cuba and measures to render sucli weapons in-

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Npv. 12, 1962. p. 743. Premier Khrushchev 
replied on Oct. 28 {post, pp. 995-999).

* Not printed.
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operable, under effective ihteiiiational guarantee. The continuation 
of this threat, or a prolonging of this discussion concerning Cuba by 
linking these problems to the broader questions of European and world 
security, would surely lead to an intensification of the Cuban crisis and 
a grave risk to the peace of the world. For this reason I hope we can 
quickly agree along the lines outlined in this letter and in your letter 
of October 26th.

J ohn  F. K ennedy

Message From Premier Khrushchev 
to President Kennedy, October 27,1962 ‘

D ear M r. PREsroENT: It is with great satisfaction that I studied 
your reply to Mr. U Thant on tlie adoption of measures in order to 
avoid contact by our ships and thus avoid irreparable fatal conse
quences." This reasonable step on your part persuades me that you 
are showing solicitude for the preservation of peace, and I  note this 
with satisfaction.

I  have already said that the only concern of our people and govern
ment and myself personally as chairman of the Council of Ministers 
is to develop our country and have it hold a worthy place among all 
people of the world in economic competition, advance of culture and 
arts, and the rise in people’s living standards. This is the loftiest and 
most necessary field for competition which will only benefit both the 
winner and loser, because this benefit is peace and an increase in the 
facilities by means of which man lives and obtains pleasure.

In your statement, you said that the main aim lies not only in reach
ing agreement and adopting measures to avert contact of our ships, 
and, consequently, a deepening of the crisis, which because of this con
tact can spark off the fire of military conflict after which any talks 
would be superfluous because other forces and other laws would begin 
to operate—the laws of war. I agree with you that this is only a first 
step. The main thing is to normalize and stabilize the situation in 
the world between states and between people.

I understand your concern for the security of the United States, 
Mr. President, because this is the first duty of the president. How
ever, these questions are also uppermost in our minds. The same 
duties rest with me as chairman of the USSR Council of Ministers.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 12,1002. pp. 741-743. 
p. 740.'
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You have been worried over our assisting Cuba with arms designed 
to strengthen its defensive potential---precisely defensive potential— 
because Cuba, no matter what weapons it had, could not compare with 
you since these are different dimensions, the more so given up-to-date 
means of extermination.

Our purpose has been and is to help Cuba, and no one can challenge 
the humanity of our motives aimed at allowing Cuba to live peacefully 
and develop as its people desire. You want to relieve your country 
from danger and this is understandable. However, Cuba also wants 
tliis. All countries want to relieve themselves from danger. But how 
can we, the Soviet Union and our government, assess your actions 
which, in effect, mean that you have surrounded the Soviet Union 
with military bases, surrounded our allies with military bases, set up 
military bases literally around our country, and stationed your rocket 
weapons at them? This is no secret. High-placed American officials 
demonstratively declare this. Your rockets are stationed in Britain 
and in Italy and pointed at us. Your rockets are stationed in Turkey.

You are worried over Cuba. You say that it worries you because 
it lies at a distance of 90 miles across the sea from the shores of the 
United States. However, Turkey lies next to us. Our sentinels are 
pacing up and down and watching each other. Do you believe that 
you have the right to demand security for your country and the re
moval of such weapons that you qualify as offensive, while not recog
nizing this right for us ?

You have stationed devastating rocket weapons, which you call 
offensive, in Turkey literally right next to us. How then does recog
nition of our equal military possibilities tally with such unequal rela
tions between our great states ? This does not tally at all.

It is good, Mr. President, that you agreed for our representatives to 
meet and begin talks, apparently with the participation of U.N. Act
ing Secretary General U Thant. Consequently, to some extent, he 
assumes the role of intermediary, and we believe that he can cope with 
the responsible mission if, of course, every side that is drawn into this 
conflict shows good will.

I  think that one could rapidly eliminate the conflict and normalize 
the situation. Then people would heave a sigh of relief, considering 
that the statesmen who bear the responsibility have sober minds, an 
awareness of their responsibility, and an ability to solve complicated 
problems and not allow matters to slide to the disaster of war.

This is why I make this proposal: We agree to remove those weapons 
from Cuba which you regard as offensive weapons. We agree to do 
this and to state this commitment in the United Nations. Your repre
sentatives will make a statement to the effect that the United States, on
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its part, bearing in mind the anxiety and concern of the Soviet state, 
will evacuate its analogous weapons from Turkey. Let us reach an 
understanding on what time you and we need to put this into effect.

After this, representatives of the XJ.N. Security Council could con
trol on-the-spot the fulfillment of these commitments. Of course, it 
is necessary that the Governments of Cuba and Turkey would allow 
these representatives to come to their countries and check fulfillment 
of this commitment, which each side und,ertakes. Apparently, it 
would be better if these representatives enjoyed the trust of the Secu
rity Council and ours—the United States and the Soviet Union—as 
well as of Turkey and Cuba. I  think that it will not be difficult to find 
such people who enjoy the trust and respect of all interested sides.

We, having assumed this commitment in order to give satisfaction 
and hope to the peoples of Cuba and Turkey and to increase their 
confidence in their security, will make a statement in the Security 
Council to the effect that the Soviet Government gives a solemn 
pledge to respect the integrity of the frontiers and the sovereignty 
of Turkey, not to intervene in its domestic affairs, not to invade 
Turkey, not to make available its territory as a place d'armes for 
such invasion, and also will restrain those who would think of 
launching an aggression against Turkey either from Soviet territory 
or from the territory of other states bordering on Turkey.

The U.S. Government will make the same statement in the Security 
Council with regard to Cuba. I t will declare that the United States 
will respect the integrity of the frontiers of Cuba, its sovereignty, 
undertakes not to intervene in its domestic affairs, not to invade and 
not to make its territory available as a place d’armes for the invasion 
of Cuba, and also will restrain those who would think of laimching 
an aggBession against Cuba either from U.S. territory or from the 
territory of other states bordering on Cuba.

Of course, for this we would have to reach agreement with you 
and to arrange for some deadline. Let us agree to give some time, 
but not to delay, two or three weeks, not more than a month.

The weapons on Cuba, that you have mentioned and which, as 
you say, alarm you, are in the hands of Soviet officers. Therefore 
any accidental use of them whatsoever to the detriment of the United 
States of America is excluded. These means are stationed in Cuba 
at the request of the Cuban Government and only in defensive aims. 
Therefore, if there is no invasion of Cuba, or an attack on the Soviet 
Union, or other of our allies then, of course, these means do not 
threaten anyone and will not threaten. For they do not pursue 
offensive aims.

If you accept my proposal, Mr. President, we would send our repre
sentatives to New York, to the United Nations, and would give them

688-714— 63— vol. II------- 2̂5
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exhaustive instructions to order to come to terms sooner. If  you 
would also appoint your men and give them appropriate instructions, 
this problem could be solved soon.

Why would I  like to achieve this? Becau^ the entire world is 
now agitated and expects reasonable actions from us. The greatest 
pleasure for all the peoples would be an announcement on our agree
ment, on nipping in the bud the conflict that has arisen. I  attach 
a great importance to such understanding because it might be a good 
begirming and, specifically, facilitate a nuclear test ban agreement. 
The problem of tests could be solved simultaneously, not linking one 
with the other, because they are different problems. However, it is 
important to reach an understanding to both these problems in order 
to make a good gift to the people, to let them rejoice in the news that 
a nuclear test ban agreement has also been reached and thus there 
will be no further contamination of the atmosphere. Your and our 
positions on this issue are very close.

All this, possibly, would serve as a good impetus to searching for 
mutually acceptable agreements on other disputed issues, too, on 
which there is an exchange of opinion between us. These problems 
have not yet been solved but they wait for an urgent solution which 
would clear the international atmosphere. We are ready for this.

These are my proposals, Mr. President.
Respectfully yours,

N iK r r A  K h r u s h c h e v  

Ootoher27,1962

Letter From Prime Minister Macmillan to * 
Premier Khrushchev, October 28, 1962 ^

D ear M r. Chahim an .—I have now had an opportunity to study 
your letter of yesterday to President Kennedy and his reply

The essence of the position reached is that once the problem posed 
by the offensive missile bases in Cuba has been dealt with mider effec
tive United Nations control and the situation in the area normalized, 
the way would be open for us all to work towards a more general 
arrangement regarding armaments. For instance, we should be able 
to reach an early conclusion of an agreement about the banning of 
tests of nuclear weapons on which much progress has already been

 ̂The Times (London), Oct. 29,1962, p. 8.
* Supra.
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made, as well as to give firm directives to settle tlie main elements 
in the first stage of disarmament. I  would hope that this might mark 
a new determination to resolve the problems from which the world 
is suflPering.

I  therefore ask you to take the action necessary to make aU this, 
possible. This is an opportunity which we should seize.

Yours sincerely,
H arold M acmillan

Statement by President Kennedy 
on the Cuban Crisis, October 28,1962 ^

I  welcome Chairman Khrushchev’s statesmanlike decision to stop 
building bases in Cuba, dismantling offensive weapons and returning 
them to the Soviet Union under United Nations verification. This 
is an important and constructive contribution to peace.

We shall be in touch with the Secretary General of the United 
Nations with respect to reciprocal measures to assure peace in the 
Caribbean area.

I t is my earnest hope that the governments of the world can, with 
a solution of the Cuban crisis, turn their urgent attention to the 
compelling necessity for ending the arms race and reducing world 
tensions. This applies to the military confrontation between the 
Warsaw Pact and NATO countries as well as to other situations in 
other parts of the world where tensions lead to the wasteful diversion 
of resources to weapons of war.

Message From Premier Khrushchev 
to President Kennedy, October 28, 1962 ^

Dear Mr. President : I  have received your message of 27 October.* 
I  express my satisfaction and thank you for the sense of proportion 
you have displayed and for realization of the responsibility which 
now devolves on you for the preservation of the peace of the world.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 12,1962, p. 745.
^md., pp. 743-745.
 ̂Ante, pp. 990-991.
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I  regard with great understanding your concern and the concern of 
the United States people in connection with the fact that the weapons 
you describe as offensive are formidable weapons indeed. Both you 
and we understand what kind of weapons these are.

In order to eliminate as rapidly as possible the conflict which en
dangers the cause of peace, to give an assurance to all people who crave 
peace, and to reassure the American people, who, I  am certain, also 
want peace, as do the people of the Soviet Union, the Soviet Govern
ment, in addition to earlier instructions on the discontinuation of 
further work on weapons constructions sites, has given a new order to 
dismantle the arms which you described as offensive, and to crate 
and return them to the Soviet Union.

Mr. President, I  should like to repeat what I  had already written 
to you IQ my earlier messages—that the Soviet Government has given 
economic assistance to the Kepublic of Cuba, as well as arms, because 
Cuba and the Cuban people were constantly under the continuous 
threat of an invasion of Cuba.

A piratic vessel had shelled Havana. They say that this shelling 
was done by irresponsible Cuban emigrees. Perhaps so. However, 
the question is from where did they shoot. I t is a fact that these 
Cubans have no territory, they are fugitives from their country, and 
they have no means to conduct military operations.

This means that someone put into their hands these weapons for 
shelling Havana and for piracy in the Caribbean in Cuban territorial 
waters. I t  is impossible in our time not to notice a piratic ship, con
sidering the concentration in the Caribbean of American ships from 
which everything can be seen and observed.

In these conditions, pirate ships freely roam around and shell Cuba 
and make piratic attacks on peaceful cargo ships. I t is known that 
they even shelled a British cargo ship. In a word, Cuba was under 
the continuous threat of aggressive forces, which did not conceal their 
intention to invade its territory.

The Cuban people want to build their life in their own interests 
without external interference. This is their right, and they cannot 
be blamed for wanting to be masters of their own country and dis
posing of the fruits of their own labor. The threat of invasion of 
Cuba and all other schemes for creating tension over China are de
signed to strike the Cuban people with a sense of insecurity, intimi
date them, and prevent them from peacefully building their new 
life.

Mr. President, I  should like to say clearly once more that we could 
not remain indifferent to this. The Soviet Government decided to 
render assistance to Cuba with means of defense against aggression—
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only with means for defense purposes. We have supplied the defense 
means which you describe as offensive means. We have supplied 
them to prevent an attack on Cuba— t̂o prevent rash acts.

I  regard with respect and trust the statement you made in your 
message of 27 October 1962 that there would be no attack, no in
vasion of Cuba, and not only on the part of the United States, but 
also on the part of other nations of the Western Hemisphere, as you 
said in your same message. Then the motives which induced us to 
render assistance of such a kind to Cuba disappear.

I t is for this reason that we instructed our officers—̂ these means as 
I  had already informed you earlier are in the hands of the Soviet 
officers— t̂o take appropriate measures to discontinue construction of 
the aforementioned facilities, to dismantle them, and to return them to 
the Soviet Union. As I  had infonned you in the letter of 27 October, 
we are prepared to reach agreement to enable U.N. representatives to 
verify the dismantling of these means. Thus in view of the assurances 
you have given and our instructions on dismantling, there is every 
condition for eliminating the present conflict.

I  note with satisfaction that you have responded to the desire I  
expressed with regard to elimination of the aforementioned dangerous 
situation, as well as with regard to providing conditions for a more 
thoughtful appraisal of the international situation, fraught as it is 
with great dangers in our age of thermonuclear weapons, rocketry, 
spaceships, global rockets, and other deadly weapons. All people are 
interested in insuring peace.

Therefore, vested with trust and great responsibility, we must not 
allow the situation to become aggravated and must stamp out the 
centers where a dangerous situation fraught with grave consequences 
to the cause of peace has arisen. If  we, together with you, and with 
the assistance of other people of good will, succeed in eliminating this 
tense atmosphere, we should also make certain that no other dan
gerous conflicts, which could lead to a world nuclear catastrophe, 
would arise.

In conclusion, I  should like to say something about a detente be
tween NATO and the Warsaw Treaty countries that you have men
tioned. We have spoken about this long since and are prepared to 
continue to exchange views on this question with you and to find a 
reasonable solution.

We should like to continue the exchange of views on the prohibition 
of atomic and thermonuclear weapons, general disarmament, and other 
problems relating to the relaxation of international tension.

Although I  trust your statement, Mr. President, there are irrespon
sible people who would like to invade Cuba now and thus touch off 
a war. If  we do take practical steps and proclaim the dismantling
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and evacuation of the means in question from Cuba, in so doing we, 
at the same time, want the Cuban people to be certain that we are 
with them and are not absolving ourselves of responsibility for ren
dering assistance to the Cuban people.

We are confident that the people of all countries, like you, Mr. 
President, will understand me correctly. We are not threatening. 
We want nothing but peace. Our country is now on the upsurge. 
Our people are enjoying the fruits of their peaceful labor. They 
have achieved tremendous successes since the October Revolution, and 
created the greatest material, spiritual, and cultural values. Our 
people are enjoying these values; they want to continue developing 
their achievements and insure their further development on the way 
of peace and social progress by their persistent labor.

I  should like to remind you, Mr. President, that military recon
naissance planes have violated the borders of the Soviet Union. In 
connection with this there have been conflicts between us and notes 
exchanged. In 1960 we shot down your U-2 plane, whose recon
naissance flight over the USSE wrecked the summit meeting in Paris. 
At that time, you took a correct position and denounced that criminal 
act of the former U.S. administration.

But during your term of office as president another violation of our 
border has occurred, by an American U~2 plane in the Sakhalin area. 
We wrote you about that violation on 30 August. At that time you re
plied that that violation had occurred as a result of poor weather, 
and gave assurances that this would not be repeated.^ We trusted 
your assurance, because the weather was indeed poor in that area at 
that time.

But had not your plane been ordered to fly about our territory, even 
poor weather could not have brought an American plane into our air
space, hence, the conclusion that this is being done with the knowledge 
of the Pentagon, which tramples on international norms and violates 
the borders of other states.

A still more dangerous case occurred on 28 October, when one of 
your reconnaissance planes intruded over Soviet borders in the Chu
kotka Peninsula area in the north and flew over our territory. The 
question is, Mr. President: How should we regard this ? What is tliis, 
a provocation ? One of your planes violates our frontier during this 
anxious time we are both experiencing, when everything has been put 
into combat readiness. Is it not a fact that an intruding American 
plane could be easily taken for a nuclear bomber, which might push 
us to a fateful step; and all the more so since the U.S. Government

 ̂See Department of State BiUletin, Sept. 24,1962, pp. 449-450.
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and Pentagon long ago declared that you are maintaining a con
tinuous nuclear bomber patrol ?

Therefore, you can imagine the responsibility you are assuming; 
especially now, when we are living through such anxious times.

I should also like to express the following wish; it concerns the 
Cuban people. You do not have diplomatic relations. But through 
my officers in Cuba, I have reports that American planes are making 
flights over Cuba.

We are interested that there should be no war in the world, and that 
the Cuban people should live in peace. And besides, Mr. President, it 
is no secret that we have our people on Cuba. Under a treaty with 
the Cuban Government we have sent there officers, instructors, mostly 
plain people: specialists, agronomists, zootechnicians, irrigators, land 
reclamation specialists, plain workers, tractor drivers, and others. We 
are concerned about them.

I  should like you to consider, Mr. President, that violation of Cuban 
airspace by American planes could also lead to dangerous consequences. 
And if you do not want this to happen, it would be better if no cause 
is given for a dangerous situation to arise. We must be careful now 
and refrain from any steps which would not be useful to the defense 
of the states involved in the conflict, which could only cause irritation 
and even serve as a provocation for a fateful step. Therefore, we 
must display sanity, reason, and refrain from such steps.

We value peace perhaps even more than other peoples because we 
went through a terrible war with Hitler. But our people will not 
falter in the face of any test. Our people trust their government, and 
we assure our people and world public opinion that the Soviet Govern
ment will not allow itself to be provoked. But if the provocateurs 
unleash a war, they will not evade responsibility and the grave conse
quences a war would bring upon them. But we are confident that 
reason will triumph, that war will not be unleashed, and peace and 
the security of the peoples will be insured.

In connection with the current negotiations between Acting Secre
tary General TJ Thant and representatives of the Soviet Union, the 
United States, and the Republic of Cuba, the Soviet Government has 
sent First Deputy Foreign Minister V. V. Kuznetsov to New York to 
help U Thant in his noble efforts aimed at eliminating the present 
dangerous situation.

Respectfully yours,

N . K hrushchev 
28 October 1962
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Message From President Kennedy 
to Premier Khrushchev, October 28, 1962 ^

Dear Mr. Chairman : I  am replying at once to your broadcast mes
sage of October twenty-eight,^ even though the official t^xt has not yet 
reached me, because of the great importance I  attach to moving for
ward promptly to the settlement of the Cuban crisis. I  think that 
you and I, with our heavy responsibilities for the maintenance of 
peace, were aware that developments were approaching a point where 
events could have become unmanageable. So I  welcome this message 
and consider it an important contribution to peace.

The distinguished efforts of Acting Secretary General U Thant 
have greatly facilitated both our tasks. I  consider my letter to you 
of October twenty-seventh and your reply of today as firm under
takings on the part of both our governments which should be promptly 
carried out. I  hope that the necessary measures can at once be taken 
through the United Nations, as your message says, so that the United 
States in turn will be able to remove the quarantine measures now in 
effect. I  have already made arrangements to report all these matters 
to the Organization of American States, whose members share a deep 
interest in a genuine peace in the Caribbean area.

You referred in your letter to a violation of your frontier by an 
American aircraft in the area of the Chukotsk Peninsula. I  have 
learned that this plane, without arms or photographic equipment, was 
engaged in an air sampling mission in connection with your nuclear 
tests. Its course was direct from Eielson Air Force Base in Alaska 
to the North Pole and return. In turning south, the pilot made a 
serious navigational error which carried him over Soviet territory. 
He immediately made an emergency call on open radio for naviga
tional assistance and was guided back to his home base by the most 
direct route. I  regret this incident and will see to it that every pre
caution is taken to prevent recurrence.

Mr. Chairman, both of our countries have great unfinished tasks 
and I  know that your people as well as those of the United States can 
ask for nothing better than to pursue them free from the fear of war. 
Modem science and technology have given us the possibility of mak
ing labor fruitful beyond anything that could have been dreamed of 
a few decades ago.

 ̂m a .,  Nov. 12,1962, pp. 745-746.
 ̂Supra.

* Ante, pp. 990-'991.
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I  agree with you that we must devote urgent attention to the prob
lem of disarmament, as it relates to the whole world and also to critical 
areas. Perhaps now, as we step back from danger, we can together 
make real progress in this vital field. I  think we should give priority 
to questions relating to the proliferation of nuclear weapons, on earth 
and in outer space, and to the great effort for a nuclear test ban. But 
we should also work hard to see if wider measures of disarmament can 
be agreed and put into operation at an early date. The United States 
government will be prepared to discuss these questions urgently, and 
in a constructive spirit, at Geneva or elsewhere.

John F. Kennedy

Statement by President Kennedy: Dismantling 
of Soviet Bases in Cuba, November 2,1962 ^

My fellow citizens: I  want to take this opportunity to report on the 
conclusions which this Government has reached on the basis of yester
day’s aerial photographs which will be made available tomorrow, as 
well as other indications, namely, that the Soviet missile bases in Cuba 
are being dismantled, their missiles and related equipment are being 
crated, and the fixed installations at these sites are being destroyed.

The United States intends to follow closely the completion of this 
work through a variety of means, including aerial surveillance, until 
such time as an equally satisfactory international means of verification 
is effected.

While the quarantine remains in effect, we are hopeful that adequate 
procedures can be developed for international inspection of Cuba- 
bound cargoes. The International Committee of the Eed Cross, in our 
view, would be an appropriate agent in this matter.

The continuation of these measures in air and sea, until the threat 
to peace posed by these offensive weapons is gone, is in keeping with 
our pledge to secure their withdrawal or elimination from this hemi
sphere. It is in keeping with the resolution of the OAS,  ̂ and it is 
in keeping with the exchange of letters with Chairman Khrushchev 
of October 27th and 28th.®

' Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 19,1962, p. 762.
* m a,,  Nov. 12,1963, p. 720.
’ Ante, pp. 990-1001.
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Progress is now being made toward the restoration of peace in the 
Caribbean, and it is our firm hope and purpose that this progress shall 
go forward. We will continue to keep the American people informed 
on this vital matter. Thank you.

Revised Canadian Amendments to the Thirty-seven Power 
Draft Test-Ban Resolution, Submitted to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly, November 2, 1962 ^

1. Add between the 11th and 12th preambular paragraphs beginning 
respectively with the words Considering'̂ '̂  and ^̂ Gonvinced̂  ̂ the fol
lowing paragraph:

Welcoming the intention to find a speedy settlement of the remaining 
differences on the question of the cessation of nuclear tests, declared in Chair
man Khrushchev’s letter of 27 October to President Kennedy,* President 
Kennedy’s letter of 28 October to Chairman Khrushchev ® and Prime 
Minister Macmillan’s letter to Chairman Khrushchev of 28 October,*

2. Add as operative paragraph 3.
3. Urges the Governments of the United States, the Union of Soviet 

Socialist Republics and the United Kingdom to settle the remaining differences 
between them in order to achieve agreement on the cessation of nuclear 
testing by 1 January 1963 and to issue instructions to their representatives

 ̂A/C.l/L.313/Rev.2, Nov. 2, 1962. The 37-power resolution is printed ante, 
pp. 965-966. The revised Canadian amendments include the following changes in 
the original proposal tabled by Canada on Oct. 31:

(1) The addition of the words “by 1 January 1963” in par. 2 and
(2) A Ghanaian subamendment (A/C.1/L.314) adding the following language 

to par. 4:
. . accompanied by an interim arrangement [limited in time] suspending 

all underground tests, taking as a basis the eight-nation joint memorandum 
and taking into consideration other proposals presented at the seventeenth 
session of the General Assembly.”

The bracketed words were deleted on Nov. 2. A subamendment proposed by 
Mauritania and Madagascar (A/C.1/L.315), calling for suspension of tests “until 
the successful conclusion of these negotiations” was dropped without a vote. 
The revised Canadian amendments, with a U.S.-U.K. subamendment to par. 4, 
were approved by the First Committee on Nov. 5 in a paragraph-by-paragraph 
vote, indicated below.

 ̂Ante, pp. 991-994.
 ̂Ante, pp. 1000-1001.

* Prime Minister Macmillan’s letter is printed ante, pp. 994-995. This para
graph was approved by a vote of 98 to 0, with one abstention.
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on the Sub-Oommittee of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament to 
achieve this end;

3. Operative paragraplis 3 and 4 would become paragraphs 4 and 5.
4. Add new paragraph 6:

6. Recommends that if against all hope the parties concerned do not reach 
agreement on the cessation of all tests by 1 January 1963, they enter into an 
immediate agreement prohibiting nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere, 
under water and in outer space, accompanied by an interim arrangement 
suspending all underground tests, taking as a basis the Eight-Nation Joint 
Memorandum^ and taking into consideration other proposals presented at 
the seventeenth session of the General Assembly; *

5. Delete present operative paragraph 5 and substitute the fol
lowing :

7. Requests the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament to reconvene 
not later than 12 November 1962; to resume negotiations on the cessation of 
nuclear testing, and general and complete disarmament; and to report by 10 
December 1962 to the United Nations (General Assembly on the results achieved 
in regard to cessation of nuclear weapons tests.^

 ̂This paragraph was unanimously adopted.
 ̂Ante, pp. 334-336.

® The First Committee adopted the following U.S.-U.K. subamendment to this 
paragraph;

“Such interim agreement shall include adequate assurances for effective 
detection and identification of seismic events by an international scientific 
commission’̂  (A/C.l/L.316/Ilev. 1).

The subamendment was adopted by a vote of 65 to 11, with 28 abstentions:

For: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, 
Cameroon, Canada, Ceylon, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo (Brazzaville), Congo 
(Leopoldville), Costa Rica, Cyprus, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, 
El Salvador, Ethiopia, Federation of Malaya, Finland, Gabon, Greece, Guatemala, 
Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory 
Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Laos, Lebanon, Liberia, Libya, Luxembourg, 
Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nigeria, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, 
Philippines, Portugal, South Africa, Spain, Sweden, Thailand, Trinidad and 
Tobago, Turkey, U.K., U.S., Uruguay, and Venezuela.

Against: Albania, Bulgaria, Byelorussian S.S.R., Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Hun
gary, Mongolia, Poland, Rumania, Ukrainian S.S.R., and U.S.S.R.

Al)staining: Afghanistan, Algeria, Burundi, Cambodia, Central African 
Republic, Chad, France, Ghana, Guinea, Iraq, Madagascar, Mali, Mauritania, 
Morocco, Nepal, Niger, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Sudan, 
Syria, Tanganyika, Togo, Tunisia, U.A.R., Upper Volta, and Yugoslavia. The 
amended Canadian amendment was then approved by a vote of 62 to 11, with 
31 abstentions. The vote was the same as it was in the balloting on the U.S.- 
U.K. subamendment, with the following exceptions: Cameroon, Congo (Brazza
ville), Congo (Leopoldville), and Gabon—^which voted for the subamendment— 
abstained on the final amendment. Ghana, which abstained on the subamend
ment, voted for the final amendment.

* This paragraph was adopted by a vote of 88 to 0, with 6 abstentions.
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Statement by President Kennedy on 
Nuclear Tests, November 4,1962 ^

The medium altitude shot fired this morning off Johnston Island 
concludes our present atmospheric test series in the Pacific. Under 
ground nuclear weapons tests, free from fallout, are continuing in 
Nevada.

I  hope that in the next months we can conclude an effective test 
ban treaty, so that the world can be free from all testing. Agreement 
in this area would be an important first step toward our continuing 
goal of workable disarmament arrangements which can cut down the 
threat of war. Last March 2 I  offered to stop further nuclear tests, 
if the Soviet Union would accept an effectively verified test ban 
t r e a t y T h i s  offer still stands. We shall devote our best efforts to 
conclude such a treaty and hope all others will do the same.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Zorin) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly, November 6, 
1962^

The United Nations has been dealing with the problem of disarma
ment for over sixteen years, but this year the discussion takes place 
in an atmosphere quite different from what it was before. The latest 
acts of the United States which pushed the world to the brink of a 
nuclear war reveal the problem of disarmament in a new light.

The world was saved and a dangerous situation was removed thanks 
to measures taken by the Soviet Government and expressed in the 
messages of the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Eepublics, Mr. Nikita S. EHirushchev, to the Presi
dent of the United States, Mr. Kennedy.'* But what the peoples went 
through showed them more clearly than ever before the danger to 
world peace in further delays in the solution of the disarmament 
problem.

The Soviet Union has always proposed measures for the speedy 
solution of the problem of disarmament, and the idea of general and 
complete disarmament was the Soviet Union’s idea. This concept

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 26,1962, p. 806.
' Ante, p. 74.
* A/C.l/PV.1267, pp. 2-30.
 ̂Ante, pp. 991-994, 995-999.
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was unanimously approved at the fourteenth session of the General 
Assembly/ and has now been recognized by everyone.

The peace-loving character of the foreign policy of the Soviet 
Union, the concern of the Soviet Union for the maintenance of peace 
in the world and its will to prevent the launching of a nuclear war 
were also clearly shown during the Cuban crisis. In the present 
situation, the Soviet delegation considers it to be its duty to stress 
once again the need for an immediate and positive solution of the 
problem of general and complete disarmament in order to free man
kind from the danger of a thermonuclear war and of wars in general.

If  one examines in the light of the latest events the results of the 
work of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament, the Gen
eral Assembly will be better able not only to see what prevents the 
solution of the problem of disarmament but also what measures must 
be taken in order to achieve some practical progress towards disarma
ment. The lesson of the most grievous international crisis which 
threatened the world with thermonuclear war is, first of all, that the 
danger of such a war must be removed immediately. The Soviet 
position consistently called for, from the very beginning of the process 
of disarmament, radical measures to ensure the elimination of the 
threat of a nuclear-rocket world war. Allow me to recall that in the 
framework of the Soviet draft treaty on general and complete dis
armament,^ the first stage calls for the elimination of all means of 
delivery of nuclear weapons, the removal of military bases on foreign 
soil and the withdrawal of all foreign troops to their own territories. 
These measures, in our opinion, are measures which should have 
priority. They would ensure the achievement of general and complete 
disarmament and constitute the key to the solution of the whole 
problem.

During the work of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarma
ment, this approach of the Soviet Union towards the problem of gen
eral and complete disarmament was well understood by the members of 
the Committee, including the non-aligned States represented on that 
body. In addition, all those who participated in the work of the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee, including the representatives of the 
Western Powei^, had to admit that the liquidation of the means of 
delivery of nuclear weapons would guarantee the elimination of the 
gravest military threat hanging over mankind. It would have seemed 
that after the Western Powers had recognized and admitted this fact, 
there should not be any more opposition to the liquidation, in the first 
stage of disarmament, of all means of delivery of nuclear weapons,

 ̂Documents on Disarmament^ 19Ji5-J959y vol. II, p. 1545.
" Ante, pp. 103-127.
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as proposed by the Soviet Union. Unfortunately, one must take into 
account the fact that the Western Powers,* the members of NATO 
headed by the United States, understanding that the liquidation of the 
means of delivery of nuclear weapons is the very key to the solution 
of the problem of disarmament, nevertheless rejected the proposals 
of the Soviet Union, and this prevented the achievement of an agree
ment in Geneva on the elimination of the danger of the unleashing of 
a rocket nuclear war.

While refusing to accept the Soviet proposal, the Western Powers, 
on their part, did not propose anything which would lead to the actual 
liquidation of this threat of nuclear war, and we are entitled to say 
this because, for instance, the Western programme for disarmament 
does not contain any provision concerning the full liquidation of 
•nuclear weapons. The representatives of the Western Powers no doubt 
will challenge and deny this statement. However, what value can 
one attach to their denials in view of the fact that the United States 
delegation, when agreeing on the first article of the draft treaty deter
mining the scope of measures for general and complete disarmament, 
refused to include a provision for the prohibition of nuclear weapons.  ̂
The United States did not wish to prohibit nuclear weapons and they 
are opposed to such a prohibition. Thus it follows that they are in 
favour of the maintenance of such weapons and of the possibility of 
using them.

Of course, we would like to hear a clear-cut statement telling us 
that this is not so, telling us that the United States is prepared to accept 
the unconditional prohibition of nuclear weapons. Unfortunately, no 
such statement has yet been made.

If the United States plan, which is called “General provisions for a 
treaty on general and complete disarmament in a peaceful world”,̂  
were followed, the threat of nuclear war would hang over the heads of 
men in the world for an unlimited time, perhaps forever. The United 
States representative, Mr. Dean, himself recognized this in the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament, when he said:

The United States proposals, as I have said, do not claim to end the nuclear
threat in stage I.®

If one compares the situation in the first stage to that wliich would 
exist in the second and third stages of the United States plan, it is 
clear that the United States proposals would not liquidate the nuclear 
threat at all during the whole process of disarmament, and one must 
stress with the utmost clarity that, since in the United States proposal

 ̂See ante, pp. 574-577, 589.
* AntCj pp. 351-382.
«ENDO/PV.73, p. 13.
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there is no clear-cut time-limit for the achievement of disarmament, 
and since in the United States proposals there is no provision for the 
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons, since this right is main
tained, and since the means of delivery of nuclear weapons are reduced 
only by small amounts during this whole process, the world may any 
day be confronted with a crisis similar to that through which we have 
just lived. What guarantee is there that next time we will be able to 
prevent such a crisis from developing into a world thermonuclear 
war?

The differences over this question as to the time and the method to 
eradicate the threat of nuclear warfare formed the main obstacles on 
the road to disarmament, and the Eighteen-Nation Committee was 
not able to overcome these obstacles. During the work of the Com
mittee, agreement was reached, and then not fully, merely on the 
introductory articles of the draft treaty on general and complete dis
armament, and it was impossible to agree on the scope of the measures 
that were to be taken at the first stage of disarmament, but the 
measures of the first stage are the measures which will, to a certain 
extent, determine the fate of the whole programme of general and 
complete disarmament.

There were divergencies in Geneva on another matter of principle, 
the question of how and when the problem of the liquidation of 
military bases on foreign soil should be solved. As is well known, 
the Soviet draft treaty on disarmament is based on the provision that 
all military bases on foreign soil would be liquidated during the first 
stage, together with the means of deliveiy of nuclear weapons. The 
events of I'ecent days have furnished us again with irrefutable proof of 
the justness of this approach. A refusal to liquidate military bases 
on foreign soil until the end of the programme of disarmament, and 
this is what the United States Government proposes in its disarma
ment programme, would mean that the peace-loving States would put 
themselves at the mercy of the imperialist countries and would entrust 
their security to them.

There is no need, I  trust, to recall once again that many United 
States military bases have been placed along the borders of the Soviet 
Union and of the countries of the socialist camp, just as have NATO 
bases, and a demand that these bases should be kept is tantamount to 
admitting that one wishes to prevent any possibility of the achievement 
of general and complete disarmament, and this can only be done by 
those who wish to keep the world constantly under the threat of a 
thermonuclear war. The establishment and setting up of a limited 
number of launching pads for rockets designed exclusively for the de
fence of Cuba against a threatened foreign intervention was construed 
by the United States Government as a sufficient pretext for the estab-
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lishment of an illegal blockade, which brought the world to the brink 
of a nuclear war. One is entitled to ask how the Soviet Union can 
be asked to take radical measures on disarmament, such as the liquida
tion of inter-continental and global rockets created for the defence of 
the Soviet State and other socialist countries, if, at the same time, in 
other countries around the Soviet Union foreign bases are maintained 
with United States rockets and nuclear weapons, as well as with for
eign troops. But according to the American plan, the liquidation of 
such bases and the withdrawal of troops would occur only at the end 
of disarmament, during the third stage; and I repeat once again that 
the time required for this third stage is not stipulated at all. I t is an 
unquestionable fact that if the removal of the threat of nuclear war 
is desired at the first stage—and this is what the situation today in 
the world insistently demands— t̂hen the liquidation of military bases 
on foreign soil and the withdrawal of troops from foreign soil is the 
most necessary condition for the achievement of tliis end.

There is no need to speak in detail about the other measures of dis
armament which the Soviet Government deems it necessary to take 
at the first stage, though among these measures there are such im
portant ones as a significant reduction of armed forces and of con
ventional armaments and their manufacture, reduction of military 
budgets, control over the use of spacecraft ensuring their use for peace
ful purposes only, measures aimed at reducing the likelihood of war, 
and many others.

The General Assembly has been seized with the draft treaty sub
mitted by the Soviet Union at the beginning of the present session. 
I  shall not go into detail concerning the disarmament programme that 
the Soviet Union considers it necessary to implement at the second 
and third stages. I  shall merely say that at the second stage the 
Soviet draft treaty provides for the liquidation of nuclear weapons 
and other means of mass destruction, and also for the radical reduction 
of conventional armaments and armed forces, while towards the end 
of the third stage, according to our programme, all armaments and 
all armed forces would be totally eliminated. As was stated by the 
Foreign Minister of the Soviet Union, Mr. Gromyko on 21 September 
of this year before the plenary session of the General Assembly:

If the proposals of the Soviet Government were put into effect children 
bom in the year the disarmament treaty was signed would not have reached 
school age by the time when there would no longer be any weapons that might 
eventually menace their lives.^

All disarmament measures in the Soviet draft treaty are separated 
into stages, so that both during the process of general and complete

p. 903.
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disarmament and after its completion, all States would enjoy com
plete equality in regard to their safety and security and no State 
would derive any miilateral advantage over any other. The best 
guarantee for the security of States lies in the removal of the material 
and technological basis for waging wars. However, the Soviet plan 
provides for a number of additional measures to ensure peace and se
curity during the process of disarmament and in a world without arms. 
Later on we shall speak in greater detail of the problem of control 
over general and complete disarmament, but for the moment it should 
be noted that the Soviet draft provides for the establishment of effec
tive international control over the implementation of all measures 
of disarmament from beginning to end. Thus it can be said that on 
the basis of the Soviet draft, it would be perfectly possible to agree  ̂
without further delay, on details of disarmament and, following that, 
to sign a treaty and put it into force. This is evident not only from 
the content of the Soviet draft treaty but also from the willingness 
to seek mutual agreement evinced by the Soviet Union and other 
socialist States in the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee.

What were the desires expressed in Geneva by the other participants,, 
particularly the Western Powers, and what was the reaction of the 
Soviet Union to these desires? I  have had occasion to state that the 
Government of the United States categorically opposed the liquida
tion, at the first stage of disarmament, of all means of delivery of 
nuclear weapons, claiming that countries putting disarmament meas
ures into effect would, for a certain time, still need such means of de
livery for their own protection against the possibility that any State,, 
in violation of the treaty, should secretly retain some vehicles for the 
delivery of nuclear weapons. I t is difBcult to understand the basis 
for such an attitude on the part of the United States. However, in 
order to hasten agreement in this matter, the Soviet Government made 
a particularly important effort and agreed to the following: that dur
ing the destruction, in the first stage, of the means of delivery of nu
clear weapons, an exception should be made for a strictly limited 
and mutually agreed number of glo>bal and inter-continental missiles, 
anti-missile missiles and ground-to-air missiles, which the United 
States and the Soviet Union alone possess. This means that for a 
certain time, namely during the carrying-out of the second stage of 
disarmament, certain defensive weapons would be retained in case 
anyone should be bold enough to violate the agreement and secretly 
keep missiles or war planes on its soil. After the destruction of the 
stockpiles of thermonuclear weapons during the second stage, all 
establishments manufacturing such weapons would be destroyed. The 
necessity for keeping the number of missiles agreed upon in the pre

688-714— 63— vol. II------- 26
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vious stage would thus disappear; and these remaining missiles would 
then also be destroyed.

In making such an important concession to the Western Powers, the 
Soviet Government deems it necessary to state categorically that this 
concession cannot and should not be construed as a departure from 
what we consider to be essential in the carrying-out of the programme 
for general and complete disarmament. The soundness of our posi
tion has been confirmed by very recent international events; it is ob
vious that the danger of a world war in which rockets and nuclear 
weapons would be employed must be removed at the very outset of 
the process of disarmament. I t would be quite wrong to see in this 
step that we have taken a mechanical concession made by the Soviet 
Union in order to bring the position of the Soviet Union closer to that 
of the United States, which, in the first stage proposes that the means 
of delivery of nuclear weapons be reduced by only 30 per cent.

With the reduction of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons, 
such as is proposed by the United States, the danger of a nuclear war, 
far from diminishing, would on the contrary constantly increase. The 
Soviet Government is deeply convinced that it is inadmissible to keep 
this danger alive, and we believe that at present this is indeed under
stood by many other Governments and by wide areas of the popular 
masses in all countries of the world.

The temporary delay in the liquidation of certain mutually agreed 
numbers of means of delivery of nuclear weapons—which the Soviet 
Union is prepared to agree to in view of the desires expressed by the 
Western Powers—should apply to a strictly limited number of rockets 
so that the possibility would be excluded of these rockets being used 
to unleash a world rocket and nuclear war.

We start from the premise, in this connexion, that if a State were 
to hide a few rockets or bombers—and this, supposedly, is what the 
Western Powers fear— t̂his does not mean that such a State would be 
able to launch a nuclear war, let alone win it.

In the Second World War Americans dropped two atomic bombs 
on defenceless Japanese cities, causing unprecedented and utterly need
less suffering and destruction; but nobody— n̂ot even the most serious 
thinking people in the United States—considers that the results of the 
war were decided by those two bombs. Therefore, to keep a strictly 
limited number of means of delivery of nuclear weapons would make 
if: difficult to use these weapons for aggression.

Some might ask why there is so much insistence on the liquidation 
of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons. The question might 
arise: could this problem of preventing a world nuclear war be solved 
in another way? Could one not immediately prohibit nuclear weap
ons and take such arms from all States and destroy them ? The Soviet



ZORIN STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 6 1011

Ooveriuneint has declared many times that it; was, prepared to agree 
to the immediate prohibition and liquidation of nuclear weapons. In 
the Soviet draft treaty on general and complete disarmament the liqui
dation of nuclear weapons is provided for in the second stage, but it 
is well known that the Soviet Union has said many times that it was 
prepared to accept the elimination and destruction of nuclear weapons 
of all types in the first stage of disarmament. Unfortunately, the 
Western Powers oppose this. They do not wish to see nuclear weap
ons liquidated at the very beginning of the disarmament process. 
They do not want the destruction of other types of weapons of mass 
destruction at the beginning.

Taking this opposition into account, the Soviet Government pro
vided for measures for the elimination and destruction of nuclear 
weapons and other means of mass destruction in the context of 
measures to be taken during the second stage of disarmament. But 
we would only be too happy if the problem of the liquidation of 
nuclear weapons were solved as speedily as possible; indeed, in the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee we said that, if the Western Powers 
agreed, the Soviet Union would be most happy to start the programme 
of general and complete disarmament with the proliibition and 
liquidation of all nuclear weapons.  ̂ However, discussions in the 
Committee made it clear that the majority considered that the liquida
tion of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons would be more 
practical, more realistic, especially from the viewpoint of the possi
bility of establishing effective international control. The Soviet 
Oovernment showed its willingness to take into account the views of 
other participants in the negotiations on this and other matters 
concerning general and complete disarmament. During the negotia
tions in the Eighteen-Nation Conmiittee the Soviet Union agreed to 
the United States proposal concerning the procedure for the reduction 
of conventional armaments, although the original provisions in the 
Soviet draft treaty not only were in full conformity with the need of 
disarmament, but, in our view, would result in a speedier liquidation 
of conventional armaments.

At the same time the Soviet Union took into account some views 
of Western representatives concerning measures to limit the danger 
of an accidental war and, in its draft treaty, added the provision 
prohibiting common military movements and manoeuvres on a large 
scale, the exchange of military missions between States, and the 
establishment of speedy and reliable liaison between the heads of 
States and the Secretary-General of the United Nations.'̂  I t will be

 ̂END0/PV.81, p. 15.
* Ante, p. 659.



1012 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1962

clear to all, iii the light of recent international events, that all this 
may be of the utmost importance for the maintenance of peace during 
disarmament.

At the present session of the General Assembly we presented a 
draft treaty on general and complete disarmament under effective 
international control, to which we added many provisions arising 
from our desire to reach agreement as soon as possible on all problems 
of disarmament.^ The Western Powers did not wish for such a 
radical reduction of conventional armaments and armed forces in the 
first stage, such as that provided for in the Soviet draft treaty, namely, 
that the level of the armed forces of the Soviet Union and the United 
States would be reduced to 1.7 million men.

The Soviet delegation then took a step towards the position of 
the Western Powers. We agreed to raise this level to 1,900,000 men, 
although we consider that a more radical destruction of conventional 
armaments and armed forces would be more in accord with the need 
to carry out general and complete disarmament as speedily as possible.^

I t also meets the fears expressed by the Western Powers that the 
liquidation of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons in the first 
stage would upset the balance between the armed forces of the two 
major political blo(s, since, they allege, the Soviet Union has a far 
greater number of conventional armaments.

Thus, we proposed a considerable reduction in conventional arma
ments and a reduction in the armed forces of the Soviet Union to 
a level of 1.7 million. But the Western Powers, for some reason, 
found this more decisive reduction of conventional armaments 
unacceptable. We then agreed to make a concession to the Western 
Powers. We said that we were prepared to agree to raising the level 
of conventional armed forces to 1.9 million, although we did not see 
any logic in this position of the Western Powers.

The Western Powers also alleged that the Soviet draft contained a 
too rigid time-table for the carrying out of disarmament. Here again 
we did not insist on our original proposal. We extended to five years 
the time-table for the carrying out of disarmament, despite the fact 
that the Soviet Union is in favour of a speedier implementation of 
the programme of general and complete disarmament, considering 
that that could be fully done within four years.® As was noted by 
many delegations in the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Conunittee, 
including the delegations of the neutralist States, such a stepped-up 
disarmament would in many ways facilitate the achievement of the 
final goal.

 ̂Ante, pp. 913-918.
-Ante, p. 921.
 ̂Ante, p. 914.
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Thus, the Soviet Union revised, or added to, its draft eleven 
articles—almost one-fourth of its draft treaty. I t is no exaggeration 
to say that today the Soviet draft treaty reflects, more fully than any 
other document, a progranmie of the measures which must be taken 
by the States of the world to achieve general and complete disarma
ment under effective international control.

I  should now like to comment in more detail on the question of 
control, since that is the matter on which the Western Powers have 
presented the largest number of objections.

The Soviet proposals on disarmament contained in the Soviet draft 
treaty provide first of all for the establishment of 100 per cent con
trol over 100 per cent liquidation of the means of delivery of nuclear 
weapons as from the first stage of general and complete disarmament. 
Furthermore, the Head of the Soviet Government, N.S. Khrushchev, 
stated as early as I960, from the rostnmi of the United Nations 
General Assembly, that the Soviet Union was prepared to accept any 
proposal on control made by the Western Powers if, for their part, 
the Western Powers would accept the Soviet proposals on general and 
complete disarmament.^ That position has not changed to this day. 
However, the Western Powers do not wish to agree to the practical 
and realistic disarmament proposals of the Soviet Union and at the 
same time they are endeavouring to obtain agreement for control with
out disarmament, or control over armaments. That is the objective of 
the latest proposal on control made by the United States— t̂he plan for 
selective zonal inspection.

Is it necessary for me to explain to this Committee the tremendous 
difference between a situation in which States break down their mili
tary machines and control this and the completely opposite situation 
in which stocks of armaments are controlled but the capacity to make 
war is not reduced? Sockets would remain on the launching pads, 
bombers would remain on airfields and in the air, and nuclear weapons 
stocks would be maintained in a state of complete readiness. I t should 
be fully understood that the possibilities of gathering intelligence data 
which would result from such control over armaments would work 
only in the interests of a potential aggressor who would like to get in
formation on the defensive means of peace-loving States. This only 
increases the danger of aggression and is a threat to the peace. The 
control now proposed by the Western Powers has tliis as its very goal; 
the object is to gather intelligence information. I t is the same goal as 
the Western Powers pursued in the past when they asked for detection 
and verification before the States even started the process of dis
armament.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1960, p. 295.
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The United States plan on selective zonal inspection was born not 
because the West is prepared to change its tune on the question of dis
armament, but because it recognizes a very clear fact: The interests 
of military intelligence do not require inspection of every square inch 
of the territory of another country. Selective verification—of, let us 
say, 30 per cent of the territory in the first stage, as proposed by the 
United States at present—^would be more than sufficient to obtain 
the necessary intelligence data. That is easy to understand. Mili
tary defensive means do not occupy 30 per cent of a country, but much 
less. To verify the nature of a given State’s defensive system it is 
not necessary to have information on all military installations, on 
the emplacement of all troops down to the last battalion or section. 
It is quite clear that for 30 per cent control the intelligence services 
of NATO would choose for inspection, in the first place, those areas of 
Soviet territory which interested them. Thus, long before the end 
of the first stage of disarmament they would be able to obtain all the 
information of interest to them.

And if one remembers that the United States and its allies in the 
military blocs would at the same time keep at least 70 per cent of the 
means of delivery of nuclear weapons, all its military bases on foreign 
soils and its whole stocks of nuclear bombs, one can well imagine what, 
danger this would entail for peace-loving States. In other words  ̂
accepting the proposals of the Western Powers would be tantamount 
to establishing full control without real disarmament. This would be 
very full control from the military viewpoint with very insignificanf; 
partial disarmament.

The Soviet Union starts from the need of strict conformity of the 
means of control and the means of disarmament. Concrete examples 
convincingly show that as soon as one speaks of control of a real 
measure— t̂he liquidation of armaments— t̂he Government of the Soviet 
Union shows that it is fully ready to establish international verifica
tion and inspection of those measures. The Soviet delegation can 
give assurance that the Soviet Union adopts the same position of prin
ciple with respect to all measures of general and complete disarma
ment. We are in favour of effective international control over gen
eral and complete disarmament, but we are against, and always were 
against, control without disarmament and control over armaments.

The Soviet delegation has thought it necessary to speak in detail on 
the differences of principle existing at present in the attitude of various 
States towards the solution of the problem of disarmament, not in 
order to renew in the First Committee the debates and dissensions that 
existed in the Eighteen-Nation Committee, but rather in order to facili
tate the main tasks of the General Assembly in the matter of disarma
ment. And what is that task ? It stems from the essential needs of
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life, from the development of international events in recent times and 
the state of affairs in the field of disarmament and negotiations. Once 
again we must stress with the utmost energy that disarmament must 
start with the liquidation of the danger of the unleashing of a world 
war with the use of nuclear weapons. We must start with the liquida
tion of the material and technological bases for the launching and un
leashing of a nuclear and rocket war.

I t has become clear to all how rapidly things can go as far as push
ing the button that would launch a nuclear war. I t is clear what 
a threat to peace foreign military bases present. All this has been 
understood by the peoples of the world at a time when the working out 
of a concrete draft treaty on general and complete disarmament has 
stopped, when it was hardly begun, because of a lack of agreement 
on the fate of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons and of foreign 
military bases.

This is the essence of the main divergencies that appeared during 
the work of the Eighteen-Nation Committee. We have no doubt that 
the General Assembly will again express the will of the peoples of 
the world that general and complete disarmament be carried out as 
soon as possible. At the same time, in the opinion of our delegation, 
the task of the General Assembly is to give constructive directives 
to the participants in the disarmament negotiations and to give them 
concrete guidance concerning the disarmament measures on which they 
must reach agreement first of all.

The question is: What must serve as a foundation for the practical 
carrying out of the programme of general and complete disarmament ? 
We consider that only one answer can be given to that question: In 
the process of disarmament it is indispensable to eliminate as soon as 
possible, and first of all, the threat of a world thermonuclear war. 
The Soviet delegation will bend every effort in order to have the Gen
eral Assembly adopt a concrete and business-like decision on the report 
of the Eighteen-Nation Committee, a decision which would help the 
participants in the Geneva negotiations to come out of the present im
passe and to agree as soon as possible on a treaty for general and com
plete disarmament. The decision of the General Assembly must push 
the negotiations on disarmament in the right direction.

Examination of the question of general and complete disarmament 
at the seventeenth session of the General Assembly must, in the opinion 
of the Soviet delegation, be an important step in the fight of peoples 
and peace-loving Governments for the solution of that most important 
and urgent problem. The present session must seize that link in the 
chain of disarmament which would enable us to pull the whole chain 
towards us. Every delegation, and the General Assembly as a whole,
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must be convinced of the urgency and the seriousness of the need to 
solve the problem of general and complete disarmament.

The Governments of all countries must not in words but in deeds 
prove that they have learned the lesson from the experience of sterile 
and lengthy negotiations and from the alarming events of recent days 
which put the world at the brink of a rocket and thermonuclear war* 
I f  other States evince the same sincere and deep concern for the fate 
of the world, the same warm desire and will to prevent the conflagra
tion of a world thermonuclear war, as those shown by the Soviet Gov
ernment in the recent crisis, there is not the slightest doubt that in 
the field of disarmament we shall soon reach tremendous successes and 
will make a world without arms and without war a reality.

Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly, Novem
ber 6, 1962 ^

I  have listened with the greatest interest to the statements so far 
made on the subject of disarmament by the representatives of the 
United Arab Eepublic, the Soviet Union and I t a l y W e  meet today 
to consider a question of central importance to the future of man
kind— t̂he question of general and complete disarmament in a peaceful 
world. Genuine negotiations on broad disarmament are more urgent 
and more pressing than ever before, in the light of the recent events 
in the Caribbean. Productive negotiations, of course, will depend on 
the satisfactory resolution of the urgent threat to the peace represented 
by the Soviet missiles and other offensive weapons in Cuba. I  could 
hardly believe my ears this morning when I  heard the representative 
of the Soviet Union characterize his Government as peace-loving— 
and then, having stated that they had placed these offensive weapons 
in Cuba, take great credit for having averted a thermonuclear war by 
having agreed to remove the very weapons that they had placed there.

President Kennedy’s letter of 28 October last to Premier Khrushchev 
stressed the importance of removing this threat in the Caribbean and 
getting on with our efforts to resolve the problem of disarmament, 
Presidejit Kennedy said:

" A/C.1/PV. 1267, pp. 38-57.
^For tlie ItaUan and U.A.R. statements, see ibid.y pp. 31-38, and A/C.l/PV. 

1266, pp. 21-35, respectively. The Soviet statement appears supra.
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I agree with you that we must devote urgent attention to the problem of 
disarmament, as it relates to the whole world and also to critical areas. Per
haps now, as we step back from danger, we can together make real progress in 
this vital field. I think we should give priority to questions relating to the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons, on earth and in outer space and to the great 
effort for a nuclear test ban. But we should also work hard to see if wider 
measures of disarmament can be agreed and put into operation at an early 
date.

The United States Government will be prepared to discuss these questions 
urgently, and in a constructive spirit, at Geneva or elsewhere.^

One year ago the General Assembly unanimously endorsed the crea
tion of a new Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee in order to 
bring about general and complete disarmament.^ We believe that 
this is a good forum. We have been negotiating at Geneva in that 
new forum for six months. This forum provides a wide cross-section 
of interests and views. Yet it is a small continuing Committee where 
ideas can be patiently and thoroughly explored in depth. In such a 
forum the easy generalities of open debate can be tested and examined 
and real negotiations, especially in the meetings of the two co-Chair- 
men, are possible. Details can be agreed upon one by one and then 
woven into the fabric of a disarmament treaty.

The eight new Members have approached their role seriously and 
responsibly. They have acted as custodians of the interests of less- 
powerful States. At the same time the Committee has also provided 
an opportunity for talks among and with the Powers that possess a 
preponderance of military might. The Eighteen-Nation Committee 
has now recessed imtil 12 November so that its members can partici
pate in this debate at the General Assembly.

From the Charter itself the General Assembly has been given an 
abiding interest in the subject of disarmament.^ Those of us who are 
involved in the Geneva negotiations have the obligation and the duty 
to explain to you what we have done and what we hope to do. As 
you know, there are two interim reports of the Committee before you 
in the reports by the two co-chairmen on behalf of the Committee,  ̂
and what I  say this morning is in the nature of a further progress 
report. The negotiations in Geneva have really only just begun, and 
our first concern must be to get back to the negotiating table and to get 
on with our work. Perhaps by the eighteenth General Assembly we 
will have real progress to discuss in detail.

The Eighteen-Nation Committee began its work on the basis of the 
joint statement of agreed principles worked out between the United

 ̂Ante, p. 1001.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 741-742.
* See art. 11 of the Charter.
*Ante, pp. 577-581, 865^871.
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States and the Soviet Union  ̂ and endorsed at the last Assembly.  ̂
The Committee has now developed a procedure of work and two draft 
treaties have been submitted, one by the United States * and the other 
by the Soviet Union,  ̂ which are before you for discussion. The 
Committee is trying to produce a single treaty which will bring 
together these disparate approaches. I  do not intend to discuss the 
details of these treaties this morning, but I  should like to comment 
on one statement the representative of the Soviet Union made in which 
he said that there was no provision, if I  understood him correctly, 
in the United States draft for the complete elimination of nuclear 
weapons. The United States treaty draft is before you as an amiex 
to the report of the Eighteen-Nation Committee, and those of you 
who may be interested will find in sub-division C of Stage I II  the 
following statement:

“In light of the steps taken in Stages I and II to halt the production oif 
fissionable material for use in nuclear weapons and to reduce nuclear weapons 
stockpiles, the Parties to the Treaty would eliminate all”—I repeat “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.” *

I t then goes on to say:
“In accordance with arrangements which would be set forth in the annex 

on verification, the International Disarmament Organization would verify 
the foregoing measures and would provide assurance that no”—I repeat 
“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.”

At Geneva we seek ways of destroying the most devastating weapons 
ever known to man, weapons which are small and easily concealed 
and which could give a decisive military advantage to any State 
which managed to retain them. We are also trying—and this is the 
greatest task of all— t̂o find ways to replace war itself with other 
non-military means for settling disputes and enforcing the peace.

Since our debate in this Committee is only a pause from the nego
tiations to which we shall soon return, I  do not wish too much to 
emphasize our differences or the controversies which at present divide 
us. I t is still too early to do more than note the begimiings and to be 
hopeful for the future. But any progress report on what we are

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442.
^IMd, pp. 741-742.
" Ante, pp. 176-177.
 ̂Ante, pp. 351-382.

\Ante, pp. 103-127.
* Ante, p. 378.
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doing necessarily consists largely of the different approaches of the 
Soviet Union and the United States. Whether these differences on 
disarmament can be composed while the great political and ideo
logical cleavages in the world remain is a most serious question. But 
we must keep trying. The dangers and the promise are too great 
to do otherwise.

Let me list briefly the issues around which our negotiations in 
Geneva now revolve.

First, what can safely and reasonably be accomplished in the first 
stage of a disarmament programme? For its part, the United States 
has suggested a 30 per cent cut across the board in all kinds of major 
armaments, both conventional and nuclear, as a realistic and yet 
radical beginning in the first stage with adequate verification and 
inspection procedures, in order to ensure that not only agreed limita
tions take place, but also that retained forces or armaments do not 
exceed agreed levels at any stage before moving on to the next stage. 
We believe that this kind of reduction is possible because it need not 
fundamentally affect the relative balance of military strength.

For its part, in its draft treaty, the Soviet Union advocates a first 
stage disarmament programme which affects primarily all nuclear 
delivery systems and the elimination of all foreign bases. I t attempts 
a virtual elimination of certain types of armaments—all delivery 
vehicles capable of delivering a nuclear weapon, that is, ships, air
craft, missiles and rockets—in only two years. That would virtually 
force the United States to terminate all its alliances and would give 
a major and tremendous advantage to the Soviet Union with its vast 
land area on the globe, its contiguous geographical relation with its 
allies, its preponderance in conventional weapons and its advantage 
of having comparatively short internal communication lines. The 
programme put forward by the Soviet Union is not a disarmament 
plan but, rather, a plan to disarm the free world. I t  would radically 
shift the present balance of military forces and is, therefore, in its 
present form at least, quite unacceptable.

In addition the Soviet Union rejects important arrangements to 
verify that agreed levels of armaments and armed forces are not ex
ceeded and that clandestine production is not engaged in. This leads 
us to the second major issue to be resolved. This second issue is, of 
course, the problem of verification of any disarmament agreement. 
Since the end of the Second World War this issue has been at the very 
core of disarmament negotiations. No disarmament programme can 
really begin until we have agreed upon an adequate and effective veri
fication system. Without verification there will not be the growing 
confidence and trust which alone will make a disarmament plan move 
forward.
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In an effort to advance the discussions and the areas of agreement 
this year the United States offered a new and constructive proposal 
which we hoped would stimulate creative thinking by others about 
this problem of verification. Our proposal was to apply the modern 
techniques of mathematical sampling and the latest accounting tech
niques in verifying disarmament agreements. As an illustration of 
this we suggested progressive zonal inspection. Under this plan spe
cifically defined zones in each country would be inspected by the inter
national disarmament organization to ensure that nations were tell
ing the truth when they declared precisely what armaments remained 
in their possession after the stated reductions. Then, as disarma
ment proceeded, more zones would be opened to inspection. At the 
end of the programme the entire territory of a country would be sub
ject to inspection.

There are many ways in which this technique of mathematical 
sampling could be applied. We suggested one. We hoped our sug
gestion would strike a responsive chord in others. We believe we 
will have a better chance for progress when the Soviet Union begins 
to share in this task of making inspection and disarmament move 
forward together. Because of the fundamental difference in our 
two types of society, one free and the other closed, apparently the 
Soviet Union has not the same intei^est in verification that we have. 
The reason for this is that most of the military information the Soviet 
Union would need is freely available to it in the United States. On 
the other hand, in the Soviet Union such information is carefully 
guarded as a State secret. Nevertheless, if the Soviet Union is really 
interested in true disarmament and not in disarmament as a futile 
exercise in propaganda—if we are to make true progress—then the 
responsibility belongs to all the parties.

So far we have been disappointed with the lack of contribution by 
the Soviet Union on this all-important issue of verification and its 
xmyielding objection to the establishment of control over armaments 
and its insistence that general and complete disarmament must first 
be carried out, while in the interim one must rely on its unverified 
assertions.

The third problem to be resolved is the pacific settlement of disputes 
and the preservation of peace. We believe that general and complete 
disarmament in a peaceful world is inextricably tied to the develop
ment of effective peace-keeping machinery. So far in our Geneva 
negotiations it has not been apparent that the Soviet Union shares 
this view. General and complete disarmament in a peaceful world 
will have to be accompanied by reliable peace-keeping measures, in-
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eluding an international peace force as provided in the United States 
plan in stage II, sub-division 4.̂

Arms are a symptom of the search for security and the ultimate 
reliance on national strength. Full disarmament will not come until 
there is a reliable substitute in actual international practices and in
stitutions. The United States disarmament plan emphasizes build
ing this peace-keeping machinery. The Soviet plan completely ig
nores the need for such radical changes and seems to reflect the view 
that peace-keeping will take care of itself. Perhaps the Soviet Union 
fears that international institutions, to use Chairman Khrushchev’s 
phrase, might thwart the Soviet aim of liberating the peoples from 
rotten regimes. Perhaps that is why the Soviet representative at 
Geneva would not even agree that the parties declare themselves in 
favour of a world where international change could take place in 
accordance with the principles of the United Nations Charter. To 
say that change could take place in accordance with the principles of 
the United Nations Charter was objectionable, according to Mr. Zorin, 
because such a statement might impede the so-called national libera
tion movement.  ̂ In this connexion we shall have to build up inter
national law and organization if we are ever to move on and to 
complete the third and vital stage of disarmament. This means, 
first and foremost, that we redouble our ejfforts to strengthen the 
United Nations in its various peace-keepiag roles—in mediation, in 
conciliation, in observation and in defence against aggression.

We should not overlook one instrument for the development and 
codification of uiternational law which is close at hand and with which 
all of us are familiar—̂ the International Law Commission. Since 
its expansion last year the Commission is fully representative of our 
newer Members, of all regions of the world and of all major systems 
of law. The Commission has already made a most important contri
bution to the codification and progressive development of interna
tional law. • Its work could provide an essential link m our total effort 
for disarmament. However, I  doubt that we are now devoting to the 
Commission the resources which it would need to perform such an 
important task. Despite its heavy workload the Commission meets 
customarily during only ten weeks of the year. Could we not find 
ways to accelerate the work of the Commission ? My delegation plans 
to discuss with our Sixth Committee colleagues ways of bringing this 
about, for example, by increasing the Commission’s staff or the number 
of its meetings or possibly even by reconstituting the Commission 
as a full-time body.

 ̂Ante, p. 369.
 ̂See ante, p. 309.



1022 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1962

These then are the three great immediate issues in the present dis
armament negotiations. What should be and can be accomplished in 
the first stage? How can effective and adequate verification be pro
vided ? How can effective peace-keeping machinery be developed to 
keep pace with the reductions in arms ?

In this very brief progress report I  have tried to summarize gen
erally the issues which separate us in our negotiations in Geneva. Let 
me now report in somewhat greater detail what the United States is 
proposing.

First, in the first stage the United States proposes a 30 per cent 
cut in all major types of armaments, including those used for deliver
ing nuclear weapons as well as more conventional items such as ships, 
tanks and artillery.

Secondly, the United States proposes in the first stage an immediate 
reduction in armed forces to 2,100,000 men for the United States and 
the Soviet Union, and appropriate reductions for all other parties.

Thirdly, in the first stage the United States proposes that the pro
duction of fissionable material, uranium and plutonium for nuclear 
weapons, be halted. We urge that the United States and the Soviet 
Union each begin by transferring 50,000 kilograms of weapons-grade 
uranium to peaceful purposes. Such a massive transfer by the United 
States and the Soviet Union would shift an enormous amount of 
destructive potential away from the military domain. Wliile this is 
a beginning, we could move rapidly to reduce further the amount of 
fissionable material available for nuclear weapons.

Fourthly, in the first stage of disarmament we propose that measures 
be taken to ensure that outer space is not used for aggressive war
like purposes. For example, we should agree that weapons capable 
of mass destruction would not be placed in orbit in outer space. That 
would free countries in all parts of the world from the fear that the 
satellites passing over their heads might be armed with nuclear 
weapons.

Fifthly, we propose in stage one to take action regarding military 
expenditures. We also propose to examine means of ensuring and 
verifying the reduction of military expenditures.

During the Geneva negotiations, and taking account of specific sug
gestions from some of the eight new members of the Committee, the 
United States submitted two important amendments to its outline 
treaty on general and complete disarmament. One of these concerned 
the transition procedures from one stage to the next and the other 
concerned production allowances of arms and armaments. These 
were commented upon briefly by the representative of the United Arab 
Republic in his statement yesterday.
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We also urged (a) advance public notification of all major mili
tary movements and manoeuvres; (b) the establishment of observation 
posts in major ports, railway centres and other agreed locations to 
report on concentrations of movements of military forces; (c) the 
exchange of military missions to improve communications between 
States or groups of States; (d) the establishment of rapid and reliable 
communications between governments in order to reduce the danger 
of miscalculation regarding the intentions of the other side, particu
larly in the midst of crises; and (e) the establishment of an interna
tional commission on the reduction of the risks of war. This commis
sion would examine additional ways to minimize the risks of war 
by miscalculation or failure of communications.

May I say in passing that the Soviet Union happily has indicated 
an interest in such measures by putting forward similar ideas in its 
disarmament plan. The major Powers should rapidly put into effect 
such measures which could help avoid a nuclear war while we prepare 
a programme of arms reduction.

All of these things that I have listed can be done during the first 
three years of a disarmament programme. The second and third 
stages of disarmament could then follow with even more drastic cuts 
in major armaments. At the end of these three stages, mankind would 
have arrived at general and complete disarmament in a peaceful world. 
I  do not need to elaborate what that would mean for every human 
being in every region of the world. We would have taken one of the 
most unusual steps in all human history. The goal is not in doubt. 
The stated objectives of both the United States and the Soviet Union 
plans are much the same. Thus, the problem is to develop an agreed 
procedure by which this comimon goal is to be achieved. Only if it is 
safeguarded and balanced will disarmament come about.

In this connexion, the proposal of Foreign Minister Gromyko in 
the United Nations last month,^ and alluded to this morning by Mr. 
Zorin, modifying the first stage of the Soviet plan, may indeed be a 
good omen. Up to the present, at least, the Soviet position did not 
appear to be negotiable and was generally recognized at Geneva as 
singularly intransigent. The latest move may forecast an attempt [to] 
restore credibility to the Soviet plan. But before we can know the 
significance of Foreign Minister Gromyko’s statement or Mr. Zorin’s 
remarks this morning, we must know the exact meaning of the pro
posal. We need to move in Geneva to negotiate the precise levels of 
armaments which would be left at the end of the first and second stages 
of disarmament. So far we have had to debate a prior question: 
whether reductions of armaments should be percentage cuts of each

 ̂Ante, pp. 913-938.
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and all kinds of weapons, a straightforward quantitative reduction, or 
whether we should eliminate certain types and leave others, a so-called 
qualitative reduction. As long as this fundamental difference as to 
whether the reduction should be quantitative or qualitative remains, 
it will be difficult to move forward. If  the gap wliich divides us comes 
down to the question of the percentage of quantitative arms reduction 
in each stage, we shall have a question with which we can come to grips.

The great Powers have a special responsibility because they have 
the most weapons, but, as Secretary of State Kusk said in a statement 
last June:

I would Uke to see a United Nations meeting in which it would be out of 
order for any representative to say what somebody else ought to do about dis
armament, in which each State would quite simply state what it is prepared 
to contribute to disarmament.^

Each region of the world has its own disarmament problem. Many 
of these could be solved without waiting for big Power agreement on 
general and complete disarmament. States in many regions of the 
world could negotiate disarmament or arms control agreements among 
themselves so that local arms races could be prevented or halted. In 
many areas, countries do not as yet carry heavy arms burdens, and 
means must be found to maintain this blessing. It would be easier 
now to avoid an arms race than to stop or to reverse one later.

The United States would welcome and respect such regional ar
rangements, providing only that they were arrived at freely by all the 
parties concerned in the region. We, for our part would welcome 
and respect such regional arrangements provided that they were 
really and truly freely arrived at by the relevant and essential States. 
In this respect, we welcome the initiative of the Brazilian representa
tive looking towards such arrangements in Latin America and Africa.^ 

In an area where nuclear weapons are not deployed, an agreement 
which would ensure keeping them out, including arrangements for 
verification, could be a most important contribution to our overall 
efforts to prevent the wider dissemination of nuclear weapons.

Wliile agreement on general and complete disarmament is the over
riding responsibility of the Geneva disarmament talks, there are other 
agreements wliich could be entered into before general and complete 
disarmament, to which President Kennedy alluded, as I  have men
tioned before. These could soon be negotiated, and I  hope that we 
will find that the spirit to do so is there when we return to Geneva.

The Disarmament Committee may also find it possible in a reason
able short period of time to reach a consensus on other measures which

' Ante. p. 620.
“ A/C.1/L.312. Cf. post, pp. 1034-1035.
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could open the way towards a general disarmament programme. In 
short, the United States supports the principle that agreement on the 
broadest possible scale should be reached and should be put into effect 
as soon as possible. The importance of disarmament negotiations has 
been underscored both by President Kennedy and by Chairman 
Khrushchev. The General Assembly can, I submit, most effectively 
play its part by pressing the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Commit
tee to resume its negotiations at Geneva on 12 November and to make 
a supreme effort to reach agreement.

As Ambassador Stevenson said to this Committee last year, in short, 
the United States programme calls for the total elimination of na
tional capacity to mate international war and to ensure that all these 
steps are actually carried out by each side every step of the way.  ̂
The plan calls for the creation of an international disarmament or
ganization within the framework of the United Nations.

Only yesterday, this Committee asked that the Eighteen-Nation 
Disarmament Committee resume its negotiations in Geneva, as sched
uled, on 12 NovemberThe  place where agreements are made, I 
submit, is at the negotiating table. The sooner we can get back there, 
the sooner we can begin to hammer out a really effective disarmament 
programme. For its part, the United States pledges its full and un
swerving support from every level and department of its Government 
to the task of achieving general and complete disarmament in a peace
ful world.

Statement by the Irish Foreign Minister (Aiken) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly, November 
6, 1962 *

Members will recall, I  am sure, that in each of the past three ses
sions the General Assembly adopted the resolutions passed to it by 
this Committee on the prevention of the wider dissemination of nu  ̂
clear weapons."* Members will recall also that both the United States 
and the Soviet Union gave this problem a high priority in all their 
recent proposals for disarmament. I  was glad to hear the representa-

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 623.
 ̂See General Assembly Resolution 1762 (XVII), post, pp. 1029-1033. The 

resolution was approved by the First Committee on Nov. 5.
'A/C.1/PV.1267, pp. 57-62.
 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, p. 1547; 1960, p. 373; 

1961, pp. 693-694.
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tive of the United States today welcome any agreement that might 
be made anywhere to prevent the wider dissemination of nuclear weap
ons.̂  This being so, I feel that there is little need for a further resolu
tion on the general problem. There is urgent need, however, for the 
conclusion of a formal agreement which will stop the spread of these 
weapons to further States.

Recent events have made all of us more acutely aware of the politi
cal dangers of the wider spread of nuclear weapons. The natural 
reaction of the States of the American continent to the threatened 
spread of nuclear weapons in their area finds effective expression in 
the draft resolution, contained in document A/C.1/L.312, tabled by 
the delegation of Brazil.^

One of the reasons which I  believe have delayed action to prevent 
the spread of nuclear weapons is that none of us, not even some of 
the nuclear Powers, yet appreciates fully all the consequences of the 
development of these weapons. Few of us realize, for example, the 
full effect created by the speed and accuracy with which these weapons 
can nowadays be delivered from one continent or State to targets in 
another. Physicists calculate and describe in their own language 
the energy and impact shock of a given nuclear device. They can esti
mate and control with consummate precision the range and speed of 
their missiles and bomber planes. But they have given us no formula 
to assess the political impact of the devices they have developed, and 
laymen and scientists alike find it difficult to grasp in cold blood 
how profoundly the international order may be affected by shifts from 
one geographical area to another of this new-found power to eliminate 
time and space and to release at will vast quantities of nuclear energy 
on selected targets.

In the early days of gunpowder, the man who was awakened by 
the barrel of a blunderbuss pushed through his window reacted 
instinctively to the situation. What needs to be appreciated now
adays, I  believe, is that the sudden appearance of nuclear weapons and 
their almost instantaneous long range delivery systems in a previous 
non-nuclear State may be tantamount, in the circumstances of the 
world today, to pushing a gun through a neighbour’s window. The 
consequences may be dangerous and far reaching, and it may even 
be regarded as an act of war by neighbouring countries who have 
not the second strike nuclear capacity possessed by great nuclear 
Powers. Even great nuclear Powers cannot be blamed if they react 
sharply to such a development, but they may be able to eliminate 
the threat by taking limited measures. I  feel certain, however, that

' Supra.
 ̂Not printed. For the revised version, see post, pp. 1056-1057.
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if a non-nuclear Power were faced with a situation in which a 
neighbour with which it was on bad terms was about to fire nuclear 
weapons, its reaction would be drastic and violent.

In the present tense state of the world situation, with the balance 
of terror teetering on its base, it is more than ever of vital importance 
that the nuclear Powers should refrain from upsetting that balance by 
spreading nuclear weapons to further countries. Without waiting 
on protracted negotiations in Geneva or elsewhere, they will, I  hope, 
agree at once between themselves not to give nuclear weapons or the 
knowledge of making them to countries which do not now make or 
possess these weapons. Once such an agreement is arrived at by the 
nuclear Powers it will, I  feel sure, be reciprocated by the agreement 
of the non-nuclear Powers not to manufacture or acquire possession 
of such weapons and to accept international inspection of their terri
tories as a guarantee of their good faith.

I  would appeal to the nuclear Powers to separate at once this 
problem of preventing the spread of nuclear weapons from all other 
problems which confront them and to deal with it as the most urgent 
and the most serious danger facing us all.

I  have the utmost sympathy for the heavily burdened statesmen 
of the nuclear Powers who carry the major responsibility of finding 
the way to a peaceful world order. Eecent events have clearly demon
strated the great dangers which lie in the spread of nuclear weapons 
and the importance of stopping it until we can move in the opposite 
direction, that is, towards the elimination of nuclear weapons and all 
weapons of mass destruction from ever-widening areas of the world.

I  suggest that the nuclear Powers might, as a fruitful approach 
to the elimination of force in the settlement of disputes and to the 
growth of international law, use their influence on groups of non
nuclear nations in suitable areas. Let them encourage a group of 
States to pledge themselves not to attack each other, to settle their 
disputes peacefully, not to make or acquire nuclear or other weapons 
of mass destruction—such as large tank formations, heavy bomber- 
planes or missiles—and to accept international inspection to ensure 
that all are keeping their pledge faithfully. In the event of a group 
of nations being thus organized as an area of law and limited arma
ments, the security of its members should be guaranteed through the 
United Nations with the support of the great Powers, and the United 
Nations should undertake to carry out the requisite inspection.

Now, I  realize that this question of inspection is a vexed one. My 
delegation has always recognized the difficulty of persuading a great 
nuclear Power, particularly one with a closed system, to accept inter
national inspection to ensure the fulfilment of an international agree
ment. It was for that reason that we did not propose the inspection
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of the territories of nuclear Powers when suggesting agreements to 
stop the spread of nuclear weapons. In our view, in the present 
stage of tension between the great Powers, the most hopeful approach 
to disarmament is on a regional or area basis which confines inspec
tion to the territories of non-nuclear Powers. To secure agreement 
from the nuclear Powers not to spread nuclear weapons or the knowl
edge of making them to further States and to support inspection by 
the United Nations in the territories of the non-nuclear Powers in 
order to ensure that the agreement was being kept, would be a vital and 
important step on the road to disarmament and the establishment of 
world law.

The Irish delegation recognizes the difficulty, in the present stage of 
world law, of isolating a single State and persuading it to accept 
international inspection of its territory while others are subject to no 
such procedure. I t would be quite a different matter, however, if a 
State had concluded with its neighbours a regional disarmament agree
ment such as I  have described and such as I think was in the mind of 
the representative of the United States this morning. Such an agree
ment would provide for the routine international inspection of all 
States in the group to ensure that the agreement was being kept. In
spection therefore would involve no loss of prestige in the case of any 
individual State and should be welcomed by all.

I  believe, as I  have said on previous occasions in this Committee, 
that there are several potentially explosive geographical regions 
which, by accepting limited arms agreements, could become areas of 
peace and law. What is vital is that before it is too late, the danger 
of the spread of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction into 
these areas should be checked.

I  appeistl therefore to the nuclear Powers to give us without delay 
an agreement which will prevent the further spread of nuclear weap
ons. I  appeal to them to give encouragement and support to the orga
nization of areas of law and limited arms agreements wherever a group 
of nations can be foimd willing to accept the obligations involved, and 
particularly in the regions where mutual fear and tension threaten to 
bring about the disaster of war.
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General Assembly Resolution 1762 (XVII): The Urgent 
Need for Suspension of Nuclear and Thermonuclear 
Tests, November 6,1962 ^

A
The General Assembly^
Deeply concerned with the continuation of nuclear weapon tests, 
FviUy conscious that world opinion demands the immediate cessa

tion of all nuclear tests,
Viewing with the utmost apprehension iihB data contained in the 

report of the United Nations Scientific Committee on the Effects of 
Atomic Eadiation,^

Considering that the continuation of nuclear weapon tests is an im
portant factor in the acceleration of the arms race and that the con
clusion of an agreement prohibiting such tests would greatly contrib
ute to paving the way towards general and complete disarmament, 

Recalling its resolution 1648 (XVI) of 6 November 1961, whereby 
the States concerned were urged to refrain from further nuclear weap
on test explosions pending the conclusion of necessary internationally 
binding agreements with regard to the cessation of tests,®

Noting with regret that the States concerned have not responded 
to the appeal contained in the aforementioned and in other relevant 
resolutions and that, despite its efforts, the Conference of the Eight
een-Nation Committee on Disarmament, referred to in General As- 
semibly resolution 1722 (XVI) of 20 December 1961,̂  is not yet in a 
position to report agreement on this vitally important issue, 

Recalling that in resolution 1649 (XVI) of 8 November 1961 the 
General Assembly reaffirmed that an agreement prohibiting all nuclear 
weapon tests would inhibit the spread of nuclear weapons to other 
countries and would contribute to the reduction of internation^ 
tensions,®

Noting that, among the States represented in the Sub-Committee 
on a Treaty for the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests of the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee, basic agreement now prevails as regards 
the question of control of tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and 
under water,

* A/RES/1762 (XVII), Nov. 7, 1962. Section A was the revised 37-power 
proposal, and section B was proposed by the United States and tie  United 
Kingdom. The voting is indicated below.

 ̂See ante, pp. 177-189.
* Documents on Disarmcmentt 1961, p. 568.

pp. 741-742. 
pp. 578-579.
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Natmg further that the proceedings of the Eighteen-Nation Com
mittee indicate a somewhat enlarged area of agreement on the question 
of effective control of underground tests,^

GonsideHng that the memorandum of 16 April 1962, submitted to 
the Eighteen-Nation Committee by the delegations of Brazil, Burma, 
Ethiopia, India, Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden and the United Arab Re
public,  ̂represents a sound, adequate and fair basis for the conduct of 
negotiations towards removing the outstanding differences on the ques
tion of effective control of undergromid tests,̂

Welcoming the intention to find a speedy settlement of the remain
ing differences on the question of the cessation of nuclear tests, de
clared in the letter dated 27 October 1962 from Mr. Khrushchev, Chair
man of the Council of Ministei*s of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics, to Mr. Kennedy, President of the United States of America,  ̂
in the letter dated 28 October 1962 from Mr. Kennedy to Mr. Khru
shchev,® and in the letter dated 28 October 1962 from Mr. Macmillan, 
Prime Minister of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and North
ern Ireland, to Mr. Khrushchev,®

OonviTwed that no efforts should be spared to achieve prompt agree
ment on the cessation of all nuclear tests in all environments^

1. Condemns all nuclear weapon tests;®

’ The first D paragraphs of the preamble were adopted by a vote of 86-0, with 
5 abstentions.

“ Ante, pp. 334-336.
 ̂This paragraph was adopted by a vote of 81-0, with 17 abstentions:

In favor—Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Austria, Bolivia, Brazil, 
Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian S.S.R., Cambodia, Cameroon, Canada, 
Ceylon, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Dahomey, 
Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Federation of 
Malaya, Finland, Gabon, Ghana, Guatemala, Guinea, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, 
India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Israel, Ivory Coast, Japan, Jordan, Laos, Lebanon, 
Liberia, Libya, Madagascar, Mali, Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Nepal, 
New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Noi*way, Pakistan, Paraguay, Peru, 
Philippines, Poland, Rumania, Senegal, Somalia, Sudan, Sweden, Syria, Tangan
yika, Trinidad and Tobago, U.A.R., Ukrainian S.S.R., U.S.S.R., Upper Volta, 
Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, and Yugoslavia.

Abstaining—Australia, Belgium, China, France, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, 
Luxembourg, Netherlands, Portugal, South Africa, Spain, Thailand, Turkey, 
U.K., and U.S.

 ̂AntCj pp. 991-994.
Ante, pp. 1000-1001.

® Ante, pp. 994-995.
"̂ The last two paragraphs of the preamble were adopted by a vote of 94-0, 

with one' abstention.
® Par. 1 was adopted by a vote of 78-0, with 24 abstentions :
In favor—Afghanistan, Algeria, Argentina, Austria, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, 

Burundi, Cambodia, Cameroon, Canada, Ceylon, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Costa
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2. Aahs that such tests should cease immediately and not later than 
1 January 1963;

3. Urges the Governments of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland 
and the United States of America to settle the remaining differences 
between them in order to achieve agreement on the cessation of nuclear 
testing by 1 January 1963, and to issue instructions to their represent
atives on the Sub-Committee on a Treaty for the Discontinuance of 
Nuclear Weapon Tests to achieve this end; ^

4. Endorses the eight-nation memorandum of 16 April 1962 as a 
basis for negotiation; ®

5. Oalls on the parties concerned, taking as a basis the above-men
tioned memorandum and having regard to the discussions on this item 
at the seventeenth session of the General Assembly, to negotiate in a 
spirit of mutual understanding and concession in order to reach agree
ment urgently, bearing in mind the vital interests of mankind; ^

Rica, Cyprus, Dahomey, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, 
Ethiopia, Federation of Malaya, Finland, Gabon, Ghana, Guatemala, Guinea, 
Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Ivory 
Coast, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Laos, Lebanon, Liberia, Libya, Madagascar, Mali, 
Mauritania, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, 
Norway, Pakistan, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Somalia, 
Sudan, Sweden, Syria, Tanganyika, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, 
Tunisia, U.A.R., Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yemen, and Yugoslavia.

Abstaining—^Albania, Australia, Belgium, Bulgaria, Byelorussian S.S.R., 
China, Czechoslovakia, France, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Luxembourg, Mongolia, 
Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Rumania, South Africa, Spain, Turkey, Ukrain
ian S.S.R., U.K., U.S., and U.S.S.R.

 ̂Par. 2 was adopted by a vote of 84-10, with 8 abstentions:
In favor—^Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Austria, Bolivia, Brazil, 

Bulgaria, Burma, Burundi, Byelorussian S.S.R., Cambodia, Cameroon, Canada, 
Ceylon, Chad, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Dahomey, 
Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Federation of 
Malaya, Finland, Gabon, Ghana, Guatemala, Guinea, Haiti, Honduras, Hungary, 
Iceland, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, 
Japan, Jordan, Laos, Lebanon, Liberia, Libya, Madagascar, Mali, Mauritania, 
Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Pakistan, Para
guay, Peru, Poland, Rumania, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Somalia, Sudan, Sweden, 
Syria, Tanganyika, Togo, Trinidad and> Tobago, Tunisia, U.A.R., Ukrainian 
S.S.R., Upper Volta, Uruguay, U.S.S.R., Venezuela, Yemen, and Yugoslavia.

Against—Australia, Belgium, Greece, Italy, Portugal, South Africa, Spain, 
Turkey, U.K., and U.S.

Abstaining—China, Fmnce, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, 
Philippines, and Thailand.

^Par. 3 was adopted by a vote of 100-0, with 2 abstentions (China and 
France).

®Par. 4 was adopted by a vote of 101-0, with 1 abstention (France).
^Par. 5 was adopted by a vote of 101-0, with 1 abstention (France).
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6. Recommends that if, against all hope, the parties concerned do 
not reach agreement on the cessation of all tests by 1 January 1963, 
they should enter into an immediate agreement prohibiting nuclear 
weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water, ac
companied by an interim arrangement suspending all undergroimd 
tests, taking as a basis the eight-nation memorandum and taking into 
consideration other proposals presented at the seventeenth session of 
the General Assembly, such interim agreement to include adequate 
assurances for effective detection and identification of seismic events 
by an international scientific commission; ^

7. Requests the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 
Disarmament to reconvene not later than 12 November 1962, to resume 
negotiations on the cessation of nuclear testing and on general and 
complete disarmament, and to report to the General Assembly by 
10 December 1962 on the results achieved with regard to the cessation 
of nuclear weapon tests.^

B
The General Assembly^
Believing that a cessation of nuclear weapon tests is the concern of 

all peoples and all nations.
Declaring it imperative that an agreement prohibiting nuclear 

weapon tests for all time ^ould be concluded as rapidly as this can 
be done,

Recalling its resolutions 1648 (XVI) of 6 November 1961 aJid 1649 
(XVI) of 8 November 1961,̂

 ̂Par. 6 was adapted by a vote of 65-10, with 26 abstentions:
In -favor—^Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, 

Canada, Ceylon, Cbile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Dahomey, Den
mark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Federation of Ma
laya, Finland, Gabon, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, 
India, Indonesia, Iran, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, 
Jordan, Loas, Lebanon, Liberia, Libya, Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New 
Zealand, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Norway, Pakistan, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, 
Portugal, South Africa, Spain, Sweden, Syria, Thailand, Trinidad and Tobago, 
Turkey, U.K., U.S., Uruguay, and Venezuela.

Against—^Albania, Bulgaria, Byelorussian S.S.R., Czechoslovakia, Hungary, 
Mongolia, Poland, Rumania, Ukrainian S.S.R., and U.S.S.R.

Abstaining—^Afghanistan, Algeria, Burundi, Cambodia, Cameroon, Chad, 
France, Guinea, Iraq, Madagascar, Mali, Mauritania, Morocco, Nepal, Niger, 
Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Somalia, Sudan, Tanganyika, Togo, Tunisia, U.A.R., 
Upper Volta, Yemen, and Yugoslavia.

*Par. 7 was adopted by a vote of 97-0, with 5 abstentions (Algeria, Cambodia. 
France, Guinea, Mali). Section A as a whole was adopted by a vote of 75-0, 
with 21 abstentions.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 568,578-579.
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Profoundly regretting that the agreements called for in those 
resolutions have not yet been achieved,

Noting that the endeavour to negotiate a nuclear test ban agree
ment has been taking place at the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee on Disarmament,

Noting that the discussions and negotiations in Geneva are based 
on the draft treaty submitted on 28 November 1961 by the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics,  ̂ the memorandum submitted on 16 April 
1962 by Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, India, Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden 
and the United Arab Republic ̂  and the comprehensive and limited 
draft treaties submitted on 27 August 1962 by the United Kingdom 
of Great Britian and Northern Ireland and the United States of 
America,^

1. Urges the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 
Disarmament to seek the conclusion of a treaty with effective and 
prompt international verification which prohibits nuclear weapon 
tests in all environments for all time;

2. Requests the negotiating Powers to agree upon an early date on 
which a treaty prohibiting nuclear weapon tests shall enter into force;

3. Notes the discussions and documents regarding nuclear testing 
contained in the two reports of the Conference; ^

4. Requests the Secretary-General to bring to the attention of the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee the records of the seventeenth session of 
the General Assembly relating to the suspension of nuclear testing.®

" m a,, p. 664.
Ante, pp. 334r-336.

* Ante, pp. 792-807.
" Ante, pp. 577-581, 865-871.
® Section B was adopted by a vote of 51-10, with 40 abstentions:
In /ai?or—Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, BoUva, Brazil, Canada, 

Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, 
El Salvador, Federation of Malaya, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Ice
land, India, Iran, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, Liberia, 
Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Norway, Pakistan, 
Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, South Africa, Spain, Sweden, Thailand, 
Trinidad and Tobago, Turkey, U.K., Uruguay, U.S., and Venezuela.

Against—Albania, Bulgaria Byelorussian S.S.R., Czechoslovakia, Hungary, 
Mongolia, Poland, Rumania, Ukrainian S.S.R., and U.S.S.R.

Abstaining—Afghanistan, Algeria, Burma, Burundi, Cambodia, Cameroon, 
Ceylon, Chad, Cyprus, Dahomey, Ethiopia, Finland, France, Gabon, Ghana, 
Guinea, Indonesia, Iraq, Ivory Coast, Laos, Lebanon, Libya, Madagascar, Mauri
tania, Morocco, Nepal, Niger, Nigeria, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Somalia, Siidan  ̂
Syria, Tanganyika, Togo, Tunisia, U.A.R., Upper Volta, Yemen, and Yugoslavia.

Mali did not participate in the voting.
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Statement by the Brazilian Representative (De Melo 
Franco) to the First Committee of the General Assembly 
(Extract), November 8,1962 ^

I should like at this time to speak briefly on the text of draft 
resolution A/C.1/L.312, which Brazil had the honour to submit to 
the First Committee.  ̂ At the opening of the general debate of this 
session on 20 September, I  said the following:

Brazil is also favourable in principle to the establishment of denuclearized 
areas on our planet, provided proposals to this end are not enmeshed in cold 
war polemics, which we shall continue to shun. Latin America could well 
be one of these denuclearized areas.^

A number of representatives, including Mr. Padilla Nervo of 
Mexico and Mr. Schweitzer of Chile, subsequently referred to the idea 
cited in the aforementioned passage. The events of these last weeks 
which revealed the existence of nuclear weapons in Latin America 
have made it a matter of urgency that some action be taken in this 
regard. In bringing up the subject, we did not wish merely to con
tribute to the solution of a new crisis on our continent which became 
a matter of world concern; we wished also sincerely to co-operate 
towards the solution of the general problem of disarmament by sub
mitting this draft resolution which, in its basic format, was 
influenced by resolution 1652 (XVI) of 24 November last year, for 
which we voted.  ̂ It is our desire to reacli a solution of a general 
scope which would make it possible for Latin America, as well as 
Africa, to be left free of the nuclear arms race which fills all people 
and all nations with fear and apprehension.

Under the terms of the draft resolution we are herewith submitting 
for the consideration of the Committee, all Member States are invited 
to abstain from using the territory, the territorial waters and the 
air space of Latin American countries for the purposes of testing, 
storing or transporting nuclear weapons and carrying nuclear devices, 
and to respect the continents of Africa and Latin America as nuclear- 
free zones. The General Assembly would, in turn, recommend that 
the countries of Africa and Latin America negotiate arrangements 
whereby they (a) would agree not to receive or manufacture nuclear

^A/0.1/PV.1269, pp. 51-53.
 ̂Not printed. For the revised version of the Brazilian proposal, see pQSt, pp. 

1056-1057.
® General Assembly Official Records: Seventeenth Session, 1125th Plenary 

Meeting (prov.), p. 12.
* Documents 07i Disarmament, 1961, pp. 647-648.
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weapons, (b) would agree to the removal of any nuclear weapons or 
delivery devices that might be foimd on territory under their jurisdic- 
tion, and (c) would agree to measures designed to guarantee adequate 
control of compliance with the commitments undertaken. The draft 
resolution, moreover, requests the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations to assist the Latin American countries, upon their request, 
in the preparation and implementation of these accords.

The emergency brought about by the Cuban crisis impelled us to 
have our draft resolution circulated before we were able to make all 
the necessary consultations. But we have sought, insofar as Africa 
is concerned, not to go beyond last year’s resolution, and in the case 
of our Latin American colleagues, we gave them all the necessary 
information as soon as we were able to do so. It is almost imnecessary 
to add that we intend to keep in contact with the delegations inter
ested in the subject and that we shall sincerely appreciate any con
tribution that may be added to our initiative.

May I  interrupt my statement to say that we have received with 
great pleasure the collaboration and support of Chile and Bolivia, 
which have added their names as co-sponsors of our draft resolution. 
We also appreciate the statements made by the representative of the 
United States, Mr. Dean, and the representative of Ceylon, Mr. Mala- 
lasekera, regarding our draft resolution.

I should like to add that since our draft was distributed we have 
contacted a number of delegations regarding possible revisions, and 
I would almost say probable revisions. We are still contacting a num
ber of delegations and we shall take into account the suggestions which 
we feel are important and useful. I  hope that very soon we shall be 
able to submit a revised version of our text, in which we shall include 
those recommendations and suggestions which we feel are important 
and valuable. We are discussing this matter with certain African 
countries in order to obtain their views and advice on our draft.

These are the measures we request of the seventeenth session of the 
General Assembly of the United Nations, with the sole objective of 
rendering a service to the cause of disarmament, which is, as far as 
we are concerned and as far as everyone is concerned, the cause of 
peace.

Recent events have shown that we are not considering remote and 
implausible eventualities but rather that we are facing concrete and 
dangerous situations. The Brazilian people and Government are 
united in the belief that the continent of Latin America should be one 
of the ftcst̂  i f  not the first, to free itself from the enslajement of 
nuclear terror by using modern science and technology to build and 
not to destroy the future.
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Statement by the Department of State 
on Nuclear Tests, November 8,1962 ^

The announced intention of the Soviet Union to end its current 
series of atmospheric nuclear weapons tests on November 20 will be 
generally welcomed. It is to be hoped that this contemplated action 
is an indication of the Soviet Union’s readiness now to conclude an 
effective test ban agreement. If this is so, this can be speedily 
achieved. The United States on August 27 presented a draft treaty 
which, as a first step, would halt immediately, without an international 
verification arrangement, tests in the atmosphere, under water, and in 
outer space.2

This treaty, which would end tests in these enviromnents where 90 
percent of all past tests have been conducted, requires nothing more 
than the signatures of the contracting parties to be put into effect. 
However, if, as the United States prefers, all tests are to cease, this 
too can be accomplished quickly on the basis of a comprehensive draft 
treaty also tabled by the United States on August 27.®

It has been the intention of the United States—and it is hoped that 
this view will now be shared by the Soviet Union— t̂o seek the highest 
priority for the conclusion of a test ban agreement when the 18-Nation 
Disarmament Committee resumes its deliberations in Geneva this 
month.

News Conference Remarks by the Chinese Communist Vice 
Premier (Ch'en) to Japanese Reporters {Extract}, No
vember 9,1962 ^

The confrontation between Cuba and the United States was caused 
by the U.S. attempt to overthrow the socialist regime in Cuba. It is

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 26,1962, p. 806.
 ̂Ante, pp. 804-807.

* Aniey pp. 792-804.
 ̂Tokyo Asahi (Hong Kong radio broadcast, Nov. 10, 1962). Other Japanese 

papers cabled the foUowing reports of the Cĥ en statement:
“If.the possession of nuclear weapons itself is injurious to mankind, these 

weapons. should be destroyed. The nuclear powers, however, oppose such a 
measute as well as the possession of nuclear weapons by other countries. 
This is unreasonable. So long as there are nuclear powers, we shall try to
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therefore a confrontation between justice and injustice and, as well, 
a strife involving the whole world. China supports Premier Castro’s 
demand. The Sino-Indian dispute is a problem within the Afro- 
Asian group and incomparable with the problem of the anti-imperialist 
struggle with colonialist nations. It is a contradiction which has 
taken place between China and a friendly neighboring country. A 
peaceful settlement can be brought to this contradiction. We expect 
India’s reconsideration.

Peaceful coexistence is a fact. We cannot but recognize this, since 
we live all together on the earth. However, there is no peace, so long 
as imperialism and the colonial system exist. China is endeavoring 
to achieve coexistence with the countries of different social systems 
and to eliminate imperialism, colonialism, and aggression. We believe 
that a third world war, or a thermonuclear war, is preventable. Such 
a war would do unfathomable harm to maiJrind. It is, however, im
possible to keep peoples from reforming the unreasonable systems of 
their countries. Even though peaceful coexistence has been recog
nized, we do not think that there will never be a war or that imperial
ism will change for the good.

A highly developed teclinology is necessary for the peaceful use of 
atomic energy. Although China has a considerably large organiza
tion in this connection, we cannot anticipate yet when China will 
reach the goal. Whether China has atomic weapons or not has no 
connection with our policy. We agree to a suspension of nuclear test-

possess nuclear weapons. We are optimistic. The more nuclear powers there 
are, the greater will be the possibility of eliminating nuclear weapons ulti
mately. The United States intends to let the OPR sign a disarmament treaty 
with the enforcement of the second stage of the disarmament program, while 
excluding us from a disarmament conference. We shall not be bound by a 
disarmament treaty unless we are allowed to join such a conference” 
(Mainichi).

“Our research in the atomic energy field is backward. Whether Ohina has 
atomic weapons or not, however, has no connection with the decision on our 
policy. We agree to a ban on nuclear testing. While keeping nuclear weap
ons in their hands, some major powers are calling for a ban on nuclear weap
ons. This is unfair. It is best to destroy all existing nuclear weapons. Over 
20 countries, including China, will become nuclear powers in the coming 10 
or so years. I oppose the idea of not letting countries other than the United 
States, the Soviet Union, France, and the United Kingdom possess nuclear 
weapons. It is very dangerous to limit nuclear powers to these four coun
tries” (Yomiuri).

“We do not have atomic weapons yet. Whether we have atomic weapons or 
not, however, has no connection with our policy. I do not think that a sus
pension of nuclear testing alone can bring a solution to other problems con
cerned. Some major powers are trying to monopolize atomic weapons. Thig
is unfair” (Nihon Kei{sai).
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ing. Tliis alone, howeÂ er, cannot bring a solution to other related 
problems.

I t is unfair for the nuclear powers to try to prevent the expansion 
of nuclear weapons. China will not abandon her right to possess 
nuclear weapons, even though it might take over 100 years for China 
to possess them. It is important to ban all nuclear weapons, then nu
clear testing would be suspended. The more nuclear powers there are, 
the better will be the conditions to eliminate nuclear weapons ulti
mately. We demand that all nuclear weapons be abandoned and 
nuclear testing be banned.

Statement by the Swedish Foreign Minister (Nilsson) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly, November 
9,1962 ^

When the General Assembly is called upon to express its views on a 
subject of such planetary scope as that of transforming our war-torn 
world into a peaceful world by general and complete disarmament, 
the Swedish Government holds that the proper approach must be a 
double one: both to keep this noble utimate objective steadily before 
us and, at the same time, to prepare carefully and realistically the 
steps that can lead us in the right direction.

We find it understandable that the interim report of the Disarma
ment Committee is only a skeleton one and that it does not indicate real 
progress in the form of even tentative or partial agreements.  ̂ This 
should not surprise anybody. The road to world disarmament re
mains long and arduous. But it would be wrong to write off the work 
at Geneva as meaningless and hopeless. Technical preparations for 
disarmament will have to be made somewhere and somehow in expecta
tion of the day when the necessary political conditions will make some 
measure of agreement attainable. And beyond that, the Disarmament 
Committee remains one of the few places where the Powers can keep 
in constant touch on the delicate problems of military security. Fi
nally, suggestions and ideas may be brought forward at Geneva that at 
some time may help to break the political deadlock on the negotiations.

We clearly recognize that before any specific moves forward can be 
taken or even concretely planned, there must first be created a political 
climate of greater trust and confidence. If agreement will now be

" A/C.1/PV.1270, pp. 11-20.
" Ante, pp. 865-871.
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reached on the cessation of nuclear tests this would surely mean that 
a first gate on the road to disarmament had been opened.

From there we have to proceed. I t is possible that the comprehen
sive schemes which have been presented by the Soviet Union and by 
the United States in the form of Draft Treaties  ̂can by painstaking 
negotiations be brought together into one agreed blueprint for dis
armament. But we should not limit ourselves to this work. We must 
try to give to the house of disarmament a solid foundation so that it 
can weather temporary political storms even if it is only partially 
finished. For this purpose we wish to stress that the greatest impor
tance should now be attached to the first few steps, to Stage I accord
ing to the Draft Treaties, or even to what might be called “pre-stage- 
I measures”.

In this spirit, the Swedish Government would find it most promis
ing, because most realistic, if the disarmament measures first to be de
vised, and first to be initiated, aimed at the preliminary objective to 
stop the increase of armaments before we can start the decrease of 
armaments. If we are not able to achieve a freezing of the present 
situation, how could we hope even to begin to divest all our nations of 
their present arsenals ?

The pattern must be: first, freezing of tlie present armaments level 
under an agreed “regulation of armaments” scheme, to borrow a seldom 
used term from the United Nations Charter.^ Thereafter, as con
fidence grows, bolder moves towards actual disarmament. I  need not 
say that the “pre-stage”, that of freezing the present situation, implies 
in fact the preservation of the status quo in relation to military power.

What concrete measures would suggest themselves as appropriate 
starting-points for such a more practical, pragmatic approach to the 
disarmament issue ? One of them seems to be the issue of “prevention 
of further spread of nuclear weapons”. This is also the issue which 
most directly follows on a possible test ban. As a matter of fact, a test 
ban is a condition for taking up this next matter, whether along the 
line of “closing the nuclear club”, in accordance with resolution 1665 
(XVI) of last year,  ̂or of “creating a non-nuclear club”, according to 
resolution 1664 (XVI).^ Initially, when my predecessor, Mr. Unden, 
suggested discussion of this last proposal, it was under the very agenda 
item of the test ban.

The Swedish Government, in its reply to the Secretary-General on 
resolution 1664 (XVI) made it clear that it considered a small Power’s 
willingness to refrain from production, acquisition or stockpiling of

" See ante, pp. lOa-127, 351-382.
 ̂See arts. 11 and 26 of the Charter.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 694. 

p. 693.
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nuclear weapons dependent on some curtailment of the arms race 
being accepted also by the nuclear Powers, in the first instance a test 
ban. In the reply it was also said that no agreements on nuclear-free 
zones can be expected to last, nor, even less, to be renewed if the nuclear 
weapons tests should be resumed while the agreements are in force.^

This matter is part of the total disarmament problem now before 
the Committee, and we shall have to decide how to deal with it in 
the future. Before I say anything on this subject, I  should like 
briefly to comment on some of the replies to the Secretary-General’s 
inquiry. In the Swedish proposal there was one provision which went 
further than the Irish proposal. That was the suggestion that non
nuclear Powers may want to enter into specific undertakings not only 
to refrain from manufacturing or otherwise acquiring nuclear weapons 
but also to refuse to receive in the future such weapons on their terri
tories on behalf of any other country. I t is alleged in certain replies 
to the inquiry that such undertakings, at least in some parts of the 
world, would change the balance of power, and would, therefore, not 
be compatible with one of the basic conditions for disarmament. 
However, the Swedish proposal should not be interpreted in such a 
way. In the Swedish Government’s reply it was explicitly stated that:

. . . 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.

Our proposal only requested Member countries to state the condi
tions—and I stress the word “conditions”—on which they might be 
willing to enter into undertakings of this kind. I t was the hope of 
the Swedish Government that the replies would give some guidance as 
to the compensation, if any, that Governments might claim in return 
for such undertakings. Within the field of military security, there 
must clearly be guarantees of one kind or another that Governments 
could ask for, if they considered that undertakings to enter a nuclear- 
free zone would in any way change the balance of power. It would 
also have been possible to lay down such conditions as a time-limit 
for any commitments entered into or to claim undertakings on the part 
of the nuclear Powers not only, as I  said earlier, to agree to a test- 
ban, but also to co-operate with the nuclear-free Powers.

The Swedish Government did both of these things. It reserved its 
right to consider the matter anew if no agreement had been reached 
before the end of 1963, and it continued to say that the nuclear Powers 
would be expected, either separately or by agreement, to declare them
selves willing to respect the agreements which may be concluded and to

* For the Swedish reply, see ante, pp. 38-42.
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refrain from any measures which would be contrary to these agree-, 
ments.

I t is to be regretted that few concrete indications of this character 
were forthcoming in the replies of the Member States. We sincerely 
hope that the events of the last few weeks, which have centred on 
exactly this issue, will help to focus attention on this whole matter 
anew, and that such possibilities as may exist to reach regional agree
ments on the non-dissemination and the non-acceptance of nuclear 
weapons will be explored and grasped.

We have noted with great interest the Brazilian proposal to declare 
Latin America, as was done last year with regard to Africa, a non
nuclear zone and, in particular, to request the countries concerned to 
make such agreements more binding and more permanent through the 
conclusion of agreements between themselves.^

In our opinion, the replies to the Secretary-General’s inquiry should 
now be sent to the Geneva Committee for further consideration. If 
the general principle is found acceptable, as seems now to be the case, 
the non-nuclear Powers may want to consider what steps they would 
be willing to take next to give their contribution to the freezing of 
the present situation as to nuclear armaments. Such arrangements 
may concern whole continents, but they may also concern, of course, 
smaller regions. It would obviously not be a question of imposing 
any arrangements or special conditions on single States or groups of 
States. As to conditions, the Swedish Government for its part has 
stated its opinion that some form of mutual control should be estab
lished to ensure that the provisions of any agreements on nuclear-free 
zones were observed.

Whatever progress may be made on preliminary disarmament meas
ures, the spadework for the more ambitious disarmament plans must 
also proceed. As we all know, the most untractable of all issues be
setting the Geneva negotiations is that of control. My Government, 
far from wanting to avoid this issue, is inclined to suggest that the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee should proceed to tackle it as one of 
urgent priority. I t might well be that the most promising avenue 
would be to select for closer study such disarmament measures for 
which the accompanying control arrangements* are at one and the 
same time technically feasible and politically acceptable. If we use 
that divining-rod when going over the ground of the disarmament 
propositions, the search might yield some rewarding results.

Again, the events of the last few weeks might help us to see the issue

 ̂For the original Brazilian proposal, see A/0.1/L.312. The revised version is 
printed post, pp. 1056-1057. The General Assembly resolution on Africa as a 
denuclearized zone may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 647- 
648.
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more clearly. Much has been spoken lately of the need for on-site 
inspection of a certain type of disarmament, namely, the dismantling 
of bases. Indeed, the Soviet Union and the United States were able 
to reach agreement in principle on one instance of such verification. 
This indicates that there may be types of situations where inspection 
can be made consistent with the demands always voiced by the United 
States and, at the same time, coherent with the Soviet position to per
mit control once weapons have been eliminated or dismantled, or 
production stopped.

What should be done by the General Assembly at this stage, in our 
view, is to request the Disarmament Committee to continue its discus
sions as a matter of urgency on the basis of the resolutions passed last 
year and this year.

I have often spoken of the great Powers as the countries mainly 
responsible for disarmament. I  want to stress, however, that the 
smaller Powers also carry part of the responsibility for disarmament, 
just as their military needs must also be borne in mind when disarma
ment plans are worked out and put into practice. Disarmament must 
be a joint venture for all countries, irrespective of their size, strength 
and geographical location. We must all work with dedication, but also 
with realism, for the ultimate objective: peace in a disarmed world.

Izvestiya Article on Detection and Identification of 
Seismic Events, November 11, 1962 ^

The representative of the United States of America has circulated 
in the United Nations two memoranda on the technical possibilities 
of control over underground nuclear explosions.  ̂ In these memoranda 
it is asserted that for scientific reasons control is impossible without 
on-site inspection. The lack of scientific foundation for this asser
tion, which is being used as an obstacle in the way to the cessation of 
nuclear tests, compels us to issue this article.

We shall begin by'recalling the gist of the matter. Underground 
explosions can be detected by observing various kinds of seismic 
waves—earth tremors which are caused by the explosion, and which, 
gradually weakening, diverge on all sides like the waves from a stone 
thrown into the water. Seismic waves also arise during earthquakes

"ENDC/67, Dec. 7, 1962; Corr.l, Dec. 12, 1962: Corr.2, Jan. 22, 1963. The 
article was signed by Mikhail A. Sadovsky, V. Keilis-Borok, and N. Kondorskaya.

'Ante, pp. 953-963.
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and are recorded by special laboratories—seismic stations. I t is, in 
principle, possible to determine the location of the source of seismic 
waves and to decide whether it is an explosion or an earthquake from 
the observations of national networks of seismic stations (including 
stations in neutral coimtries).

As far back as the Geneva meetings of experts in 1958-1959 it was 
established by what characteristics of seismic waves it is possible to 
distinguish explosions from earthquakes.^ At that time the most 
highly developed criterion was that of first arrival, based on the fact 
that in explosions the first motion is everywhere directed from the 
source, namely, the explosion. A number of criteria needing further 
work were also noted. Among these the simplest and most promising 
was the criterion of focal depth: as a rule, earthquakes occur at depths 
of 15 or more kilometres (the majority at depths of between 15 and 50 
km) where explosions are practically impossible: at that time, how
ever, focal depth was determined with insufficient accuracy—to with
in 50 km.

Control methods have subsequently been considerably improved. 
The United States memoranda announce the serious progress made 
by United States seismologists: the depth of origin of approximately 
half the earthquakes can be determined with accuracy to within 15 
km, thus distinguishing them from explosions; many explosions can 
be recognized by the characteristic form of the recording of seismic 
waves; new methods of recording seismic waves have been devised; 
President Kennedy has announced the possibility of creating a new 
system of control which is simpler and more effective than that pre
viously proposed, and so on. It is gratifying to note that the Ameri
cans no longer maintain so zealously the theoretical idea that explo
sions can be concealed by carrying them out in vast underground 
chambers at great depth (a kilometre or more) in salt deposits. Con
trary to the expectations of the Americans, the explosions carried out 
in salt in the United States produced seismic waves, the intensity of 
which was not only not reduced but was increased by a factor of two 
or three. The press has reported other achievements by United States 
seismologists: for example, the Californian seismological laboratory 
has designed and handed over to the military department concerned 
with the detection of underground explosions a special device that 
records seismic waves in a digital code suitable for direct computer 
analysis. Dr. Frank Press, a leading United States seismologist, has 
stated that “the capabilities of this device are limited only by the 
imagination of the research worker”.

^For the text of the experts’ report, see Documents on Disarmament, 19Ji5-
1959, vol. II, pp. 1090-1111.
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One would think that such progress should open the way to rapid 
agreement on the criteria for detecting explosions. However, the 
reverse has been the case: the greater the possibilities, the more vehe
ment are the doubts.

The heart of the matter requires that seismic services should look for 
phenomena that are suspiciously like explosions, on the basis of the 
criteria that distin j^uish explosions. In the United States memoranda, 
however, the question is turned upside down from the very beginning: 
it is asserted that it is at present impossible to recognize underground 
explosions reliably, that it is only possible to recognize some earth
quakes and that all others must be treated as suspicious. The only 
basis given for this is that “some types of earthquake also give rise to 
motion in all directions from the focus”. In fact, at the meetings of 
experts in 1959 it had already been established that the probability 
of such earthquakes is negligibly small (of the order of a few per cent) 
and that such earthquakes are precisely the ones that can be recognized 
comparatively simply by other criteria (in particular the sign of the 
radial component of the transverse wave). This latter statement is 
also confirmed by the published data of the United States scientists.

The memoranda further cast doubt on almo^ all the elements of 
the work of seismic observation services.

In connexion with the recording of seismic waves, it is asserted 
that it is impossible reliably to record waves from explosions with a 
3deld of 2 kilotons (in tuffs) at great distances. Actually, factory- 
produced Soviet instruments with an amplification of half a million 
reliably record explosions of 5 kilotons at distances of more than 
10,000 km, even without using such methods as grouping and locating 
the instruments in shafts. The Americans themselves point out that 
these methods make it po^ible to raise the effective sensitivity by 
more than three times, which ensures the recording of explosions, not 
of 5 kilotons, but even of less than 2 kilotons.

In connexion with distinguishing the first arrival against back
ground noise, an utterly absurd assertion is made: that the amplitude 
of the apparent first motion must be ten or twenty times greater 
than the noise background. The authors of the memoranda have 
evidently forgotten that as far back as the Conference of Experts in 
1959 it was admitted, to the complete discomfiture of the United 
States side, that if this requirement was correct it would only be 
possible to recognize gigantic explosions of two or more megatons.^

In connexion with the determination of focal depth, a reservation 
is made which paralyzes the Americans’ basic achievement: the 
method of determining focal depth (by so-called reflected waves) with 
an accuracy of within 15 km. I t is asserted that this method is so

 ̂See ihid.. p. 1570.
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<5omplicated that it is “probably impossible to establish an objec
tive summary of rules” for it. Meanwhile in the Soviet Union a 
similar method is now being applied, using somewhat different waves 
(so-called SP waves) and resulting in an accuracy of about 10 km. 
In our country this work is done by laboratory assistants belonging 
to the ordinary seismic service. Wliere these assistants have under
gone special training a focal depth of from 10 to 50 km is successfully 
determined in 70-80 per cent of earthquakes. It is absolutely incom
prehensible why United States seismologists cannot standardize their 
method. United States scientists have experience in the automation 
of very much more complicated logical rules—for example, in long 
range rocket tracking, in control of production, etc.

Our experience, obtained in carrying out observations over a net
work of highly sensitive seismic stations, including those on the 
Pamir-Baikal profile, in constructing instruments and in processing 
observations on electronic computers, points to further possibilities of 
improving methods of distinguishing between explosions and earth
quakes. Thus a number of simple new criteria have already been 
established which make it possible to recognize underground explosions 
according to the spectrum of longitudinal waves, the intensity ratio 
of the different waves, the attenuation of energy with distance and 
so on. Of course, these criteria are not universal and need to be 
made more precise in relation to the various regions and conditions 
of explosion, but, on the other hand, we have so far studied only 
the simplest and immediately apparent criteria. For example, one 
of these (the smaller duration of the main phase of surface waves) 
was noted by two young scientists working in the towns of Frunze 
and Moscow, when they simply compared the recordings of earth
quakes and explosions.

On the whole, the possibilities of recognizing explosions at the 
present time have undoubtedly increased. The prospects for the 
future are even wider: such modem methods as digital magnetic 
recording, spectral analysis, statistical methods, etc. are only just 
beginning to be used. If  the proposal of the group of Soviet and 
British [sic] physicists regarding the setting up of automatic seismic 
stations, which was approved by the Pugwash Conference, is imple
mented, then almost all the difficulties connected with distinguishing 
weak waves against noise background will disappear. I t is suggested 
that the servicing of such stations should be carried out by periodically 
changing (two or three times weekly, or possibly less often) the 
standard sets of cassettes sealed by an international authority and 
loaded with photographic or electronographic films and power supply 
units (accumulators or dry batteries). The records of the automatic 
stations, located directly in seismic areas, will make it possible: in the 
first place, to estimate reliably the focal depth of a seismic disturbance
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and thereby to reject iii practice all natural earthquakes and secondly, 
according to a number of more refined criteria to ascertain reliably 
even some of the conditions of an explosion, if one has taken place.

All the views expressed here are known to United States scientists. 
Their instruments are not inferior to ours, and they have conducted 
infinitely more explosions. However, in their memoranda the possi
bilities of control are throughout subjected to exaggerated doubts and 
hypothetical difficulties are taken for realities.

What can be said about the United States memoranda as a whole ? 
Their authoi^s, like wise Elsa in Grimm’s fairy tale, waste their main 
energy on evil forebodings, in this case, about possible difficulties in 
detecting a possible violation of a possible agreement which will put 
into practice a possible control system. For a popular science text 
all this is too superficial and contradictory. The memoranda prob
ably do not claim any purely scientific significance. References to new 
scientific achievements are useless to the non-specialist and uncon
vincing to the specialist. Undoubtedly certain difficulties in differen- 
tiating between explosions and earthquakes exist. To depreciate them 
would be just as harmful as to exaggerate them. However, the prob
lem as a whole is much simpler than those which have been solved by 
the score by scientists in the course of the arms race. We now say 
confidently not only that the detection of underground tests is possible, 
but also that this task can be fulfilled by mucli simpler means than 
was suggested by the experts at the 1958 Geneva Conference. For this 
it is sufficient to use the national seismic services of the countries 
possessing nuclear weapons, as well as those of the neutral countries. 
Moreover, the reinforcement of national means with automatic seismic 
stations will guarantee complete reliability of detection of under
ground tests without any on-site inspection. We think that our United 
States colleagues will be bound to agree with our views, as they have 
already agreed that international control of tests in the atmosphere, 
in outer space and underwater is now unnecessary. The cessation of 
nuclear tests will direct the efforts of mankind towards more worthy 
aims, and people will cease to die from the effects of radiation and 
their children to be born deformed. This places on the seismologists 
of the world a grave responsibility, awareness of which cannot be 
perceived in the United States memoranda.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) to the 
Test-Ban Subcommittee of the Eighteen Nation Disar
mament Committee (Extract), November 13, 1962 ^

Your attempt to use the General Assembly resolution^ to ju s t ify  

the demand of the Western Powers for the establishment of inter
national control and the carrying out of compulsory inspection is 
doomed to fail. If the Western Powers are at present unwilling, for 
military reasons, to bind themselves by an agreement providing for 
the cessation of all nuclear weapon tests on the basis of the memo
randum of the eight non-aligned States,^ which, incidentally, is also 
mentioned in paragraph 4 of the resolution, there remains only one 
way out, namely, to conclude an agreement on the cessation of tests in 
the atmosphere, in outer space and under water, and to continue nego
tiations on the prohibition of underground tests as well, but with 
an undertaking to refrain from underground tests while the negotia
tions are being conducted.

You justify your objections to our proposal by saying that you can
not agree to an uncontrolled moratorium. At the last meeting the 
representatives of the United States and the United Kingdom once 
again tried to throw doubt on the effectiveness of national means of 
detection and asserted that the Soviet side had not submitted scientific 
evidence confirming the adequacy of such means for the purposes of 
control over the fulfilment of an agreement on the cessation of nuclear 
weapon tests.

The United States and United Kingdom representatives have often 
said that they would like to know the opinion of Soviet scientists on 
the technical possibilities of control over underground nuclear explo
sions. They spoke about this again today. They asserted that they 
had not heard the opinion of Soviet specialists, that is of seismologists 
and so on.

The unfounded assertion of the representatives of the Western 
Powers that Soviet scientists are silent is easily refuted by well-known 
facts. Soviet scientists have many times expressed their opinion here 
in Geneva at the Conference of Experts; they have many times taken 
part in various international meetings, including meetings in recent 
months, and have expressed their point of view on problems of control 
over the cessation of nuclear weapon tests. Quite recently Soviet

"ENDC/SO.l/PV.43, pp. 22-31.
 ̂Ante, pp. 965-966.
 ̂Ante, pp. 334r-336.
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scientists attended the Tenth Pugwash Conference in London, at which 
particular attention was given to the question of the cessation of 
nuclear weapon tests and new proposals were put forward for increas
ing the effectiveness of the means of detecting nuclear explosions. 
The trouble is that you do not wish to take any notice of this, because 
the opinion of Soviet scientists on this question does not suit you. So 
you have recourse to various fictions in order to confuse the issue and 
create the impression that Soviet scientists have nothing to say on the 
subject of the pseudo-scientific reasonings with which the Western 
Powers try to justify their position.

Since the representatives of the Western Powers are so keenly 
interested in the opinion of Soviet scientists, I  should like to draw 
their attention to an article by Soviet scientists—seismologists whose 
names are probably well-known to you.  ̂ The authors of this article 
are Mikhail Alexandrovich Sadovsky, a Corresponding Member of 
the USSR Academy of Sciences, Dr. Keylis-Borok, a Doctor of 
Physics and Mathematics, and Mrs. Kondorskaya, a Candidate Doctor 
of Physics and Mathematics. The article to which I  am now referring 
examines the two memoranda on the technical possibilities of control 
over underground nuclear explosions which were circulated at the 
United Nations by the United States delegation.^

The article of the Soviet scientists stresses that methods of control 
over the cessation of tests have recently been considerably improved. 
The article states that the United States memoranda report the 
considerable advances achieved by United States seismologists: the 
depth of the source of approximately half the earthquakes can be 
determined with an accuracy of within 15 km, thus distinguishing 
them from explosions; many explosions can be recognized from the 
-characteristic form of the recorded signals of seismic waves; new 
means for the recording of seismic waves have been devised; President 
Kennedy has mentioned the possibility of creating a new control 
system which is simpler and more effective than that previously 
proposed and so on. I t is gratifying to note that the United States 
scientists are not now defending so zealously the theoretical idea of 
the possibility of concealing explosions by conducting them in vast 
underground caverns at great depth (a kilometre or more) in salt 
deposits. Contrary to the expectations of the United States scientists 
the explosions carried out in salt in the United States produced 
seismic waves the intensity of which was not only not reduced but 
was increased by a factor of two or three. Other achievements by 
United States seismologists have also been reported in the press: for 
example, the California Seismological Laboratory has constructed and

 ̂Supra.
* Ante, pp. 953-963.
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handed over to the military department concerned with the detec
tion of underground explosions a special device which records seismic 
waves in a digital code suitable for direct analysis on electronic 
computers. Dr. Frank Press, a leading United States seismologist  ̂
has declared that the possibilities of this device are limited only by 
the imagination of the research worker.^

It would seem that such advances should open the way to rapid 
agreement on the criteria for the detection of explosions. The reverse 
has happened: the greater the possibilities, the more vehement have 
the doubts become.

It is essential that seismic services should look for phenomena that 
are suspiciously like an explosion on the basis of the distinctive char
acteristics of explosions. In the United States memoranda, however  ̂
the problem is turned upside down from the very beginning: it is 
alleged that it is impossible at present to detect underground explo« 
sions reliably, that it is only possible to detect a few earthquakes and 
that all the others must be considered suspicious. The sole justification 
given for this is that some types of earthquakes also ^ve rise to move
ment in all directions from the focus. In fact it was established at 
the meetings of the experts in 1959 that the probability of such earth
quakes is very small (of the order of a few per cent) and that such 
earthquakes can be identified comparatively easily according to other 
criteria (in particular, the radial component of the transverse wave) 
The latter is also confirmed by the published data of United States 
scientists.

Further the memoranda throw doubt on almost all the elements of 
the work of seismic observation services.

In connexion with the recording of seismic waves it is asserted that 
it is impossible to record reliably the waves from two Mloton explo
sions (in tuff) at great distances. Actually, factory-produced Soviet 
instruments with an amplification of half a million reliably record 
explosions of five kilotons at a distance of more than 10,000 km even 
without using such methods as grouping and the placing of instru
ments in shafts. United States scientists themselves point out that 
these methods make it possible to raise the effective sensitivity by more 
than three times, which ensures the recording of explosions not only 
of five but of less than two kilotons.

In connexion with distinguishing the first arrival against noise 
background, the utterly absurd assertion is made that the amplitude 
of the apparent first motion must be 10-20 times greater than the noise 
background. The authors of the memoranda have clearly forgotten 
that at the Conference of Experts in 1959 it was recognized, to the 
complete confusion of the United States side, that if this requirement

 ̂Of. Washington Post, Oct. 14,1962, p. 12.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1561-1571.
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were true, it would be possible to detect only gigantic explosions of 
two megatons and above.

In connexion with determining focal depth, a reservation is made 
which paralyzes the main achievement of the United States scientists; 
the method of determining focal depth (from reflected waves) with 
an accuracy of within 15 km. It is stated that this method is so com
plicated that it would probably be impossible to draw up an objective 
summary of rules for it. Nevertheless a similar method using slightly 
different waves (SP waves) is already in use in the Soviet Union and 
gives an accuracy of approximately 10 km. This work is carried ont 
in the Soviet Union by the laboratory assistants of the normal seismic 
service. Wiere they have undergone special instruction, focal depths 
of from ten to fifty km are successfully determined for seventy to 
eighty per cent of earthquakes. It is quite incomprehensible why 
United States seismologists are unable to standardize their method. 
United States scientists have experience in the automation of far more 
complex logical rules in, for example, the long range tracking of 
rockets, industrial control, etc.

Our experience, acquired in observations over a network of highly 
sensitive seismic stations, including observations on the Pamir-Baikal 
profile, in designing instruments and in processing observations with 
electronic computers, points to further possibilities of improving 
methods of distinguishing between explosions and earthquakes. Thus 
we have already established a number of new simple criteria which 
make it possible to recognize underground explosions from the spec
trum of the longitudinal waves, the intensity ratio of different waves, 
the attenuation of energy with distance and so on. These criteria are 
not, of course, universal and need further precision in relation to dif
ferent areas and explosion conditions but, on the other hand, we have 
so far studied only the simplest and immedixitely apparent criteria. 
Por example, one of them (the smaller duration of the main phase of 
surface Avaves) was noted by two junior scientific workers in Frunze 
und Moscow simply by comparing the recorded signals of earthquakes 
and explosions.

On the whole, the possibilities of recognizing explosions have un
doubtedly increased at the present time. The perspectives are even 
wider: use is only now beginning to be made of such modern methods 
as digital magnetic recording, spectral analysis, statistical methods, 
etc. If the proposal of a group of Soviet and United Kingdom 
[sic] physicists approved by the Pugwash Conference for the setting 
up of automatic seismic stations is carried out,̂  almost all the difficul
ties connected with distinguishing weak waves against noise

 ̂See antey pp. 863-865.
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background will disappear. It is suggested that the servicing of such 
stations should be effected by the periodic (once every two or three 
weeks and possibly less frequent) replacement of standard sets of 
drums sealed by an international organization and loaded with photo
graphic or electronographic film and power supply (accumulators, 
dry batteries). From the records of automatic stations in seismic 
areas it would be possible, firstly, to make a reliable estimate of the 
focal depth of a seismic disturbance and thus to eliminate in practice 
all natural earthquakes and, secondly, even to ascertain certain con
ditions of an explosion, if such an explosioai has taken place, according 
to a number of more refined criteria.

All the considerations which I have put forward here are known to 
United States scientists. Their instruments are no worse than ours 
and they have carried out far more explosions. Nevertheless in their 
memoranda they continually throw exaggerated doubt on the possibil
ity of control and take hypothetical difficulties for reality.

What can be said about the United States memoranda as a whole? 
The authors, like wise Elsa in Grimm’s fairy tale, expend most of 
their energy on evil forebodings, in this case regarding possible diffi
culties in detecting a possible violation of a possible agreement which 
would be implemented by a possible control system. All this is too 
superficial and contradictory for a popular science text. The mem
oranda can hardly claim to have any purely scientific significance. 
References to new scientific results are useless to a non-specialist and 
unconvincing to a specialist.

Certain difficulties in distinguishing between explosions and earth
quakes undoubtedly exist and it would be as harmful to belittle them 
iis it would be to exaggerate them. Nevei'theless the problem as a 
whole is much simpler than those that have been solved by the score 
by scientists in the course of the arms race. At present we say with 
confidence that it is not only possible to detect underground tests but 
that it is also possible to accomplish this task by very much simpler 
means than was proposed by the experts at the Geneva Conference in 
1958.̂  For this purpose it is sufficient to use the national seismic 
services of the countries possessing atomic weapons, as well as those 
of non-aligned countries. Moreover, the re-inforcement of national 
means with automatic seismic stations will ensure complete reliability 
of detection of underground tests without any on-site inspection. We 
submit that our United States colleagues should agree with our views, 
since they have already agreed that there is now no need for inter
national control of t^sts in the atmosphere, in space and under water. 
The cessation of nuclear tests will direct the efforts of mankind to

 ̂See Docummts on Disarmament, 194S-1959, vol. II, pp. 1090-1111.
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more worthy aims and people will cease to die from the effects of radia-- 
tion and their children to be born deformed. This places a grave 
responsibility on the seismologists of the world, the recognition of 
which cannot be perceived in the United States memoranda.

That is the opinion of Soviet scientists. I t  shows the complete base
lessness of your assertion that it is impossible to establish effective 
control over undergromid nuclear explosions on the basis of national 
means of detection. Thus all your talk about an uncontrolled mora- 
toriimi is a purely artificial pretext for evading an agreement.

You keep repeating that without international control and com
pulsory inspection you cannot agree to cease underground weapon 
tests even for a single day, as it might create a risk to the security 
of the Western Powers. But permit me to draw attention to the 
fact that in conducting negotiations on a comprehensive treaty pro
viding for the cessation of all nuclear weapon tests, including under
ground ones, the Westerin Powers based themselves on the premise 
that as soon as a treaty came into force all nuclear weapon tests would 
immediately cease and that the treaty would have to be in operation 
for a fairly long time before a control system with a network of 
control posts was established, without any inspection and practically 
without international control. In May 1960 you yourselves proposed 
that a system of control over the cessation of tests should come into 
force, that is that control posts should be established, criteria worked 
out for the despatch of inspection teams and so on, three years after 
the entry into force of the treaty.^ Three years after. What would 
that mean ? That would mean, even under your plan, that for three 
years there would be no international control or inspection. Why 
then do you now object to refraining from carrying out nitclear weap
on tests during the period of the negotiations for a final ban on under
ground tests ?

You simply do not want a cessation of all nuclear weapon tests 
and are using the question of control over underground explosions 
as a pretext for continuing the nuclear arms race. You do not want 
to take account of the fact that the methods of control over a cessa
tion of nuclear weapon tests have been greatly improved in the course 
of recent years and that national means of detection are now com
pletely adequate for the purposes of control over the cessation of 
tests not only in the atmosphere, in outer space and imder water, 
but underground as well. Practical experience in recording nuclear 
explosions proves this and the scientists say the same thing.

 ̂GEN/DNT/22/Add.l, May 12, 1960. This installation schedule was in 
corporated in the revised U.S. draft annex I, tabled July 20, 1960 {Documents 
on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 153-165).
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If the United States and the United Kingdom, in opposition to the 
facts, science and experience, consider that the national means of 
detection already in existence are still inadequate, then, as the sci
entists point out, there has emerged yet another possibility of increas
ing the effectiveness of these means, namely, by setting up automatic 
seismic stations.

However, in the statement made by the representative of the United 
States, Mr. Mark, at our last meeting there was a note of profound, 
insuperable pessimism. He began his statement with the following 
most significant declaration—and I  quote from the verbatim record:

I think it wiU be worth while for the record to show clearly the United States
assessment of the current state of affairs.^

This declaratory sentence might be construed to mean that, until 
Mr. Mark made this statement, we did not know clearly and ade
quately how the United States really assessed the present state of 
affairs. I  do not think, however, that this is quite the case. I  do 
not know how the United Kingdom representative Mr. Smithers 
construed this declaration of Mr. Mark’s but, as regards the Soviet 
delegation, the official United States assessment of the present state 
of affairs in the negotiations on the cessation of nuclear weapon 
tests has long been known to us. This assessment is as follows: the 
United States and the United Kingdom do not wish, for purely mili
tary considerations, to agree to the cessation of all nuclear weapon 
tests. They are striving by every means to keep for themselves a 
loophole so that they can continue nuclear weapon tests and thereby 
continue the race in that field. That is their political line which, in 
the negotiations on the cessation of tests, is being carried out only 
in a somewhat camouflaged form. The representatives of the United 
States and the United Kingdom tell us that the Western Powers will 
not agree to the cessation of underground nuclear weapon tests until 
the Soviet Union consents to such control over the observance of an 
agreement on the cessation of tests as the Western Powers can rec
ognize as adequate and effective. Moreover, they start from the prem
ise that earthquakes must be subject to control and in this they reach 
the verge of absurdity, as I  have said before. Then the Western 
Powers tell us that by effective control they necessarily mean inter
national control on the territory of the Soviet Union and that the 
Soviet Union must comply with their demand for the dispatch, on a 
compulsory basis, of inspectors to carry out on-site investigations on 
the territory of the Soviet Union.

What is most remarkable in the statement of the United States rep
resentative at our last meeting is his endeavour to refute, to question

" ENDC/SO.l/PV.42, p. 3.



1054 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1962

and to discredit all the data and facts which might be helpful in 
reaching agreement on a mutually acceptable basis. He concentrated 
all his efforts on maintaining the old position of the Western Powers, 
based on the demand for international control and compulsory inspec
tion. No one knows better than Mr. Mark— n̂o newcomer to our 
negotiations—that this position of the Western Powers is the best 
guarantee that no agreement will be reached, that the path to it will 
be effectively blocked and that the negotiations will remain in a dead
lock. At the last meeting Mr. Mark asserted that in order to adopt a 
different approach, they, that is the Western Powers, and I quote:

. . must have good reason to believe that the new system”—that is a
system without international control or inspection—“will be about equally
effective as the old one”.̂

But may I  ask Mr. Mark what old system he is referring to ? And 
where did he get the data on the effectiveness of this ‘‘old” system? 
After all, the “old” system was not established, it did not operate, 
it never existed at all. And therefore no one, not excluding of course 
the Western Powers, has any data whereby to judge the degree of 
effectiveness of a system which has never existed. Therefore when 
you want to have assurances that the new system, the one we are pro
posing—a national system of control—will be about equally effective 
as the old one, this is like comparing the effectiveness of something' 
that actually exists with something imaginary. National systems of 
detection do exist and operate and their effectiveness has already been 
proved by many years of practical experience in recording nuclear 
explosions in all environments, including underground, and, for in
stance, in the United States itself experiments have most eloquently 
testified to the effectiveness of this system. But to compare the effec
tiveness of existing national systems with what Mr. Mark called the 
“old” system, that is an international system, is utterly impossible 
simply because that system does not exist at all. Consequently, when 
you make your agreement to accept the “new” system of control, that 
is the existing national system, dependent on the results of comparing 
the degree of effectiveness of this system with a nonexistent “old” 
system, that is an international system of control, you are making 
your agreement dependent on the fulfilment of a fictitious condition. 
In this case the agreement of the Western Powers is a sham. I t is 
obvious that you do not want an agreement.

Two pieces of news which reached us from London yesterday are 
an eloquent confirmation of this. Today, Mr. Smithers, sensing some
thing wrong in his position on this question, forestalled events and 
tried to present the matter in a rather rosy, innocuous light. But I 
must say that the statement of the United Kingdom Foreign Office

 ̂iMd,, p. 6.
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that the use of automatic seismic stations cannot do away with the need 
for the Western Powers to carry out on-site inspections in the Soviet 
Union/ and, on the other hand, the statement of the United Kingdom 
Minister for Defence, Mr. Thomeycroft, that an agreement has been 
concluded between the United States and the United Kiagdom for the 
latter to conduct an underground nuclear explosion at the Nevada 
testing site in the near future"^—these two facts appear to us as'dear 
evidence that the Western Powers are deliberately evading the solu
tion of the problem of the cessation of nuclear weapon tests and, 
moreover, for purely military reasons. This is the true reason why 
we are unable to reach agreement even on the cessation of nuclear 
weapon tests.

But what is most remarkable in this fact is that the United Kingdom. 
Government deemed it opportune and appropriate to announce its 
new series of miderground nuclear explosions literally a few days 
after the General Assembly had adopted a resolution calling for the 
immediate cessation of all nuclear weapon tests. This is a typical 
example of the attitude of the Western Powers towards the cessation 
of tests and towards the General Assembly resolution on this question,, 
which was adopted by an overwhelming majority.

At present we could very rapidly conclude an agreement which 
would put a stop to all nuclear weapon tests, if the Western Powers 
had the good will and the desire to do so.

But, as everything shows, our Western partners, the Western Pow
ers, have no such desire and w'e see how they search out the most 
varied reasons and pretexts, create artificial difficulties in our nego
tiations and use every means to block the path to an agreement. The 
sooner you give up this obstructionist policy in the negotiations and 
accept the sole basis which can lead to a mutually acceptable agree
ment, that is to say, the sooner you agree to control over the cessation 
of all nuclear weapon tests on the basis of national means of detection, 
the sooner will favourable conditions be created for the speedy achieve
ment of an agreement on the cessation of a]l nuclear weapon tests for 
all time. I t is for the Western Powers to act. And I  think that they 
do not have to wait for the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarma
ment to meet in order to move our negotiations forward and get them 
out of the deadlock. The Western Powers could even now set about 
devising a constructive solution of this problem. But, as we see, they 
lack the good will for this.

 ̂Hansard, Parliamentary Dehates: Commons, Fifth Series, vol. 667, cols. 14-36..
* IMd,, cols. 890-904.
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Revised Four-Power Draft Resolution Submitted to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly; Latin 
American Denuclearized Zone, November 15, 1962 ^

The General Assembly^
Bearing in mind the vital necessity of sparing present and future 

generations the scourge of a nuclear war.
Deeply concerned with current development in the international 

situation which promotes the spread of nuclear weapons to new 
geographic areas,

Believing that urgent action should be taken to prevent the wider 
dissemination of nuclear weapons,

Recalling its resolutions 1380 (XIY) of 20 November 1959,̂  1576 
(XV) of 20 December 1960,̂  1664 (XVI) and 1665 (XVI) of 4 De
cember 1961,̂

Recalling resolution 1652 (XVI) of 24 November 1961 which recog
nized the need to prevent Africa from becoming involved in the arms 
race and considered the continent of Africa as a denuclearized zone,®

Considering that the dangers and threats lying in the present world 
crisis make it imperative that all Member States in the Latin Ameri
can area should consider among themselves arrangements to establish 
Latin America as a denuclearized zone, thus preventing the wider dis
semination of nuclear weapons,

R e G o g n iz in g  the need to prevent the countries of Latin America 
from becoming involved in the nuclear arms race, which jeopardizes 
world peace and is causing deep anxiety to all peoples and nations,

1. Recormnends that the countries of Latin America, through the 
means and channels which will be found most appropriate, negotiate 
arrangements whereby the countries in the area would:

(a) Agree not to manufacture, receive, store or test nuclear weap
ons or carrying devices;

(b) Agree to dispose forthwith of any nuclear weapons or nu-

 ̂A/C.l/L.312/Rev.2, Nov. 15, 1962. The draft resolution was sponsored by 
Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, and Ecuador. It was not put to a vote at the 17th session 
of the General Assembly. The Brazilian representative stated at the Dee. 18 
meeting of the First Committee that Brazil would insist on a vote at the next 
session and that the resolution would have permanent value even if the Caribbean 
crisis should be settled (A/C.1/PV.1306, pp. 33-37).

^Documents on Disarmament, 1943-1959, vol. II, p. 1547.
I960, p. 373.

^lUd., 1961, pp. 693-694. 
pp. 647-648.
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clear delivery vehicles which may now be in their territory ;
(c) Agree to make provision for verification of these arrange

ments in order to ensure that they are in fact being observed;
2. Colls upon all States to co-operate in full with the arrangements 

to be reached and, in accordance therewith, to consider and respect 
the territory of Latin America as a denuclearized zone;

3. Requests the Secretary-General, upon request of the States of 
Latin America, to assist them to reach and implement the arrange
ments referred to in paragraph 1.

Statement by the Cuban Representative (Lechuga) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly {Extract}, 
November 16, 1962 ^

Among the documents at present before this Committee there is 
one containing the very laudable idea of Brazil to set up a denuclear
ized zone in Latin America.  ̂ This gesture is very acceptable to Cuba. 
We are firm partisans of the setting up of denuclearized zones because 
they lighten international tension considerably. We should like the 
entire world to be freed, inch by inch, from the terrible danger which 
exists so that all peoples could live in peace. Brazil’s initiative, which 
proves its concern for the welfare of mankind and its militant attitude 
with regard to peace, contains very felicitous statements, although we 
believe that it must be rounded out with various precepts and concepts 
which would give it more strength and, perhaps, help it better to 
achieve its aim.

First of all, it is obvious that for the Latin American countries 
merely to bind themselves not to manufacture, receive, stock or test 
nuclear weapons is not suificient to free them from the horrifying 
spectre of modern war. Latin America may keep its territory clean 
of such weapons and yet, in its own flesh, suffer the nuclear attack of 
other Powers. The nuclear Powers must be the ones to give guarantees 
that they will not use their weapons and bombs against this part of 
the world. For example, Cuba is a very few miles from one of the 
nuclear Powers oi this world, and obviously United States missiles 
and rockets from their present sites can be unleashed against any part 
of the hemisphere—and, even without being fired, can be used as a

" A/C.l/PV.1278, pp. 8-11.
* Supra,

688-714— 63— vol. II-------29
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threat. The recent Caribbean crisis proved that. Therefore, this is 
not a fanciful dream.

Another point which we feel warrants specific clarification is that 
within the nuclear-free zone of Latin America there should be no dark 
points, islands of death in the territory of the hemisphere. I t would 
be absurd that while our countries agree not to possess nuclear weap
ons, one of the Powers in a part of America should preserve the privi
lege of stockpiling such weapons. We refer specifically to Puerto Eico 
and the Panama Canal Zone. Those territories will also have to be 
included in the nuclear-free zone.

There is one point of the greatest importance, namely the suppres
sion of all military bases existing in the territory of Latin America  ̂
especially when such bases belong to the nuclear Powers. There is no 
moral or logical explanation for the fact that one of the nuclear Powers 
is not allowed to possess bases in our hemisphere and for the United 
States to possess them. The case of Guantanamo in Cuba is very clear. 
We are not allowed to possess military bases of friendly nations which 
are only for our defence and not to attack anyone. However, the 
United States, with its persistent policy of aggression against Cuba, 
still holds by force the base at Guantanamo.

These are the very general comments that we wish to make with 
respect to the Brazilian proposal. While we agree with it in general, 
we must repeat that it should be completed with the suggestions that 
we have just made so that it will fully achieve the aims for which it 
was originally drafted.

The delegation of Cuba is ready to co-operate in all serious and 
honest efforts to achieve disarmament. We have always done so and 
we are even more eager to do so now, in view of the experience of recent 
events. We therefore believe that world disarmament must be achieved 
immediately. We believe that tensions must be reduced and that the 
policies of force must be ended. Peaceful solutions of problems must 
be found without sacrificing dignity, sovereignty or independence. 
Such a sacrifice, aside from being incompatible with national honour, 
which therefore makes it imacceptable, would not lead to peace but 
would only accelerate the pace of the march toward war.
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General Assembly Resolution 1764 (XVII): Report of
the United Nations Scientific Committee on Atomic 
Radiation, November 20, 1962 ^

The General Assembly^
I

Recalling its resolution 1347 (X III) of 13 December 1958,̂  and 
subsequent resolutions relating to the useful work of the United 
Nations Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic Eadiation, 

Noting with satisfaction the Scientific Committee’s unanimously 
adopted second comprehensive report,^

Conscious that advances in scientific knowledge have been made 
concerning the effects of radiation since the publication of the Scien
tific Committee’s first comprehensive report,^

Noting with special concern the disquieting conclusions of the 
report, and in particular that much remains to be leamt about the 
long-term effects of radiation,

1. Commends the United Nations Scientific Committee on the 
Effects of Atomic Eadiation for its work and for the valuable report 
it has presented;

 ̂A/RES/1764 (XVII), Nov. 21,1962. The resolution as a whole was approved 
by a vote of 86-0, with 11 abstentions (Albania, Bulgaria, Byelorussian S.S.R., 
Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, Rumania, Ukrainian S.S.R., 
U.S.S.R.). Section I was unanimously approved, and section II was adopted by 
a vote of 79-8, with one abstention. The Soviet representative made the follow
ing objections to section I I :

“. . . We objected to having the World Meteorological Organization used as 
a centre for investigations of these tests, and at the time when the report was 
adopted, Soviet scientists considered that radioactivity was not a phenomenon 
of such nature that any testing of the atmosphere for determining levels of 
radioactivity would be a function falling within the competence of the WMO, 
and as such is not included in its statute. That is why the report we have 
before us does not cover this aspect of the problem properly. It has entrusted 
tl îs task to the WMO, but we consider that it should be first submitted to 
examination by the World Congress of the WMO which is to be held in April 
1963. The adoption of a decision such as this before it is adopted by the Con
gress itself would be. In our opinion, premature. Since the question of radio
activity in the atmosphere is being considered by the Scientific Committee and 
the IAEA, the inclusion of the WMO among the bodies dealing with this matter 
is hardly justified*' (General Assembly Official Records: Seventeenth Session  ̂
1171st Plenary Meeting (prov.), p. 7).
• Documents on Disarmament, 1945-19S9, vol. II, pp. 1302-1303.
* See antCf pp. 177-189.
 ̂See Documents on Disarmament^ 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1056-1074.



1060 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1962

2. Expresses its appreciation to the International Atomic Energy 
Agency, to the specialized agencies, to the international non-govern
mental and the national scientific organizations and to the individual 
scientists who have assisted the Scientific Committee in its work;

3. Calls particular attention to the Scientific Committee’s finding 
that the exposure of mankind to radiation from increasing numbers of 
artificial sources, including the world-wide contamination of the envi
ronment 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;

4. Urges all concerned to take note of the suggestions made and the 
views expressed in the report of the Scientific Committee;

5. Requests the 'Scientific Committee to continue its assessment of 
radiation risks as well as its review of those studies and further inves
tigations that should be undertaken in the interests of increasing man’s 
knowledge of the effects of radiation, and to report to the General 
Assembly at the eighteenth session on its progress and on its future 
programme of work;

6. Calls upon the International Atomic Energy Agency, the special
ized agencies, the international non-governmental and the national 
scientific organizations, individual scientists and the Governments of 
Member States to continue to co-operate fully with the Scientific 
Conmiittee in carrying out its further important responsibilities;

7. Recommends the Governments of Member States to prepare and 
carry out according to their means large-scale information programmes 
on the effects of atomic radiation;

8. Requests the Secretary-General to continue to provide the Scien
tific Committee with the assistance necessary for the conduct of its 
work;

II
Recalling section I I  of its resolution 1629 (XVI) of 27 October 

1961,̂
Havi/ag considered the report of the World Meteorological Orga

nization 2 on the proposal for a scheme of world-wide monitoring and 
reporting of levels of atmospheric radioactivity.

Noting that the United Nations Scientific Committee on the Effects 
of Atomic Radiation will examine this scheme at its twelfth session at 
Geneva in January 1963,

Encouraged to believe that a feasible scheme for this purpose can be 
implemented in the near future following final technical consulta-

" lUd., 1961, pp. 550-552. 
’ A/5253.
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tions between the World Meteorological Organization and the other 
organizations concerned,

1. Oommends the World Meteorological Organization for its prompt 
and effective response to the invitation addressed to it in General 
Assembly resolution 1629 (XVI), and the International Atomic En
ergy Agency and the United Nations Scientific Committee on the 
Effects of Atomic Radiation for the valuable co-operation and assist
ance they have extended to the World Meteorological Organization in 
this matter;

2. Invites the World Meteorological Organization to complete its 
consultations with the Scientific Committee on the development of its 
draft plan, and to implement this plan, if found feasible, at the earli
est possible date;

3. Urges the Governments of Member States and all others con
cerned to co-operate fully and to take all appropriate action to enable 
the World Meteorological Organization to carry out its task;

4. Requests the World Meteorological Organization to report to the 
General Assembly at its eighteenth session on the progress achieved 
in the implementation of the scheme.

Address by Secretary of State Rusk Before the Foreign 
Policy Association {Extracts}, November 20, 1962 ^

We meet today in an atmosphere of crisis, and I wish that I could 
report to you that that crisis has been resolved. I cannot, because 
much remains to be done. I suppose that many of you would like for 
me to say something about the present crisis. In fact, our policy and 
our course of conduct are already a matter of full public record. You 
will have a full understanding of the situation if you remind your
selves of the President’s statements of September 4 and 13 about 
Cuba; the President’s forthright address to the nation on October 
22nd;  ̂ Ambassador Stevenson’s classic speech before the Security

 ̂Department of State press release 691, Nov. 21, 1962. The address was de
livered at New York.

 ̂See Department of State BiUletin, Sept. 24, 1962, p. 450, and Oct. 1, 1962, p. 
483.

® Ante, pp. 966-972.
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Council at the United Nations the following day;  ̂ and the public 
exchange of letters between President Kennedy and Chairman 
Khrushchev on October 27 and October 28.̂

There have been private talks among governments and with the 
Secretary General of the United Nations, and details of these talks 
have not been made fully public; but they are aimed at the accomplish
ment of publicly declared policy, of purposes we all understand, of re
sults consistent with the security and well-being of the Western 
Hemisphere and of the peace of the world.

In his press conference today at 6 o’clock the President will, of 
course, comment on the Cuban situation as we now see it.® But no 
citizen need suppose himself uninformed about his country’s attitude 
on the issues to be resolved before we can write an end to what is 
called the Cuban crisis.

Today I  should like to speak briefly and simply about some basic 
issues which underlie the present crisis. The events of the past two 
months in Cuba and elsewhere have caused many capitals to look long 
and hard at the prospects for peace and the dangers of war.

I  suspect that we are on the front edge of significant and perhaps 
unpredictable events, a period in which some of the customary pat
terns of thought will have to be reviewed and perhaps revised, a process 
that will affect governments in all parts of the world. It seems to me, 
therefore, that it would be appropriate for me to remind you of cer
tain fateful decisions wliich the governments of the world must face 
in this present period, decisions which critically affect the prospects 
for peace and the survival of freedom.

The first of these fateful decisions is one which is to be made by 
the leaders of the Communist world. And I  might remind you of a 
portion of President Kennedy’s address to the United Nations in Sep
tember of 1961, in which he called for a truce to terror. He said:

“TMs wiU require new strength and new roles for the United Nations. For 
disarmament without checks is but a shadow—and a community without law 
is but a shell. Already the United Nations has become both the measure and 
the vehicle of man's most generous impulses. Already it has provided—in the 
Middle East, in Asia, in Africa, this year in the Congo—a means of holding 
violence within bounds.

**But the great question which confronted this body in 1945 is still before 
us—^whether man’s cherished hopes for progress and peace are to be destroyed 
by terror and disruption, whether the foul winds of war can be tamed in time

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 12* 1962, pp. 723-733.
 ̂Ante, pp. 990-10Q1.

* The President announced the lifting of the quarantine (see ante, pp. 969-970, 
n. 1).
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to free the cooling winds of reason, and whether the pledges of our Charter are 
to be fulfilled or defied: pledges to secure peace, progress, human rights, and 
the world law.

“In this hall”, he said at the United Nations, “there are not three forces, but 
two. One is composed of those who are trying to build the kind of world de
scribed in Articles I ^nd II of the Charter. The other, seeking a far different 
world, would undermine this organization in the process.” ^

I ’m reminded of the great concern expressed by President Franklin 
Eoosevelt before his death, before the end of World War II, that the 
trends of Soviet policy were causing him deepest concern and augured 
ill for the prospects of the United Nations conference then attempting 
to hammer out a United Nations Charter.

I  am reminded that in 1947 and 1948 Secretary of State Marshall 
and President Truman invited the Soviet Union and other members 
of the Comjnunist Bloc to take part in what came to be known as the 
Marshall Plan for the reconstruction of war-devastated Europe, and 
that that invitation was rejected and that soon thereafter Secretary 
Marshall was insistently and urgently inviting the Soviet Union, really 
and truly, to join the United Nations. Because in 1945, ’46, ’47, the 
great tragedy of our day is that we had such a “near miss” in the 
organization of world affairs. This country came out of World War
II  with unparalleled power in conventional forces, a monopoly on the 
atomic weapon, yet we committed ourselves fully to the attempt to 
make the United Nations a living reality.

One can describe those days either in terms of the “great commit
ment” or, in retrospect, as “the great mistake”. But we laid down 
our arms. We sought to place the atomic bomb under the United 
Nations. We committed ourselves fully and wholeheartedly to the 
purposes of that Charter.

In 1946 we had no ally looking toward the future, only those allies 
which had been formed for the purpose of defeating Nazi Germany 
and militarist Japan, alliances which were expected to wither away. 
Our military budget dropped below $10 billion in 1947 and 1948. 
This was a signal: the determination of the American people to commit 
themselves to the purposes outlined in the Preamble and Articles I  
and II  of the Charter, in demonstration of their hope that this kind of 
world could in fact be brought into being.

One nation at that time stood in the way. I myself am convinced 
that, had it not been for that great abstention, the United Nations 
could have succeeded in handling efficiently and effectively the great 
issues which are brought before it that do not specifically involve that 
particular country.

The great decision that has to be made on the other side is whether

^Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 465-466.
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in fact, as I have said on other occasions, whether in fact they will 
pick up the great revolutionary responsibility that is waiting for 
them—the revolution of peace which can be brought about by a simple 
decision to live at peace with the rest of the world. For no other de
cision in the hands of a relatively few men can so transform the face 
of the earth as a simple decision to work to make the world for their 
children a living reality and not a frustrated hope.

We believe that in this period there are those on the other side who 
have had some sober reflections, perhaps are making some reappraisal, 
although there are others who obviously are not.

The harsh attack on India is a major problem for the entire free 
world, as well as for India, and those who are pressing this attack 
must not be permitted to believe that such conduct is consistent with 
the possibilities of peace in the modern world. But surely, having 
looked at the dangers in our present situation, we can express the hope 
that leaders in countries who for ideological or other reasons are not a 
part of the so-called free world, who have diflFerences about what the 
future is going to hold, who have differences of commitment or pre
diction—surely we can express the hope that these leaders recognize the 
utter necessity of finding a path towards peaceful existence within the 
framework of the United Nations. Their own national interests, the 
needs, indeed demands, of their own peoples give them the same great 
unfinished tasks in their societies which the rest of us have. Com
mitment to those purposes could open up 'great opportunities in the 
days ahead.

A second fateful decision for peace, I  think, has to do with disarma
ment. There are many things which can and will in due course be 
said about the Cuban crisis. One of them is that Cuba has provided a 
dramatic example of the deadly dangers of a spiraling arms race. It 
is not easy to see how far-reaching disarmament can occur except as 
major political issues be resolved and as nations accustom themselves 
to living at peace with one another.

Nevertheless, it is also obvious, as we have seen in recent weeks, that 
modern weapons systems are themselves a source of high tension and 
that we must make an urgent and earnest effort to bring the arms race 
under control and to try to turn it downward if we possibly can.

In their exchange of messages, both Chairman Khrushchev and 
President Kennedy expressed the hope that a settlement of the Cuban 
crisis would be followed by other agreed measures to lessen the danger 
of thermo-nuclear war. In his letter. President Kennedy said:

“Mr. Chairman, both of our countries have great unfinished tasks, and I know 
that your people as weU as those of the United States can ask for nothing 
better than to pursue them free from the fear of war. Modern science and
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technology have given us the possibility of making labor fruitful beyond 
anything that could have been dreamed a few decades ago.

“I agree with you, that we must devote urgent attention to the problem of 
disarmament, as it relates to the whole world land also to critical areas. Per
haps now, as we step (back from danger, we can together make real progress 
in this vital field.

“I think we should give priority to questions relating to the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons’\  the President said, “on earth and in outer space and to the 
great effort for a nuclear test ban. But we should also work hard to see if 
wider measures of disarmament can be agreed and put into operation at an 
early date. The United States Government will be prepared to discuss these 
questions urgently, and in a constructive spirit, at Geneva or elsewhere.” ^

That is the spirit with which we shall return next week to the 
18-nation disarmament conference at Geneva. We earnestly hope 
that the Soviet negotiators will reflect a similar attitude. We also 
earnestly hope that they and all the other delegations will have taken 
to heart some important lessons underlined by the Cuban crisis and 
that all delegations, all countries, in all regions, will look upon 
disarmament as a high priority and urgent necessity.

This is not a matter that affects just the Soviet Union and the 
United States. There are other differences, other arms races. I would 
hope that some day we could call a conference on disarmament in 
which it would be out of order for any delegate to say anything more 
than what his own country was willing to contribute to the solution of 
disarmament problems—that it would be out of order for him to say 
what somebody else should contribute to these problems.

Perhaps I  shouldn’t say this, but I think it is of some importance 
that, at a time when the United Nations is voting unanimously for 
disarmament, 70 members are asking the United States for military 
assistance. This is not a problem in which two great powers have a 
monopoly. There are tasks to be taken up in every part of the world, 
although the greater danger is of course among the great powers 
themselves.

One of the plainest of the lessons we have learned in these recent 
weeks all over again—if we ever needed to learn it again—is that 
verbal assurances, however formal, cannot be taken at face value. 
Let us remember that we have just experienced an elaborate deception 
to cover the secret effort to develop in Cuba a serious nuclear threat to 
the United States and the Western Hemisphere. With this experi
ence freshly in mind, surely no reasonable person would expect that 
arms control or related agreements can be effective without appro
priate and adequate verification that commitments are in fact being 
met.

 ̂Ante, pp. 1000-1001.
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For 16 years Soviet objections to inspection have stood as a barrier 
to concrete progress toward disarmament. Soviet representatives like 
to call inspection “espionage”. I would not try to say whether this is 
a deep-seated traditional passion for secrecy on the Eussian scene 
or a consequence of the belief that secrecy is an important military 
asset. I t is probably a combination of these and many other factors.

But whatever the reasons behind this alleged preoccupation with 
espionage, three things seem to me to be clear. One is that the major 
powers know all that they need to know about each other to inflict 
devastating damage in the event of war. Espionage in its classical 
sense is no longer relevant to this great overriding issue.

Second, arrangements can be made for international inspection, par
ticularly in the field of nuclear testing, which does not involve the 
gathering of information on any matter not central to the purpose of 
the inspection itself. You know, we have such short memories, we 
need, for example—all of us—to study over again the review of the 
post World War II  period which Adlai Stevenson made before the 
Security Council on October 23rd.

I  suspect that many of you have already forgotten that in March 
of this year, after the Soviet Union had exploded almost 50 nuclear 
tests, and hefore we had resumed nuclear testing ourselves, the British 
and we offered the Soviet Union a comprehensive nuclear test ban 
which would involve having a look at less than one part in two thou
sand of Soviet territory in any given year (this inspection would of 
course be reinforced by instrumentation and other means of knowing 
what in fact was happening). One part in two thousand! A far
thing’s worth of inspection insofar as general military information is 
concerned! Could that possibly be espionage ?

Third, we must face the elementary fact that secrecy and disarma
ment are basically incompatible, for we cannot lay down our arms in 
the face of ignorance about what is happening in those various areas 
of the Eurasian land mass. Until the Soviet Union recognizes and 
accepts the elementary necessity of reliable safeguards, it is, quite 
frankly, difficult to see how urgently needed progress on disarmament 
can go forward.

Such agreements, under present conditions, cannot rest on naked 
trust. But it should not be necessary for anyone to worry about 
whether one side trusts the other, for the assurances of faithful per
formance must be built into the system through arrangements for in
dependent verification.

We need the elementary institutional structure providing safe
guards on which confidence can, in due course, be built. Otherwise we 
shall not have the possibility, either on our side or the other side of 
the iron curtain, of handling responsibly, honestly, and effectively the
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human tendency to suspect and to fear in the presence of ignorance 
about the other side.

In the Cuban crisis Chairman Klrushchev said that he was prepared 
to agree that representatives of the United Nations should verify the 
dismantling of the Soviet Union’s offensive weapons in Cuba. But 
in the course of the brass tacks of negotiation, it has become evident 
that at least Mr. Castro’s interpretation of such veriJ&cation falls far 
short thus far of what others could in prudence accept as an adequate 
verification of a disarmament agreement.

In the disarmament negotiations at Geneva, the Soviets have paid 
a certain attention, perhaps “lip service,” to the need for international 
controls. But they have insisted that effective inspection should be 
installed only after there has been general and complete disarmament. 
During the process of disarmament, the Soviet plan would permit in
spection at places where troops are being disbanded and where arma
ments are being destroyed. But it would not permit inspection of 
forces and armaments retained.

It seems obvious, indeed elementary, to us that such a plan cannot 
be regarded as a practical approach to disarmament. We hope that 
the Soviets will return to Geneva next week with a more realistic at
titude toward this problem of assurance and of safeguards.

The United States believes, nevertheless, that major steps can be 
taken within the three-year period referred to as Phase One. We 
have proposed a 30 percent cut in all major armaments. We would 
limit the production of armaments retained to replacement on a one- 
f or-one basis. We have proposed other significant measures, including 
a halt to production of fissionable material for use in weapons and a 
reduction of the armed forces of the United States and the USSR to 
some two million one hundred thousand men each. These seem to 
us to be feasible measures. They are measures which can be under
taken, pending the beginnings of the transformation of international 
political life which opens the way for further measures to be adopted.

I t’s important to get started, to do something tangible and specific 
in this field and not wait until it is possible for everything to be done 
at once. Otherwise we shall never get to that point, and the arms 
race shall continue. But if some of these measures could be adopted 
and carried out, they might indeed start a monientous revolution in in
ternational arrangements.

A final stage of general and complete disarmament is not in sight for 
the near future since it would require a major transformation of in
ternational relations as an accompanying necessity. The institutions 
of law must be consolidated. The conduct of nations must be regu
larized. The possibilities of peace must be assured.
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Meanwhile, however, we shall earnestly strive for measures to halt 
the arms race and to make progress along the road to disarmament. 
We most earnestly seek measures to reduce the danger of a great war. 
These measures might be of two kinds: preventing the future diilu- 
sion and development of nuclear weapons; and reducing the danger 
of war by accident or miscalculation.

In the first category are measures to prohibit the transfer of nuclear 
weapons to individual states and to establish nuclear free zones, for 
example, in Latin America or Africa, if the states in those areas so 
desire. Also in this category are measures to keep outer space free 
of nuclear weapons in orbit and to stop nuclear testing.

When the Geneva conference recessed on September 8, negotiations 
on a nuclear test ban had reached an apparent deadlock. Talks 
among the United States, the UK and the USSR have continued in 
the nuclear test ban subcommittee of the 18-nation conference. So 
far these have only confirmed that the USSR continues to resist any 
type of obligatory international on-site inspection. We ourselves 
would like to see a comprehensive ban on nuclear tests, that is, a ban 
on tests in all environments; but we cannot accept this unless we are 
certain that all parties live up to the agreement. In the case of earth 
tremors, such assurance requires a few on-site inspections to identify 
their cause.

If the other side has instruments which can do this job through 
instrumentation, we would press them to come forward with them. 
We cannot say with complete assurance that no such instruments 
exist. But we don’t have them. If the other side does, we would like 
to see them. We have urged them at least 20 times to come forward 
with a demonstration of the capacity to detect nuclear testing, because 
this is a question of fact, not necessarily of policy. I t’s a question 
of what can be done to be reasonably sure that agreements are being 
carried out. But thus far we have not had any response on that point.

As an alternative to a comprehensive test ban, we are ready to agree 
today to a ban on tests in the atmosphere, under water and in outer 
space; for such tests can be detected by existing means. The Soviet 
Union says that it will agree to this only if we accept an unpoliced 
moratorium on underground tests, while an inspection system for 
such tests is worked out. We did accept an unpoliced moratorium 
once, and there were secret preparations for a long series of tests by 
the other side. We do not need elaborate inspection, intrusive inspec
tion, but only inspection to give us assurance that the events we are 
concerned about are not in fact occurring. If the other side cannot 
accept that much inspection, the prospects for disarmament remain, 
I ’m afraid, somewhat dim.
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The second kind of measures are those to reduce the danger of war 
by accident or miscalculation. One such measure would be an advance 
notice of major military movements and maneuvers outside of national 
territories. The United States has presented such a proposal at 
Geneva.  ̂ We have also proposed the establishment of observation 
posts at key points to report on concentrations and movements of 
military forces.

The importance of these measures has been underlined by the events 
of the last few weeks in Cuba. Had these proposals been in effect, 
the chances are that the deployment to Cuba of offensive weapons 
would not have taken place. This experience underlined also the 
importance in times of crisis of extremely rapid and reliable com
munications between governments. Rapid communication was instru
mental in this case in averting a possible war. But even more rapid 
communication would in fact be desirable. The United States pro
posed this early in the disarmament talks in Geneva. There has been 
some expression of interest in it on the other side, and we would 
hope that this measure is now ripe for agreement.

Even small and limited measures of agreement can serve to make 
a great war a little less likely. At the resumed sessions of the disar
mament conference, the United States will press for agreement on 
every measure which holds the prospects of reducing danger while 
we work on the more ambitious task of developing a treaty for general 
and complete disarmament and a peaceful and law-abiding world.

A third fateful decision for peace is one which rests with us here 
in this country, rests upon the American people— t̂hat is, whether we 
ourselves can fully comprehend the stakes which are at issue in this 
particular period of our history and can accept the burdens that go 
with the defense of our security and the long-range survival of 
freedom.

Since World War II, we have indeed been called upon to bear large 
burdens. Speaking as an American among Americans, I  think we 
can be proud of the fact that we have responded so well to these 
demands. But it is easy to become bored, or tired, or a bit frustrated 
or resentful if these burdens continue. But they must continue. 
They are not burdens that we can afford to tear ourselves to pieces 
about each year as though we were deciding each year, all over again, 
whether we want our nation to survive.

I  mentioned the fact that in 1947 and 1948 our defense budget came 
down to just below $10 billion. Today it’s more than $50 billion. 
If we look upon that earlier defense budget as the normal annual 
cost of the postwar defense establishment of a nation trying to make

 ̂Ante, p. 361.
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the United I^ations work, we find that the accumulated increment 
in our defense expenditures since 1947 over that level has amounted 
to more than $425 billion. The growth of American defense expendi
tures corresponds with the tragic story of one aggression after another, 
spelled out in the debates and in the agenda of the United Nations— 
ibillions of additional expenditure because of someone else’s refusal to 
join the United Nations in fact

I t is true that the American people have spent between 90 and a 
hundred billion dollars in the same period for what is called foreign 
aid. This is not an effort on which we can relax, because the failure 
to spend this lesser amount will multiply the necessity for spending 
larger amounts on the defense side.

This nation is deeply committed to a world of independent states 
freely cooperating within the framework of the United Nations Char
ter and in their common interests to get on with the recognized com
mon tasks of mankind.

In 1946, no allies; in 1962, more than 40. Why ? Because we have 
a commitment to the independence of states. What is our interest in 
the so-called unaligned countries? Their independence. If  the one 
hundred ten members of the United Nations were genuinely secure and 
genuinely independent (and these newly independent countries have 
shown a tough zeal for their independence), there would be no great 
tension between Washington and Moscow. The strictly bilateral 
issues between us are of relative unimportance. The independence of 
these nations is the issue; the structure of our world society is the 
issue—whether it is to be that spelled out in the Charter, or that 
imposed by a doctrine of world revolution.

We are, perhaps, as I  said earlier on the leading edges of some very 
important events. I  think the free world can look forward to these 
with confidence. There is a great vitality of recovery and progress in 
the Atlantic community. There is a solidarity of commitment in pur
pose in the great alliances such as the OAS and NATO. There is a 
keen interest in their national existence, survival, and prosperity 
among the newly independent countries. There is a commitment on 
the part of the overwhelming majority of nations to the kind of world 
which we find congenial.

If  we want to find a succinct statement of the long-range foreign 
policy of the American people, we can do worse than to read the open
ing sections of the United Nations Charter. It is no accident that this 
should be so, because we helped draft the Charter, in a very important 
sense, at a time when this country was chastened by the fires of a great 
war. We were thinking deeply about ourselves and our future in those 
days, as we must today.

But those commitments are not only congenial with American tradi
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tion; they are congenial with the great humane tradition of man. 
These things we share with other people, regardless of race, geographi
cal location, or indeed—^when we talk about ordinary men and 
women—regardless of political system. These great commitments 
that are so deeply rooted in the nature of man himself make allies of 
us all as we move into the future.

But if we shirk our responsibilities at this point, if we fail to carry 
these burdens through the period ahead, this could make a dijfference— 
a disastrous difference—and could shift the nature of our burdens 
into ever more dangerous channels.

Statement by the Soviet Government, 
November 21, 1962 ̂

In connection with the directive of President J. Kennedy of the 
U.S.A. cancelling the quarantine (blockade) with respect to the Re
public of Cuba,  ̂ in connection with the prospective possibility for 
completing the liquidation of the consequences of the dangerous crisis 
arising in the Caribbean Sea area and on the basis of an agreement 
reached between N. S. Khrushchev, Chairman of the U.S.S.R. Council 
of Ministers, and J. Kennedy, President of the U.S.A., the Soviet 
government has issued instructions to Marshal of the Soviet Union 
R. Ya. Malinovsky, U.S.S.R. Minister of Defense, to take the following 
measures, effective Nov. 21,1962:

1. To shift intercontinental and strategic rocket troops from full 
combat readiness to their normal form of operations and combat 
training and operations;

2. To shift tlie antiaircraft rocket defense of the country and the 
fighter units of the Air Defense Administration from full combat 
readiness to their normal form of operations and combat training;

3. To cancel the state of combat readiness for strategic aviation;
4. To shift naval forces to normal combat training and to return 

the submarine fleet to its permanent zones of deployment;
5. To cancel the state of heightened combat readiness for ground 

troops;

 ̂Current Digest of the Soviet Press, Dec. 19, 1962, p. 19. The Soviet com
mander of the Combined Armed Forces of the Warsaw Treaty countries also 
issued an order on Nov. 21 canceling a number of measures previously taken to 
improve the combat readiness of his forces. See also antej pp. 975-976.

*The quarantine was lifted Nov. 20 {ante, pp. 969-970, n. 1).
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6. To cancel the postponement of the demobilization from the Soviet 
Army of the older contingents of the strategic rocket troops, the 
antiaircraft troops and the submarine fleet;

7. To cancel the halting of regular furloughs in the U.S.S.R. Armed 
Forces.

General Assembly Resolution 1767 (XVII): Question of 
General and Complete Disarmament, November 21, 
1962^

The General Assembly^
Recalling its resolution 1722 (XVI) of 20 December 1961,2 
Convinced that the aim of general and complete disarmament must 

be achieved on the basis of the eight agreed principles recognized by 
the General Assembly in resolution 1722 (XVI),

Reaiftrrwing its responsibility for disarmament under the Charter of 
the United Nations,

Taking note of the two interim progress reports of the Conference 
of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament,^ the draft treaty 
on general and complete disarmament under strict international con
trol, submitted by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,  ̂ and the 
outline of basic provisions of a treaty on general and complete 
disarmament in a peaceful world, submitted by the United States of 
America,®

Noting with regret that during six months of negotiations at Geneva 
little agreement was achieved on vital problems of disarmament, 

Expressing its appreciation to the participants in the Eighteen- 
Nation Committee engaged in disarmament negotiations at Geneva 
for their perseverance in trying to reach agreement,

Welcoming the spirit of compromise which prompted the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of America to intro
duce certain modifications into their two draft treaties on 
disarmament,

Recalling hopefully the letters exchanged recently between Mr. 
Khrushchev, Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the Union of

 ̂A/RES/1767 (XVII), Nov. 22, 1962. The resolution was adopted by a vote of 
84-0, with one abstention.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 741-742.
' Ante, pp. 577-581, 865-871.
* Ante, pp. 103-127.
® Ante, pp. 351-382.
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Soviet Socialist Republics, Mr. Kennedy, President of the United 
States of America, and Mr. Macmillan, Prime Minister of the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, in which they 
expressed their readiness to resume disarmament negotiations with 
renewed determination and vigour,^

Determined to avert the grave dangers to the human race of nuclear 
confrontation, on which the recent crisis focused attention,

1. Rea-ffirms the need for the conclusion, at the earliest possible 
date, of an agreement on general and complete disarmament based 
on the joint statement of agreed principles for disarmament negotia
tions, submitted on 20 September 1961 by the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics and the United States of America  ̂ and endorsed by the 
General Assembly in resolution 1722 (X V I);

2. Galls upon the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 
Disarmament to resume at Geneva its negotiations on general and 
complete disarmament, with effective controls, expeditiously and in 
a spirit of constructive compromise, imtil agreement has been reached;

3. Recommends that urgent attention should be given by the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee to various collateral measures intended 
to decrease tension and to facilitate general and complete 
disarmament;

4. Bequests the Eighteen-Nation Committee to report periodically 
to the General Assembly on the progress of its work and, in any case, 
not later than the second week of April 1963;

5. Transmits to the Disarmament Commission, and requests the 
Secretary-General to make available to the Eighteen-Nation Commit
tee, the documents and records of plenary meetings of the General 
Assembly and meetings of the First Committee at which the question 
of disarmament was discussed.

Statement by President Kennedy on Resumed 
Disarmament Negotiations, November 26, 1962 "

The 18-nation disarmament conference resumes its deliberations 
in Geneva today. This is as it should be. The crucial developments 
within recent weeks have served to confirm both the need and urgency 
of the task before it.

I t is clear that a renewed and immediate effort must be made to

 ̂Ante, pp. 994-1001.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 43^-442.
® Department of State Bulletin, Dec. 17,1962, p. 917.
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halt the constantly increasing tempo of the arms race if there is to 
be assurance of a lessening of the danger of war. I t is, therefore, my 
continued hope that serious negotiations will proceed at once on those 
initial measures of disarmament which could, if put into effect without 
delay, materially improve international security and enhance the 
prospects for further disarmament progress.

Among these measures we believe high priority should be given to 
the conclusion of an effective agreement which would end once and for 
all tests of nuclear weapons. The United States has completed its 
recent series of atmospheric tests. There is hope that the Soviet 
Union evidently will soon conclude its series of atmospheric tests. 
This suggests that a moment may be at hand to initiate the beginning 
of the end of the upward spiral of weapons competition. If  so, the 
opportunity must not be lost.

It is important that these negotiations now move forward and that 
concrete progress be achieved. To this end, I  pledge anew my per
sonal and continuing interest in the work of the conference.

Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) to 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, Novem
ber 26, 1962 ^

Today we resume the meetings of our Conference after a recess 
of two and a half months. During the recess the General Assembly 
of the United Nations has had an opportunity to review and to dis
cuss the various aspects of our work, and the members of this Con
ference now have the benefit of the views expressed during the 
General Assembly discussions. Much has happened since we last 
met in this Council Chamber, and it is appropriate to ask: Where 
do we stand ? I  believe it is fair to say that at the present moment 
there is cause for concern and also cause for encouragement as we 
resume here.

Let us be realistic with each other. Let us not veil the causes of con
cern that do exist. We are all familiar with recent events that 
brought civilization so close to the abyss of nuclear war, a war which 
many have talked about but which must be viewed even more soberly 
and responsibly as a result of recent events. We are also familiar 
with the recent events in India: those have left sombre lessons for 
our work here. That clandestine efforts to gain military advantage

" BNDC/PV.83, pp. 9-17.
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may be attempted by some is now clear for all to see. That efforts 
at falsification of facts may be made at very high levels of govern
ment is also clear for all to see. The fact has been clearly underscored 
that the world cannot rest agreements involving national security on 
good faith alone. We all now know that agreements, if they are to 
bring an increased sense of security and not insecurity and suspicion, 
must include adequate means for giving reassurance to all parties that 
treaty obligations are in truth and in fact being met.

The meetings of the test ban Sub-Committee, which were continued 
here in Geneva during the recess at the suggestion of my Government 
in the hope that an agreement might be concluded by the end of this 
year, have unfortunately made no progress. The representative of the 
Soviet Union continued to reject the very minimum amount of inter
national arrangements for the detection, identification, location and 
inspection of seismic tests that would give reasonable and adequate 
assurance of compliance with a comprehensive nuclear test ban 
agreement.

The Soviet delegation also refused, in effect, to consider a partial ban 
in those environments which do not require international verification, 
while negotiations went forward on a comprehensive test ban treaty to 
ban tests in all environments.

I  wish to discuss this question further in a moment, but I  do want 
to say at this point that we must devote ourselves with a renewed sense 
of urgency and purpose to this unfinished business, as President Ken
nedy has said in his statement which I  read earlier today.^ We just 
cannot ignore the causes of concern that have arisen during the recess. 
Our tasks here are far too serious for us to allow our discussions to be
come a game of empty charades played in an ivory tower. At the 
same time, however, we must not despair. Nor, indeed, have we any 
reason to despair of the prospects for a better and more secure world 
as the result of our efforts in this Conference.

What are the elements in the present state of affairs that lend en
couragement to a more hopeful view ? Of course, in terms of national 
self interest, the strong incentive to halt the arms race remains. The 
competition in arms has not diminished in its threat to the security of 
nations; it continues as a drain upon resources that could be better 
used for the more productive objectives of human society. Surely 
those facts will spur us on to achieve early progress in our negotiations.

Another hopeful element is the firm establishment of this Confer
ence as a continuing negotiating body. It may have escaped general 
notice, but it is worth noting, I  believe, that, with the exception of 
negotiations concerning nuclear testing, for the first time in five years

 ̂Supra,
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disarmament negotiations are being resumed after the General Assem
bly’s consideration of the subject in the same forum in hich they were 
taking place before the Assembly met. Indeed, probably for the first 
time since the end of the Second World War, we are able to resume 
work on disarmament in a continuing body, with agreed procedures 
and an agreed plan of work.

That this forum continues to exist in the midst of the swirling in
ternational currents of our troubled world is, I  believe, in large meas
ure a recognition that nations must seek a better order of things. The 
existence of our continuing Conference, today again in full session, 
reflects the belief, now more commonly shared, that it is through our 
labours here that we can forge the key that will unlock the gates to a 
better world.

A further cause for hope is that, in the curious way history some
times unfolds its pages, our vision may be clearer as the result of the 
sobering events we have recently experienced.

Further, whatever may have induced Chairman Khrushchev to 
initiate the events of recent weeks, thereafter wise statesmanship has 
been displayed on both sides in subsequent efforts to resolve the crisis; 
and the world has been given dramatic demonstration that the earth’s 
two greatest military Powers can reach agreement based on reason 
when a sufficient incentive to reach agreement exists on both sides. 
I t is for us here to demonstrate that the will to resolve differences can 
forge agreements even in the absence of the catalyst of acute crisis.

There have perhaps been few watersheds in human history so clearly 
discernible at the time as the one at which we now find ourselves. 
Thus the question which all of us in our hearts ask is: What path for 
humanity? It is a sobering thought that the answer may well be 
written, at least in the first instance, by the results of the work of this 
very body.

The spirit of the answer of my Government was contained in a pas
sage of President Kennedy’s message of 28 October 1962 to Chairman 
lOirushchev. The President said:

Mr. Chairman, both of our countries have great unfinished tasks and I know 
that your people as well as those of the United States can ask for nothing 
better than to pursue them free from the fear of war. Modern science and 
technology have given us the possibility of making labour fruitful beyond any
thing that could have been dreamed of a few decades ago.

I agree with you that we must devote urgent attention to the problem of 
disarmament, as it relates to the whole world and also to critical areas. Per
haps now, as we step back from danger, we can together make real progress 
in this vital field.̂

 ̂Ante, pp. 1000-1001.
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The obligations which rest on governments for creative initiative 
and demonstrations of a will to reach agreement are particularly press
ing at this moment in history: for though the limitations of the spoken 
and written word make it difficult to state it clearly, we all sense, I be
lieve, that there is something different about the world of 26 November 
1962 as compared with the world of 7 September 1962, when our Con
ference recessed.

Further, we all sense, I believe, that what is hopeful about that dif
ference may be fleeting in nature if nations fail at this moment in his
tory to capture and utilize it. This consideration is important for the 
present session of our Conference.

What then should be our tasks in the coming weeks ? As I have 
noted, we are fortunate in that we have an agreed plan of work, 
with an agreed schedule of meetings, set forth in documents 
ENDC/l/Add.2 and ENDC/l/Add.3,^ which you, Mr. Chairman, 
have already mentioned. As a useful aid to the progress of work we 
have the institution of the co-chairmen, of which even greater use 
should be made during this session. Within this organizational 
framework we can proceed with our tasks, not in a manner of routine 
activity but rather with that sense of urgency and of history-making 
which is obligatory for nations and their representatives who know 
that they stand at a watershed of history.

Our goal is the elaboration and execution of a programme of gen
eral and complete disarmament in a peaceful world. Prior to the 
recess we had, under our agreed plan of work, almost completed the 
initial consideration of the topics falling under sub-paragraphs (a), 
(b) and (c) of paragraph 5 of document ENDC/l/Add.3. We were 
just about to begin consideration of sub-paragraph (d), Measures in 
the field of nuclear disarmament together with appropriate measures 
of control. We should, during this session of the Conference, press 
forward with our consideration of paragraph 5. At the same time, of 
course, and in keeping with paragraph 4 of that document, any delega
tion remains free to discuss in our plenary meetings any topic relating 
to our work, whether or n6t that topic may have been considered 
previously.

We cannot, of course, expect to reach full agreement on a general 
programme of disarmament, even for the first stage, in the weeks that 
remain before the end of the year. This fact, however, does not 
diminish the very real importance of the contributions we can make 
to our task in this area.

During the recess governments have had an opportunity to review 
the earlier work of the Conference relating to general and complete
I — — - ..............  V

’ Ante, pp. 658, 67&-681.
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disarmament. I t  is true, of course, that there were other events that 
preoccupied the minds of national leaders during the recess. Never
theless, we have all had some opportunity to take stock of the state of 
the work of our Conference. Also, during the United Nations Gen
eral Assembly discussions various interesting comments were made 
which should be the subject of further elaboration.

In this connexion we have, of course, not been unmindful of the brief 
remarks of Mr. Gromyko, Foreign Secretary of the Government of 
the Soviet Union, on 21 September in the United Nations General 
Assembly, on behalf of the Soviet Union, about the possibility of a 
change in his Government’s attitude to the arrangements for dispos
ing of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles,  ̂ as well as the amendments 
submitted by the Soviet Union to its treaty proposal." Since this 
problem has been among the most acute of all those confronting our 
negotiations, any new approach deserves careful explanation, clarifica-̂  
tion and exploration in depth. We expect to participate actively in 
this aspect of our work, both in plenary meetings and in discussion 
with our Soviet co-Chairman.

In general, it is my Government’s intention to seek, in every reason
able way, to overcome the admittedly serious differences that do exist 
with respect to all of the issues that go into the subject of general and 
complete disarmament. We hope that others will recognize the spirit 
with which we approach this, our more basic task; for it is one of flex
ibility based on a desire for mutual understanding of the concerns 
of each party. Let us, then, in the weeks ahead talk with, and not 
to, or at, each other.

While we seek that broader accommodation that is required for 
agreement on general disarmament, we must not lose sight of the 
significance of the moment of history in which our Conference resumes 
its work. To capture and utilize that which is hopeful about the dif
ference in world affairs resulting from recent events we must urgently 
seek agreements in those areas that are ripe for early agreement. Not 
only would such achievements be beneficial in themselves; not only 
would they facilitate, in ways we may not ourselves comprehend, the 
reaching of agreements on general disarmament; but they would give 
to events that favourable momentum which history now offers.

Foremost among subjects ripe for agreement is the question of an 
effective ban on nuclear testing. Let me briefly review, without 
rancour and as objectively as I  can, the situation in that area as it 
now exists.

Our meetings are resuming with the debates in New York on the

 ̂Ante, pp. 896-909.
* Ante, pp. 913-938.
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vital issue of a nuclear test ban still ringing in our ears. In addition^ 
we have the texts of two resolutions on this subject to provide us 
with the views of a large number of members of the General Assem
bly.̂  Those of us who attended the meetings of the First Committee 
understand thoroughly the sense of urgency which pervades the atti
tudes of all governments on this question.

The attention given to a nuclear test ban treaty has helped signifi
cantly to make clear to all of us what are the crucial points which 
separate East and West from an agreement. All representatives^ 
especially in this forum, have had many months to devote to th& 
general problem, and there is now no need to review the many argu
ments on subsidiary matters or to enter into historical debates.

The United States and the United Kingdom have tabled here for 
consideration a draft comprehensive test ban treaty which is before 
the Conference as document ENDC/58.^ It is based on a careful 
study of all relevant data, including the helpful suggestions put 
forward by the eight nations on 16 April last as we read and under
stand their memorandum.^ The United States and the United King
dom, as suggested by the eight nations, also submitted a partial test 
ban treaty as a possible second-best agreement if the Soviet Union 
will not accept the necessary controls for the cessation of underground 
tests.^

The United States and the United Kingdom delegations feel con
fident that the two draft treaties which they have tabled to stop all 
nuclear tests either on a comprehensive basis or a partial basis while- 
negotiations continue, offer a fair and adequate framework for dis
cussion and agreement. We have always said that those documents 
were put forward as a basis for constructive negotiation, and we still 
think now that any reasonable political and scientific modifications,, 
which do not deviate from sound and effective disarmament or verifi
cation and inspection principles, can be suitably comprehended in 
our texts.

Our immediate duty, therefore, is to face up to the fundamental 
items which have emerged as the principal obstacle to an accord.

The most basic of these items, of course, concerns the decision that 
must be taken in regard to the cessation of underground tests. Will 
this environment be included in the initial overall agreement, or will 
it not? If  it is to be included from the outset, as we all think i& 
the preferable approach, then, we submit, the terms we have outlinedi 
in our draft comprehensive treaty are fair and reasonable.

 ̂I.e., parts A and B of tlie resolution of Nov. 6 (ante, pp. 1029-1033).
 ̂AntCj pp. 792-804.

® Ante, pp. 334-336.
* Ante, pp. 804-807.



1080 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1962

As far as the United States and the United Kingdom are concerned, 
they remain convinced that some measure of effective and adequate 
international control is still essential in this area. We are equally 
certain that this measure of control need not be large or burdensome 
on any party. We believe that the terms for it can be worked out 
in such a way as to safeguard the legitimate security interests of the 
Soviet Union, as we have conscientiously tried to provide in our draft 
treaty. Although this must, in our view, involve the use of the 
on-site inspection technique by the international commission in appro
priate cases, we see no objective reason why mutually acceptable 
arrangements in regard to this inspection cannot be concluded with 
the Soviet Union.

The exchanges which have taken place both at the General Assem
bly and in the test ban Sub-Committee in Geneva over the past two 
months have confirmed our impression of last sunmier that, if the 
control and inspection issue is once settled, it should not prove too 
difficult to devise solutions of remaining questions. We do not fore
see prolonged debates over the creation and function of the interna
tional commission and its staff. We also have grounds for hoping 
that the modalities for establishing a co-ordinated worldwide data 
recording and collection system, under the general overall supervision 
of the commission, will not be beyond our capacity to handle.

We look forward with keen anticipation to the efforts of all dele
gations in the next few weeks in the hope of rapid progress on a 
test ban.

I  should now like to turn to another issue which is also ripe for 
early agreement, namely, measures to reduce the risk of war by acci
dent, miscalculation or failure of communications. I  intend in future 
meetings to discuss in more detail United States views on various 
aspects of this question. I wish to say at this time, however, that 
my Government attaches considerable importance to the effort which 
we should make in the coming weeks to make progress in this field.

At the present time there appears to be a substantial area of accord, 
in principle, between the positions of the Soviet Union and the United 
States on certain aspects of this matter. Specifically, these areas of 
general agreement relate to (1) advance notificatioai of military move
ments, (2) exchange of military missions, and (3) improved 
communications between governments.

Proposals on these three measures were set forth in section F, Re
duction of the Risk of War, of the United States; Outline of Basic 
Provisions of a Treaty on General and Complete Disarmament in a
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Peaceful World. Specifically, they are included in paragraphs 1, 4, 
and '5 of section F on pages 11 and 12 of that document.^

Similarly, proposals on the same measures are contained in the 
additions and modifications to its position submitted by the Soviet 
Union in document ENDC/2/Add.l of 16 July 1962. Specifically, 
these proposals are included in paragraph 3, sub-paragraphs 1, 2 and 
3 on the first and second pages of that document.^

I would hope that agreement can soon be reached on an even broader 
range of measures in this field, but for the moment we should concen
trate on the measures of current common accord.

My Government believes that action is needed to reduce the risk of 
accidental war and that at this time measures to this end can be 
rapidly agreed upon. Such measures could result in a useful and 
indeed significant advance in the capability of States to provide 
mutual reassurance.

In view of the degree to which both sides appear to have similar 
proposals, extensive debate in general terms regarding their desira
bility would appear unnecessary. Rather should we focus attention 
as soon as possible on a discussion of the means and the manner of 
implementing these measures. Let us, therefore, move forward 
rapidly in this field with the knowledge that significant agreements 
are within our reach.

At the last meeting of our Conference before the recess I spoke of 
our awesome responsibility to safeguard the future of civilization and 
to ensure that the precious gift of life will be passed on to our children 
and to our children’s children. That remains our task. We can 
perhaps see even more clearly than before that it is not mere rhetoric 
to say these things.

We are also aware that we have a moment in history favourable to 
a real beginning in the fulfilment of our responsibility. Let not our 
children look back at us and our Governments and say: ‘‘They failed 
their moment.” Let them rather be able to say: “They chose greatness 
rather than narrow prejudice and suspicion, and unlocked the gates 
to the future which we now face without fear.”

 ̂Ante, pp. 361--362. 
 ̂Ante, p. 659.



1082 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1962

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, November 
26,1962  ^

Two and a half months have elapsed since the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee on Disarmament went into recess. During this period a 
•dangerous international crisis occurred, which threatened to plunge 
the world into the abyss of thermonuclear war. These extremely dan
gerous events of recent times compel us to draw certain conclusions 
with a view to strengthening the cause of peace. First of all it is 
essential to speed up the reaching of an agTeement on general and 
complete disarmament. If we fail to achieve a solution of the dis
armament problem in the very near future, we shall have no guarantee 
that a dangerous international crisis may not arise once again. 
Whereas this time, thanks to the efforts of the Soviet Government, it 
was possible to halt the dangerous development of events, there is no 
guarantee that on another occasion the course of events will not plunge 
the world into the abyss of nuclear war. This imposes on all the 
members of the Eighteen-Nation Committee a direct obligation to 
redouble their efforts and to direct their energies towards eliminating 
the differences that hinder the reaching of agreement. The partici
pants in the negotiations must show a deep understanding of the 
interests of peace and of all mankind and must make their contribution 
towards the accomplishment of an historic task, namely, general and 
complete disarmament.

The second conclusion to be reached by anyone making an objective 
assessment of the present international situation and of the lessons of 
the recent international crisis is that disarmament should begin with 
the elimination of the danger of nuclear war. It is, of course, no mere 
chance that this conclusion was heard in literally every statement made 
during the discussion of the problem of general and complete 
disarmament at the seventeenth session of the United Nations General 
Assembly.

What path has to be taken in order to eliminate the danger of nuclear 
war at the very beginning of disarmament measures? The answer 
to this question is provided by the draft treaty on general and complete 
disarmament under strict international control submitted by the Soviet 
Government.^ This draft is the result of work over a long period, a 
thorough analysis of the international situation and due consideration 
of the development of present-day military techniques and is, finally,

 ̂ENDO/PV.83, pp. 17-30.
* Ante, pp. 103-127.
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the result of a deep and all-round study of the proposals submitted 
during the negotiations on disarmament. In this draft, the Soviet 
Government provides the most realistic and practical solution of the 
problem of ridding mankind of the threat of nuclear war. This solu
tion consists mainly and foremost in eliminating nuclear weapon 
delivery vehicles at the very beginning of disarmament measures. 
The correctness of this approach to the solution of the disarmament 
problem has been fully confirmed in the recent debate on this question 
at the General Assembly. I t is now recognized by all, or nearly all, 
that the threat of nuclear war can be precluded either by eliminating 
the nuclear weapons themselves or by neutralizing them. In tliis re
gard the Soviet Union has a flexible attitude. We have already shown 
this flexibility during the previous stage of the work of our Committee.

In striving to eliminate the threat of nuclear war from the life of 
human society as rapidly and reliably as possible, the Soviet Govern
ment has expressed its readiness, if the Western Powers agree, to trans
fer all measures for the elimination of nuclear weapons, including the 
destruction of stockpiles of nuclear weapons and the cessation of their 
production, from the second stage of its draft treaty on general and 
complete disarmament to the first stage.

Our readiness to begin disarmament with the elimination of nuclear 
weapons has been confirmed at the current session of the United Na
tions General Assembly.

The destruction of nuclear weapons is the shortest way towards 
speeding up the solution of the problem. It guarantees the final elimi
nation of the possibility of a thermonuclear war breaking out. How
ever, the negative position of the Western Powers makes it impossible 
to begin disarmament with the elimination of nuclear weapons. In 
these circumstances, the Soviet Union, being anxious to find ways and 
means of facilitating the reaching of agreement on disarmament, has 
proposed dividing the measures for the elimination of the threat of 
nuclear war into two stages, namely, to eliminate delivery vehicles in 
the first stage and then, in the second stage, to destroy and prohibit the 
nuclear weapons themselves. This is the approach that has been em
bodied in the draft treaty of the Soviet Government now under consid
eration by the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament.

In submitting the proposal that disarmament should begin with the 
elimination of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, we realize what we are 
giving up. The Soviet Government, as is well known, has built its 
defence on the means of delivering nuclear weapons, the nucleus of 
which now consists of powerful rockets: global, inter-continental and 
of other ranges. I t is generally recognized that disarmament must be 
carried out in conditions of equality, that is that neither side should
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acquire a military advantage in any stage of disarmament. This re
quires that, simultaneously with the elimination of nuclear weapon 
delivery vehicles, military bases on foreign territories should be liq
uidated and foreign troops withdrawn therefrom.

Kecent events have confirmed with all the more force the urgent 
need to do away with foreign military bases as rapidly as possible. 
After all, even the installation of a small number of launching pads 
in Cuba for the purpose of defending the country against foreign in
vasion was used by the United States Government as a pretext for 
putting the world literally on the brink of a nuclear missile war. How 
can the Soviet Union agree to the elimination of its most powerful 
means of defence— ĝlobal and inter-continental rockets—or, in general, 
to any radical disarmament measures in a situation where the United 
States of America would maintain intact on foreign territories its 
bases directed against the Soviet Union and other socialist countries?

In his message to President Kennedy of the United States on 27 
October of this year, the Head of the Soviet Government, Mr. Khrush
chev, wrote: “You wish to ensure the security of your country, and this 
is understandable. But this is what Cuba also wishes to do; all coun
tries wish to ensure their security. But how are we, the Soviet Union, 
the Soviet Government to evaluate your actions which are expressed in 
the fact that you have encircled the Soviet Union with military bases, 
you have encircled our allies with military bases, you have placed 
military bases literally around our country and located your rocket 
armaments in them ? This is no secret. Responsible American per
sonalities have stated this ostentatiously. Your rockets are located in 
the United Kingdom and in Italy and are aimed against us. Your 
rockets are located in Turkey.” ^

The Soviet Government considers that in the question of the elimi
nation of foreign military bases, the United States and the other 
Western Powers should take into account the security interests of 
other States. It is significant that in the course of the debate in the 
General Assembly the danger to peace which is constituted by military 
bases on foreign territories was recognized even in statements by the 
representatives of States against which the bases of the United States 
and NATO are not directly aimed.

The representative of Nigeria, a State which takes part in the work 
of our Committee, spoke of this and stressed his conviction that, and I 
quote, . . the existence of foreign military bases has aggravated 
international tension and led to the intensification of the armaments 
race. Foreign bases do embitter the relations between neighbours.

 ̂Ante, p. 992.
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We should therefore like to see them done away with in toto and as 
quickly as possible”.̂

The representative of another State, a new member of the United 
Nations, Tanganyika, pointed out that “to sustain confidence and trust 
in the contesting Powers, foreign bases and nuclear delivery vehicles 
must disappear, wherever they are, at a very early stage”.̂  I could 
quote other statements by representatives of the non-aligned States at 
the current session of the General Assembly pointing out the danger 
of maintaining military bases on foreign territories and the need to 
eliminate them simultaneously with the elimination of nuclear weapon 
delivery vehicles.

Unfortunately, owing to the position adopted by the United States 
and other Western Powers, members of the Eighteen-Nation Conmiit- 
tee, it was impossible in the course of the previous work of the Com
mittee to reach agreement on the earliest possible destruction of 
nuclear weapon delivery vehicles. As you will remember, the main 
and basic objection to the Soviet draft advanced by the Western 
Powers in the course of the negotiations in the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee in the summer of this year was the argument that the 
destruction, in the first stage, of all carriers of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons together with the elimination of military bases on foreign 
territories and the withdrawal of foreign troops therefrom would 
upset the strategic balance in the world to the advantage of the Soviet 
Union and would allegedly put the European States members of 
NATO in a disadvantageous position and would deprive the United 
States of the possibility of ensuring their speedy defence. The 
representatives of the United States, the United Kingdom and other 
Western Powers also stated that the elimination of delivery vehicles 
would not lead to elimination of the threat of nuclear war, since the 
civil aircraft, ships and other transport facilities remaining at the 
disposal of States after the elimination of these means could be used 
for delivering atomic and hydrogen bombs to their targets.

The artificial nature of these arguments is obvious. On more than 
one occasion in the past the Soviet delegation has had to refer to this 
aspect of the matter. Such arguments cannot serve as a convincing 
reason for the refusal of the Western Powers to agree to the elimina
tion of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles in the first stage. It is also 
obvious that no advantage would or could be gained by the Soviet 
Union and its allies as a result of the implementation of this measure; 
no one would lose as a result of its implementation, and the whole of 
mankind would gain.

 ̂A/0.1/PV.1271, p. 6.
*A/C.1/PV.1279, p. 78.
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However, having met with the opposition of the Western Powers 
and being anxious to find a way to agreement, the Soviet Government 
submitted an amendment to Article 5 of its draft treaty, the gist of 
which was that the United States and the Soviet Union would retain 
an agreed and strictly limited number of inter-continental missiles,, 
anti-missile missiles and anti-aircraft missiles in the ‘‘ground-to-air’̂  
category exclusively on their own territories until the end of the 
second stage.  ̂ Consequently, for a certain period of time the Soviet 
Union and the United States would retain nuclear weapon delivery 
vehicles. This clearly goes towards meeting the point of view of thê  
Western Powers in regard to what is called a nuclear “protective 
umbrella.” It goes without saying that after measures for the destruc
tion of all stockpiles and the prohibition of nuclear weapons havê  
been implemented in the course of the second stage, there will be na 
point in keeping even this agreed quantity of rockets at the disposal of 
the Soviet Union and the United States.

We note with satisfaction that the efforts of the Soviet Union to> 
eliminate the differences, which in the first stage of the negotiations in 
the Eighteen-Nation Committee prevented the achievement of agree
ment on the elimination of the means of delivery of nuclear warheads, 
and the elimination of foreign military bases on alien territory, have 
met with understanding and high appreciation on the part of many 
Member States of the United Nations. We also note that these pro
posals of ours have aroused a certain interest on the part of the 
Western Powers as well. We are profoundly convinced that the 
acliievement of agreement on the basis of this Soviet proposal would 
open up favoutable prospects for the work of the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee. At the same time, certain tendencies which have been 
displayed by the Western Powers at the current session of the United 
Nations General Assembly cannot fail to cause us misgivings. Instead 
of agreeing on the principles of an agreement between us, they try to- 
start a discussion on details of various kinds, including what should 
be the characteristics of the remaining missiles and at what specific 
points they should be located. However, everyone, including even 
those who are trying to divert the work of the Committee into a 
morass of fruitless discussions on details, should understand that be
fore we can talk about specific questions and details in connexion with 
the new Soviet proposal it is essential that the Western Powers should 
agree with the fundamental principle that disarmament should begin 
with the elimination of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and the* 
elimination of foreign military bases on alien territories. Why argue* 
about details and go over maps looking for points where missiles;

 ̂Antey p. 917.
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should be placed and argue about what type of missile they should bê  
if we stand on different positions in this matter ?

We want our negotiations in the Eighteen-Nation Committee to 
be really business-like, and it is therefore most desirable that the 
Western Powers should state, in a constructive way, their views in 
regard to our proposal, and show goodwill and a desire to reach 
agreement.

We deem it necessary to stress that the Soviet proposal is in no case 
a departure from the Soviet Union’s fundamental approach to the 
question of the sequence and order in which measures for general and 
complete disarmament should be implemented, that is to say, we main
tain the position that nuclear weapon delivery vehicles should be 
eliminated in the first stage of disarmament. To depart from this 
approach would be tantamount to agreeing consciously to preserve the 
possibility of unleashing a nuclear-missile war while a formal agree
ment on general and ^complete disarmament was in existence.

Some temporary delay in eliminating an agreed number of missiles 
would be merely an exception to the general rule and it should relate 
only to a strictly limited—I emphasize a strictly limited—number of 
missiles, so as to preclude the possibility of using such missiles for 
unleashing a world-wide nuclear missile war.

We agree that a strictly limited number of missiles should be re
tained, because if many missiles are retained, we shall then have a 
situation which virtually will be no different from the present situa
tion. It would still be possible for a State to carry on a nuclear war 
with all its devastating, catastrophic consequences for mankind.

At the previous stage of our negotiations we were unable to reach 
agreement on the reduction of armed forces in stage 1. Moreover, the 
Western Powers link the solution of this question with the elimina
tion of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons. In order to clear 
the ground for agreement on this matter, the Soviet Union made a 
move to meet the Western Powers in this case as well. Whereas origi
nally the Soviet draft treaty provided for the reduction of the armed 
forces of the Soviet Union and the United States to a level of 1.7 mil
lion in stage 1,̂  while the United States named the figure of 2.1 mil- 
ion,2 at the present time the Soviet Union proposes a compromise 
solution of this question, namely, to reduce the armed forces of the 
Soviet Union and the United States in stage 1 to a level of 1.9 million 
for each side.® We are prepared to accept this, although we con
sider that a more substantial reduction would meet to a greater extent

 ̂Ante, p. 111.
* Ante, p. 397.
* Ante, p. 921.
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the interests of the earliest possible implementation of disarmament.
Other moves on our part have been aimed at removing existing 

differences in regard to the first stage of disarmament.
The Soviet Union made a move to meet the United States and 

accepted its proposal regarding the order in which conventional arma
ments should be reduced.  ̂ As a result of this there is now agree* 
ment between the United States and the Soviet Union that in the first 
stage of general and complete disarmament there should be a 30 per 
cent elimination of tanks, armed vehicles, armed transport, non
nuclear artillery systems and other types of conventional armaments. 
Obviously, it must be borne in mind that in an era of nuclear-missile 
means of waging war, conventional armaments no longer play the 
part which they played in the past. Nevertheless, agreement be
tween the Soviet Union and the United States regarding the propor
tion in which conventional armaments should be reduced has a cer
tain positive significance and should make it easier to come to an 
understanding.

In the past the delegations of the United States and the United 
Kingdom objected to the period proposed by us for the implementa
tion of general and complete disarmament. They asserted that it 
was impracticable and that we were proposing to cram too much 
disarmament into too short a space of time.

These delegations failed, in our opinion, to put forward any con
vincing argument to show why general and complete disarmament 
should not be implemented within the short periods of time proposed 
by us. On the contrary, one can rather say the opposite. A number 
of delegations, including those of the non-aligned States, have 
stressed the necessity and even the desirability of the speediest pos
sible implementation of general and complete disarmament, since 
this would make it easier to solve such questions as the maintenance 
of equal conditions of security for States and many other questions, 
including those connected with control.

Despite the fact that the Soviet Government is an advocate of the 
speediest possible implementation of general and complete disarma
ment, it has agreed to increase the period for the implementation of 
disarmament measures from four to five years and, accordingly, to 
extend the duration of the first stage to two years.

Earlier we heard the Western Powers assert that they could not 
accept the Soviet draft treaty on general and complete disarmament 
because it did not provide adequate measures to reduce the danger of 
outbreak of war. On these questions, too, the Soviet Union has

 ̂See ante, pp. 914, 921.
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displayed flexibility and an understanding of the position of the 
Western Powers.

The Soviet Government deemed it possible to accept some of the 
United States’ proposals for reducing the danger of outbreak of war. 
The Soviet Union agreed, in particular, with such measures proposed 
by the United S tat^ for the first stage of disarmament as the exchange 
of military missions between States for the purpose of improving 
relations and mutual understanding, and the establishment of swift 
and reliable communication between Heads of Governments and with 
the Secretary-General of the United Nations.

As regards the United States proposal for advance notification of 
substantial military movements or manoeuvres within the national 
territories of States, the Soviet Union not only accepted that proposal 
but also deemed it necessary to go further in that respect by putting 
forward a proposal for the prohibition, in stage 1, of substantial joint 
military movements and manoeuvres with the participation of the 
armed forces of two or more States.^

The Soviet Union is in favour of strict international control over 
the implementation of disarmament measures. We are at least no 
less interested than the Western Powers in the establishment of such 
control. But the Soviet Union is categorically opposed to turning 
control into an end in itself and to using it for the collection of intelli
gence data on the territory of peace-loving States. It is precisely 
for this reason that the scope of control measures should correspond 
to the scope of disarmament measures. This principle is consistently 
embodied in our draft treaty on general and complete disarmament.

We are aware that there are still differences of opinion on the ques
tion of control over disarmament. We realize that these questions 
must be solved.

If we consider th^e questions in their natural logical connexion 
and sequence, we see that it is impossible to set about working out 
the details of control unless we have first reached agreement as to 
what the disarmament measures are to consist in, whose implementa
tion it is proposed to control.

To set about working out control questions without having before 
us agreed disarmament measures would mean drawing up abstract 
|)lans divorced from life and totally unconnected with the way in 
which the disarmament process will be carried out. If we were to 
take that path, we should certainly be obliged to discard these abstract 
plans and spend time once again on working out a system of control 
realistically tied in with concrete disarmament measures. Neverthe
less, the Western Powers still continue to draw up various control plans

 ̂See ante  ̂p. 924.
688-714— 63— vol. 11— 31
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divorced from life and, in doing so, they base themselves, not on the 
interests of reaching an agreement, but on the plans of their general 
staffs. No matter how much the plans may differ in form^ their es
sence is the same, namely, to establish the widest control in carrying 
out insignificant measures for the restriction of armaments, that is, 
calling a spade a spade, to legalize espionage.

Nothing is changed in this respect by the so-called selective zonal in
spection scheme contained in the United States plan.^ The authors 
of that plan demand that, in the first stage of disarmament, thirty 
per cent of the territory of a State should be thrown open for all
round control over the remaining armaments. Applied to the So
viet Union this means that territory of the Soviet Union equal in area 
to the whole territory of the United States would be placed under 
control at the very beginning of the disarmament process.

The Soviet Union has reviewed or included anew in its draft treaty 
a whole series of articles on important questions of general and com
plete disarmament. Today the Soviet draft treaty reflects more fully 
than any other document the programme of action which States would 
have to carry out in order to achieve general and complete disarma
ment.

I  shall summarize the additions and amendments which have 
recently been introduced into this draft treaty by the Soviet 
Government.

First, the Soviet Government has announced that it agrees that, 
when nuclear weapon delivery vehicles are destroyed in stage 1, an 
exception should be made for an agreed and a strictly limited number 
of inter-continental missiles, anti-missile missiles and anti-aircraft 
missiles in the ground-to-air category which only the Soviet Union 
and the United States have at their disposal.

Secondly, the Soviet Union has agreed to a compromise in settling 
the question of the level of the armed forces of the Soviet Union and 
the United States in stage 1.

Thirdly, the Soviet Union has accepted the United States proposal 
on the order in which conventional armaments should be reduced.

Fourthly, we have agreed to lengthen the period for the implementa
tion of general and complete disarmament, this being a matter in 
which the Western Powers are so much interested.

Fifthly, the Soviet Union has accepted a number of measures put 
forward by the United States for reducing the danger of outbreak of 
war.

In addition, the Soviet Union has agreed to transfer measures for

 ̂Ante, pp. 363-364.
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the elimination and prohibition of nuclear weapons from stage 2 to 
stage 1, if this is acceptable to the other side.

The amendments and additions which the Soviet Government has 
recently introduced into its draft treaty have brought about favour
able conditions for making progress in agreeing [on] a treaty on 
general and complete disarmament, and have opened up prospects of 
overcoming the differences in the positions of the two sides which have 
become apparent in the course of the negotiations in the Eighteen- 
Nation Committee.

Up to now the Western side, although it has dealt with the afore
mentioned proposals in a general way, has not stated clearly and 
definitely its attitude towards them. On a number of questions the 
position of the Western Powers is completely unknown to us.

The Western Powers have agreed to a certain change in their posi
tion. Unfortimately, this change does^not represent any serious im
provement in their position. Meanwhile, the United States posi
tion, as expressed in the document which it submitted,^ fails to solve 
the basic problem of our times: it does not lead to elimination of the 
danger of nuclear war. I t is well known that the United States ap
proach is that, in the first stage of disarmament, the reduction of 
nuclear weapon delivery vehicles should be limited to only 30 per cent.

It is impossible not to see that the United States proposals in fact 
not only do not eliminate but do not even reduce the threat of nuclear 
war, since a devastating strike with the use of atomic and hydrogen 
weapons could be carried out with the remaining 70 per cent of mis
siles, bombers and other means of delivery retained by States. Apart 
from that, the United States proposal to reduce the means of delivery 
of nuclear weapons by only 30 per cent in the first stage is aimed at se
curing for the United States a military advantage to the detriment of 
the security interests of the Soviet Union and other socialist coun
tries, which is contrary to the Agreed Principles for Disarmament 
Negotiations.^

What makes this evident ? I t is evident by the fact that in propos
ing to reduce by approximately one-third every type of nuclear weapon 
delivery vehicle, that is to destroy, in particular, a third of the Soviet 
Union’s inter-continental missile, which are the basis of the Soviet 
Union’s defence, no provision whatsoever is made in the United States 
plan for any measure, in the first stage, to eliminate its military bases 
on foreign territories where United States nuclear strike forces— 
medium-range and operational-tactical missiles, as well as bombers 
and fighter-bombers, carriers of operational-tactical nuclear weapons—

 ̂Ante, pp. 351-382.
* For the Agreed Principles, see Documents on Disarmament^ 1961, pp. 439-442.
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are located. Under the United States proposals the elimination of 
military bases on foreign territories is postponed to the very end of 
the disarmament programme, namely, to the final third stage. If the 
United States plan were to be followed, the turn for the elimination 
of these bases might never be reached at all, since the duration of the 
third stage is not defined by the United States.

I t should be added that in the United States plan there is no clear 
and specific obligation regarding the prohibition of nuclear weapons 
and the elimination of stockpiles thereof. The United States pro
posals preserve the material physical possibility of unleashing a nu
clear war both throughout the disarmament process and after its 
completion.

Without the complete and unconditional prohibition of nuclear 
weapons and the destruction of all stockpiles of such weapons, gen
eral and complete disarmament is simply unthinkable, because the 
elimination of atomic and hydrogen weapons constitutes the very 
essence, pivot and core of disarmament.

I t  was no mere chance that the demand for the prohibition of 
nuclear weapons was the recurring theme of the statements of the 
majority of representatives at the session of the General Assembly, 
who spoke with great concern about the grave consequences for all 
mankind, to which the use of these most terrible weapons could lead.

The General Assembly, in its resolution (1767 (X V II)) adopted at 
the seventeenth session, called on the members of the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee to resume negotiations “in a spirit of constructive com
promise.”  ̂ I t is impossible to expect success in the negotiations at 
the expense of the ejfforts of one side alone. In that case there would 
be no compromise. The Western Powers, who, presumably, must also 
be interested in averting a thermonuclear catastrophe, are under obli
gation, in their turn, to show readiness to seek ways of settling contro
versial issues and achieving a solution to the problem of disarmament 
on a mutually acceptable basis.

In the course of an exchange of messages with the Chairman of the 
Council of Ministers of the Soviet Union, Mr. Khrushchev, the Presi
dent of the United States, Mr. Kennedy, and the Prime Minister of the 
United Kingdom, Mr. Macmillan, expressed their readiness to resume 
disarmament negotiations with renewed determination and vigour.  ̂
We should like to hope that t hese words of the leaders of the United 
States and the United Kingdom will be translated into concrete deeds 
and that the Western Powers will show a desire to seek for mutual 
imderstanding in order to work out an agreement on general and 
complete disarmament.

 ̂Antey p. 1073.
* AntOj pp. 994-1001.
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Besides working out a treaty on general and complete disarmament, 
it would be of definite importance to carry out separate measures 
intended to decrease international tension and to create favourable 
conditions for the solution of the problem of general and complete 
disarmament.

The Soviet Union considers that the implementation of such meas
ures would have a certain positive significance. In our opinion, such 
measures could be the implementation of the proposal of the People’s 
Republic of Poland for the creation of a nuclear-free zone in Central 
Europe/ as weill as plans for the creation of nuclear-free zones in 
other regions of the world, an agreement of States to renounce the use 
of nuclear weapons, the conclusion of a non-aggression pact between 
the NATO countries and the countries of the Warsaw Pact, and so on. 
The implementation of such measures would remove many an obstacle 
in the path of general and complete disarmament.

In the course of its work, the Eighteen-Nation Committee should 
give due attention to the question of the cessation of nuclear weapon 
tests. There is no need to speak about the great positive significance 
from many points of view, which the achievement of an agreement 
to cease nuclear weapon tests would have.

One thing should be stressed: the prohibition of all tests would be a 
sort of prologue to a more decisive step—the elimination of the nuclear 
weapons themselves and their prohibition.

Half-measures in the question of the cessation of tests, that is, such 
measures as would preserve the possibility of carrying out further 
nuclear weapon tests in any one environment, would provide no solu
tion to the problem. All nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, 
under water, underground or in outer space should be put an end to 
once and for all. Furthermore, this problem must be solved now, 
immediately. Such is the will of the peoples of all countries through
out the world. Such is the will of the overwhelming majority of 
States Members of the United Nations, which was expressed in the 
debate at the seventeenth session of the General Assembly and in the 
resolution adopted at that session.^

We note with satisfaction that the debate in the General Assembly 
on the suspension of nuclear weapon tests was conducted on a con
structive level. The overwhelming majority of States insistently ex
pressed themselves in favour of the immediate cessation of all nuclear 
weapon tests. But what cannot fail to arouse our anxiety and concern 
is the fact that, in the meetings of the Sub-Committee in Geneva, the 
representatives of the Western Powers have gone on reiterating their

 ̂Ante, pp. 201-205.
* Ante, pp. 1029-1033.
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old position and have followed the same line which they maintained 
before the question of the cessation of tests was debated at the seven
teenth session of the General Assembly. As a result of this position 
of the Western Powers we have, to our great regret, been unable to make 
any headway in solving the problem of the cessation of nuclear weapon 
tests, and the negotiations on this question continue in fact to be in a 
deadlock.

The nineteen meetings of the Sub-Committee on the discontinuance 
of tests which have been held since the recess of the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee on Disarmament have brought nothing new. The main 
reason for the lack of progress in the negotiations on the discontin
uance of tests is still the unwillingness of the Western Powers to 
accept the compromise proposal of the non-aligned countries.^ This 
proposal is based on the principle that national means of detection are 
adequate for the practical purposes of control over compliance with an 
agreement to cease all nuclear weapon tests. The Western Powers 
stubbornly continue to put forward their demand for the establish
ment of an international control system and compulsory inspection, 
knowing beforehand that it is impossible to reach agreement on such 
a basis.

All this shows that although the Western Powers declare their 
desire to have all nuclear weapon tests prohibited, they do not want 
this in fact. In reality they propose that an agreement should be 
limited to ceasing tests only in the atmosphere, in outer space and 
under water and they insist on retaining their freedom of action in 
regard to continuing nuclear tests underground.

The Soviet Union, being anxious that the cessation of nuclear 
weapon tests should be real and not illusory, cannot leave the ques
tion of underground tests open. It could not agree to conclude an 
agreement which would allow of the possibility of continuing nuclear 
tests in any environment whatsoever. Such an agreement would 
result in continuing and extending the nuclear arms race and in 
involving other States in it.

In order to prevent such a dangerous development of events, it is 
necessary that an agreement on the cessation of tests of all types of 
nuclear weapons should become a reality. It must be recognized that 
the positions of the two sides have come considerably closer together 
and an effort must be made to overcome the last obstacle by agreeing, 
on a mutually acceptable basis, to the prohibition of underground 
nuclear weapon tests as well. The Soviet delegation expresses the 
hope that the Western Powers will show good will, farsightedness 
and statesmanship and will meet the wishes of all the other countries

 ̂Ante, pp. 334-336.
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of the world, which are demanding the cessation for all time of all 
nuclear weapon tests without any exception or exemption.

In that case we should be able to implement the resolution of the 
General Assembly (1762 A (XVII)) which asks that no nuclear 
weapon tests should be carried out anywhere or by anyone after 
1 January 1963.

In conclusion, I  should like to say a few words regarding the orga
nization of the future work of our Committee. The Soviet delega
tion considers that we should retain the previously agreed procedure 
for considering in the Committee the first stage of a treaty on gen
eral and complete disarmament. However, taking into account the 
fact that in the course of the work of the seventeenth session of the 
General Assembly the Soviet Union introduced into its draft treaty 
amendments regarding the retention by the Soviet Union and the 
United States of a strictly limited number of missiles, we shall obvi
ously have to revert to consideration of item 5 (b) regarding disarma
ment measures in respect of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and try, 
as provided for in our agreed procedure of work^ to overcome the 
obstacles and differences of view among the delegations on this 
question and, as we hope, to reach agreement quickly.

Statement by the Ethiopian Representative (Gebre-Egzy) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: Use of 
Nuclear Weapons {Extract}, November 26, 1962 ^

. . .  I  should once more ask the Committee’s indulgence to permit 
me to say a few words on what originally motivated the Ethiopian 
proposal and still continues to form the fundamental basis of my 
Government’s conviction. In view of the fact that there are still cer
tain doubts as to the soundness of resolution 1653 ( X V I ) I  feel such 
course will serve a useful purpose.

When, during the thirteenth session of the General Assembly, the 
Ethiopian representative on this Committee first suggested the idea of 
the prohibition of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons, the disarma
ment negotiations which have already been conducted for several years 
had not, let us frankly recall, produced any tangible result. The 
armaments race amongst the great Powers, their stockpiling of the

 ̂Ante, pp. 679-681.
" A/C.l/PV.1285, pp. 5-7.
^Documents on Dism'mament, 1961, pp. 648-650.
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arsenals of war, their constant search for the discovery and accumula
tion of even more deadly weapons, were still continuing unabated.

We all lived then, as we live today, in a world fraught with nu
merous political controversies. Above all our heads hxmg the ever- 
threating sword of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons, as it still 
looms above us today in even more refined form. Ours was then, as 
it is today, an uncertain existence—an existence to be swiftly termi
nated by the slightest error of judgement or calculation on the part of 
any one of the Powers that be.

In these ominous circumstances, and insofar as the disarmament 
negotiations continued to vacillate in what is not substantially differ
ent from a vicious circle, my delegation, like all others, could not help 
being preoccupied in thinking out ways and means to forestall the 
possibility of nuclear annihilation. The tentative suggestion which 
the Ethiopian representative submitted to this Committee during the 
thirteenth session of the General Assembly was, therefore, inspired by 
the conviction of the universal plea for the fundamental right of ex
istence. In this sense alone did we venture to offer a very modest con
tribution towards the constant quest for peace and security by the 
United Nations.

The idea of outlawing the use of nuclear and thermo-nuclear devices 
for war purposes was, of course, never envisaged as interfering with, 
let alone supplanting, negotiations on general and total disarmament. 
On the contrary, we firmly believe that the idea would, among other 
matters, facilitate the disarmament negotiations in that the signing of 
an international convention on the prohibition of the use of nuclear 
and thermo-nuclear weapons, and the consequent observation of such a 
convention by the States parties thereto, will cut down the field of com
petition in the armaments race.

We are convinced that the outlawing of the use of nuclear and 
thermo-nuclear devices for all war purposes can in itself act as a 
restraint on the nuclear Powers from expending astronomical sums 
of money on the production and further perfection of these instru
ments of man’s annihilation. This conviction is based on the ordinary 
common sense that if the security and the peace of our world is no 
longer to depend on the precarious balance of terror, then there cannot 
be any incentive for the further expansion of existing arsenals of 
destruction.

By the same token, we believe that such a process, if pursued to its 
logical conclusion, and abided by faithfully will result in not only 
the restriction of membership to the nuclear club, but also facilitate 
and encourage the conversion of existing stockpiles to the benefit of 
man and the advancement of his civilization. Such a happy trend 
would, of course, clear not only the already polluted atmosphere, but
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also would contribute in creating new and more favourable horizons 
in the relations between the two divergent grou]^ of the nuclear club. 
We believe that mutual fear and suspicion can and must be replaced 
by mutual trust and confidence. In the view of my delegation, the 
creation of trust and confidence, which are sadly lacking today in 
the relations between the Power blocs, will in itself facilitate the task 
of the United Nations Disarmament Committee. For this reason we 
are convinced that a conference such as the one envisaged in resolu
tion 1653 is not only useful but also necessary.

At this point, it is necessary for me to deal briefly with two criti
cisms. One stems from a theoretical conception as to the best way of 
bringing about the object of the resolution under discussion. Some 
academicians believe that outlawing nuclear weapons without their 
destruction and complete elimination will not fulfil the goal of the 
resolution. They, therefore, believe that the effort of the United Na
tions should not be expended only on outlawing of nuclear weapons 
and that this step should be simultaneously accompanied by the com
plete destruction of all the weapons of mass destruction. This ap
proach is not contrary to the intent of the resolution under discussion; 
it is in fact a necessary and logical follow-up of outlawing all weapons 
of mass destruction and as such we welcome it. If we succeed in out
lawing all weapons of mass destruction by a convention, we can be 
certain that the weapons will be done away with as unnecessary en
cumbrances in the happy relations that will then subsist among States.

The second criticism reproaches the Assembly for adopting this 
resolution on the ground that it will destroy the balance of power 
without replacing it with a rule of law. I t has been demonstrated 
that there is no security on a balance of power based on terror. Fur
thermore, having regard to the probable spread of nuclear weapons to 
many States, it is at once evident that the only alternative to the an
nihilation of the human race is to outlaw and to destroy all weapons 
of mass destruction before it is too late. In brief, if the balance of 
power of yesterday based on gun powder could not hold long enough 
and brought untold sufferings on mankind, it is surely madness to rely 
on weapons of mass destruction for peace in our time.

A cursory examination of the report of the Secretary-General 
reveals that of those Governments who submitted observations pur
suant to operative paragraph 2 of resolution 1653 (XVI), the major
ity are clearly in favour of convening a conference for the purpose of 
signing a convention on the prohibition of the use of nuclear and 
thermonuclear weapons.  ̂ We believe that the general response is 
therefore positively in favor of the conference.

 ̂See ante, pp. 833-834.
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No less encouraging is the fact that those Governments which did 
not favour the convening of such a conference at the present time have 
not in general denied the usefulness of the contemplated steps; they 
have mainly expressed concern lest the envisaged conference detract 
from the work of the Disarmament Committee at Geneva. Some have 
doubted the effectiveness of the type of convention advocated since, in 
their view, the convention would he only morally binding. In this 
connexion, I  think it is pertinent to remark that, short of war, the 
binding force of all international agreements does, in fact, rest partly 
on moral compulsion and partly on vicarious interests. Yet not only 
are armed conflicts rightly a rarity as a means of compelling observ
ance of legally and morally binding multilateral conventions, but 
also, as we all know, international life has not, unfortunately, reached 
the stage where it can dispense with such rules and regulations which 
govern the conduct of state relations. Since the Charter of the United 
Nations itself is basically founded on moral compulsion, and since the 
substance of the contemplated convention is also subject to negotiation, 
I fail to detect wherein the weakness of the latter lies.

As I  have already remarked, the convention envisaged in resolution 
1653 (XVI) was never meant to replace negotiations on general and 
complete disarmament; nor will it in any way detract from the efforts 
of the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee now meeting in 
Geneva. On the contrary, it would substantially contribute to the 
reaching of an early agreement on the difficult problem of general and 
complete disarmament. For this paramount reason my delegation, 
like many others, fully supports the idea of convening a conference 
for the purpose of signing a convention envisaged in resolution 1653 
(XVI), and appeals to all members of this Committee to support this 
position. Finally, may I say that my delegation will submit such a 
draft resolution in due course.^

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Morozov) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Use of 
Nuclear Weapons, November 27, 1962 ^

The position of the Soviet delegation in this matter was clearly 
expressed on 10 March 1962 in answer to the questions of the Acting 
Secretary-General. This answer can be found in document A/5174 of

 ̂See post, pp. 1231-1232.
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30 August.^ That position of the Soviet Union is based on the con
stant struggle of the Soviet State in favour of all States renouncing 
any use of nuclear weapons or weapons of mass-destruction.

For many years the Soviet Union appealed to other States that they 
subscribe to such an undertaking. This is why the Soviet Government 
was especially happy in seeing the adoption, by the General Assembly 
of the United Nations, of a declaration prohibiting the use of nuclear 
weapons.  ̂ We attach great importance to the proposal contained in 
the declaration concerning the convening of a special conference for 
the purpose of signing a convention, and we consider that the signing 
of a convention, and the prohibition of nuclear weapons, would con
tribute to the reduction of national tension, foster confidence, and help 
solve the problem of general and complete disarmament.

Such an attitude towards the question of prohibition of the use of 
nuclear and thermonuclear weapons is confirmed by recent events in 
the Caribbean where, as is well known, the world was on the brink of 
an atomic and nuclear war, with all its untold suffering for all of 
mankind. Now, as is shown by the recently-concluded discussion in 
this Committee on the question of general and complete disarmament, 
the real and monstrous danger for mankind in a thermonuclear and 
rocket war is apparent to all. This is why the prohibition of the use 
of nuclear weapons and measures against the launching of a nuclear 
war is consonant with the aspirations of all peace-loving peoples in 
the world.

In this light it should be noted first of all that the answers of many 
States, given to the General Assembly concerning the question of the 
possibility of convening a special conference for the purpose of sign
ing a convention on the prohibition of the use of nuclear and thermo
nuclear weapons, support further measures by the United Nations to 
prevent and eliminate the danger and threat of a thermonuclear war.

The Soviet delegation is glad to note that the majority of States 
that answered this questionnaire adopted a positive attitude as to the 
convening of this conference and with regard to the signing, at that 
conference, of a convention against nuclear war. This fact confirms 
what became apparent at the last session of the General Assembly, 
during the vote on the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons. At 
that time, the General Assembly clearly expressed its will to obtain 
such a prohibition.

The necessity and usefulness of conclusion of a convention on this 
problem is absolutely clear to the majority of Mem-bers of the United 
Nations. Nevertheless, we must note with regret that the answers of

 ̂See ante, pp. 86-87, 833-834.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 648-650.
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some States can only disillusion us. Indeed, the position of some 
United Nations Members is still in opposition to the positive solution 
of this problem.

One could say, judging on the basis of the answers of some Govern
ments in the time that has elapsed since the adoption by the General 
Assembly of a declaration prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons, the 
views of those who opposed such prohibition then unfortunately did 
not undergo any substantial changes. This is why we should like to 
stress that, the sooner these countries understand the policy of the 
so-called nuclear threat of the deterrent power, in its logical develop
ment, leads to the unleashing of a nuclear war and the monstrous 
shadow of nuclear bombs—under which some people prefer to live— 
the sooner this policy is understood and rejected by all peoples, 
without exception, the better for themselves and for the whole of 
mankind.

Refusing to prohibit the use of nuclear and thermonuclear weapons, 
the Western Powers still oppose the idea of signing an international 
convention in the near future. The Soviet delegation considers that 
such an approach can of course not be considered as fostering a reduc
tion in international tension and the creation of propitious conditions 
for a positive solution of the problem of general and complete dis
armament. I  must say from the outset that countries which adopt 
such a negative attitude towards this problem, as before, did not con
firm their position by any single convincing argument. First of all, 
one cannot accept the thesis that supposedly the use of nuclear weap
ons could be in the interests of any given people, could be used for the 
protection of these interests or for the protection of the security of 
States.

The declaration on the prohibition of the use of nuclear and thermo
nuclear weapons contains a full and complete answer to that sort of 
argument. I  should like to recall that in that document, adopted at 
the last session of the General Assembly, there is the following pas
sage contained in operative paragraph 1 (c) :

The use of nuclear and thermonuclear weapons is a war directed not against 
an enemy or enemies alone but also against mankind in general, since the 
peoples of the world not involved in such a war will be subjected to all the 
evils generated by the use of such weapons.

This is the answer that the General Assembly has already given to 
statements that allegedly the unleashing of a nuclear war is compati
ble with the United Nations Charter and that one could not renounce 
the use of such weapons because one has to protect one’s security.

We should also like to note that many Governments which did not 
wish to support the idea of the convening of a special conference for
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the signing of a convention prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons 
spoke of the fact that it was not timely to solve that problem at the 
time when the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee is meeting. 
But—and this is quite easy to see if one looks at the relevant docu
ments—as regards the work of the Eighteen-Nation Committee, out 
of the seventeen members of that Committee which deemed it neces
sary to participate in its work, only five States gave a negative answer 
to the question concerning a special conference— f̂ive out of seventeen.^

As concerns the other participants in the work of the Eighteen- 
Nation Committee, it is well known that Ethiopia is the author of the 
resolution adopted at the last session of the General Assembly on the 
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons, and of course it considers 
that it is necessary to call a conference to that end. Seven other Mem
ber States on the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee spoke in 
favour of the signing of a convention in their answer to the Acting 
Secretary-General. Thus, in the opinion of the majority of the Mem
bers of the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Conmiittee, there is no 
obstacle to prohibiting as of now the use of nuclear and thermonuclear 
weapons. Moreover, the majority of the Members of the Eighteen- 
Nation Disarmament Committee considers that this is a necessary and 
useful task. This position of the majority of the Members of the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee throws a clear light on the argument 
according to which the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons 
could prevent the solution of the problem of general and complete 
disarmament.

The opinion that the prohibition of the use of nuclear and thermo
nuclear weapons is only possible in relation with and during the solu
tion of problems linked to general and complete disarmament is not 
shared by the majority of the Members of the United Nations, which 
last year voted in favour of the declaration, nor by the majority of 
the Eighteen-Nation Committee—̂ and this is quite normal and under
standable.

This question cannot be approached from a very narrow angle. I t 
must be viewed in the context of the whole development of interna
tional life and of historic experience. This prohibition would in
dubitably be a step forward toward the solution of the wider problem

 ̂The following members of the Eighteen Nation Committee favored the pro
posed conference: Brazil, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, India, Nigeria, Poland, 
Rumania, and the U.S.S.R. It was opposed by Canada, France, Italy, Sweden, 
the U.K., and the U.S. (France did not participate in the Committee though 
formally a member). The Acting Secretary-General listed Mexico and the 
U.A.R. among the states that preferred to await the results of the Geneva negotia
tions before taking a definitive position. He did not receive any replies from 
Burma or Ethiopia.
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of general and complete disarmament. I t would to some degree bring 
us closer to a world without weapons and without war. Historical 
experience shows that it is wrong to underestimate the scope and im
portance of such steps. I  would recall that the agreement of 1925 
on the prohibition of the use of chemical and bacterial weapons played 
an important deterrent role and prevented the use of these types of 
weapons during the Second World War.^ That is why, in our view, 
when judging what influence an agreement prohibiting the use of 
nuclear weapons could have on the fate of humanity, one should first 
of all approach it from the angle of the need to exert every effort to 
prevent a nuclear war.

We are also told that a possible convention or agreement could be 
violated and thus it should not be signed at all. But it is obvious that 
this argument is more than strange. If one were to use such standards 
as regards international agreements, one would have to abandon many 
agreements that were signed, that are operative and that are still 
carried out in international practice. If one used such a criterion, one 
could not conclude an agreement such as the Geneva Agreement of 
1925 which I  just mentioned, an agreement which, as I  had occasion 
to state, played an important and positive role. One could go even 
further, one could begin to say that one should not have signed the 
United Nations 'Charter, supposedly, because it could be violated. 
This is a completely artificial argument. It goes without saying that 
we and many other countries adopt a realistic attitude toward this 
problem, but we appeal to all Governments and States, first of all, to 
take note of the most important aspect of the problem. One must see 
the possibility that this agreement could prevent the use of nuclear 
weapons because the use of such weapons <;ould condemn to death 
hundreds of millions of people.

At the same time we should like to stress the obvious fact that the 
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons would be helpful in reduc
ing international tension, would consolidate confidence and the solu
tion of the problem which we justifiably call problem number one : 
that of general and complete disarmament. In other words, together 
with the other delegations which support the idea of the signing of a 
convention prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons, we ask that one 
should see in this, first of all, the road to peace and not to war.

To conclude, I  should like to draw your attention to another aspect 
of the problem. In the answers of some of the Governments of the 
Western Powers that continue to speak out against the signing of a

^For the text of this agreement, see Senate Foreign Relations Committee, 
Disarmament Subcommittee, Disarmament and Security: A Collection of Docu
ments, J 919-55, pp. 16&-170.
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convention on the prohibition of the use of nuclear and thermonuclear 
weapons, statements appear indicating the interest of even these 
countries in anything that would tend to eliminate the threat of 
nuclear war and their sympathy for all efforts directed to this end. 
As an instance, I should like to quote from the answer of the United 
Kingdom Government:

Her Majesty’s 'Government strongly sympathize with aU 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 
dianger.̂

I  might also quote from the answer of the Government of Italy, which 
refers to Italy’s “keen interest in any initiative aimed at freeing 
mankind from the nuclear threat”.̂

I t would be good if the logical practical consequences were to flow 
from these answers, if the answers resulted in support for the idea of 
the signing of a convention prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons. 
Were this to happen, all artificial obstacles standing in the way of the 
signing of a convention prohibiting the use of nuclear and thermo
nuclear weapons would disappear very quickly. We are convinced 
that the majority of the Members of this Organization would certainly 
welcoir.e any practical manifestation of readiness on the part of the 
Western Powers to prohibit the use of these most terrible and destruc
tive weapons of war. I repeat that the Soviet Union, for its part, is a 
State which is fully in favour of the speediest possible liquidation of 
the threat of nuclear war, and I would recall that the Soviet draft 
treaty on general and complete disarmament is based on our desire to 
see the peoples of the world freed as soon as possible from that threat. 
The Soviet delegation has on many occasions set forth its views in 
detail on this matter, both during the numerous discussions on the 
question of general and complete disarmament and in the discussion 
recently concluded in this Committee. Accordingly, the Soviet dele
gation, on its part, will unceasingly strive to eliminate as soon as 
possible the danger of the unleashing of a rocket and nuclear war, and 
try, on the other hand, to ensure progress in the field of general and 
complete disarmament. For this reason we shall continue to urge the 
prohibition of the use of nuclear and thermonuclear weapons.

* Ante, p. 291. 
“A/5174, p. 56.
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Statement by the Acting Swedish Representative (Edberg) 
to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Pro
visional Test-Ban Arrangements, November 28, 1962 ‘

During the many years in which the question of the cessation of 
nuclear tests has been discussed, we have witnessed a strange shifting 
of positions—^retreats by one of the sides or by both in face of a 
threatened breakdown in the negotiations: and introduction of condi
tions, apparently unacceptable to the other side from the outset, in 
face of a “threatening” agreement.

Today, such an approach should no longer be possible. The assaults 
carried out during the last year against man’s health, mind and nerves 
have made it clear that nuclear testing more than anything else is the 
acute, universal evil with which we have to deal right now. The 
General Assembly of the United 'Nations has, with profound justifica
tion, asked that this matter should be given absolute priority during 
our continued deliberations here in Geneva.^

When I venture to intervene in this general debate, I  therefore 
intend to confine myself to the question of a nuclear test ban, which, as 
the Acting Secretary-General pointed out in his messagê  to the 
resumed Conference, must be regarded as “the indispensable first step 
to general and complete disarmament”.̂

If we look at the situation today we can observe many facts which, 
more than ever, ought to accelerate and facilitate our efforts to reach 
an agreement. Let me point out some of these facts.

First of all, it should be emphasized that the positions of the two 
sides have been broug'ht considerably closer to each other sinc^ we 
took our seats around this table last spring. East and West have now 
agreed that it is possible to ban all tests in the atmosphere, in outer 
space and under water without an international machinery of verifi
cation. This is essential, since those are the tests most dangerous to 
man’s life and well-being.

Thus, the whole problem of an agreement regarding the discontinu
ance of nuclear tests has, in fact, been reduced to the question of un
derground tests. However important those underground tests may 
be, they nevertheless do represent only the smaller part of the prob
lem. At the same time, we are all aware that the key to a durable 
solution, banning all tests in all elements for all time, is to be sought 
here.

" ENDC/PV.84, pp. 11- 2 :̂  
Ante, pp. 1029--1033.

* ENDC/PV.83, p. 5.
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Here also the gap has become smaller. On the basis of the joint 
memorandum of the eight non-aligned States  ̂ the Western Powers 
have accepted a detection system based upon nationally manned ob
servation postŝ —something that they were originally opposed to. 
The Soviet Union, on the other hand, has accepted the idea of an in
ternational commission—an idea previously rejected by it. Also, 
with regard to the difficult question concerning on-site inspection, it 
seems that the positions have somewhat softened. A keen ear might 
have heard at least some indications of modification in the debate this 
autimm at the United Nations General Assembly. In this connexion 
it is of interest to note the favourable reception given by the repre
sentatives of both sides to the proposal of an early cut-off date. Prime 
Minister Elhrushchev could thus state quite accurately in one of his 
messages to President Kennedy at the beginning of November [sic] 
that the views of the Soviet Union and the United States of America 
regarding a discontinuance of nuclear tests “are very close” to each 
other.2 At about the same time Prime Minister Macmillan declared:

The Western and Soviet positions do not api>ear to be far apart  ̂ though
I must add that the smaU gulf has so far been unabridged.

My second observation is that the United Nations General Assembly 
recently paid great attention to the nuclear tests problem and adopted 
two resolutions on the subject.  ̂ Thus the United Nations General As
sembly has adopted, by an overwhelming majority, the thirty-seven 
Power resolution (1762 A (XVII)) which, without reservations, con
demns all nuclear tests and demands their immediate cessation, and at 
the same time calls on the parties concerned, taking the eight-nation 
joint memorandum as a basis, to enter into an immediate agreement 
prohibiting nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, under water and 
in outer space, accompanied by an interim arrangement to suspend all 
underground tests with adequate assurances for effective detec
tion and identification of seismic events by an international scientific 
commission.

It is natural that this resolution contains stronger and more im
pelling language than any earlier resolution on this subject. It has 
to be regarded as an expression of world-wide opinion which has grown 
more and more restless and impatient and which, in spite of all pre
vious appeals to the great Powers, has witnessed still more poisonous 
mushroom clouds rise from nuclear explosions—explosions which, in 
times of peace, have released roughly 600 megatons of nuclear energy,.

 ̂Ante, pp. 334-336.
 ̂Ante, p. 994.
• I.e., parts A and B of the resolution of Nov. 6 {antey pp. 1029-1033).

688-714—.63— vol. II------ 32
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or roughly about 200 times the amount of destructive energy released 
during the five years of the Second World War.

This resolution is far too serious to be allowed to become the object 
of sophisticated disputes of interpretation. Such disputes would be 
derisory to the hundreds of millions of human beings who stand behind 
this document. If one looks at the resolution as a whole—and it should 
and must be read as a whole—its purport is crystal clear. The first 
section contains a moral and humanitarian appeal from the non
nuclear nations who have never recognized any right of the nuclear 
Powers to expose the environment of this earth to hazards. Behind 
this is the most ardent desire to achieve a quick ending of all nuclear 
tests, preferably before the end of this year.

The second section of the resolution (1762 B (X V II)) urgently asks 
for a binding agreement which can free the world from continued 
nuclear tests for all time. The majority of the supporters of this 
resolution do not attach great importance to the formula for such an 
agreement: the main thing is that it should be effective and complied 
with. The details and modalities are left to this Conference—and, 
first of all, to the nuclear Powers themselves—to work out. This part 
of the resolution contains, above all, a strong endorsement and massive 
support of the eight-Power joint memorandum as an instrument with 
which to reach agreement. Therefore, we think that the non-aligned 
members of this Conference can return to this table after the recess 
conscious that they can speak in the name of an overwhelming and 
world-wide public opinion.

A third fact that should be recalled is the report, filled with facts, 
submitted this autumn by the United Nations Scientific Committee on 
the Effects of Atomic Radiation, a committee in which several of our 
most prominent experts on radiation have been represented. That 
report contains a very serious warning, expressed in strict and scien
tific language, against continued nuclear weapon tests. Nobody can 
indifferently pass over the Committee’s remark that:

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.

The conclusion of the report speaks to us in no uncertain terms:
The Committee therefore emphasizes the need that lall forms of unnecessary 
radiation exposure should he minimized or avoided entirely, particularly when 
the exposure of large populations is entailed. . . .  As there are no effective 
measures to prevent the occurrence of harmful effects of global radioactive 
contamination from nuclear explosions, the achievement of a final cessation 
of nuclear tests would benefit present and future generations of mankind.^

 ̂Ante, p. 189.
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Also outside the United Nations radiation committee a series of 
warnings have been voiced. The well-known Nobel prize winner, Mr. 
Linus Pauling, recently declared that, according to his estimates, 16 
million children in the generations to come will die at birth or be born 
with serious defects because of the tests carried out until now.̂  Even 
though all such estimates must of necessity be uncertain approxima
tions, the scientists seem to agree that one cannot exclude the fact that 
the tests already carried out will have harmful consequences for 
millions of human beings not yet born. More tests will continually 
increase the risks.

A fourth element of significance is the technical development in the 
field of seismology which may have opened up certain new vistas.

Before adjourning at the beginning of September we were informed 
that Projects Vela and Orpheus had indicated that considerable 
progress had been made as regards long range detection. It seemed to 
imply that, however large a country may be, it is possible to detect, 
from outside its borders, nuclear explosions and earthquakes of a 
corresponding size by means of advanced instrumentation. Certainly, 
detection is not equal to identification. But it was apparently con
cluded that deception had been rendered more difficult through the 
possibility of registering every phenomenon in many countries.

The Soviet Union and United States scientists who participated in 
the Pugwash Conference in London at the beginning of September, 
although proceeding along other lines, arrived at a similar conclusion, 
which was embodied in a common statement that attracted a great deal 
of attention.^ Both the Eastern and Western scientists had made the 
proposal of the eight non-aligned States their point of departure. On 
the basis of this proposal they examined the possibility of developing 
a system

in such a way as to provide a minimal interference with the host country, and 
stiU obtain a maximum amount of completely objective seismic information 
for the International Control Commission so that it will substantially reduce 
the number of necessary on-site inspections.

In the operative part of their resolution these scientists— t̂hree from 
the United States and three from the Soviet Union—proposed that 
automatic recording stations, so-called “black boxes”, should be used. 
These should be sealed in such a way that they could not be tampered 
with, and they would be self-contained. The instruments should be 
periodically returned to the international commission for inspection, 
replacement, repair, and so on. There should be a sufficient number of 
stations to permit of seismic events being recorded on many instru-

 ̂Gf. It̂ eio York Times, Apr. 15, 1962, sec. IV, p. 10; No More War (New York, 
1959).

" Ante, pp. 863-865.
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ments. The sealed automatic seismographs to be placed in the Soviet 
Union could be manufactured in the United States, and 'oice versa. 

The United States and Soviet Union scientists at the Pugwash 
Conference concluded their common document with the following 
words:

We think a system developed along these lines may provide a large enough 
mass of objective seismic data so that the International Control Commission 
wiU need to request very few on-site inspections. If this is true, it may provide- 
a new basis for negotiations in the Geneva discussions and ease the problem of  
resolving the on-site inspection issue.

Similar ideas have been brought forward from other quarters, inter 
alia  ̂ by two prominent seismologists at Harvard University  ̂ who,, 
departing from the eight-Power plan and the Pugwash Conference,, 
have developed a system for utilizing the “black boxes”. Although 
such automatic stations are not capable of one hundred per cent iden
tification, they may reduce the number of events which cannot be 
identified with a certain degree of accuracy. These “black boxes” do 
not 'per se solve all problems. However, they may be a rather useful 
complementary device. For under water stations in the deep sea they 
seem to be the only possibility.

The question of inspection that up to now has been our stumbling 
block has not been removed from our agenda by the achievements 
made so far in the field of seismology. But the cumulative effect of 
these improvements has simplified the problem both as to control, 
which has been so strongly emphasized by one side, and as to the safe
guarding of national security, which has been put in the foreground 
by the other side.

A fifth significant element when we now resume our debate is the* 
existence at present of a factual discontinuation of tests in the atmos
phere. Both the United States and the Soviet Union have recently 
concluded their extensive series of tests. Our deliberations in this 
conference room need no longer be conducted against the irritating 
background music of nuclear explosions in the East and the West. 
The silence that has fallen over the testing grounds on Novaya Zemlya 
and in the Pacific Ocean should promote sincerity and detente in our 
negotiations. Providing that restraint is also exercised with regard 
to underground tests it would seem that we are entering a period when 
testing has, in fact, ceased. It is certainly our right to expect that this 
will be more than a passing period: that the sudden silence over the- 
testing grounds shall be used to hammer out a treaty that will outlaw 
tests in all environments for all time.

Finally, there have been recently certain happenings in the interna
tional arena that should have contributed to creating a more favour
able political atmosphere for our discussions. We are all very con-

 ̂New York Times, Nov. 1,1962, p. 30.
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scious of how close we were to the fateful threshold not long ago, and 
how fraught with momentous consequences even a minor incautious 
step or miscalculation could have been during those days. However, 
at the same time, we felt relieved to note a responsible desire to solve 
A difficult problem before the fatal circle had been inexorably closed. 
Both these aspects should, I think, be useful to our work here.

All these elements which I  have permitted myself to mention—the 
increased and more impatient pressure of world opinion, the warnings 
of the scientists, the new technical achievements, the factual discontin
uation of the tests which we now have, and the conclusions which we 
should be entitled to draw from recent events—ought to facilitate our 
negotiations and expedite the reaching of an agreement. The real 
•differences between the two parties are now so small that they would 
not justify the two Powers ignoring world opinion by not taking 
advantage of this situation to secure an effective and permanent 
agreement.

The General Assembly has requested a new report on this matter by 
10 December. This gives us no time for exercises in polemics, but time 
only for work—^work in a sincere spirit to reach concrete results.

Thus, what we should do today is to find a suitable point of depar
ture for such constructive work. This should be looked for, in the 
first instance, in a field where there is a wide area of agreement between 
the parties.

If  we study the verbatim records of the Conference and of its Sub- 
Committee—and also of the meetings of the Sub-Committee during 
the recess—we find an evident conformity of views on the scientific 
<3ommission which is to be the heart and nerve centre of the control 
system. It is true that, so far, there has been no detailed discussion 
with regard to the size and composition of a commission. It is true 
also that there are different views on the question of inspection. But 
apart from that there is a wide area of agreement in principle as to the 
functions of the commission as indicated in the memorandum of the 
non-aligned countries. It should therefore be possible to establish a 
commission with those functions on which the parties can reach a 
preliminary agreement without awaiting the final drafting and entry 
into force of a comprehensive agreement.

This idea is not new. My delegation has touched upon it earlier on 
several occasions. I refer to statements at the plenary meetings on 
8 June, on 1 August and on 31 August. With permission, I shall 
quote a few words from my statement of 31 August:

Would it not be worthwhile to consider now the estafblishment, at least on an 
interim 'basis, of the commission proposed in the eight-Power memorandum, 
about which the Parties are in agreement, with, as a first task, the scientific 
examination of the question of how a control system should be organized?
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We believe that that would extend the area of agreement and thereby also
facilitate our endeavours to arrive at a permanent test ban treaty/

At that time the idea was strongly endorsed inter alia by the delega
tions of Burma, Mexico and the United Arab Republic. It was 
further elaborated in a statement on behalf of the Swedish delegation 
by Mrs. Alva Myrdal when the test ban question was discussed in the 
First 'Committee of the United Nations. Similar views were then 
also expressed by inter alia Canada, Cyprus, Norway, Yugoslavia and 
New Zealand.

When my delegation now reverts to this question our intention is to 
give that idea a more definite form than in our earlier interventions 
at this Conference. We consider that the time has now come directly 
to request the nuclear Powers immediately and without awaiting the 
elaboration of a comprehensive agreement to call in a panel of scien
tists from different countries, especially seismologists, leaving it to 
this panel to act for the time being as an interim commission.

It is indeed difficult to see how we shall be able to comply with the 
task which has been assigned to us by the United Nations General 
Assembly without some arrangement of that kind. As I  have just 
recalled, the United Nations resolution has two parts: first, a request 
that all nuclear weapon tests should cease immediately, and not later 
than 1 January 1963; and, secondly, a demand that a final agreement 
banning all tests above the earth’s crust should be worked out, accom
panied by an interim arrangement suspending all underground tests. 
These two parts are inter-related and complementary; but they need 
to be cemented together. A panel of scientists entrusted with such 
authority that it could serve as an interim commission would be a link 
and a joining medium.

The situation when we parted in September was that both sides 
were prepared to enter into a final arrangement banning the most 
spectacular and dangerous tests. A condition of the Soviet Union 
was, however, that an understanding should be reached simultaneously 
to refrain from underground tests. The Western Powers replied 
that they could not accept an uncontrolled moratorium. Did these 
opposite views mean that the road had been blocked ? Were we again 
in the well-known situation where each of the parties made conditions 
unacceptable to the other side when an agreement seemed “threaten
ingly” close? We refused to accept such a conclusion and we refuse 
to accept it today. We felt—and I  permit myself to quote again from 
my statement of 31 August—

" ENDC/PV.77, p. 32.
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. . . that there are still certain lines and combinations which the nuclear 
Powers could and should carefully consider in a serious effort to find a com
mon platform.^

We imagine that it should be possible to reach agreement on a 
moratorimn on miderground tests limited in time while the details of 
a comprehensive test ban agreement are being worked out. A time 
limit seems realistic as it would hardly be technically possible to iron 
out a comprehensive agreement before 1 January, whereas, on the 
other hand, it would be unreasonable to have this work going on ad 
calendas gmecas. The vacuum between the positions of the two 
parties could, during such a provisional cessation of tests, be filled by 
the proposed scientific panel acting as an interim commission.

Probably such a panel should be given a direct mandate by the 
Eighteen Nation Conference. But it would be an advantage if the 
nomination of scientists from different countries could be made by 
some independent, purely scientific and non-political institution, such 
as the International Committee of Geophysics.

Such a panel would be of value by providing the Conference, and in 
the first place its nuclear Sub-Committee, with technical and scien
tific information and certain investigations. In view of what I  have 
already said, it is, however, our opinion that its tasks should by no 
means be limited to such preparatory studies.

The panel should, under the auspices of the Conference and in co
operation with the Sub-Committee, be able to start building up the 
whole international machinery. I t should be of essential importance 
in the technical elaboration of the detection system and the data ex
change. I t should be able to provide practical, valuable experience 
for the construction and detailed functioning of a more permanent 
commission. Here as in so many other fields of life there is certainly 
truth in the words of Mirabeau that a journey seems different to a 
man who makes it in reality from what it seems to one who under
takes his travels on a map.

In order that the panel should be able to act as an interim commis
sion, it should be explicitly entrusted with certain basic functions 
which the eight-Power memorandum has envisaged for the permanent 
commission and on which there is agreement between both sides. 
Above all this is the case with the scientific and non-political evalua
tion of data from already existing—and to a great extent also co
operating—^national observation posts.

In practice the functioning of such a system would mean that the 
measuring and detection of relevant geophysical phenomena would be 
carried out, just as now, by different national observation posts and

' Ibid., p. 36.
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that the data recorded, more or less processed, would be distributed to 
all interested research institutes throughout the world. Until the site 
for a permanent commission had been agreed upon, one of the exist
ing research institutes—in this connexion I  may refer to the data 
centres, for instance, in Kew and in Strasbourg—could serve an 
interim commission and be responsible for the necessary processing 
and interpretation of the material received.

I t would be for the commission to judge the material from a test 
ban point of view and to consider the character of relevant data and 
the need for further information. Such a system would mean that 
only the small group of persons of which the interim commission 
would consist, together with a computation group, would be concerned 
with the test ban question itself. All the other personnel within the 
observation network and the research institutes would work for other 
purposes and would not have to think at all of the test ban as such.

To be able to fulfil its functions the interim commission must be 
furnished with modern electronic equipment for processing data and 
be able to rely upon speedy communications. The organization of the 
meteorological data exchange could serve as a model. In fact this is 
the first point where there would be any substantial costs for the pro
visional organization. Whether these should be carried by the parties 
concerned or through internationally available means might be a ques
tion for negotiation. In any case the expenses would be small 
compared to the costs of the nuclear tests.

I t would certainly be of interest if the interim commission, for its 
comparative studies, could be supplied with the geophysical records 
of the past two years, when a number of man-made imdergroimd 
explosions were carried out and recorded.

It should once more be emphasized that what I have tried to outline 
here refers only to an interim organization designed to fill a vacuum 
in connexion with a provisional and time-limited ban on under
ground tests. But at the same time it is evident that whatever road we 
choose, if we start our journey tomorrow or much later, we must start 
from certain provisional and temporary conditions.

Even if we could sign a final text tomorrow, that would not mean 
that we received the organization ready-made. It would not be born 
as Pallas Athena suddenly springing out of the head of Jupiter. 
With all respect for my distinguished colleagues here, I do not think 
that any one of them, not even among those representing the great 
Powers, considers himself in a position to compete with the gods of 
Olympus. Even under the Western proposal for a comprehensive 
agreement there would be a certain provisional stage before the system
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had been built up.  ̂ According to the experts’ proposal of 1958 a 
building-up period of several years was envisaged.^ The Western, 
draft of 27 August this year implies that the control machinery could 
not start functioning until at best six to twelve months after the entry 
into force of an agreement.

Under such circumstances it is difficult to see that any well-founded 
objections could be made against a time-limited moratorium during 
which a scientific panel acting as an interim commission would start 
building up the central control machinery. The advantages of such 
an arrangement seem obvious. Valuable experience could be gained 
while the elaboration of the agreement went on; a considerable 
amount of preparatory work would have been carried out once the' 
agreement came into force; and no more time would be wasted. It 
would, at the same time, greatly reduce the risk which the Western 
nuclear Powers believe to be inherent in a so-called uncontrolled 
moratorium, because there would be the amount of control that it is 
possible to achieve step by step in the course of a building-up period.

I  have not spoken about verification in loco under a provisional test 
ban. It is natural that if the great Powers undertake to refrain 
during a certain time from all underground tests without having built 
up a control system legally inscribed in an agreement such verifica
tions can only take place in casu. The Swedish Foreign Minister,. 
Mr. Torsten Nilsson, touched upon this in his statement in the First 
Committee of the United Nations General Assembly on 19 October 
last. After having recalled that there are different possibilities for 
bridging the remaining controversies in the control question, and 
after having pointed to the possibilities of a time limited moratorium 
while waiting for, inter aliâ  the further development of seismological 
instrumentation, he stated:

It would also ibe possible to provide guarantees against the misuse of the- 
obligation to subject oneself to a certain degree of inspection in such a way 
that a group of eminent scientists from politically independent countries could 
be entrusted with the task of deciding, on a purely scientific and technical 
basis, if an inspection was necessary in order to establish the nature of earth 
tremor.^

It is clear that if possibilities were opened for a scientific panel to 
make observations on the spot by a team specially assigned for that 
task, in case of doubt as to the origin of a recorded seismic event, this 
would be of great value from many points of view. It seems to me 
that the interpretation of the often-quoted statement of Mr. Kuznetsov

 ̂For the Western comprehensive proposal, see ante  ̂pp. 792-804.
* Documents on Disarmament^ 19^5-1959  ̂ vol. II, pp. 1090-1111.
* A/C.1/PV.1252, p. 22.
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in this Conference on 17 August last could well be that the Soviet side 
does not object to the opening up of such a possibility.’̂

The establishment of a provisional commission of the kind I have 
tried to outline would mean the implementation of the recommenda
tion of the General Assembly to the nuclear Powers about an interim 
agreement suspending all underground tests. I t would comply with 
the demand that such an interim arrangement should include adequate 
assurances for effective detection and identification of seismic events 
by an international scientific commission. Consequently, it would also 
make it possible for the nuclear Powers—in accordance with the re
quest of the General Assembly— t̂o enter into an immediate agreement 
prohibiting nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space 
and under water.

Finally, it should perhaps be emphasized that a provisional arrange
ment under a temporary ban on underground tests, as asked for in 
paragraph 6 of the thirty-seven Power resolution, would in no way 
prejudice the final shape of a test ban agreement.

A scientific panel acting as an interim commission could give valu
able practical experience but would not forestall the final organiza
tion, the elaboration of which would remain the task of the Confer
ence and in the first place of the nuclear Powers.

I  have here— ĵust as earlier when we have discussed a permanent 
agreement— b̂een anxious to emphasize strongly the purely scientific 
and non-political character of an international monitoring machinery. 
For the Swedish delegation this is essential. Scientists have shown 
a remarkable ability to co-operate across all national and ideological 
frontiers and to find out the scientifically objective truth even in cases 
where the basic material has been incomplete or pre-arranged. We 
must count upon science working and analysing objectively as our 
foremost ally.

A scientific panel with the tasks I  have outlined here could be very 
useful and valuable during the difficult interim stage when an interna
tional machinery is to be set up. As to planning in the longer run, 
we should be able to take advantage of the developments now taking 
place in the seismological field. In international seismological circles 
a proposal has recently been put forward that a world centre should 
be established at which data should be collected from fifteen regional 
centres together covering the whole globe. This proposal is very much 
in line with an Economic and Social Council resolution (912 
(XXXIV)) which was considered by the General Assembly this 
autumn, aiming at more effective international co-operation in the field

Ante, p. 781.
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of seismological research.  ̂ Its main purpose is to create a readiness 
against damages caused by earthquakes, and tsunamis—seismic sea 
waves.

But such, an organization is also of extreme interest in connexion 
with possible man-made explosions. To us who, just like the other 
non-aligned delegations at this Conference, have maintained that in
stead of building up an expensive separate monitoring system one 
should basically rely on the normal exchange of data motivated by 
scientific fervour and free from political side-glances, such a proposal 
seems almost like the answer to a prayer.

The extension of international scientific co-operation in this field 
should be stimulated and accelerated. I t will nevertheless be a some
what time-consuming process. This also speaks in favour of a pro
visional arrangement.

Above all, however, we have to explore the situation in which we 
find ourselves at present. A heavy responsibility rests here on four 
countries, three of which are represented around this table while the 
fourth is unfortunately not occupying a seat and not fulfilling its 
obligations here. I t is those four Powers, and they alone,which have 
continued nuclear testing in spite of the alarm which it has caused all 
over the world. It is high time that they listened to the anguished 
voices of the billions of people living beyond their frontiers.

There are also voices of warning within their own countries. I  
recently read a statement—it happened to be by a Soviet expert though 
it might just as well have been by one of the scientists in the West. 
The statement was reproduced in The ScientifiG World: Journal of 
the World Federation of Scientifhc Worhers  ̂ and reads:

We must clearly understand that if testing of nuclear bombs is continued
to a point where the danger deriving from them is only too obvious to every
one, it will he too late.

If  we do not act very soon it might be too late because we do not 
know how long the favourable circumstances will last which now seem 
to facilitate an agreement. Too late because without a binding agree
ment we cannot feel sure that tests may not be resumed. Too late also 
because new countries may then enter the ‘‘atomic club” and com
plicate the issue still further.

History, which to a great extent is a graveyard of lost opportunities, 
has much to teach us about the role of psychological moments. It 
may be that we have just now such a psychological opportunity to re
move the threat which hangs over mankind.

^Economic and Social Council Official Records: Thirty-fourth Seesioriy Sup
plement No. 1 (E/3671), p. 25.
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Statement by the United States Representative (Gore) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: Use of 
Nuclear Weapons, November 29, 1962 ^

The United States Government is fully conscious of, and deeply 
sympathetic with, the stated concern that motivated the sponsors of 
the resolution upon which this Committee has just voted.^

My Government has long sought, and will earnestly continue to 
seek, to bring about a state of affairs under which nuclear weapons 
will no longer form part of the arsenal of any nation.

The United States has submitted a treaty on general and complete 
disarmament which offers realistic measures for the elimination of 
weapons of mass destruction,^ and we are earnestly working for a 
world in which the use of force is subjected to the rule of law. In the 
meantime, the United States maintains both nuclear and non-nuclear 
weapons for purposes of defence against Powers which have a long 
history of resorting to force and violence.

While my Government deplores the necessity for nuclear weapons  ̂
as well as other armaments, we believe that a convention ag*ainst the 
use of nuclear weapons, unaccompanied by other measures leading to 
effective general and complete disarmament, would not provide real 
or lasting protection against nuclear attack.

We are convinced, on the other hand, that the maintenance of 
formidable nuclear weapons by the United States and its allies has 
deterred aggression during the past decade and a half. Instead of 
being an aid to peace, a convention to prohibit nuclear weapons alone, 
without adequate measures to bring aibout general and complete dis
armament, if effective, could actually increase the danger of aggres
sion, as my colleague from the United Kingdom has just said, since 
aggressors would not then face the danger of nuclear retaliation.

This Assembly last year endorsed the agreed principles for disarma
ment negotiations, which are the basis for the Geneva negotiations. 
One of these principles for disarmament negotiations is that measures 
of disarmament should be, and I  quote from the document of this 
Assemlbly,

. . . ibalanced so that at no stage of the implementation of the treaty could 
any State . . . gain military advantage and that security is ensured equally 
for an.*

"A/G.1/PV.1288, pp. 46-51.
*The resolution was approved by the plenary General Assembly on Dec. 14 

{post, pp. 1231-1232).
 ̂Ante, pp. 351-382.
* Documents on Disarmament^ 1961̂  p. 441,
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To deal separately with nuclear weapons, without regard to conven
tional weapons and other armaments, would, in fact, upset that bal
ance. It would be contrary to the very resolution which this Assembly 
:adopted. It would result in military advantage for some and security 
disadvantage for others. We cannot accept such a disadvantage for 
ourselves.

Freedom itself is at stake—not only the freedom of my country, but 
the freedom of your country and every country. Limitation and even
tual elimination of nuclear weapons depends upon balanced disarma
ment. Such balanced disarmament can come about only through 
negotiation. It cannot come about through an illusory prohibition of 
inuclear weapons, or the adoption of meaningless resolutions.

We believe that the proper forum for discussing the problem of 
weapons control, nuclear as well as non-nuclear, is the Eighteen- 
Nation Conference in Geneva. We believe that we should concentrate 
our efforts there to achieve a real solution to the problem and chal
lenge of general and complete disarmament, ratlier than in a special 
conference to prepare a convention banning nuclear weapons only.

My country aibstained on the draft resolution just voted upon be
cause we do not believe it is either practical or desiraible to try to deal 
with nuclear weapons apart from all other weapons. We do not 
believe a simple convention prohibiting such weapons would be either 
effective or useful—or wise, if effective.

The resolution itself, however, was essentially procedural and 
merely postponed further discussion of the subject matter until next 
year.

Since my delegation does not oppose postponement of an unrealistic 
discussion it therefore would not have been appropriate in our view to 
vote against such a postponement. From what I have said it is clear 
that my Government does not believe that a useful purpose will be 
served by another consideration of this item at the eighteenth session. 
We hope that by the time the eighteenth session is convened it will be 
generally agreed that the question of weapons control is part of general 
and complete disarmament, and that this subject can best be handled 
through intensive negotiations seeking a solution, a realistic, effective 
and adequate solution, of the problem of general and complete 
‘disarmament.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Morozov) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Use of Nu
clear Weapons, November 29, 1962 ^

The Soviet delegation voted in favour of the resolution just adopted 
by the Committee for those reasons which we put forward at a pre
vious meeting of the Committee devoted to this matter.^

Nobody during this discussion could convince us that if the prob
lem of general and complete disarmament is not solved outright one 
should not even try to take partial measures to prevent a thermonu
clear war with its untold consequences for mankind.

We make this statement in explanation of vote now in order to stress 
that attempts to present the position of delegations which voted in 
favour of this resolution, including the Soviet delegation, as a desire 
to attach special importance to the convention to outlaw these nuclear 
weapons are completely groundless. We clearly and at every stage 
described in varying terms the importance of partial measures, meas
ures which must be taken so long as the world is not able to find a final 
and positive solution to the problem of general and complete disarma
ment. We always drew this clear-cut distinction between this and 
measures which should be taken in order to reduce the military threat 
of a nuclear war. Thus attempts to state that the delegations in favour 
of this resolution weakened the importance of general and complete 
disarmament are completely groundless. I  do not want to comment on 
the votes by other delegations or on their positions, as was done by 
some other representatives in relation to my delegation. I  do not 
think that this is the time to do so, and I stress that, of course, the 
whole problem must be solved speedily, positively and in the frame
work of general and complete disarmament, but until then, if there 
were no opposition some, if not decisive at least important, steps might 
be taken in order to prevent the unleashing of a thermonuclear war. 
Those were the reasons why my delegation voted in favour of this 
resolution,

" A/0.1/PV.1288, pp. 51-52.
^The resolution was later approved by the General Assembly on Dec. 14 (posf, 

pp. 1231-1232). For the previous Soviet statement, see ante, pp. 1098-1103.
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Statement by the United States Representative (Gore) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: Peaceful 
Uses of Outer Space {Extracts}, December 3, 1962 ^

The United Nations Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space 
has been reconstituted and has held useful meetings in March and again 
in September;

The Outer Space Committee has adopted a number of recommenda
tions for international co-operation in scientific and technical projects ;

Legal experts have met to consider legal problems arising in the ex
ploration and use of outer space;

The World Meteorological Organization has submitted proposals to 
strengthen weather services and meteorological research in the light of 
the demonstrated value of weather satellites;

The International Telecommunication Union is preparing to con
sider aspects of space communications which require international co
operation and will hold an important meeting on frequency allocation 
next fall; and

These and other Specialized Agencies are considering the implica
tions for their work of the onrushing science of space.

In March the Committee established a Scientific and Technical Sub- 
Committee and a Legal Sub-Committee which met in Geneva in the 
early summer. The Technical Sub-Committee, with commendable 
dispatch, agreed on a number of specific proposals, including one for 
sponsorship by the United Nations of international sounding-rocket 
facilities, and the full Committee has endorsed its report to the Gen
eral Assembly which we shall later consider. The Legal Sub-Com
mittee, however, was unable to reach an agreement—as the Chairman 
has said in his statement at the beginning of today’s session—although 
discussions revealed a consensus on several important questions.

At the March meetings of the parent Committee in New York, there 
had been a wide measure of agreement on the need for an international 
agreement covering liability for space-vehicle accidents and on the 
desirability of measures to facilitate rescue and return of astronauts 
and space vehicles. These questions were the subject of thorough dis
cussions at Geneva. The main difficulty in the Legal Sub-Committee, 
I  am sorry to say, was that the Soviet Union was unwilling to consider 
these questions m the absence of agreement by the Sub-Committee to 
go forward with the Soviet draft declaration of general principles.^

‘ A/0.1/PV.1289, pp. 11-20, 32.
“ Ante, pp. 871-872.
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The United States, for its part, recalled that the General Assembly 
had recently adopted an extremely important statement of principles 
•on the law of outer space/ and felt that the Legal Sub-Committee 
would be well advised to move ahead on some speciiSc legal problems 
^tlready identified in man’s new adventures into space.

The fundamental and far-reaching nature of the Declaration of 
Principles which was voted unanimously by the General Assembly in 
December 1961, deserves special attention. First, the Assembly con
firmed that international law, including the Charter of the United 
^fations, governs the relations of States in outer space. Thus the obli
gation to “refrain . . . from the threat or use of force against the 
territorial integrity or political independence of any state, or in any 
other manner inconsistent with the Purposes of the United Nations” 
applies, without any possible equivocation, to conduct in outer space.

The General Assembly went further. In the same resolution it 
proclaimed another 'guiding principle: that outer space and celestial 
bodies are not subject to national appropriation, that is, that there will 
be no empire-building in outer space; and that outer space is free and 
open for exploration and use by all in accordance with international 
law.

These principles adopted by the General Assembly last year have 
seemed to us an excellent start on a working-statement to guide man’s 
activities and behaviour in outer space. At the same time, the United 
States has made manifest, both at Geneva and at the September ses
sion of the full Outer Space Committee, our readiness and interest in 
working to develop further principles. We would hope that work 
could proceed and progress be recorded contemporaneously on general 
principles and solutions to specific legal problems.

We have been impressed by the thoughtful and constructive ideas 
set forth in the draft on general principles which was presented at the 
meeting of the full Committee by the United Ara;b Eepublic.^ In an 
effort to make a further contribution to the development of sound 
principles, the United States has also prepared a draft declaration, 
which my delegation will submit during the debate.’

The development of law for outer space requires more, though, than 
the formulation of general principles, and it requires more than the 
conclusion of agreements on specific problems such as liability, and 
rescue and return, to which I have already referred. It requires, in 
fact, the constructing of adequate assurance that the exploration and 
use of outer space will be for peaceful purposes. My Government

^Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 738-741.
 ̂Ante, pp. 873-874.
See post, pp. 1178-1179.
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"wishes its views on the most pressing aspects of this problem explicitly 
stated and miderstood.

It is the view of the United States that outer space should be used 
only for peaceful— t̂hat is, non-aggressive and beneficial—purposes. 
The question of military activities in space camiot be divorced from 
the question of military activities on earth. To banish these activities 
in both environments we must continue our efforts for general and 
complete disarmament with adequate safeguards. Until this is 
achieved, the test of any space activity must be not whether it is 
military or non-military, but whether or not it is consistent with the 
United Nations Charter and other obligations of international law.

There is, in any event, no workable dividing-line between military 
and non-military uses of space. For instance, both American and Rus
sian astronauts are members of the armed forces of their respective 
countries; but this is no reason to challenge their activities or to dep
recate their accomplishments. A navigation satellite in outer space 
can guide a submarine as well as a merchant ship. The instruments 
wliich guide a space vehicle on a scientific mission can also guide a 
space vehicle on a military mission.

One of the consequences of these facts is that any nation may use 
space satellites for such purposes as observation and information- 
gathering. Observation from space is consistent with international 
law, just as is observation from the high seas. Moreover, it serves 
many useful purposes. Observation satellites can measure solar and 
stellar radiation and observe the atmosphere and surfaces of other 
planets. They can observe cloud formations and weather conditions. 
They can observe the earth and add to the science of geodesy. Ob
servation satellites obviously have military as well as scientific and 
commercial applications. But this can provide no basis for objection 
to observation satellites.

With malice toward none, science has decreed that we are to Jive 
in an increasingly open world, like it or not, and openness, in the view 
of my Government, can only serve the cause of peace. The United 
States, like every other nation represented here in this Committee, is 
determined to pursue every non-aggressive step which it considers 
necessary to protect its national security and the security of its friends 
and allies, until that day arrives when such precautions are no longer 
necessary.

As I have said, we cannot banish all military activities in space until 
we banish them on earth. This does not mean, however, that no meas
ure on arms control and no measure on disarmament in space can be 
undertaken now. On the contrary, the United States believes that 
certain things can be done immediately to prevent an expansion of 
the arms race into space.

688-714— 63— vol. II------ 33
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In the first place, it is the policy of the United States to bring ta  
a halt the testing of nuclear weapons in outer space. In addition to 
proposing a comprehensive treaty banning all nuclear weapon tests in 
all environments with only that amount of international inspection 
necessary to ensure compliance,  ̂the United States has also offered a 
treaty banning testing under water, in the atmosphere and in outer 
space, with no international inspection.^ Thus, the testing of nuclear 
devices in space can be banned, at any hour the Soviet Union agrees 
to do so. A reasonable treaty is on the table.

In the second place, even though it is now feasible, the United States 
has no intention of placing weapons of mass destruction in orbit un
less compelled to do so by actions of the Soviet Union. The draft 
treaty for general and complete disarmament, proposed by the United 
States and now before the Conference in Geneva, includes a provision 
against the placing of weapons of mass destruction into orbit during 
the first stage of the disarmament process.  ̂ Nonetheless, while the 
difficult negotiations continue for the actual elimination of nuclear 
weapons and the means of delivering them, it is especially important 
that we do everything now that can be done to avoid an arms race in 
outer space—for certainly it should be easier to agree now not to arm a 
part of the environment that has never been armed than later to agree 
to disarm parts that have been armed. My Government earnestly 
hopes that the Soviet Union will likewise refrain from taking steps 
which will extend the arms race into outer space.

Outer space is not a new subject; it is just a new place in which all 
the old subjects come up. The things that go on in space are intimately 
related to the things that go on here on earth. I t would be naive to 
suppose that we can insulate outer space from other aspects of human 
existence.

Some limited measures of arms control, as I  noted earlier, may be 
achieved. But the key to the survival of mankind lies in the progress 
which we make towards disarmament on earth as well as in space. 
It is with this fact in mind that the United States has advanced 
three proposals for reducing world armaments: a draft outline of 
basic provisions of a treaty for general and complete disarmament; 
a draft treaty to ban all nuclear testing in all environments with a 
minimal amount of international inspection; and a draft treaty to 
ban all testing under water, in the atmosphere and in outer space, 
without any inspection at all. Progress on these proposals would 
provide the greatest single contribution which we could make to

 ̂Anie, pp. 792-804.
pp. 804-807,

 ̂Ante  ̂pp. 360-361.
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law and order in outer space. And my Government eam^tly ^eks 
such progress.

I should like to turn now to some other aspects of United States 
policy which are particularly relevant to our work in this Committee.

The Uniĵ ed States believes that nations which conduct activities 
in outer space should take all reasonable steps to avoid experiments, 
or other activities which seriously, threaten to deny or to limit the 
use of outer space to other nations. This is consistent with well 
established principles of international law. We encourage prior in
ternational discussion concerning experimental activities in space 
which may have undesirable effects, and my Government is prepared 
in the future, as in the past, to consult with scientists of other coun
tries as well as United States scientists wherever practicable and con
sistent with our national security.

The problems of possible harmful effects of space experiments are 
difficult at best. They must be studied by competent and objective 
scientific bodies. To this end we welcome the creation of a consulta
tive group for this purpose by the International Committee on Space 
Research, COSPAR. The United States will continue to conduct its 
space programme with a high sense of responsibility in this respect, 
making available to the world scientific community, both before and 
after the experiments which it conducts, as much scientific data aS 
is possible. We trust that other nations will do the same.

I t is the keystone of United States policy that its space programme 
should be as open and co-operative as possible. We report all 
launchings to the United Nations. We make an extensive and 
factual report on our space programme and plans to COSPAR every 
year. This past September we submitted an additional report on our 
national space progranmie to the United Nations Committee on the 
Peaceful Uses of Outer Space, which has since been circulated in a 
United Nations document.  ̂ Early this year, we invited all members 
of that Committee to visit our launching site at Cape Canaveral, and 
nearly all of them accepted, which pleased us. Major Titov, on his 
welcome visit to the United States, actually insp^ted Colonel Glenn’s 
space ship. So much for the openness with which my country con
ducts our space programme—open so that, in the words of General 
Assembly resolution 1721 (XVI), the exploration and use of outer 
space shall be “to the benefit of States irrespective of the stage of 
their economic or scientific development”.̂

As for the co-operative aspect, it was at the twelfth session of the 
General Assembly in 1957—the opening year of the space age—̂ that

 ̂See A/AC.105/7, Oct. 30,1962, pp. 68-76.
* Documents on IHsarmament, 1961, p. 738.
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the United States first proposed a United Natipiis role , iiit the co
operative and peaceful development of outer space.̂  Ever since, the 
United States has initiated or supported, within this Assembly and 
other United Nations bodies, all proposals for international co-opera
tion in outer space and for making the United Nations the focal point 
for encouragement of such common endeavour.

• • • • • • •

So, United States policy in outer space is as follows: to be guided 
by the general principles already laid down by the United Nations 
for the establishment of a regime of law in outer space, and to ne
gotiate an extension of those principles by international agreement; 
to conclude a treaty banning immediately the testing of any more 
nuclear weapons in outer space; to preclude the placing in orbit of 
weapons of mass destruction; to take all reasonable and practicable 
steps, including consultation with the world scientific community, 
to avoid space experiments with possibly harmful effects; to conduct 
a programme which is as open as our security needs will permit and 
as co-operative as others are willing to make it; to press forward 
with the establishment of an integrated global satellite communica
tion system for commercial needs and a co-operative weather satellite 
system, both with broad international participation.

In more general terms. United States policy and United States 
programmes for outer space are peaceful in intent, co-operative in 
practice and beneficial in operation. In this hopeful but dangerous 
world we must and we shall continue to look to our own security 
in outer space as elsewhere; but we shall strive earnestly and hope
fully in outer space as elsewhere to lessen the dangers, to achieve 
order under law and to secure the peace and welfare of all mankind. 
Yes, my country will work to make this great age of space—in its 
sixth, its sixteenth or its sixtieth year—the age in which man at last 
escaped from his sectarian earthly quarrels and went forth to create 
his universal destiny: an open and co-operative system of world order.

1945-’1959, vol. II, p. 733.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Moro2ov) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Peaceful 
Uses of Outer Space {Extract}, December 3,1962 ^

• • • • • • •

The colossal task and problems of penetration into outer space ob
viously requires the consolidation and development of international 
co-operation in this field. This was stressed in the messages sent by 
the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the Soviet Union, Mr. 
Nikita S. Khrushchev, to the President of the United States, Mr. 
John F. Kennedy, on 21 February  ̂ and 20 March 1962,̂  and also in 
the reply of President Kennedy of 7 March 1962.̂  The importance 
of i^ternational co-operation in the peaceful uses of outer space is 
now generally r&ognized. I t has also been stressed that this co-opera
tion must be based on international agreements dealing with the main 
problems upon which successful international co-operation in the 
study of peaceful uses of outer space depends.

We should like to recall in this connexion that as long ago as the 
beginning of 1958 the Soviet Government proposed the conclusion of 
a large-scale international agreement to organize co-operation in this 
field, and we took the initiative of seizing the United Nations of tliis 
problem.®

At its session in the spring of 1962, the Committee on the Peaceful 
Uses of Outer Space recognized that international co-operation in this 
field must also be considered as an important contribution to mutual 
understanding and to the strengthening of friendly relations among 
States. I t was with this goal in view that at its spring session the 
Conmiittee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space decided that various 
proposals made and wishes expressed during the discussion concern
ing the legal, scientific and technical aspects of the matter would be 
transmitted to two sub-committees.

Then the Committee decided to come back to the reports of these 
two Sub-Committees. We are now seized with the report of the Com
mittee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space.® This document contains 
brief information on concrete measures taken by the United Nations 
in the year that elapsed since the adoption of resolution 1721 by the 
General Assembly.^

The first thing that comes to mind when perusing this report is the

^A/0.1/PV.1289, pp. 42-61.
® Department of State Bulletin, Mar. 12,1962, p. 411.
® Soviet Embassy press release No. 43, Mar. 21,1962.
 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Apr. 2,1962, pp. 536-538.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 973-977.
^Documents on International Aspects of the Exploration and Use of Outer 

Space, 1954-1962 (S. Doc. 18, 88th Cong., 1st sess.), pp. 336-353.
Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 73&-741.
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fact that the efforts made by the Committee on legal questions were on 
a completely different level from those made in the field of scientific 
and technological problems.

If the reconmiendations of the Committee on scientific and techno
logical problems are a constructive step forward toward the develop
ment of international co-operation, unfortunately one cannot say the 
same concerning the activities of the Committee in the field of inter
national law problems related to the peaceful uses of outer space. We 
shall come back somewhat later to this question of the recommenda
tions of the Committee on scientific and technological problems. At 
present we deem it necessary to draw attention, first of all, to the fact 
that the Committee was not able to submit any recommendations to 
the General Assembly concerning the main principles of activities of 
States on the investigation and use of outer space. We feel that it is 
mandatory to stress the importance of the elaboration of these prin
ciples for the successful carrying out of international co-operation of 
States in the scientific and technical field. I t would be wrong to say 
that one could delay the solution of these problems forever, that one 
can pigeonhole a decision on many fundamental problems relating to 
the elaboration of the main principles of activities of States in the 
peaceful uses of outer space. I  would recall what was stated in the 
message of the Chairman of the Council of Ministers, Mr. Khrushchev, 
of 20 March 1962, addressed to the President of the United States:

The time has also come for our two countries, which have made more prog
ress than other countries in the use of space, to try and find a common ground 
in the solution of important legal problems which life itself poses to States 
of the world in the space age, and I think that it is a positive fact that at the 
sixteenth session of the United Nations General Assembly the Soviet Union 
and the United States were able to agree on the first principles of space law 
which were unanimously adopted by all Member States of the United Nations 
and after that on the application of international law, including the United 
Nations Charter, to outer space and celestial bodies and on the fact that outer 
space and celestial bodies may be studied and used by all States in conformity 
with international law and are not subject to a monopoly. We consider that 
now we should go forward.

I  should like to recall also what was said on this topic by President 
Kennedy on 25 September 1961:

As we extend the rule of law on earth, so must we also extend it to man’s 
new domain: outer space.^

These are the starting points which should guide the United Nations 
Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space in the field of the 
problems of international law. But it is clear that that part of the 
report of the Committee depicts the impasse in which the Committee 
found itself: first, the Sub-Committee which met in Geneva, and then 
the Committee as a whole at its fall session in New York.

p. 470.
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Paragraph 23 of the Report of the Committee states:
(ii) No agreement was reached on any of the proposals submitted to the 

Sub-Committee. Four of these proposals . . . were also presented to the 
Committee, but after an exchange of views no agreement emerged. A fifth 
draft proposal was presented on 14 September by the delegation of the United 
Arab Republic . . . .

This is the sad description of the situation in which the United Na
tions found itself for the time being in the study of these problems of 
international law which are related to the peaceful uses of outer space. 
The question arises as to why all this happened. I suppose it would 
not be too difficult to answer this question if we referred to the records 
of the meetings of the Legal Sub-Committee and the records of the 
Committee as a whole because these documents show that certain dele
gations tried to avoid by all possible means the adoption of any recom
mendation on legal problems and also tried to evade any detailed 
discussion on these matters.

At present we should like, as far as the background of this problem 
is concerned, to limit ourselves to what we have already said. We do 
not wish to look backward but to look forward. We should like to 
avoid any mutual recriminations or accusations, something that is un
avoidable when an attempt is made to explain the reasons why the 
discussion on any matter is in a state of impasse. We think, first of 
all, that our common duty now is to devote our efforts to finding agreed 
solutions at the present session on the questions relating to problems 
of international law and the legal aspects of the peaceful uses of outer 
space, just as it was possible to do so on many questions in the scientific 
and technical field.

We should like to draw the attention of the Committee to the fact 
that we may not continue to tolerate this gap which is unjustified and 
prevents international co-operation on a large scale in the solution of 
urgent international problems and the development of concrete meas
ures in the scientific and technical aspects of international co-operation 
in the same field. I t should be stressed that in all cases that have to 
do with the setting up of international co-operation in any problem, 
it is necessary to regulate the activities of the co-operating parties. 
That is an elementary rule of international activities and international 
co-operation. It is indubitable that it is very important to define, first 
of all, the main principles of this co-operation and then the concrete 
practical measures which would ensure success for such co-operation 
and which would prevent the possibility of a misunderstanding, of 
frictions and of actions that would be prejudicial to the legal rights of 
any party. That is why the Soviet delegation deems that it is impor-
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tant to adopt a declaration on the main principles of activities  ̂of 
States in the study and use of outer space.

The adoption of this draft declaration, and this is our deep convic
tion, would be an important step towards the creation of a legal basis 
for the activities of States in space. I t would create a propitious con
dition for further development and consolidation of international co
operation in this field. I t would also be important to conclude, as of 
now, an international agreement concerning rescue of cosmonauts and 
space ships that have to make forced landings. There is a proposal of 
the Soviet Union in the third section of the report of the United Na
tions Conmiittee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space that I would 
like to recall in part.^ The main goal of the Soviet Union, which we 
insist on, is the adoption of these principles: that all Member States 
of the United Nations, including the Soviet Union and the United 
States, should, as far as international co-operation in space is con
cerned, subscribe to some legal undertakings. These legal undertak
ings and obligations must be based on the United Nations Charter, 
on the provisions of the unanimously adopted resolution of the General 
Assembly, resolution 1721 (XVI), and other generally recognized 
principles of international law. We might be told, and we have been 
told, that in the resolutions of the General Assembly there are already 
some principles concerning the activity of States in the study of the 
uses of outer space but this argument, which is presented by those who 
oppose the adoption of such a draft declaration is in fact an argument 
in favour of the adoption of the principles. There is no need to prove 
in detail that the draft declaration we now propose to the General 
Assembly would be a document obliging States to adhere strictly to 
its provisions. There is no need to prove that the resolution of the 
General Assembly—any resolution of the General Assembly according 
to the Charter—is only a recommendation which has no legally com
pulsive character. One should add that the very scope of the question 
provided for and mentioned in the draft declaration proposed by the 
Soviet Union is much wider and more detailed than resolution 1721. 
The draft declaration proposed by us is based on the fact that study 
and uses of outer space must be for the benefit of, and in the interest 
of, all mankind. Wlio could object to having this key provision, which 
defines the perspectives of international co-operation in the field of 
the peaceful uses of outer space, become a legal obligation for Member 
States of the United Nations?

On the basis of this key provision we propose that it be solemnly 
declared that outer space and celestial bodies, as we said in the reso
lution of last year, must be free for exploration and use by all States

The Soviet proposal is printed ante  ̂pp. 871-872.
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and that no State may claim sovereignty over outer space and celestial 
bodies.

We further propose that it be recognized that the activities of States 
pertaining to the conquests of outer space should be carried out in ac
cordance with the principles of the United Nations Charter and with 
other generally recognized principles of international law in the in
terests of developing friendly relations among nations and of main
taining international peace and security.

In full conformity with these principles we propose the adoption of 
a provision or provisions which would result in the cessation of any
thing that would make the exploration or use of outer space for peace
ful uses more difficult.

We propose, in several of the provisions of this draft declaration, to 
prohibit any activities in outer space which would be incompatible 
with the noble goals of mankind in the peaceful uses of outer space. 
We consider that it is intolerable to use scientific and technological 
advances and the brilliant conquests made by the genius of mankind 
in a manner hostile to mankind. The mind of man has given birth 
to tremendous scientific and technological processes which are the 
pride of our time.

We also propose that co-operation and mutual assistance in the con
quest of outer space should be a duty incumbent upon all States and 
that the implementation of any measures that might in any way hinder 
the exploration or use of outer space for peaceful purposes by other 
countries should be permitted only after prior discussion'of, and 
agreement upon, such measures between the countries concerned.

At the autumn session of the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of 
Outer Space we discussed in detail, with the delegation of the United 
States, the clear harmfulness of high altitude atomic explosions to 
exploration of outer space. We stress again that all operations of that 
kind which could hinder the peaceful uses of outer space should not 
occur. In order to ensure the true responsibility of States for the 
results of their activities in outer space, in order to prevent the possi
bility of harm being caused to mankind as a result of activities in 
space, we propose that all activities pertaining to the exploration and 
use of outer space should be carried out solely and exclusively by 
States, and it goes without saying that the sovereign rights of States 
to the objects they launch into outer space should be retained by them.

An important provision of our draft declaration is that it should be 
recognized that States shall regard all astronauts as envoys of man
kind in outer space and shall render all possible assistance to space 
ships and their crews which may make emergency landings on the ter
ritory of a foreign State or on the high seas. I t is proposed to estab-
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lish that any space ships, satellites and capsules found beyond the 
limits of the launching State shall be returned to that State.

These are the main provisions of the draft declaration proposed by 
the Soviet Union to this Committee. We are, of course, prepared to 
examine, together with any other delegations, any remarks, amend
ments or proposals that may be made to the draft of our declaration. 
We would like to draw attention to the fact that it is also necessary 
to elaborate and conclude as soon as possible a special international 
agreement on the rescue of astronauts and space ships making emer
gency landings and we do so because States must be willing to do all 
that it is incumbent upon them to do to assist space ships that are 
forced to make emergency landings.

I t is well known that there are many multilateral and bilateral 
international agreements concerning rescue on the seas and in the air, 
and it is difficult to understand the arguments of those who oppose the 
elaboration of such a draft international agreement with the argu
ment that there are already in existence certain principles of inter
national law applying to rescue on the seas and in the air. This argu
ment is, on the contrary, an argument in favour of the drawing-up of 
the agreement we propose, not against it. Since such agreements exist 
for the seas and for the air, they should, of course, also be worked out 
for the rescue of astronauts engaged in carrying out the wildest dreams 
of mankind and conquering space for the benefit of all humanity.

In this draft agreement which we have submitted we propose many 
provisions which would require the contracting States to render as
sistance to the crews of space ships that have met with an accident, 
and to proceed to the rescue of astronauts making emergency landings. 
To this end every means must be employed by the States, and these 
States must treat astronauts making emergency landings in the same 
manner as they would treat their own astronauts in the same situation. 
Such astronauts of the contracting States must be returned to their 
homelands as soon as possible.

According to our proposals, foreign space ships, satellites and cap
sules found by contracting States on their territories or salvaged on 
the high seas, would be returned without delay to the launching States 
if they bear markings indicating their national origin and if the 
launching States have officially announced the launching of the de
vices involved. The only exception would be made in the case of a 
vehicle aboard which devices have been found for the collection of 
intelligence data from the territory of another State. This excep
tion we believe is fully consonant with the general policy that should 
be followed in opposing the use of outer space for objectives that are 
incompatible with the United Nations Charter, especially those in
volving the violation of the sovereignty of another State. I t is in
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dubitable that espionage is such a violation, even if it is effected from 
space.

We would be prepared to limit ourselves to this, but the statement 
of the representative of the United States in which he attempted to 
justify theoretically such illegal activities compels us to say a few 
more words on this subj ect.

We cannot agree with the claim that all observation from space, 
including observation for the purpose of collecting intelligence data, 
is in conformity with international law—a conclusion which could 
be drawn from the statement made this morning by the representative 
of the United States. Such observation is just as wrong as when 
intelligence data are obtained by other means, such as by photographs 
made from the air. The object to which such illegal surveillance 
is directed constitutes a secret guarded by a sovereign State, and 
regardless of the means by which such an operation is carried out, 
it is in all cases an intrusion into something guarded by a sovereign 
State in conformity with its sovereign prerogative. Thus such ob
servations are in violation of the sovereignty of States, and no analogy 
exists here with principles applying to the open seas. If it were 
merely a case of observing what happens on the high seas, one could 
of course accept this analogy; but when it is a case of observation on 
the high seas for purposes of collecting intelligence information, then 
we are dealing with an intrusion into the sovereign rights of States, 
an attempt to penetrate into that which a State tries to protect on 
its territory. And I  should add to this the further fact that, for 
technical reasons, one cannot Gnd out by observation on the high seas 
what one can find out from outer space.

Thus this analogy used by the representative of the United States 
can be considered neither from the factual nor from the legal angle 
as valid and applying to the situation we are at present discussing. 
For these reasons we consider that the activities involved are incom
patible with the provisions of the United Nations Charter. Such 
gathering of intelligence data through the use of space vehicles is 
in violation of the sovereign rights of States, and if outer space is to 
be used in peaceful co-operation, such operations cannot be regarded 
as legal or in conformity with international law, and hence there 
could be no question of the possibility of defending such a position 
on the basis of international law and generally recognized principles.

I  regret that I  have been compelled to make this statement, which 
was not originally in my plans, but I  should not want my silence to 
be misinterpreted, and had therefore to reply to the statement of the 
representative of the United States.  ̂ I  now return to the documents
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presented to the Committee in the part concerning problems of in
ternational law and the regulation of the peaceful uses of outer space.

The delegation of the Soviet Union is prepared to examine also the 
proposal made by the United States concerning the draft resolution 
on assistance to space vehicles and their crews.  ̂ We are also prepared 
to examine the draft proposal on liability for space-vehicle accidents  ̂
proposed by the delegation of the United States.^ My delegation i& 
likewise prepared to examine the draft code for international co
operation in the peaceful uses of outer space, presented by the United 
Arab Republic.® We consider that any proposals concerning the 
principles of the activities of States in the exploration and use of 
outer space should be worked out as documents of a mandatory char
acter, so far as the contracting States are concerned, from the legal; 
point of view. We should also like to point out that certain provi
sions contained in the documents presented by the United Arab Re
public and the United States could make useful additions to the 
declaration submitted by the Soviet Union on the main principles* 
to be followed by States in the exploration and use of outer space,̂  
and also the draft international agreement on the rescue of astronauts 
and space ships making emergency landings.

The Soviet delegation would like to express the hope that the 
representatives of Member States of the United Nations will support 
the idea of the working-out of a declaration on the main principles 
governing the activities of States in the exploration and use of outer 
space, and also the idea of the conclusion of an international agree
ment on the rescue of astronauts and space ships making emergency 
landings. A decision to support these would eliminate difficulties at 
present existing in the elaboration of proposals on problems of in
ternational law as relating to the peaceful uses of outer space. Thus 
a great and important contribution would be made to the further 
development of international co-operation in this field. This can be 
seen from the report of the Conmiittee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer 
Space. That Committee made new and constructive contributions 
to international co-operation in scientific and technical problems.

One should not close one’s eyes to the fact that such co-operation 
will develop fully only in a disarmed world. And in this connexion 
I  should like to recall something that is well known to the members 
of this Committee from discussions on general and complete 
disarmament.

* A/5181, annex III, pp. 4-5.
pp. 5-6.

• Ante, pp. 873-874.
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The position of the Soviet Union in this field is that in the first 
stage of general and complete disarmament, all means of delivery 
of atomic and hydrogen weapons must be prohibited.

Of course, when these cardinal questions have been solved—and 
we hope that such a solution will be foimd in the interests of all 
mankind—it will be easier to co-operate in the field of the peaceful 
uses of outer space. The United Nations Committee on Outer Space 
bases itself on the exchange of messages between the heads of the 
Governments of the USSR and the United States, and has analysed 
many important problems and pointed to the ways of international 
co-operation in the exploration of outer space for peaceful uses, and 
it should be noted that the Committee on Outer Space started from 
the premise that the main goal of true science is to serve the interests 
of all mankind.

Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) to 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Conmiittee: Cessa
tion of Nuclear Tests, December 3, 1962 ^

In my capacity as the representative of the United States I  should 
now like to make a statement on the discontinuance of nuclear weapon 
tests.

At our meeting on 28 November the representative of the United 
Arab Republic, in his capacity as Chairman of that meeting, sug
gested that it might be profitable if the members of the nuclear test 
ban Sub-Committee could provide the plenary Committee with a re
port on the meetings held by the Sub-Committee during our recess.̂  
Again, at our meeting on 30 November, Mr. El-Zayyat of the United 
Arab Republic asked if it would be possible to have a short report on 
the meetings of the nuclear Sub-Committee.^

My delegation was an active participant in those meetings, and in 
an attempt, in part, to meet the request of the Chairman of the eighty- 
fourth plenary meeting, and also to bring members of the Conference 
up to date on the recess proceedings of the Sub-Committee as we see 
them, my delegation would like to devote part of its statement today 
to a report of the Sub-Committee’s activities.

"ENDC/PV.86, pp. 15-25.
" ENDC/PV.84, p. 5.
® ENDC/PV.85, p. 45.



1134 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1962

It might be useful, to begin with, to recall for a moment the situation 
of the Conference with regard to the nuclear test ban question at the 
beginning of the recess.

The United States and the United Kingdom at that point had just 
completed tabling their two treaties of 27 August last—document 
ENDC/58, a draft comprehensive test ban treaty,^ and document 
ENDC/59, a draft partial test ban t r e a t y T h e  comprehensive draft 
treaty would end all nuclear tests in all environments for ever. The 
partial treaty would end tests immediately in the atmosphere, in outer 
space and under water without the need for additional controls.

These two documents were tabled as a result of careful study and 
review of our two Governments and as a result of an evaluation of 
the findings of Project Vela, on which my Government has spent up
wards of $100 million in an effort to improve the ability to detect, to 
locate and to identify nuclear events. The results of Project Vela were 
first published by the United States Department of Defense on 7 July 
1962, and they are before the Conference as document ENDC/45.^ 
The comprehensive draft treaty also included many of the suggestions 
made by the eight members of the Committee in their joint memo
randum of 16 April 1962.̂  All phases of the United States-UniteH 
Kingdom compreihensive treaty draft were drawn up with the sugges
tions of the eight nations in mind. The treaty itself, as will be ob
served from study of it, reflects the primacy of the three important 
elements of the eight-nation memorandum—an international scientific 
commission, a detection system of observation posts throughout the 
world, and a number of necessary obligatory on-site inspections by the 
Commission of otherwise unidentified events. Our two Governments 
still favour the comprehensive test ban treaty; that is the treaty we 
would prefer to work out and to sign.

The partial test ban treaty was evolved by our two Governments as 
a result of statements made in this Committee by a number of dele
gations, including those of the eight nations, asking for a partial ban. 
This partial draft treaty provides for the cessation of all tests in the 
atmosphere, in outer space and under the oceans without the need for 
additional controls. The United States and the United Kingdom were 
ready on 27 August—as indeed we were when we submitted our earlier 
treaty in April 1961,® and as we are ready now—to cease all tests in 
these three environments for ever. Admittedly, this partial treaty is 
not a complete solution of the problem of ending all nuclear tests, but

^Ante, pp. 792-804.
 ̂Ante, pp. 804-807.
 ̂Antej pp. 63S-635.

* Ante, pp. 334-336.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 82-126.
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at the same time it would secure the end of all tests which cause radio
active fallout, and would go far towards halting the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons to States which have not developed them so far. In
deed, it would be a good beginning toward a cessation of all tests.

The principal features of the three proposals made by my Govern
ment on 14 August 1962  ̂ were incorporated in the comprehensive 
draft treaty. These proposals were:

1. A willingness on the part of our two Governments to consider a 
reduction in the number of on-site inspections by the commission from 
the previous yearly quota of twelve to twenty such inspections pro
posed by the United States and the United Kingdom;

2. A willingness to consider a network of manned detection stations 
equipped with various types of modern instrumentation which:

(a) would involve a number of stations world-wide substantially 
smaller than the number previously proposed, including a smaller 
number on the territory of the Soviet Union, and

(b) would involve nationally-manned tod operated, interna
tionally co-ordinated and supervised observation posts instead of a 
network of internationally-manned and operated stations ;

3. Acceptance of the obligatory nature of on-site inspections of 
otherwise unidentified events by the commission.

These basic proposals were incorporated into a draft treaty whose 
salient characteristic was an overall simplification of previous United 
States and United Kingdom draft treaties, including the draft treaty 
of 18 April 1961. Under the new comprehensive draft treaty proposal, 
parties would undertake two primary obligations. First, they would 
agree to prohibit and prevent the carrying out of nuclear tests at any 
place under their jurisdiction or control. Secondly, they would agree 
to refrain from causing, encouraging, or in any way participating in 
the carrying out of such tests anywhere at any time. Parties would 
also undertake to co-operate with a commission in the carrying out of 
all measures of control and in establishing elements of the system. 
These ofbligations are made clear in articles I and II  of document 
ENDC/58.2

An international scientific commission, whose members, however, 
would not necessarily have to be scientists and whose functions are 
set forth in article I II  of document ENDC/58,^ would have general 
responsibility for the collection of data and for the reporting of îll 
ov̂ ents which could be suspected of being riuclear weapon tests explo«

 ̂ENDO/PV.69, pp. 9 ff. Of. U.S. note of Aug. 6 {ante, pp. 714-717).
* Ante, pp. 792-793.
• Ante, pp. 793-794.
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sions. In addition, it would be responsible for making positive identi
fication of the nature of the origin of unidentified seismic events as 
necessary.

Under article IV of the treaty the international scientific commis
sion would consist of fifteen members—four from the Soviet bloc, four 
from the West, and seven from among parties nominated jointly by 
the United Kingdom, the United States and the Soviet Union. These 
last three States would be permanent members of the commission. 
All States serving on the commission would be free to appoint their 
own representatives to the Commission who, in keeping with its scien
tific character, could of course be highly qualified scientific experts. 

"The commission itself would be assisted by a small, highly qualified 
scientific staff.

The second element of control—the system of observation posts or 
detection stations—is set forth in article VII of document ENDC/58  ̂
and would be based upon existing national stations together with the 
addition of a number of high quality, newly constructed national 
stations. The quality of the instrumentation of these stations and 
their location are necessarily related to their number. They would 
be operated, as desired by the host government, by local nationals 
under international supervision. Internationally-manned and op
erated stations might be set up, if the commission deemed such sta
tions desirable in agreement with the individual government con
cerned. Such stations might be useful if a particular State felt its 
own personnel to be inadequate to handle the scientific problems in
volved or if for any other reason the particular State desired inter
national support for the stations on its territory. The new national 
stations would be established at sites agreed upon by the parties to 
the treaty and the commission. The commission itself would estab
lish the specifications for and would pay for mamtaining, building, 
equipping and training personnel for these new nationally-manned 
stations. In addition, use would be made, as necessary, of national 
stations already in existence. During the earliest period in the life of 
the treaty control system, but for a very brief and limited time only, 
complete reliance would be placed on existing systems until the neces
sary new stations were built. I t is emphasized that this period would 
be short.

Obligatory on-site inspections by the commission—the third basic 
element of the control system—would be as provided for in article 
T i l l  of document ENDC/58.^ Inspections by the commission would 
1>e carried out on the basis of carefully laid down procedures as set 
forth in the treaty. Events which had been located geographically

 ̂Ante, pp. 797-798.
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and which remained unidentified in accordance with the scientific 
criteria written into the treaty would be eligible for inspection by 
the commission.

From a purely scientific standpoint, there should be no limitation 
on the number of inspections. However, in order to reach agreement 
it is suggested that there should be a quota. Therefore, inspection 
would take place under a quota arrangement which would permit an 
agreed maximum number of such inspections each year. Of course, 
there might well be fewer unidentified events inspected than provided 
for under the quota, since the quota would represent only a maximum 
limit on the number of inspections. The area which could be inspected 
around the epicentre of the seismic event would also be limited, in 
accordance with the provisions of the treaty, to a few hundred square 
kilometres.

The staffing of the on-site inspection teams of the commission in an 
objective, impartial and scientific manner is also set forth in great 
detail in the draft treaty. Together with other provisions of the 
treaty, the staffing provisions would constitute a real safeguard against 
any possible charges of espionage and, as we have said many times, we 
are open-minded about these staffing provisions in so far as they would 
not interfere with the true scientific character of the commission and 
its on-site operations.

For maximum deterrence in advance to any State which might be 
led to violate the treaty, events to be inspected within the quota in the 
United States and the United Kingdom would be selected by the Soviet 
Union, while for events in the Soviet Union the opposite would be 
true. Although this means that not every unidentified event would be 
inspected by the commission, it is correct that any unidentified event 
would be eligible for inspection. Putting the choice of events to be 
inspected in the hands of the other side ensures that the party most 
hurt by violations, and therefore most interested in deterring viola
tions of the treaty, has the opportunity to exercise its judgement in the 
case. If it were to be done on a truly scientific basis there ought to be 
no quota. These features of our system, we believe, ensure that there 
would be maximum deterrence in advance to violations.

The treaty also contains provisions—in Article X III of ENDC/ 
58^—for withdrawal from the treaty, in specific circumstances, if 
treaty obligations are not being fulfilled.

The United Kingdom and the United States have tried to draft this 
treaty as fairly, objectively and scientifically as possible. Subsequent 
to the presentation of the comprehensive draft treaty the Soviet Union 
accepted, apparently, a Mexican suggestion that there should be a cut-

 ̂Ante, p. 802.
688-714— 6̂3— vol. II------ 34
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off date for nuclear testing: 1 January 1963.̂  The United States pro
vided arrangements for the inclusion of such a cut-off date in both of 
its draft treaties and President Kennedy indicated that the United 
States would be prepared to cease testing, under effective treaty con
trols, on 1 January 1963.̂  In these circumstances it was proposed by 
the two Western delegations that meetings of the test ban Sub-Com- 
mittee should be continued during the last recess of the Conference 
and while the subjects of nuclear testing and disarmament were being 
discussed at the United Nations General Assembly in New York. The 
Soviet Union agreed.

During the recess there were nineteen meetings of the test ban Sub* 
Committee in all. The United States and the United Kangdom hoped 
to receive constructive comments from the Soviet Union on the draft 
proposals for a treaty which they had submitted. Our two delega
tions hoped to enter into fruitful and constructive negotiations with 
the Soviet Union on many of the various aspects of the new treaty 
drafts. There were many areas where the two sides appeared to be 
close together,, and it was those areas which the United States and 
the United Kingdom hoped would be broadened by the recess negotia
tions of the test ban Sub-Committee.

During the recess the United States and the United Kingdom at
tempted to work out with the Soviet Union arrangements concerning" 
the operation and composition of the international commission, but 
were told by the Soviet Union that such detailed negotiations about 
the commission would have to wait until all outstanding issues had 
first been agreed upon in principle. When it was proposed to the 
Soviet Union by the Western delegations to work out questions related 
to the world-wide control post system the Soviet Union insisted that 
that would not be necessary, since all the control posts which would 
be required already existed and there would be no need for co-ordina
tion and co-operation among the existing stations. However, the 
Soviet Union did not adduce any scientific information or any scien
tific data to support its statements in this regard. I think we all Imow 
that the basic control system for any effective treaty must have a co
ordinated network of posts, with up-to-date instrumentation and with 
the means for the rapid communication of data as received from that 
co-ordinated network of posts. Without that the treaty simply would 
not work.

On the question of on-site inspection the United States attempted 
to find out from the Soviet delegation on what scientific bases tlie 
Soviet Union believed that existing systems of detection stations were

 ̂For the Mexican proposal, see ante, pp. 482-483. Ŝ oviet comments may be- 
found in ENDC/SC.l/PV.24, pp. 24-25, and ante, p. 788.

 ̂Ante, p. 829.
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adequate to detect and identify all seismic events. However, the Soviet 
Union refused to provide that information—and still does refuse. 
Instead it has insisted on quoting extensively from Western newspaper 
clippings, proffering those quotations as the scientific proof of the 
correctness of its position. For example, it offered newspaper clip
pings with respect to a new digital seismometer which had been dê  
veloped at the California Institute of Teclmology, which while a use-r 
ful tool does not permit the identification of nuclear events by distant 
instrumentation. In addition^ when the Soviet Union was asked how 
it believed on-site inspection would affect the national security interest^ 
of the Soviet Union its delegation consistently failed to respond.

For its part, the Soviet delegation proposed to the West that agree
ment could be reached on three so-called bases. First, it said that the 
Western delegations could accept the Soviet position of 28 Novem- 
'ber 1961.̂  Secondly, it said that the United States and the United 
Kingdom could reach agreement with the Soviet Union on the basisi 
of the Soviet Union’s unilateral interpretation of the eight-nation 
memorandum. In this connexion, at the meeting of the Sub-Commit
tee on 14 September, Mr. Tsarapkin said, in effect, that the eight- 
nation memorandum was merely a further embodiment of the 
principles incorporated by the Soviet Union in its proposal of 28 No
vember 1961.̂  Under Mr. Tsarapkin’s own interpretation there was. 
no major substantive difference between the eight-nation memorandum 
and the position of the Soviet Union of 28 November. Finally, the 
West was given the choice of agreeing to its own partial test ban 
treaty provided it was accompanied by an uninspected, uncontrolled 
moratorium on underground tests to last for an unspecified period of 
time. That final offer was, of course, the scientifically unsupported 
Soviet position of 28 November 1961 in its third and final guise. At 
the same time the United States and the United Kingdom offered,̂  
time and time again, to negotiate on the terms of their carefully 
thought out and scientifically supported detailed treaties, and made it 
clear that they wished to discuss any of the basic difficulties and were 
prepared to bring their scientists to Geneva for the purpose. The 
Soviet Union declined to bring its scientists to Geneva and declined to 
discuss any of the detailed scientific questions.

I t is clear to all why the Sub-<Committee cannot report greater 
progress towards a test ban treaty. The great and basic differences, 
between the two sides which stand in the way of stopping all tests are 
concerned with the problem of control over underground tests. On 
that question the United States and the United Kingdom have made it'

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 664.
® For Ambassador Tsarapkin’s statement, see END0/SC.1/PV.26, p. 21.
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abundantly clear that they are willing immediately to set aside the 
most troublesome issues for later settlement and to record and imple
ment agreement now on the banning of those tests the control over 
which is not a matter of dispute between the two sides. In addition 
the two Governments have made it clear that they are willing to settle 
the question of underground tests on the basis of truly objective 
scientific evidence. They still take that position. They have advanced 
their scientific evidence, but the Soviet Union has not advanced, and 
refuses to advance, any scientific evidence on this point; and it has 
refused, and continued to refuse, to produce scientists to discuss this 
question.

The United Kingdom and the United States have always taken the 
position, and still do, that if it can be shown by objective scientific 
evidence that the scientists from their two countries are operating on 
incomplete or incorrect data they are more than willing to listen. The 
Soviet Union has continued to insist on a scientific position with 
regard to the identification of seismic events which is unsupported by 
the scientific evidence at hand and, at the same time, has refused to 
present any scientific evidence on its own side of the case.

The United States has appropriated and is continuing to appro
priate money in order to increase the ability to detect seismic events 
and to make available results of this scientific research for the benefit 
of the entire world.

In spite of the less than auspicious note which the recess negotiations 
bring to our resumed negotiations, I  can assure members that the 
delegation of the United States will do all it possibly can to find a 
workable and effective solution to this question.

Before closing, I  should like to turn to another facet of our dis
cussion of a test ban. In our recent plenary meetings a number of 
useful statements, suggestions, proposals and observations have been 
made by various delegations. Our position with respect of these pro
posals should be clear to all. First and foremost let me say that 
my Government distinctly welcomes those proposals urging an 
immediate signature of a partial test ban treaty in the atmosphere, 
under water and in outer space.

Second, I  repeat what I  said in my intervention on 28 November 
namely, that we will give all of those proposals, including the Swedish 
proposals, the most careful consideration.^ My Government is now 
engaged in studying them. We will, of course, pay careful attention 
to the provisions with respect to the necessary safeguards on under
ground tests, including obligatory on-site inspection. We believe

’ The Swedish proposals are printed ante, pp. 110^1115. For Ambassador 
Dean’s statement of Nov. 28, see ENDO/PV.84, p. 32.
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that any agreement must contain measures for detection and inspection 
concomitant with the obligation to cease testing. An interim agree
ment in this respect should, to characterize General Assembly Resolu
tion 1762A (XVII), be no less effective than a permanent ban.  ̂ My 
Government will be prepared at a future time to indicate the results 
of its study of these proposals.

Third, our position on an uncontrolled, uninspected moratorium is 
crystal clear. We oppose such an arrangement and we will not enter 
into such an uncontrolled, uninspected moratorium arrangement 
again. We have had a sad and a bitter experience with an uninspected 
obligation or pledge to cease tests. Now, quite frankly, the shoe is 
on the other foot. Now is the time for the other side to come forward 
and to try an adequate and effectively controlled agreement banning 
all tests, just as we tried the iminspected, uncontrolled arrangement. I  
can assure my Soviet colleagues, it will be a much more pleasant 
experience than that to which the Soviet Government subjected my 
Government in September, 1961.

Fourth, we believe the Swedish suggestion offers some interesting 
comments with respect to an international commission.

There is, indeed, as the Swedish representative pointed out, a large 
measure of agreement on an international commission. I  refer mem
bers of delegations to the details on an international commission as 
set forth in our comprehensive draft treaty.

A careful look at the United States-United Kingdom draft treaty 
will show that certain detailed proposals in this respect have been 
made. If members will look at article IV of document ENDC/58,^ 
they will see that considerable detail has been included concerning 
the membership of an international commission, the means of appoint
ment of its members and its mode of operation.

For example, the suggestion of the eight-nation Memorandum for 
the inclusion of a large number of representatives from the States not 
committed to either side has been incorporated in this draft treaty. 
Both sides have also indicated that they accept the suggestions of the 
eight nations, and on this particular suggestion there has been little 
or no indication of divergency in the interpretation of the 
memorandum.

As will be noted, article IV of document ENDC/58 also calls for a 
commission divided along lines which reflect specific Soviet sugges
tions about the organization of a nuclear test ban commission. In 
particular, both the United States and the United Kingdom and their 
allies are to be represented in equal numbers with the Soviet bloc.

 ̂The General Assembly resolution is printed ante, pp. 102^1032. 
 ̂Ante, pp. 794-795.
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As I noted earlier, each of the sides is to have four member countries 
on the commission.

In addition, there will be seven members chosen from among the 
States jointly nominated by the United States, the United Kingdom 
and the Soviet Union. This means of nomination will, of course, 
ensure that States not aligned with either NATO or the Warsaw 
Pact will fill these places. This will ensure that degree of impartiality 
which we all believe, I  hope, ought to be characteristic of a commis
sion. The commission we have proposed in article IV of document 
ENDC/58 would ensure as well the parity with the West which the 
Soviet Union has always maintained would be necessary if the make
up of such a commission was to be acceptable to the Soviet Union.

It is important to remember that a commission administering a 
nuclear test ban treaty will have to deal with extensive administrative 
and financial problems. Indeed, any operating system will require 
expenditures which can probably only be met by Government con
tributions. We shall need to ensure, for this reason alone, that gov
ernments therefore have the primary role in the operation of the 
commission. I  believe this is the only way that such a nuclear test 
ban commission can be made to operate effectively. This also rep
resents a significant area of East-West agreement on this question.

There should be no question, then, that the major problems of the 
formation of the conmiission are apparently part of the wide area 
of agreement which now exists.

In addition to the question of the international commission, many 
delegations have touched on the problem of on-site inspections. I  
noted many statements at the eighty-fifth plenary meeting were de
voted to this most difficult question.

I also detected, in my review of the verbatim records, a single thread 
running through all of those statements which appears to be ex
tremely significant, particularly in view of the fact that many of the 
delegations which made the statements were among the sponsors of 
the eight-nation memorandum.

For example, the representative of Sweden took the trouble to quote 
from the speech of his Foreign Minister in the First Committee of the 
General Assembly of the United Nations. With his permission I 
should like to repeat in particular the portion of Mr. Torsten Nilsson’s 
statement which reads as follows:

“It would als<5 be possible to provide guarantees against the misuse of 
the obligation”—I repeat obligation—“to subject oneself to a certain degree 
of inspection . . ‘

 ̂See ante  ̂p. 1113.
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Further, in speaking of this subje<5t, the representative of India had 
u number of interesting things to say. This one quotation, however, 
appears to me to make an important point:

“We have been thinking over the various approaches made by different dele
gations to this issue”—the issue of on-site inspection—“and we wonder 
whether it might not actually be found that there is a meeting point in these 
various approaches: assuming, of course, that all the positions stated are 
directed to the same purpose,, namely, to securing adequate assurance for 
hoth the detection and identification of events by the International commis- 
iSion which has been agreed upon. I believe that, again, is common ground— 
that there should be processes by which such identification could he made. 
In any case I should like to point out that this is an essential hasis which has 
ibeen stated in paragraph 6 of the first part of resolution 1762 (XVII) of the 
General Assembly”.̂

The paragraph in resolution 1762A(XVII) recommends that an 
interim agreement should include “adequate assurances for effective 
detection and identification of seismic events.”

Another interesting and significant statement was made on 30 No
vember which also touched on this question of inspection. The rep
resentative of Mexico said a number of very important things at that 
meeting, but I should like particularly to quote the following:

On-site inspection is not an end in itself but a means of dispelling doubts 
and suspicions whenever a seismic event is recorded which cannot be identified 
at a distance . . .  It can, however, dispel any suspicion that an unidentified 
seismic event may be the result of a secret underground explosion, a breach 
of undertakings committed behind the back of one of the parties. Compulsory 
inspection operates as a radar device, and at the same time constitutes a deter
rent against possible fraudulent violations.^

It seems to me that the common thread which runs through those 
statements, and which was also prevalent in the statements of other 
delegations in the most recent meetings of our Conference, is the fact 
that a certain number of on-site inspections is indeed necessary to as
sure identification and to deter clandestine treaty violations. If  this 
position were to be accepted by all of the parties to our negotiations, it 
seems to me we could quickly reach a solution to this problem and 
record agreement on what would be a momentous first step in our quest 
for general and complete disarmament.

" BNDC/PV.85, pp. 23-24. 
 ̂lUd., p. 35.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Cessation 
of Nuclear Tests, December 3, 1962 ^

Mr. Chairman, speaking today as the representative of the United 
States, you expounded before the Committee your own version of the 
course of the negotiations in the three-Power Sub-Committee and 
stated your own assessment of the positions of the two sides.  ̂ As 
in your earlier statements, the account given by you today is full of 
inaccuracies and, I  would even say, distortions of the real situation. 
Certainly, we shall study the statement you have made today and we 
shall give our reply later. Today I  should like to dwell not on the old 
positions of the sides but on the new factors which have emerged at 
this stage of the negotiations on the question of the cessation of nu- 
clear tests and I  should like to put forward some considerations with a 
view to moving our negotiations forward.

Today, after our recess, the Committee is taking up the question 
of the cessation of nuclear weapon tests. The Committee is faced 
with the task of achieving a solution of this problem as required by 
the interests of the maintenance of peace and by the will of the peoples 
which was given expression in the debate at the seventeenth session 
of the United Nations General Assembly.

We fully share the opinion of those members of the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee who, in the course of the general debate, pointed out the 
urgent need to solve the question of prohibiting nuclear weapon tests. 
The cessation of nuclear tests is hnportant not only in itself as a step 
towards slackening the nuclear arms race and as a measure which 
would, to some extent, slow down the further development of weapons 
of mass destruction. The importance of an agi’eement on the pro
hibition of all nuclear weapon tests lies also in the fact that such an 
agreement would facilitate the solution of our main problem—general 
and complete disarmament. The achievement of an agreement on the 
cessation of nuclear weapon tests would be an excellent preparatory 
step towards the implementation of the most important measures for 
the proliibition and elimination of atomic weapons in the course of 
general and complete disarmament. The realization that this is so 
should be a stimulus to the members of the Committee to redouble their 
efforts in order to remove the difficulties standing in the way of an 
agreement.

One cannot but agree with the remarks made by many members of

' ENDC/PV. 86, pp. 25-35.
* Supra,
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Committee who have already spoken in the discussions to the effect 
that at the present time we have more favourable conditions for reach
ing an agreement on the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests. The 
negotiations which took place earlier in the Eighteen-Nation Conmiit- 

V tee were not fruitless. Today, as everyone can see, the difference be
tween the positions of the main parties concerned have been narrowed 
• down considerably, and it was precisely on the basis of this fact that 
the President of the Council of Ministers of the USSE, Mr. Khru
shchev, pointed out in his message to President Kennedy of 27 October 
that the positions of the sides on the question of the cessation of nuclear 
weapon tests were not so far apart.^ Consequently, no great efforts 

-are needed in order to overcome the comparatively small distance 
separating the positions of the nuclear Powers and to arrive at a 
mutually acceptable agreement. We are convinced that such an agree
ment is within our reach, provided that all the parties show good will.

There are a number of positive factors which may contribute to 
the success of the work of the Eighteen-Nation Committee in solving 
the question of the cessation of nuclear weapon tests. The period 
of the recess was not altogether wasted. The extensive debate which 
took place in the General Assembly on the suspension of nuclear test‘d 
was very useful. I t is not only we who think so but all the members 
of the United Nations, all those who took part in the debate. As a 
result of the discussions at the seventeenth session of the General 
Assembly on the problem of the suspension of nuclear tests, it became 
clear along what lines a solution to the problem of the prohibition of 
nuclear tests should be sought.

In the first place, the discussions in the General Assembly showed 
convincingly that all nuclear weapon tests must be prohibited without 
-exception. There must be no exemptions. A so-called partial agree
ment—that is, an agreement which would in fact legalize the continua
tion of nuclear weapon tests underground—would be no solution and 
would merely create dangerous illusions. In their statements in the 
First Committee of the General Assembly many representatives en
tered into a thorough analysis which showed clearly that a so-called 
partial agreement, far from being useful, could, on the contrary, have 
harmful consequences. This was pointed out in particular by mem- 
T̂ ers of our Committee—the representatives of Burma, Ethiopia, and 
others. I t is appropriate to remind the members of the Committee 
of the arguments and considerations which show the complete un
soundness of a partial agreement.

To leave States free to carry out nuclear weapon tests under
ground—and this would be precisely the consequence of a partial 
agreement—would have the result that the nuclear armaments race

 ̂Ante  ̂ p. 994.
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would continue as before and the improvement and testing of nuclear 
weapons would go on in the same way as before the conclusion of an 
agreement. By means of experimental explosions in shafts and tun
nels, existing types of nuclear weapons would be improved and new, 
even more terrible, types of such weapons would be developed. In 
the course of the discussions in the General Assembly, many repre
sentatives quoted a statement made by the representative of the 
United States, Mr. Dean, in the Eighteen-Nation Committee in which 
he showed very clearly and eloquently what extensive possibilities for 
creating new types of nuclear weapons were offered by underground 
nuclear tests.  ̂ One of the main aims, and I should say the decisive 
aim, which we set before us in striving for an agreement on the ces
sation of nuclear tests is to erect a first barrier in front of the nuclear 
armaments race, to take the first step towards removing the threat of 
nuclear war. Shall we achieve this aim with the partial agreement 
which the United States proposes to us ?  ̂ It is clear that we shall not 
achieve it. On the contrary, an even more dangerous situation might 
come about, since the competition in creating nuclear weapons, trans
ferred underground, would continue under cover of an agreement—
I stress: would continue under cover of an agreement—while harmful 
and dangerous illusions would be created in the minds of the peoples,, 
who would think that some moVement was being made in the direction 
of reducing the threat of nuclear war, whereas, in fact, the threat 
would become even greater and more widespread.

A partial treaty cannot be the product of an agreement on mutually 
acceptable terms taking into account the interests of both sides. A 
partial treaty would result in definite militaiy advantages to the side 
which has made underground nuclear explosions one of its main meth
ods of testing nuclear weapons and has accumulated enormous experi
ence in this respect.

A correct understanding of this aspect of the question was shown 
by the representative of Mexico, Mr. Padilla Nervo, who, on 15 Octo
ber 1962, speaking at a plenary meeting of the General Assembly, 
stated—and I take the liberty of quoting this passage from Mr. Padilla 
Nervo’s statement:

Every series of nuclear tests that any Power carries out provokes in the na
tion that carried out the previous series the scientific and political need to 
analyse those tests, and in turn forces that Power to reply with new tests, 
alleging that reasons of national security, military balance, reprisals, or the 
right to the last word make it necessary for it to do the same thing. And 
thus one series of tests will follow the other.’

 ̂Ante, p. 771.
 ̂Ante, pp. 804^807.

® General Assembly Official Records: Seventeenth Session, 1153d Plenary Meet
ing (prov.), p. 92.
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Indeed, how could one of the nuclear Powers accept an agreement 
which would afford to the other nuclear Power the possibility of con
tinuing nuclear weapon tests underground and of gaining thereby 
an advantage in the development and creation of new types of nuclear 
weapons? It is obvious that the nuclear Power thus affected will not 
accept such an agreement. There is another aspect of this question. 
If nuclear weapon tests continue underground, other States may be 
faced with the need, in order to ensure their own security, to start 
testing their own nuclear weapons and they will consider themselves 
entitled to carry out such tests in the environment which they deem 
appropriate. Those who emphasized in the General Assembly that 
the life span of a partial agreement, even if such an agreement were 
to be concluded, would be very short indeed, were right.

All this shows imquestionably that the prohibition of nuclear 
weapon tests must be comprehensive and universal and from the outset. 
The danger of the nuclear arms race is not only that new types of 
nuclear warheads and bom-bs are being created, but also that other 
States may be drawn into this race, as has been repeatedly pointed out 
in our discussions. This, of course, will make it even more difficult to 
solve both the problem of the cessation of nuclear weapon tests and 
the problem of general and complete disarmament.

Thus, from all points of view, only an agreement prohibiting all 
nuclear weapon tests without exception— în the atmosphere, under 
water, in outer space and underground—can have real significance 
and real force. This simple truth has been realized by the majority 
of Members of the United Nations and they clearly expressed them
selves, both in the debate and in the resolution which was adopted, in 
favour of prohibiting all nuclear weapon tests. The objections of 
the overwhelming majority of Members of the United Nations to the 
attempts to push through, even in a veiled form, the possibility of 
continuing nuclear weapon tests underground were so determined 
that the United States and the United Kingdom were compelled to 
delete paragraph 2 of their draft resolution which provided for the 
cessation of tests in three environments only—in the atmosphere, un
der water, and in outer space.̂  So far as the Soviet Union is con
cerned, we have always maintained, and we shall continue to main
tain, that an agreement must cover all nuclear tests. And we shall 
strive unswervingly for such an agreement.

' A/C.1/L.311, Oct. 19, 1962. Operative par. 1 of the U.S.-U.K. proposal, re
tained in part B of the General Assembly resolution of Nov. 6, urged conclusion 
of a comprehensive test-ban treaty with effective verification.
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Another important conclusion reached by the Members of the 
United Nations in the course of the discussions on the question of 
the cessation of nuclear weapon tests is that it is difficult, if not al
together impossible, to achieve an agreement in the circumstances 
where the spiral of the race in conducting experimental nuclear ex
plosions is rising ever more steeply. It was for this reason that Mexi
co’s proposal to put an end to nuclear tests and to call on States to 
cease all nuclear weapon tests not later than 1 January 1963 met with 
such wide support. This will of the overwhelming majority of the 
Members of the United Nations was expressed in General Assembly 
resolution 1762A (XVII).^ Paragraph 2 of this resolution uncon
ditionally asks that after 1 January 1963 no one should carry out any 
nuclear weapon tests in any environment, whether or not an agreement 
has been concluded by that date. The Soviet Union fully supported 
tliis proposal. We voted for this paragraph because we considered 
that it would create a peaceful atmosphere and favourable conditions 
for reaching agreement on the proliibition of all nuclear tests for all 
time.

As a result of the work of the General Assembly we have also been 
given a more solid basis for working out an agreement on the prohibi
tion of nuclear weapon tests. The eight-nation memorandum  ̂ has 
received massive support, as several speakers in our Committee have 
pointed out. This means that the General Assembly has firmly ex
pressed itself in favour of control by national means of detecting nu
clear explosions and it also means that the General Assembly has 
firmly expressed itself against any attempt to impose the principle of 
compulsory inspection.

Apart from these positive aspects of the work of the General As
sembly, which, in our opinion, considerably increase the possibility 
of making the work of the Eighteen-Nation Committee successful,
I  should like to note other circumstances which facilitate our task. 
In the course of the work of the seventeenth session of the General 
Assembly, the Soviet Union, going forward to meet the Western 
Powers and in full accord with the prevailing desire of the Assembly 
to put an end to all nuclear weapon tests without exception, an
nounced from the rostrum of the General Assembly its readiness to 
sign immediately an agreement on the prohibition of nuclear weapon 
tests in the atmosphere, under water and in outer space, at the same 
time including in such an agreement an undertaking to continue nego
tiations on the prohibition of underground nuclear weapon tests and an 
(undertaking not to conduct such tests while negotiations are proceed

 ̂Ante, pp. 1029-1032.
POP. 534-336.
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ing and until agreement is reached on the prohibition of underground 
nuclear explosions.  ̂ Ini acting in that way we demonstrated our 
readiness to take into account, within reasonable limits, the viewpoint 
of the Western Powers and to make it easier for them to move away 
from their old, unrealistic positions and to find by joint efforts a 
mutually acceptable solution of the problem. We were gratified by 
the fact that our proposal met with understanding among the Mem
bers of the United Nations and was assessed by them in a positive way.

To complete the picture of the new possibilities which have opened 
up before the Eighteen-Nation Committee since the resumption of its 
work, we should also like to recall that Soviet Union, United States 
and United Kingdom \̂ sic] scientists three months ago put forward the 
idea of using for the purpose of control over underground nuclear ex
plosions automatic seismic stations which do not require the presence 
of foreign inspectors.^ There is no doubt that this proposal makes it 
possible to eliminate the differences on the question of the organiza
tion of control over the cessation of nuclear weapon tests. The use 
of automatic seismic stations or, as some people prefer to call them, 
“black boxes”, would still further extend the possibilities of observing 
and controlling nuclear tests. As is well known, the Soviet Union 
adopted a positive attitude to this idea, and we are prepared to accept 
these views of the scientists in regard to the use of automatic seismic 
stations for control purposes.

So, if we are to assess the present situation objectively, we can say 
with complete justification that we are starting negotiations in cir
cumstances in which we have additional possibilities and favourable 
prospects have opened up before us. The task consists in taking the 
fullest possible advantage of these favourable circumstances and in 
reaching agreement without delay on a final ban on all nuclear weapon 
tests.

We are compelled to note, however, that the course of the discus
sions here on this question cannot but cause concern to those who 
sincerely wish to put an end to nuclear weapon tests immediately and 
for ever. In their resolution the States Members of the United Na
tions called on us to work in the spirit of constructive compromise. 
Nevertheless, in the statements of the representatives of the United 
States and the United Kingdom it is impossible to find even a trace 
or a grain of this spirit of constructive compromise. They demand 
rights of inspection, that is, they continue to stick to their old posi
tions which in the past blocked any possibility of agreement.

If  the Western Powers persist in their demands, then, of course, no

 ̂Ante, pp. 908-909.
® Ante, pp. 863-865.
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agreement will be possible and the Committee will not fulfil the task 
assigned to it by the General Assembly of the United Nations.

However, that is not the only thing that causes us concern. In the 
light of the new and favourable prospects which we have mentioned, 
we cannot help being amazed at the trend that one is trying to give to 
the discussions in the Committee. Some representatives, in particular 
the representative of Canada, Mr. Burns, have expressed the view 
that we should concentrate our efforts on a so-called interim agree
ment. It is altogether difficult to understand why the Committee 
should switch its attention to the elaboration of an interim agreement. 
Why is such an attitude making its appearance at a time when the 
work of the Committee has only just restarted after the recess? We 
have not heard any convincing arguments in support of the view that 
we should now abandon the conclusion of a permanent comprehensive 
agreement and restrict ourselves to the conclusion of an interim 
agreement.

Reference has been made in the Committee to paragraph 6 of resolu
tion 1762A(XVII). But we should bear in mind that, whereas 
resolution 1762A was adopted, as several representatives have re
minded us, without any objection, it is quite impossible to say the 
same about paragraph 6. A number of States, including the Soviet 
Union, voted against this paragraph because it conceals, in a dis
guised form, an attempt to reduce the whole matter to a partial agree
ment, leaving the Powers free to carry out underground nuclear 
weapon tests.  ̂ However, the disguise of this paragraph is very trans
parent and we could remind the Committee of how it came into being. 
At first this paragraph, which was proposed by the Canadian dele
gation, spoke frankly and plainly of the cessation of tests in only three 
environments. It is well known, however, that this undisguised 
attempt to push through the point of view of the States interested in 
continuing underground nuclear weapon tests met with determined 
opposition in the General Assembly, as a result of which those who 
advocated this paragraph were compelled to disguise, to some extent, 
the real object of paragraph 6.̂  However, the attitude of the Soviet 
Union to this paragraph is clear. We have explained it in our state
ments and we have confirmed it by our vote, that is to say, we voted 
against this paragraph.

In any case, resolution 1762A (XVII) urges the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee to arrive at a final solution of the question of the prohibi
tion of nuclear weapon tests. But even from the point of view of the 
authors of paragraph 6, the question of an interim agreement could 
only arise after it would have finally become apparent that no defini
tive agreement could be reached.

 ̂For the vote on par. 6, see ante  ̂p. 1032.
* Cf. ante, pp. 1002-1003.
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The turn whicli some members of the Committee are giving to our 
discussions by trying- to replace a final solution of the question of the 
<5essation of nuclear weapon tests by some interim arrangement can 
only play into the hands of those who wish to avoid altogether a solu
tion of the question of banning nuclear tests and to bring to nought 
the new possibilities which have opened up before us. This is pre
cisely the position in regard to an interim agreement which was ad
vocated by the Western Powers for nearly a year at the very begin
ning of our negotiations in the autumn of 1958. Later, under the, 
pressure of world opinion they were compelled to abandon this posi
tion. We note with surprise that this fallacious idea has now turned 
up again.

The Soviet delegation is giving careful consideration to the views 
expressed by various representatives in our Committee. But even 
at the present moment we deem it appropriate to draw attention to 
the contradictions into which the advocates of an interim agreement 
or an interim arrangement fall. The representative of Canada, Mr. 
Bums, asserted that the memorandum of the eight non-aligned coun
tries could be taken as a basis for an interim agreement.^ We simply 
cannot understand hoAv it is possible to make such a statement. The 
memorandum of the eight non-aligned countries was put forward as 
a compromise platform on the basis of which it might be possible to, 
eliminate the differences between the nuclear Powers. If one reads 
the actual text of the memorandum carefully, one can easily see that 
the authors, the eight non-aligned countries, put forward this docu
ment as a basis for the final prohibition of all nuclear weapon tests 
xind not for a temporary respite after which experimental nuclear 
•explosions could start again with renewed energy. The introduc
tory part of the memorandum of the eight non-aligned countries 
calls on 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 advocates of an interim agreement try to justify it by alleging) 
that it is necessary in order to solve the question of inspection. The 
differences on the question of inspection are indeed the most serious 
•ones preventing us from arriving at an agreement. The road to an 
agreement is blocked by the demand of the Western Powers for com
pulsory inspection on the territory of the Soviet Union. This de
mand affects the security interests of the Soviet State. On the other 
hand, the demand for inspection is outdated and has become super
fluous in the light of recent scientific and technical achievements. 
Moreover, if the Western Powers were to agree to put into practice

 ̂ENDO/PV. 85. pp. 15-16.
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the idea put forward by the Pugwash Conference of scientists regard
ing the use of automatic seismic stations for control purposes,^ then 
the last remaining doubts of the Western Powers would certainly bê  
removed. We are faced with rather a paradoxical situation. Some 
representatives here say that we cannot arrive at a final solution of 
the problem since there is no agreement on the question of inspection. 
At the same time, they propose that we come to an interim agreement,., 
but again with the very same inspection on account of which we are 
unable to reach agreement. Is it not clear that a vicious circle is 
being artificially created, the result of which can only be that no 
agreement at all will be reached on the prohibition of nuclear weapon 
tests ?

The logic of things points to the fact that an interim agreement,. 
with inspection to boot, as described by Mr. Burns and some other 
representatives, would be a welcome valuable gift to those circles 
which have not renounced nuclear war as a means of carrying out 
their political plans and are therefore opposed to an agreement on 
the cessation of all nuclear weapon tests. For these circles, the demand 
for inspection is a sure way of preventing an agreement on the cessa
tion of nuclear weapon tests.

I t is difficult to imagine a more peculiar combination than a pro
posal for an interim agreement together with inspection. On the one - 
hand, it is proposed that we substitute for a comprehensive agreement 
an interim agreement which is obviously unacceptable, since the States: 
concluding an interim agreement would have no guarantee, I  stress . 
this point, no guarantee that an interim agreement would be replaced 
by a final agreement prohibiting all nuclear weapon tests. On the • 
other hand, there is the desire to impose compulsory inspection on us,. 
when it is known beforehand that this is unacceptable to the Soviet 
Union. After all, inspection, irrespective of whether it is to be carried 
out under a final agreement or under an interim agreement, still re
tains characteristics which are objectionable to the other side, since it 
opens up wide opportunities for collecting information on the defence 
system of the coimtry which is being inspected. At the same time, the - 
other side would be able at any moment to terminate an interim agree
ment and to start underground tests of new types of nuclear weapons.

That the matter boils down precisely to this can be inferred from 
another remark made by Mr. Burns, when he estimated the probable  ̂
time-limit of an interim arrangement, namely, a year or six months.  ̂
We are well enough informed to know that this is precisely the length 
of time required to prepare a new series of nuclear tests.

 ̂Ante, pp. 863-865.
 ̂ENDC/PV. 85, p. 17.
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Thus an interim agreement could be merely an interval between two 
scheduled series of nuclear tests. I t turns out therefore that an in
terim agreement of the kind mentioned by Mr. Bums would boil down 
to control and inspection without a real prohibition of nuclear weapon 
tests. Both the one and the other are in the interests of the Western 
Powers and neither the one nor the other can serve as a basis for an 
agreement.

An objective analysis shows that the considerations concerning so- 
called interim agreements of the kind mentioned by the representatives 
of Canada, Mexico and India— ând to some extent this was also re
ferred to by the representative of Sweden—do not lighten our task. 
On the contrary, they create new diflS.culties. They do not help our 
cause; they complicate it.

Certainly, the need arises for some kind of ‘̂modus mvendV'̂  while 
negotiations are in progress for an agreement. I t is precisely in this 
connexion that we have the resolution of the General Assembly of the 
United Nations— Î have already referred to paragraph 2 of resolution 
1762A (XVII), which proposes that all nuclear weapon tests should 
cease as froni 1 January 1963, if by this 4ate no agreement has been 
concluded. If all the nuclear Powers showed respect for this widely 
supported resolution of the General Assembly and ceased all nuclear 
weapon tests from 1 January 1963, this would undoubtedly
create a favourable climate for the successful conclusion of the nego
tiations on an agreement to prohibit all nuclear weapon tests for all 
time.

In conclusion, we consider it necessary to stress once again that we 
have before us good possibilities of finding a mutually acceptable solu
tion to the question of the cessation of nuclear weapon tests. We 
have already indicated the readiness of the Soviet Union to take ad
vantage of the idea put forward by the Pugwash Conference of scien
tists regarding the use of automatic seismic stations. The installation 
of such stations would increase to an even greater extent the capabil
ities of the existing network of national posts and would make control 
over the cessation of all nuclear weapon tests even more effective. 
We call on all the participants in the negotiations— t̂he members 
of this Committee—to follow this path which would lead to an agree
ment, and not to wander off into sidetracks into which we are bound 
to be led by proposals such as those put forward in the Committee by 
the Canadian and some other representatives.

688-714— 63— vol. II-------35
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Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) to 
the Test-Ban Subcommittee of the Eighteen Nation Dis
armament Committee, December 4, 1962 ^

Yesterday, in plenary meeting of the Eighteen-Nation Committee, 
the Soviet representative made a number of what seemed to me to be 
somewhat negative and unhelpful statements  ̂ to which I  shall reply 
at this and at future meetings. In the course of his remarks, however, 
he put forth a proposal on the idea of using automatic seismic stations.

In essence, the representative of the Soviet Union said that the prob
lem of adequate control over a cessation of underground tests could be 
solved by the use of the so-called “black boxes”. My delegation and 
the United States Government will, of course, wish to study that So
viet suggestion in some detail. On the basis of what we have heard 
and seen of the Soviet representative’s statement, and because of its 
general nature, we shall wish also to ask questions to clarify certain 
aspects of it in the course of this and future meetings. In the mean
time, there are certain comments concerning his proposal which my 
delegation would like to make; and certain questions on it which we 
should like to put to him.

Yesterday, the representative of the Soviet Union referred to the 
Xth Pugwash Conference on Science and World Affairs, which met 
in London in September 1962, and to the fact that his suggestion grew 
out of statements and papers given there. I  believe that all of the dele
gations here have followed the proceedings of that Conference with 
some care. Certain statements made by the scientists at the Confer
ence bear on this question of automatic seismic stations. For example, 
in a statement issued at the close of the Conference the scientists said:

We have also paid special attention to the problem of stopping nuclear tests 
and to proposals on this subject made at Geneva by non-aligned nations. Novel 
suggestions were made at the CJonference for improving the effectiveness of 
means of detecting nuclear tests by automatic sealed seismic stations. These 
would be put in places in agreed numbers by the host nation after being sealed 
by an international authority, and would not, we think, endanger the security 
of any country.®

Apparently, then, the Soviet Union has taken note of this suggestion 
as a means of finding a way out of the impasse over effective control 
of the cessation of underground nuclear weapon tests. It should be 
noted as well that the scientists at the Pugwash Conference concluded

‘ ENDC/SO.l/PV. 46, pp. 3-8.
’ Supra.
 ̂Cf. ante, p. 864.
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that a rather large number of automatic stations might improve the 
means of detection. Of course, nothing was said about the question 
of improvements in identification, which is the primary problem we 
face.

The suggestion referred to in the statement I have just quoted was 
made by a group of United States and Soviet Union scientists in a 
paper at the Pugwash Conference called “A New Approach on the 
Test Ban Negotiations”, to which the representative of the United 
Kingdom, Mr. Godber, referred yesterday and which he asked to have 
circulated as a Conference document. This Pugwash Conference 
paper first suggested the use of automatic seismic stations in speaking 
of the eight-nation joint memorandum ̂  in these words:

“Their proposal”—that is, the eight-nation joint memorandum—“suggests 
the utilization of a worldwide net of standardized seismic stations manned 
by nationals of the host country which will provide an International Control 
Commission with seismic records. We have explored the possibility of de
veloping this system in such a way as to provide a minimal interference with 
the host country, and still obtain a maximum amount of completely objective 
seismic information for the International Control Commission so that it will 
substantially reduce the number of necessary on-site inspections. Our sug
gestions are along the following lines:

“1. Automatic recording stations will be used. These will be sealed in such 
a way that they cannot be tampered with, and they will be self-contained. 
The instruments will be installed by the host government, and periodically 
returned to the International Commission for inspection, replacement, repair, 
etc. A standard explosive blast can be used for calibration purposes. All the 
records from the instruments will be turned over to the Commission for analy
sis. Their location can be verified directly from the timing and phase of 
large seismic events.”

This means, of course, that even if the Soviet Union were proposing 
a rather large system of these “black boxes”, its own scientists recog
nize that at least two things will be true.

First, the automatic stations should be considered only as a supple
ment to and not as a substitute for, the nationally-manned detection 
stations in the host country. These automatic ‘‘black boxes” will not 
be able to take the place of such nationally-manned detection stations. 
This is clear from all our preliminary studies, and from what Soviet 
scientists have said, and we see no way in which these stations could

Secondly, this paper gives absolutely no support for the viewpoint 
that such stations would eliminate the need for a number of “obligti- 
tory on-site inspections.” On the contrary, it is specifically stated 
that such inspections would still be necessary. Our scientists continue 
to believe that they will be necessary.

' Ante, pp. 334-336.
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In this connexion, therefore, we would like to ask the Soviet rep
resentative to clarify for us exactly what technical purpose the Soviet 
Union believes its proposal for automatic seismic stations will serve.

The Soviet proposal is not clear to us in that we do not know 
whether it envisages the scrapping entirely of all manned stations 
which are technically superior to the automatic stations, and which my 
delegation believes would be required in any event, as I  have already 
said. I t  would be useful also to know what technical advantages 
the Soviet Union believes are inherent in the use of unmanned auto» 
anatic stations, and whether the Soviet Union believes that these 
devices cannot be tampered with, or whether, in fact, they can be 
tampered with even though the seal remains intact. Or is the Soviet 
Union merely presenting this proposal as a device to escape the use 
of nationally-manned stations under international co-ordination and 
supervision?

Also, the sense in which the proposals were made by the Soviet 
Union leads my delegation to believe that the Soviet Union feels that 
automatic seismic stations might possibly be a substitute for obligatory 
on-site inspection. But initial studies of proposals involving auto
matic seismic stations lead us to believe that substantial numbers of 
these stations would be required before there could be any reduction 
in the number of required on*site inspections, and even then, even 
with these rather substantial numbers, an appropriate number of 
on-site inspections would still be required.

In all our preliminary studies of these stations, we have found that 
even with a large number of such automatic stations, effectively de
signed, placed into operation, and incorporated into the detection con
trol system, there will always be a residue of unidentified seismic 
events. Although the automatic stations may possibly reduce this 
number somewhat, there would appear to be no scientific foundation 
for the belief that all significant events which will be detected can 
be identified by a system incorporating automatic stations. If our 
Soviet colleagues have different information in this respect, we would 
like to receive it.

I t  is also clear that both Soviet Union and United States scientists 
were in agreement that the “black boxes” would not eliminate the need 
for on-site inspection, since they speak of a “number of necessary on
site inspections.” This fact is also borne out by the letter by Profes
sor Alexander Eich in the New Torh Times  ̂which the United King
dom representative spoke about at our plenary meeting yesterday 
and which he asked to have circulated as a Conference document.^

It would seem to us, therefore, that there will need to be a number 
of obligatory on-site inspections in the territory of the country where

 ̂ENDC/66.
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the unidentified event occurs in order to ensure that there is the pos
sibility of obtaining positive identification of the origin of any par
ticular unidentified event. I t is only through such a procedure that 
we can achieve a reasonable deterrent to clandestine underground tests 
in violation of the treaty.

The most basic and the most difficult issue with which we are con
fronted in these negotiations is the question of obligatory on-site in
spections. My most basic question to the Soviet representative, ac
cordingly, is simply this: How, in the opinion of the Soviet Govern
ment, does its proposal on “black boxes” assist in the solution of the 
well-known and accepted problem of the scientific requirement for 
on-site inspection of unidentified events ?

This question leads to a second general question. What are the 
technical characteristics of the “black boxes” or automatic stations 
which the Soviet Union has proposed be incorporated into the 
control system ? Specifically, what types of instruments has the So
viet Union in mind for such “black boxes” : how would they be con
nected up: and what type of communications or data processing ar
rangements does the Soviet Union propose? In addition, what would 
be the size of these individual “black boxes”? Is there any approxi
mate cost for each of them? Or, is there any cost for the connecting 
up of such “black boxes” to the rest of the system ?

That completes my preliminary remarks on the proposals made by 
the Soviet representative yesterday with respect to automatic seismic 
stations. My delegation will have more to say at future meetings 
with respect to the Soviet proposals. We very much hope that the 
Soviet Union will reply to the questions we have asked today regard
ing its proposals. The answers to these questions will go far towards 
facilitating our assessment of these automatic seismic stations.

We also noted that at the meeting of the test ban Sub-Committee 
on 13 November last the Soviet representative paraphrased into the 
record certain portions of an article which appeared in the Soviet 
newspaper Izvestia on 11 November 1962.̂  While we would prefer 
not to base any comments on Soviet scientific progress on a newspaper 
article, in the absence of timely scientific data, which have so far been 
withheld by our Soviet colleagues, we are forced to turn our attention 
to this newspaper article.

During certain of our test ban Sub-Committee meetings'" I have 
pointed out, and other representatives of the United States have 
pointed out, certain inconsistencies in this particular Soviet Union

 ̂See ante, pp. 1042-1046.
E.g., ENDC/S0.1/PV.44, pp. 7 ff.
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newspaper article in I^vestia, Today I  should like to consider some 
other points from it.

The article discusses cei'tain statements with respect to a digital 
seianograph made by Dr. Frank Press of the California Institute of 
Technology. In effect, we have recognized that this instrument, which 
converts seismic readings into digital form for use with digital com
puters, while a useful research tool, does not add measurably to our 
ability to identify seismic events. I t should be noted that at the mo
ment we can quite reasonably translate normal seismograph readings 
into digital form for analysis as desired. The machine developed by 
Dr. Press of the California Institute of Technology is a step forward 
in making the processing of seismic data more rapid, but it does not 
change the substance of that data.

The Soviet newspaper article also misinterprets a memorandum 
circulated by the United States at the United Nations with respect 
to the amplitudes necessary in order to separate clearly first motion 
from background noise.̂  The United States maintains and has main
tained that present methods of analysis require a peak amplitude— 
that is, the highest amplitude of a wave train— t̂o be of the order of 
from ten to twenty times the background interference. The Soviet 
Union article errs when it states that the United States position 
requires

that amplitude of the apparent first motion must be ten or twenty times greater
than the noise background.

Quite obviously, the difference about which the United States was 
speaking was not the amplitude of the first appearance of the wave 
train, but rather its peak amplitude, which is a decidedly different 
thing. On the whole we believe that first motion will be approxi
mately one tenth the peak amplitude and that at least a 2:1 ratio of 
first motion to background level is required to determine the direc
tion of first motion.

With regard to the question of determination of depth of focus 
of a seismic event, the Soviet Union in the Izvestia article claims 
unusual accuracies in the Pamir-Baikal region using what we know 
from public information to be a network of some twenty to thirty 
permanent stations in that region, while in some instances temporary 
stations are also added to those permanent stations. These figures 
are very interesting, for, taking the twenty to thirty permanent sta
tions only, these are more stations than the Soviet Union has ever 
been willing to discuss for monitoring the whole of the Soviet Union. 
Yet they had twenty to thirty permanent stations in this particular 
region, supplemented by temporary stations.

 ̂See ante, pp. 953-958.
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With a long and concentrated history of research in this limited 
region, it is not unreasonable that travel times- and propagation con
ditions should be known well enough, with a network as dense as I 
have described, to allow rather conclusive depth determinations. Even 
then, substantial numbers of events might occur in this region in the 
low magnitude range for which a focal depth could not be determined 
and which would thus be of critical interest to a control system if it 
is to deter successfully a violation of the treaty by a clandestine series 
of underground tests. The article indicates that these unidentified 
events may be as many as 30 per cent of the detected and located events.

So much for that particular article in I^vestia. Now I should like 
to turn to another subject.

On 3 December, in plenary meeting, the Soviet representative and 
the Polish representative went to great lengths— do not know for 
what reasons— t̂o attempt to show that somehow or other paragraph
2 is the only paragraph in United Nations General Assembly resolu
tion 1762A(XVII) by which the Committee should be guided in its 
work.  ̂ If  I understood the Polish representative correctly, accord
ing to him we could eliminate all the paragraphs in resolution 
1762A(XVII) except operative paragraph 2. I  believe that the 
United Kingdom representative made clear the important point,^ 
through his quotation of statements by the representative of Sweden 
speaking last Wednesday,^ that indeed the whole resolution—as every 
competent court would hold—^must be read together and in its entirety, 
each paragraph being weighed against every other paragraph. Com
petent courts do not favour strained grammatical constructions or 
empty legalisms bearing no relation to substance.

Certainly paragraph 2 of resolution 1762A (XVII) must be read 
against paragraph 3. For example, while paragraph 2 asks that all 
tests should cease immediately, paragraph 3 notes that negotiations 
are continuing and it urges governments to send instructions to their 
Sub-Conmiittee delegations still meeting in Geneva in order that agree
ment might be reached by 1 January 1963. By the same token, para
graph 2 of resolution 1762A (XVII) must be read against paragraph 
6, which sets out in specific terms the type of an arrangement under 
whidi tests might cease by or after 1 January 1963, and the measures 
of control under which that cessation should take place.

One can read resolution 1762A (XVII) and one wall not find any
thing in it which says that one paragraph has any greater importance

^The Soviet statement is printed supra. For the Polish statement, see 
ENDC/PV.86, pp. 39 ff. The General Assembly resolution may be found antej 
pp. 1029-1033.

* ENBC/PV. 86, p. 45.
* Ante, pp. 1104-1115.
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than any other paragraph, and so it seems to me that this attempted 
and studied emphasis by Soviet bloc delegations upon this carefully 
contrived effort to try to create some sort of primacy for paragraph
2 of resolution 1762A (XVII) where such primacy does not exist, 
cannot and should not b̂e ignored. Certainly we know that the repre
sentative of the Soviet Union does not make statements in this Sub- 
Committee or in the plenary meetings of the Conference without due 
attention to the reasons why liis government may wish or may not wish 
to have him create a certain impression. This position taken by the 
Soviet bloc delegations with respect to this attempt to create some 
primacy for paragraph 2 of resolution 1762A (XVII) is, I  submit, 
most unfortunate and one which we cannot allow to pass without 
comment.

I t seems clear to my delegation that the Soviet Union is trying, in 
whatever possible way it can, to construe United Nations General 
Assembly resolution 1762A (XVII) somehow or other as being the 
uninspected uncontrolled moratorium on underground tests, which 
the Soviet bloc alone champions.

We know that the Soviet Union has indicated that it intends to 
cease testing in the relatively near future, at least for this series. At 
least it has led us to believe that it intends to do so—or indeed, 
whatever are the facts, that it has done so. But the United States 
will not, under any guise, enter into any agreement, unilaterally or 
otherwise, which will in effect be an uncontrolled, uninspected mora
torium on t e s t in o -  in the underground environment. As I have said 
many times, we had a very sad and very unfortunate experience the 
last time the Soviet Union proposed such an arrangement, and we do 
not intend to repeat it.

I t will be recalled that on 14 January 1960, Chairman Khrushchev 
said:

In this connexion, I would like to re-emphasize that the Soviet Government, 
vrith a view to safeguarding the most favourable conditions for the working 
out in the very near future of an agreement on the discontinuance of tests, will 
continue to abide by its pledge not to renew experiment'al nuclear explosions 
in the Soviet Union if the Western Powers do not start testing atomic and 
hydrogen weapons.^

The Western Powers were the United States and the United King
dom, and we did not so start. If the Soviet Union intends to repeat 
such a unilateral pledge, that is a decision for it alone to take. How
ever, I can assure representatives once more that the United States 
will not enter into this type of arrangement again. One has only to 
compare the words of Chairman Khrushchev on 14 January 1960 with

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 5-6.
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the actions of the Soviet Government on 1 September 1961 to under
stand why we are unwilling to cease underground tests without ade
quate and ejffective controls and without an adequate and effective 
system of obligatory on-site inspections.

We believe that we have presented, in our comprehensive draft 
treaty,^ a fair and effective basis for ensuring the cessation of all 
tests in all environments for all times. We are more than willing to 
discuss our draft treaty and its provisions with the Soviet Union. In 
response to the requests of other representatives and in response to 
requests from throughout the world, we have also presented a treaty— 
which will end tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under 
water.2 Let us be clear. We favour the cessation of all nuclear tests 
in all environments, and we would prefer to sign the comprehensive 
treaty, which does exactly that. On this comprehensive draft treaty 
which, if signed, would stop all tests we remain divided from the 
Soviet Union primarily on the question of the necessary controls and 
inspection for the cessation of underground tests, but just a small 
effort on the part of the Soviet Union to match the many steps which 
the United Kingdom and the United States have taken towards reach
ing agreement on this difficult question could solve this problem now 
and give to us all the treaty which everyone desires, a treaty which 
would ban all nuclear tests in all environments for all time.

Statements by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) to the 
Test-Ban Subcommittee of the Eighteen Nation Dis
armament Committee, December 4, 1962 *

Today I  should like to put forward some considerations of a gen
eral nature regarding the assessment of the course of the negotiations 
and the positions of the sides.

Everyone recognises that the positions of the sides have come con
siderably closer together. Whereas earlier the Western Powers put 
forward excessive demands by insisting on the establishment of a 
widespread network of international control posts on the territory 
of the Soviet Union and the right to compulsory, completely unhind' 
ered inspection on the territory of the Soviet Union of any seismic 
event about which they had suspicions, and these far-reaching de

 ̂Ante, pp. 792-804.
* Ante, pp. 804-807.
« ENDC/SC.1/PV.46, pp. 21-24, 25, 27-28.
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mands for control on the territory of the Soviet Union were put for
ward by them in regard to nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, 
in outer space, under water and underground, these demands of the 
Western Powers have now been somewhat changed. But this does 
not at all mean that this change in the demands of the Western Powers 
is some sort of concession on their part to the point of view of the 
Soviet Union or that they have become less excessive.

It has long been well known to everybody that any nuclear weapon 
tests can be controlled, that is detected and identified by the national 
means of control which are at the disposal not only of the nuclear 
Powers but also of many States not possessing nuclear weapons. For 
many years the Western Powers— t̂he United States and the United 
Kingdom— însisted on the establishment on the territory of the Soviet 
Union of the widest possible international control over nuclear explo
sions in all environments, and it is only now that they have been com
pelled to admit that their demands were unwarranted and to agree 
that nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under 
water can be controlled by national means and they have stopped 
insisting on their demand for the establishment of a network of inter
national control posts and international inspection on the territory of 
the Soviet Union for the purpose of detecting nuclear explosions in 
the aforementioned environments.

However, they continue, as before, to insist on the establishment of 
an international system of control and inspection on the territory of 
the Soviet Union in respect of seismic events.

The Western Powers maintain this position in spite of the fact 
that scientific and technical achievements in distinguishing between 
natural seismic events, that is earthquakes, and underground nuclear 
explosions are now so great that control over underground nuclear 
explosions can be effectively carried out by national means of detec
tion. This has been confirmed by practical experience in the last 
few years. I am referring to the practical experience in recording 
underground nuclear explosions both of the United States and of other 
States having such means at their disposal. I t is typical that now that 
the Western Powers have been compelled to abandon their position of 
absolute demands for international control and inspection on Soviet 
territor}^ they cling with even greater tenacity to the only remaining 
possibility, namely the demand for international control and inspec
tion on Soviet territory in regard to underground events. Their 
demand for international inspection in regard to seismic events is just 
as unwarranted as a similar demand in regard to the atmosphere, 
under water and outer space. But now that underground nuclear 
explosions or, rather, seismic events are the only foothold in the posi
tion of the Western Powers, they have even hardened their demand
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for control in regard to underground nuclear explosions. Now the 
position of the Western Powers is that they want to have the possi
bility of verifying any seismic event, even the smallest, and we have 
already heard it stated many times by Mr. Dean and the United 
Kingdom representative that otherwise they would have no guarantee 
that in regard to any seismic event they could be assured that it was 
really an earthquake and not a nuclear explosion.

Anyone can see that this demand of the Western Powers is unrea
sonable and altogether unfeasible. Since, however, the Western Pow
ers link their agreement to the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests 
with the acceptance of this demand, everyone realizes that the Western 
Powers are thereby evading an agTeement under cover of this technical 
argument.

To sum up, the position now is that all the reasons and arguments 
are laid out on the table. But the whole trouble is that the negative 
attitude of the Western Powers towards the cessation of all nuclear 
weapon tests is their set policy, and in such a situation reasons and 
arguments have neither influence nor importance for the Western 
Powers. No facts, reasons or arguments in support of the prohibition 
of all nuclear weapon tests are of any interest to them.

The Western representatives are mobilizing all their verbal arsenal. 
They are using all sorts of technical dodges and devices in order to 
obscure the political substance of the matter and to justify their stub
born refusal to prohibit all nuclear weapon tests.

Today the representative of the United States, Mr. Dean, did every
thing he could to confuse the issue and make it unbelievably compli
cated in order to discredit the idea of prohibiting all nuclear weapon 
tests and to prove that it was impracticable.^

For this purpose Mr. Dean resorted to his favourite method of sub
merging the political substance of the matter in a sea of technical 
doubts. By his questions Mr. Dean showed that he in fact rejects 
even the idea of using automatic stations. Everyone realizes, how
ever, that the matter now hinges not on teclmical questions, but on the 
political line of the sides. The lack of agreement in regard to the 
cessation of all nuclear tests can now be explained only by the lack of 
goodwill on the part of the Western Powers. At the present time, 
while here in Geneva we have again to note the complete deadlock in 
the negotiations on the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests, in Paris 
feverish activity is going on among the responsible representatives of 
the Western Powers with a view to creating a combined nuclear force 
for the NATO countries. I t is also reported that this question will 
be the main topic in the conversations between the United Kingdom

 ̂Supra,
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Prime Minister and the Presidents of France and the United States.  ̂
At the same time, the Western Powers have now particularly acceler
ated the negotiations for setting up an armaments production pool.

The whole world has noted the fact that in Washington interest in 
an agreement on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests has been defi
nitely lost. Informed political circles in the Western European capi
tals have learnt that some highly-placed officials in Washington are 
openly expressing doubts about the value of prohibiting nuclear 
weapon tests.

There you have the cause of the deadlock in our negotiations, while 
the controversies which the representatives of the Western Powers— 
the United States and the United Kingdom—are carrying on in 
Geneva, are only a convenient technical screen for the political line 
of the Western Powers, the gist of which is to increase and accelerate 
the armaments race, to create combined nuclear forces for NATO, 
to continue nuclear weapon tests and to prevent an agreement on dis
armament or on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests. This line is 
obvious to everyone. The real policy is framed by the Western Pow
ers in Washington, London, Paris and Bonn behind closed doors, 
where they are drawing up plans for further increasing their arma
ments and preparing for a nuclear war.

It is now obvious to everyone that the Geneva negotiations in the 
Eighteen Nation Oonmiittee on Disarmament and the three Power 
Sub-Committee on a Treaty for the Discontinuance of Nuclear 
Weapon Tests are, for the Western Powers, a sort of smoke screen, 
a convenient technical screen hiding from world opinion the true aims 
of the policy of the Western Powers, their true political line, which 
prevents an agreiement on the cessation of all nuclear weapon tests.

Such is the true state of affairs which we are compelled to note with 
great regret. I t is obvious that we shall not achieve success here until 
the United States shows goodwill, until it agrees to accept the proliibi- 
tion of all nuclear weapon tests on the basis of the use of national 
means of detection, and for this all the possibilities exist. All that is 
needed is goodwill on the part of the Western Powers.

I  must say that the weakness in the position of the United States 
is shown by the fact that it is unwilling to come to a political agree
ment on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests. And in order not to 
disclose to the whole world its negative position on the question of the 
cessation of nuclear weapon tests, it hides behind technical questions, 
pseudo-scientific terminology and so on. Everyone understands this, 
of course, and we shall try to make it clear so that those who do not

^Ambassador Tsarapkin refers to preparations for the Nassau meeting (po5#, 
pp. 1274-1276).



TSARAPKIN STATEMENT, DECEMBER 4 1165

fully understand wliat is really taking place in Geneva should also 
realize that the Western Powers are trying to use the Geneva negotia
tions as a purely teclinical cover for their negative position in regard 
to an agreement on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests. I  must 
repeat that when we put forward the proposal to use automatic sta
tions for recording and identifying seismic events, we proposed that 
you should accept this method, this idea, in principle. We do not 
claim to dictate to you the technical conditions and details. The tech
nical details of the use of these stations, what they should be, their 
size, cost, internal contents, whether electronic or other relays would 
be used, and so on, are matters on which we can reach agreement to
gether later on. We are not claiming to take upon ourse-lves the role 
of scientific or technical dictators. On the contrary, we wish to co
operate with you in tliis regard. We are proposing to you an idea. 
Accept this idea. You do not accept it, however. So far you have 
not said that it is acceptable to you. You do not want to accept it 
and you take refuge in putting to us dozens of questions. You say: 
give us the answer to these questions and then we will think about 
it. You say that it is very complicated, that it is cumbersome, costly 
and impracticable. By raising these questions you have in fact 
declared that you do not want to accept the idea of using automatic 
stations. That is the weakness of your position.

But I  think that all possible arguments have already been laid out 
on the table, and it is now obvious to all that you have no desire to 
reach agreement on the cessation of all nuclear weapon tests. How
ever, you are sovereign States and can pursue such a policy as you 
consider necessary.

The fact that you used the word “absurdity” does not make our 
arguments absurd. What is absurd is your position, and the absurd
ity of it lies in the following. You know the position of the Soviet 
Union. This position is based on existing scientific and technical 
achievements in recording seismic events. You also know that we 
maintain this position in view of the need to take also into consid
eration the interests of the security of States. I t is precisely these 
two circumstances that determine our attitude to the solution of the 
question of identifying seismic events. It is now possible to settle 
controversial questions and reach agreement on the basis of the use of 
national means, which is what we are anxious to do. But you are 
creating an incredible number of difficulties, although today the 
United States, the United Kingdom, the Soviet Union and a number 
of other countries which have these means at their disposal are cop
ing splendidly with the task of identifying nuclear explosions and
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distinguishing between nuclear explosions and seismic events. This 
process is going on without any difficulty in America, in the United 
Kingdom and in the Soviet Union. While there is no agreement 
and the United States, the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union 
are continuing their tests, this system of distinguishing nuclear ex
plosions from natural seismic events is operating. But as soon as 
we begin to talk about the need to come to an agreement and prohibit 
all nuclear weapons, it turns out that this system, which is now oper
ating, will be powerless and ineffective. This is an amazing idea, 
an amazing position which no one observing the zigzags of your policy 
in this matter can understand. You ask us to explain to you how 
the use of automatic stations can prove that there is no need for on
site inspection. Where does this question come in here? What rela
tion has inspection to automatic stations, Mr. Godber? You know 
our position. We say that the question of inspection is unacceptable; 
it is superfluous. At the same time in order to create favourable con
ditions for you and to increase your confidence in regard to the iden
tification of seismic events, we are prepared to agree even to the estab
lishment of automatic stations; we are willing to place them on our 
territory, and we can even discuss the question of whether foreign 
personnel should take part in bringing and taking away the equip
ment for these automatic stations. The gist of the question is not 
whether automatic stations can or cannot take the place of inspec
tion. You are turning the question into a completely different direc
tion. You are again driving it into an impasse. Why bring up the 
question as to whether automatic stations can replace inspection? 
After all, inspection is an unacceptable proposal. There is no ques
tion of inspection. In order to facilitate agreement, we are prepared 
to agree to the use of automatic stations. But the linking of auto
matic stations with inspection is a false linking, a linking which is 
only needed in order to drive the question again into an impasse and 
to make it impossible for our negotiations to get out of it.
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British Proposal Submitted to the First Committee of the 
General Assembly: Draft Declaration of Basic Prin
ciples Governing the Activities of States Pertaining to 
the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, December 4, 
1962^

1. Outer space and celestial bodies are free for exploration and use 
by all States in conformity with international law. This freedom 
shall include free navigation by means of space vehicles, the estab
lishment of space stations and other like devices, the conduct of scien
tific research, and the landing on and exploration of celestial bodies, 
and shall be exercised by all States with due regard to the interests 
of other States in the exploration and use of outer space, and to the 
need for consultation and co-operation between States in relation to 
such exploration and use.

2. Outer space and celestial bodies are not capable of appropriation 
or exclusive use by any State. Accordingly, no State may claim 
sovereignty over outer space or over any celestial body, nor can such 
sovereignty be acquired by means of use or occupation or in any other 
way.

3. In the exploration and use of outer space and celestial bodies 
States are bound by international law and by the provisions of the 
United Nations Charter and other international agreements which 
may be applicable.

4. All States shall, for themselves and for their nationals, have 
equal rights in the exploration and use of outer space. These rights 
shall be exercised in accordance with international law and with the 
principles affirmed in this Declaration.

‘ A/O.l/879, Dec. 4, 1962. The General Assembly referred the draft declara
tion to the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space {post, pp. 123^1236).
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Statement by the United States Representative (Allott) to 
the Second Committee of the General Assembly: Eco
nomic and Social Consequences of Disarmament, De
cember 5,1962 ^

Members of the Committee will recall suggestions made that the 
sponsors of resolutions in Documents L.646  ̂and 647  ̂make an effort 
to merge the two resolutions into one proposal. In pursuit of this view 
the sponsors engaged in detailed negotiations. These discussions were 
carried out principally between the delegations of the Soviet Union 
and the United States; however, the delegations of the Central Afri
can Kepublic, Colombia, the Federation pf Malaya, Mauritania, 
Turkey and Venezuela participated in the Jfinal stages and found them
selves in complete accord with the proposal in Doc. L.702.^

In order to clarify the parliamentary situation, the distinguished 
representative of Venezuela has just withdrawn Document L.647 on 
behalf of the delegations of the Central African Eepublic, Colombia, 
the Federation of Malaya, Mauritania, Turkey, the USA and Vene
zuela. We understand that the Soviet Union as sponsor of document 
L.646 will withdraw that proposal.

The delegations of the Central African Eepublic, Colombia, the 
Federation of Malaya, Mauritania, Turkey and Venezuela have agreed 
among themselves not to sponsor the new text which appears in L.702. 
I t is our understanding that they were motivated by the. hope that the 
new text should become a document sponsored by the entire Com
mittee. Accordingly, it would be the view of the sponsors of the 
proposal in Doc. L.702 that no individual cosponsors would be added, 
but we would be genuinely pleased if the entire committee would 
accept the proposal as its own.

At this late stage in our debate, it is neither necessary nor desirable 
to give a long explanation of the text. The preambular paragraphs 
are self-explanatory. Moreover, they reiterate sentiments that have 
been expressed in many previous resolutions of the General Assembly 
and in the report prepared by the Group of Expert Consultants on 
the economic and social consequences of disarmament.® One possible 
exception is the 7th preambular paragraph which was initially pre-

 ̂U.S. delegation press release 4116, Dec. 5,1962.
 ̂AntCy pp. 938-943.

* Ante, pp. 963-964.
* With certain drafting changes and the addition of a new clause in operative 

par. 8, the new resolution was approved by the General Assembly on Dec. 18 
{posty pp. 1236-1238).

® AntCy pp. 42-48.
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sented by the delegations of Nigeria and Pakistan as an amendment 
to the draft resolution in L.647 and had been accepted by the sponsors 
of that document.

Eight of the nine paragraphs in the operative section appeared in 
either Docs. L.646 or L.647. They have been fully explained before 
and consequently require no detailed explanation at this time.

Operative paragraph 6 has been changed slightly from the way it 
appeared in Doc. L.647 as a result of suggestions from the delegations 
of Pakistan and Tunisia made initially with respect to Doc. L.647. 
The action called for in that paragraph—an endorsement of an action 
requested by the Economic and Social Council—is obviously the first 
practical step that must be taken. We believe that all governments 
significantly involved in substantial military programs should devote 
further attention to the detailed aspects of the economic and social 
consequences of disarmament. We have previously reported the extent 
to which the U.S. is already engaged in this vital activity. Lofty 
sentiments of purpose are inspiring but they will mean little or 
nothing unless concrete action is taken to develop specific information 
and plans for making necessary economic and social adjustments in 
the event of disarmament.

The only new operative paragraph is No. 8 which:
Invites the Secretary General and the governments of developing countries 

to intensify their efforts to establish and implement soundly conceived projects 
and well integrated development plans of national and regional character, 
as indicated in General Assembly resolution 1708 (XVI), the implementation 
of which may be accelerated as part of an economic program for disarmament 
at such time as additional resources are released following an agreement on 
complete and general disarmament under effective international control;

The cosponsors have asked the Secretary General to report on action 
taken under this paragraph to the General Assembly at its 18th ses
sion if possible.  ̂ Latitude was left to the Secretary General in view 
of the heavy commitments he is likely to have in connection with 
preparations for the UN Conference on Trade and Development and 
other important activities and other pressing matters. He may there
fore have to present his report at a later session of the General As
sembly. We would assume also that highest priority would be given 
to the action indicated in this paragraph at such time as an agreement 
on disarmament is reached.

We stress in this connection that the action requested will not re
quire any country to make a series of development plans based on

 ̂In its final form, the resolution added the following clause at the end of par. 
8: “and requests the 'Secretary-General to present his preliminary report on this 
matter to the General Assembly, if possible at the eighteenth session’̂ {post, 
p. 1238).
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various guesses as to future available resources. It is clearly illogi
cal to attempt such planning without more precise information. What 
the program does request is that governments, assisted when they re
quest it by the Secretary General, establish and implement soundly 
conceived projects and well integrated development plans of national 
and regional character. Previously, these plans were called for in 
General Assembly resolution 1708 of the 16th session.  ̂ If the plans 
are sound and have an order of priorities, it will not be difficult simply 
to move forward the priority of certain projects at such time as addi
tional resources are released following an agreement on general and 
complete disarmament under effective international control. Such 
plans are needed whether or not there is disarmament. Their pace 
can be greatly speeded, however, if resources are released following 
an agreement on disarmament and consequently my government at
taches the greatest importance to achieving such agreement.

Some question might be raised about the title of the text proposed. 
My delegation would have preferred phraseology designating this as 
is customary—a resolution; however, one of the other parties which 
participated in the negotiations expressed a preference for the term 
“declaration” on the grounds that it would be more appealing, more 
hortatory and less binding. In the interest of cooperation and for 
such reasons, the U.S. Delegation agreed to the use of this term.

Mr. Chairman, we believe that the text now presented by the dele
gations of the Soviet Union and the U.S. represent another signifi
cant step in the series of actions taken by the General Assembly and 
the ECOSOC in this field during the last two years. It would per
haps be appropriate at this time to pay a tribute to the delegation 
of Pakistan which presented resolution 1516 at the 15th session   ̂ as 
a result of which the other significant actions were made possible.

We believe that the adoption of this text will be an action in which 
the Assembly can take pride. It is equally clear, however, that this 
action will have little or no importance unless there is real progress 
in the negotiations for an agreement of disarmament under effective 
international control. Long before this resolution was adopted, it 
was generally acknowledged that there were no economic reasons for 
large defense expenditures. On the contrary, all sides were agreed 
that disarmament would be of great benefit to peoples everywhere. 
We have thus put to rest for all time the false notion that any econ
omy, whether free enterprise or centrally planned, has anything to 
fear from effectively controlled disarmament.

^General Assembly Official Records: Sixteenth Session  ̂ Supplement No. 17 
(A/5100), pp. 15-16.

^Documents on Dimrmament, 1960̂  pp. 308-309.
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What we must agree on now is action which will make disarmament 
possible. Above all, this requires the type of agreement in which all 
sides can have full confidence. The reason why peoples consent to 
large defense expenditures is their great concern for their security 
and their independence. My country for one will not spend one cent 
more on its defense than is required by its security and independence. 
Therefore what is required to make a reality of the dream put forward 
in the text now presented to you is an agreement, that can assure all 
parties concerned that they may live in peace, without fear and with 
^idequate guarantees that any agreement on disarmament will not be 
violated.

Report by the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee 
to the General Assembly With Regard to the Cessation 
of Nuclear Weapon Tests, December 7, 1962 ^

To His Excellency Sir Z a f r x j l la h  K jian",

The President of the General Assembly of the United Nations 
S ir :

The Conference of the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarma
ment resumed its full work in Geneva on 26 November 1962, after a 
period of two and one-half months in which only the Sub-Committee 
for a Treaty on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests had 
held meetings.

Delegates immediately turned attention to a consideration of the 
problems of the cessation of nuclear weapon tests ia the light of Gen
eral Assembly resolution 1762 (XVII)

They were particularly conscious of the provision in paragraph 7 
of resolution 1762A by which the General Assembly requested the 
Committee to submit a report to the Assembly by 10 December 1962 
concerning the progress of deliberations in Geneva on a test ban.

The present letter to you, Mr. President, constitutes the Committee’s 
response to the General Assembly’s request.

It has not proved possible to reach agreement on the cessation of 
nuclear weapon tests in the brief period of two weeks since the re
sumption of negotiations. In accordance with the normal procedures 
of the Committee, there have been seven plenary meetings since 26 
November 1962, and, at all of them, most or all of the discussion was

"BNDC/68,Dec. 7.1962.
" Ante, pp. 102^1033.
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directed to a nuclear test ban. In addition, there have been three 
further meetings of the Sub-Committee, as well as a number of con
versations between the Soviet and United States Co-Chairmen on 
this problem.

The provisional verbatim records of the above-mentioned seven 
plenary and three Sub-Committee meetings are enclosed as Addendum 
1 with this report for the information of the General Assembly, the 
Secretary-General and of the delegations of members of the General 
Assembly as to the nature of recent developments at the Conference.  ̂
At the request of certain delegations, summaries of their positions, as 
they themselves have prepared them without any comment thereon 
by the Committee, are attached as Addendum 2 to this report.^ The 
Committee will, of course, keep both the General Assembly and the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations fully informed of future 
efforts at the Conference devoted to achieving agreement on the ces
sation of nuclear weapon tests.

Respectfully yours,
on behalf of the Conference of the 
Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament

S. K. Tsarapkin A rthur H. D ean

Go-Chairman Go-Chairman

Summaries of the Positions of Certain Members of the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee on the Ces
sation of Nuclear Weapon Tests, December 7,1962 ^

BRAZIL

At today’s meeting of the Disarmament Conference, Mr. Assumpgao 
de Araujo, representative of Brazil, made a statement on the suspen
sion of nuclear tests. He observed that the Conference should be 
encouraged by the progress, modest though it was, which had been 
achieved in that sphere in the last few months, as well as by the way 
in which the international situation had developed recently. The 
views expressed in the Memorandum of the eight non-aligned nations

 ̂Not printed.
* Jn/ra.
® BNDC/68/Add.2, Dec. 7, 1962. The Nigerian position is summarized 

pp. 1179-1181.
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of 16 April 1962  ̂had been confirmed by resolution 1Y62 of the United 
Nations Genei:al Assembly of 6 November 1962.2 Brazil’s position was 
as follows:

1. Brazil could not admit the legitimacy of any nuclear tests what
soever, no matter by whom they were conducted;

2. It desired the complete and permanent abolition of nuclear tests 
in all environments;

3. I t was not opposed, however, to temporary or partial solutions;
4. It therefore supported the appeal to the General Assembly, which 

had requested the nuclear Powers to cease their tests as soon as pos
sible and not later than 1 January 1963;

5. Brazil also considered that, so long as the negotiations for a 
general treaty continued, the idea of a limited moratorium should not 
be rejected;

6. Brazil considered Miat tests in the atmosphere, imder water and 
in outer space, which did not raise serious problems of control, could 
be suspended immediately;

7. So far as concerned underground tests, the possibility of agree
ment regarding explosions of more than a specified force could be con
sidered immediately, and the threshold might be reduced whenever 
technical progress made such reduction possible;

8. That did not mean that Brazil was in favour of a moratorium 
without control, or of control established without previous agreement.

The Brazilian representative supported the Swedish suggestion 
that an interim international scientific commission should be set up 
without awaiting the final drafting and entry into force of a complete 
agreement.^ That procedure was in accordance with the eight-nation 
memorandum and with the ideas expressed by Mr. de Melo Franco at 
the sixteenth and seventeenth sessions of United Nations General As
sembly and at the Disarmament Conference. The Swedish formula 
could, moreover, be combined with other proposals, such as the suspen
sion of tests in the three non-controversial environments, accompanied 
by a limited moratorium of six months, for example, for underground 
tests. During that time, the scientific commission would express its 
views on the nature and degree of control which was really necessary 
to secure the permanent abolition of explosions of that type.

In conclusion, the Brazilian representative appealed to the nuclear 
Powers to respect the General Assembly’s resolutions, to safeguard the 
future of mankind as a whole and to protect their own best interests.

 ̂Ante, pp. 334-336.
 ̂Ante, pp. 102^1033.
 ̂Ante, pp. 1104-1115.
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BURMA

The Delegation of Burma joined the other delegations in stressing  ̂
that the Conference should concentrate on the question of cessation of 
nuclear testing with a view to arriving at an agreement. I t supported 
the suggestion of the Swedish Delegation to set up an interim com
mission composed of a panel of scientists with functions in line with 
those set out in the Eight-Nation Memorandum. I t stated that the 
Joint Memorandum serves as the basis for an agreement on the cessa
tion of nuclear tests and appealed to the nuclear Powers to have a look 
at it again and try to reach agreement in a spirit of “mutual under
standing and concession”.

ETHIOPIA

The Ethiopian representative, pursuant to General Assembly Eeso-̂  
lution 1762 (XVII) urging the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Dis
armament to negotiate a treaty banning all tests by 1 January 1963; 
and subject to the Committee deciding to concentrate its efforts on the 
working out of an agreement to end tests in the atmosphere, outer 
space and underwater, accompanied by an interim arrangement to 
suspend underground tests with adequate assurance for effective detec
tion and identification of seismic events by an international scientific 
commission, has lent support to the proposal that emanated from the 
Swedish delegation regarding the establishment of an interim interna
tional scientific commission with functions envisaged in the Eight- 
Power Memorandum.

The delegate stated further that the system providing assurances 
against violation of the interim agreement need not be the same as the 
one envisaged for the permanent agreement for if it were so, he af
firmed, there would be no need of entering into an interim agreement.

He therefore suggested that those functions envisaged in the Eight- 
Power Memorandum which clearly defined the tasks of the Commis
sion, the rights and obligations of the parties, apply for the interim 
period, while negotiations continue with the view to clarifying the 
parts requiring further interpretation so as to finally come to an agreed 
interpretation of the Memorandum and thereby conclude the compre
hensive test ban agreement.

The delegate enumerating those functions of the commission, the 
rights and obligations of the parties, which in his view required no 
additional interpretation, mentioned the processing by the commission 
of all data received from the agreed system of observation posts and 
of reporting on any nuclear explosion or suspicious event on the basis 
of a thorough and objective examination of all available data; the
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obligation of the parties to furnish the commission with the facts 
necessary to establish the nature of any significant and suspicious 
event; the obligation of the parties to consult and co-operate with the 
commission with a view to clarifying and facilitating the assessment 
of certain doubtful events; the reporting by the commission to the 
parties concerned of all data and of all the circumstances, including 
its assessment thereof; and the right of the parties to be free to deter
mine their actions with regard to the treaty.

He also suggested that the interim agreement so reached be regis
tered with the Secretariat of the United Nations so as to have the force 
of an international treaty as an added safeguard against possible fu
ture violations and it continue to be in operation until replaced by the 
comprehensive and permanent treaty.

INDIA

On November 30, 1962, the Delegation of India observed that since 
one side had insisted on obligatory on-site inspections, while the other 
side had stated that it “will invite” the Commission in certain circum
stances to visit sites, the element of common ground between these two 
views would seem to indicate the possibility of agreement being 
reached to the effect that, anticipating the number of invitations that 
they would issue in the first year, the two sides could agree on a small 
quota up to which invitations would be issued for that year, in the 
first instance, provided, of course, that the Commission requested 
them.  ̂ I t was explained that unless a permanent agreement (i.e., a 
final Treaty) was immediately reached, the interim arrangement to be 
entered into should be such as would continue till the final agreement 
was reached. The agreement on the number of invitations after the 
first year would depend upon the nature of the development of seis- 
mological and other insti:umentation, and on other relevant factors. 
The occasions and the places for which invitations would be issued 
would be determined, in each case, after consultation and agreement 
between the International Scientific Commission and the country con
cerned. I t was also observed by the Delegation of India that con
sistently with the obligation of all countries, in accordance with the 
8-Nation Memorandum, to furnish the Commission with the facts 
necessary to establish the nature of any suspicious or significant event, 
it would be agreed that any State guilty of breaches of these obliga
tions would, by such breaches, free the other parties from being tied 
any longer to the Agreement.

" See ENDC/PV.85, pp. 22-26.
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MEXICO

The delegation of Mexico (in a statement by Ambassador Padilla 
Nervo on 30 November 1962) said:

The General Assembly in its Resolution A/RES/1762 (XVII), page 3, para
graph 6, recommends that: . . if, against all hope, the parties concerned
do not reach agreement on the cessation of all tests by 1 January 1963, they 
should enter into an immediate agreement prohibiting nuclear weapon tests 
in the atmosphere in outer space, and under water, accompanied hy an interim 
arrangement suspending all underground teat8*\

V^hat in the opinion of the nuclear Powers should be the main features of 
such an interim arrangement which, in the words of the resolution, must 
“include adequate assurances for the effective detection and identification of 
seismic events by an international scientific commission”? ^

The delegation of Mexico suggests that the temporary or experi
mental interim arrangement referred to in the above-mentioned para
graph 6 might include the following elements:

(a) The setting up for an interim period of an international 
scientific commission with the functions proposed by the delegation 
of Sweden, and with the powers assigned to the scientific commission 
in the Memorandum submitted by the eight nations on 16 April.

(b) A clause to the effect that if this interim scientific commission 
wishes to make an on-site inspection in order to identify a suspicious 
seismic event, any Power party to the interim arrangement which 
refuses to invite the scientific conmiission shall ipso facto by its refusal 
release the other party from its obligations under the interim 
arrangement,

A refusal by one of the parties to invite the interim scientific com
mission when an on-site inspection is the only means of identifying 
a suspicious seismic event would, if our suggestion is accepted, have 
the effect or consequence of legally and politically releasing the other 
party from its obligations under the interim arrangement, which 
would mean the termination of the agreement and the resumption of 
nuclear weapon tests.

We do not believe that any party would assume the very grave 
responsibility vis-a-vis world opinion of refusing such an invitation.

We believe that an interim arrangement for the suspension of under
ground tests containing such clauses as those I have mentioned, could 
be tried out provisionally whilst the parties concerned were negoti
ating a final treaty, and that this would facilitate, in accordance with 
the General Assembly's wishes, the conclusion of an immediate agree
ment prohibiting nuclear tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and 
under water.

^ p .  36.
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SWEDEN

The Swedish delegation (in an intervention November 28) sug
gested that the international scientific commission, as proposed in the 
8-Power memorandmn, should be set up immediately, on an interim 
basis, without awaiting the final drafting and entry into force of a 
comprehensive agreement.^

This interim commission could be given a mandate by the 18 Nation 
Conference, but the nomination of scientists from different countries 
could be made by some independent, scientific institution.

The interim comimission should:

(1) provide the conference, and in particular its nuclear sub
committee with pertinent technical and scientific information and 
undertake certain investigations,

(2) assist in the elaboration of the detection and data exchange 
system,

(3) be explicitly entrusted with functions which the 8-Power 
memorandum envisages for a permanent commission.

The Swedish delegation further suggested a time-limited suspen
sion of underground tests while the details of a comprehensive test 
ban treaty were worked out. During this period the interim commis
sion should fulfil the functions with regard to detection and identi
fication of seismic events as laid down in the UN resolution 1762 
(XVII) A paragraph 6.

Such a provisional arrangement with regard to underground tests 
should make it possible for the nuclear Powers immediately to enter 
into a final agreement prohibiting nuclear weapons tests in the atmo
sphere, in outer space and under water.

UNITED ARAB REPUBLIC

The UAE delegation expressed the view that once political deci
sions are taken by the capitals of the nuclear Powers, they can imme
diately agree on stopping tests in the three above-ground environ
ments, while at the same time agreeing on a provisional arrangement 
to stop underground tests for a mutually acceptable duration under 
the supervision of a provisional International Scientific Commission. 
Meanwhile, negotiations should continue in search of a final agree
ment. The provisional International Commission would avail itself 
of existing nationally-manned observation posts as well as of all new 
technical developments including the black boxes. The Commission 
could request on-site inspections to verify significant and suspicious

 ̂Ante, pp. 1104-1115.
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seismic events. The parties to the arrangements would have to give 
the Commission convincing reasons for declining to issue such an 
invitation. Failure to invite the Commission and to furnish it with 
convincing explanation would result in the Conmiission’s communi
cating this to the other parties and to the United Nations.

This communication would free the States concerned from the heavy 
moral obligations undertaken by all parties in that arrangement.

The UAR delegation furthermore reminded the Committee of its 
previous suggestions that the two Co-Chairmen “lay down agreed 
practical arrangements, in other words, the modalities and mechanics 
of on-site inspection in practical and concrete cases.”

The UAE. delegation expressed its confidence that once such an 
arrangement is signed it will be respected by all its signatories. If 
this arrangement fails we would then revert to the present regrettable 
situation, but not to a worse one.

United States Proposal Submitted to the First Committee 
of the General Assembly: Draft Declaration of Prin
ciples Relating to the Exploration and Use of Outer 
Space, December 8,1962 ^

TAe General Asserribly^
Recalling its resolution 1721 (XVI), adopted on 20 December 1961,̂  
Recognizing the common interest of all mankind in furthering the 

peaceful exploration and use of outer space.
Believing that the exploration and use of outer space should be for 

the betterment of mankind and to the benefit of States irrespective of 
the stage of their economic or scientific development,

Considering the great importance of international co-operation 
in this field of human activity.

Believing that such co-operation will contribute to the development 
of mutual understanding and to the strengthening of friendly rela
tions among nations and peoples,

Commends to States for their guidance in the exploration and use 
of outer space the following declaration of principles:

 ̂A/O.l/881, Dec. 8, 1962. The General Assembly referred the draft declara
tion to the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space {post, pp. 1232-1236).

• Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 738-741.
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1. Outer space and celestial bodies are free for exploration and use 
by all States, on the basis of equal rights, in conformity with inter
national law;

2. In the exploration and use of outer space and celestial bodies, 
States are bound by the relevant rules of international law and the 
relevant provisions of international treaties and agreements including 
the Charter of the United Nations;

3. Outer space and celestial bodies are not subject to national ap
propriation ;

4. States shall render all possible assistance to the personnel of 
space vehicles who may be the subject of accident or experience condi
tions of distress, or who may land by reason of accident, distress, 
or mistake. Space vehicle personnel who make such a landing shall 
be safely and promptly returned to the launching authority;

5. States shall return to the launching authority any space vehicle 
or part that has landed by reason of accident, distress, or mistake. 
Upon request, the launching authority shall furnish identifying data 
prior to return;

6. A State or international organization from whose territory or 
with whose assistance or permission a space vehicle is launched bears 
international responsibility for the launching, and is internationally 
liable for personal injury, loss of life, or property damage caused by 
such vehicle on the earth or in air space;

7. Jurisdiction over a space vehicle while it is in outer space shall 
be retaiQed by the State or international organization which had 
jurisdiction at the time of launching. Ownership and property rights 
in a space vehicle and its components remain unaffected in outer space 
or upon return to the earth.

Summary of the Position of the Nigerian Delegation to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee on the Ces
sation of Nuclear Weapon Tests, December 10, 1962 "

In a statement made this morning on the cessation of nuclear 
weapon tests, the Hon. Minister of State and Leader of the Nigerian 
Delegation, reiterated his Government’s opposition to all nuclear 
weapon tests no matter where they occur or who carries them out.̂  
He drew attention to the wise and varied deliberations in the UN First

 ̂BNDO/68/Add.l, addendum 2, Dec. 10,1962. 
^BNDO/PV.90, pp. 5-13.
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Committee on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests and the clear direc
tives to the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament contained 
in General Assembly Eesolution 1762A.̂  He noted with satisfaction 
that the Eight-Nation Memorandmn ̂  had received such massive en
dorsement at the United Nations General Assembly and that the 
Memorandum has been acclaimed by eminent world scientists as an 
adequate basis for an agreement banning nuclear weapon tests in all 
environments. The leader of the Nigerian delegation then proceeded 
to underline the following:

1. Nigeria is, without any equivocation, opposed to all nuclear 
weapon tests which she insists, as do the vast majority of the members 
of the United Nations must cease not later than 1 January 1963. Con
sequently she will not be satisfied with any Partial Test Ban Treaty 
on atmospheric, outer space and under water, which leaves tests in 
any other environment open.

2. Any Partial Test ban should always be inextricably linked with 
an interim arrangement for underground tests also as recommended 
in operative paragraph 6 of General Assembly Eesolution 1762A. 
The interim arrangement, which should take as a basis the Eight- 
Nation Memorandum, should not be limited in point of time, but can 
be superseded by a more permanent comprehensive treaty banning all 
nuclear weapon tests in all environments and for all time.

3. (a) The Eight-Nation Memorandum, providing as it does an 
adequate basis for a comprehensive test ban and being the only basis 
so far mutually acceptable to all the Nuclear Powers, should be given 
more serious and unambiguous consideration, purged of all pre
conceived ideas, notions and predetermined positions;

(b) The sound scientific basis of the Eight-Nation Memorandum 
has been confirmed by recent scientific progress and conferences;

(c) I t should always be borne in mind that in the present world 
context there cannot be a “perfect” test ban treaty.

4. An International Scientific Commission on the lines advocated in 
the Eight-Nation Memorandum, should be set up immediately, at least 
on an interim basis.

5. Nigeria advocates more fruitful deliberations in the Nuclear Sub- 
Committee, more practical consideration of the modalities for a test 
ban provided for in the Eight-Nation Memorandum, such as the deter
mination of what constitutes a significant and suspicious event and 
practical arrangements for the setting up of the International Scien
tific Commission the transmission of data from the national seismic

 ̂Ante, pp. 1029-1033.
'Ante, pp. 334-336.
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stations to and its processing by the International Scientific Commis
sion—instead of a pointless and not profitable wrangling over so- 
called principles. The theory of the “Black Boxes”—automatic seis
mic stations, and any other proposals that would bring us closer to an 
early agreement should also be given careful consideration.

United States Proposal Submitted to the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee: Draft Article V of Treaty on 
General and Complete Disarmament, December 10, 
1962^

A rticmi V

1. Reduction of Armaments.

a. Each of the following Parties: (BLANK)
agrees to reduce its armaments in Stage I  in accordance with the 
provisions of this Article.

b. Each Party named in paragraph 1 of this Article, with the 
exceptions provided in the Annex on Stage I  Armaments Eeduc- 
tions, shall reduce the number of its armaments in each of the types 
listed in that Annex by not less than 30 per cent of the number of such 
armaments existing at the beginning of Stage I.

c. Each Party named in paragraph 1 of this Article agrees not 
to retain at the end of Stage I  any armaments of the types listed in 
the Annex on Stage I Armaments Reductions in excess of the num
ber of such armaments existing at the beginning of Stage I less the 
number of such armaments required to be reduced in Stage I  by such 
Party under this Article.

2. Method of Reduction.

a. Each Party to this Treaty shall submit to the International
Disarmament Organization, w ithin  days after the beginning
of Stage I, a declaration setting forth inventories of the numbers of 
its armaments, existing at the beginning of Stage I, in each type listed 
in the Annex on Stage I  Armaments Reductions. The form of such 
declaration shall be in accordance with the requirements set forth in 
that Annex.

b. The reductions of armaments required by this Article shall

" ENDC/69, Dec. 10,1962.
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be accomplished in three consecutive steps, each consisting of one 
year. Each Party named in paragraph 1 of this Article shall reduce

(i) by the end of the first step the number of its armaments 
in each type by not less than one-third of the number of such arma
ments required to be reduced by such Party in Stage I, and

(ii) by the end of the second step the number of its armaments 
in each type by not less than two-thirds of the number of such arma
ments required to be reduced by such Party in Stage I.

By the end of the third step, each Party named in paragraph 
1 of this Article shall complete the reductions of armaments it is 
required to make in Stage I.

c. Each step shall be divided into two consecutive parts, each 
consisting of six months. In the first part of each step, each Party 
named in paragraph 1 of this Article shall deposit the armaments 
which it is required to reduce in that step in depots imder the super
vision of the International Disarmament Organization. During the 
second part of each step, the deposited armaments shall be destroyed 
or converted to peaceful uses under the supervision of the Interna
tional Disarmament Organization.

d. The number, location, establishment and operation of depots, 
and the destruction or conversion to peaceful uses of armaments, shall 
be in accordance with the provisions of the Annex on Stage I  Arma
ments Keductions and with rules adopted by the Control Council of 
the International Disarmament Organization in accordance with 
Article—

3. Limitations on Production and Testing of Armaments.

a. Each Party to this Treaty shall limit its production of arma
ments of the types listed in the Annex on Stage I Armaments Ee- 
ductions in accordance with the table of production allowances con
tained in that Annex. For each armament produced during Stage I, 
an existing armament of the same type as that produced, in addition 
to the armaments required to be reduced in the absence of production, 
shall be deposited in a depot under the supervision of the Interna
tional Disarmament Organization and disposed of in accordance 
with paragraph 2c of this Article, so that the reductions required in 
Stage I  may be achieved and so that no Party may, after the beginning 
of Stage I, increase the number of its armaments in any type listed 
in the Annex on Stage I Armaments Reductions.

b. Each Party to this Treaty shall, from the beginning of Stage 
I, limit its production of parts and assemblies usable in any type of 
armament listed in the Annex on Stage I Armaments Reductions in 
accordance Avith the provisions of that Annex.
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c. No Party shall, after the beginning of Stage I, expand its 
facilities for the production of any type of armament listed in the 
Annex on Stage I  Armaments Reductions, or construct or equip 
facilities for the production of any type of armament which it has 
not produced prior to the beginning of Stage I.

d. No Party shall, from the beginning of Stage I, test or produce 
any type of armament which it has not tested and produced prior 
to the beginning of Stage I.

e. Each Party to this Treaty shall, after the beginning of Stage 
I, limit flight testing of missiles in accordance with the table in the 
Annex on Stage I  Armaments Reductions.
4. Verification.

The obligations set forth in this Article shall be verified by the In
ternational Disarmament Organization in accordance with the provi
sions of this Treaty and the Annex on Verification.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, December 
10, 1962"

In connexion with the statement of the representative of Nigeria 
on the question of the cessation of nuclear weapon tests,  ̂ the Soviet 
delegation would like to make a few remarks by way of reply. I  
take it, Mr. Chairman, that you have no objection.

The representative of Nigeria referred to the recent Pugwash Con
ference of scientists from the Soviet Union, the United States and 
the United Kingdom [sic]. He also spoke about “black boxes” and so 
on. In this connexion, I should like to make a few comments and put 
forward some considerations.

First, it must be noted once again that on the question of the cessa
tion of nuclear weapon tests there is a considerable measure of agree
ment between the Soviet Union, on the one hand, and the Western 
Powers, on the other. Now, after many years of stubborn opposition, 
the United States and the United Kingdom have finally acknowledged 
that control in regard to the cessation of nuclear weapon tests in the at
mosphere, under water and in outer space can be exercised by national 
means of detection and that there is no need for the establishment of 
ah international control system and international inspection for such

" ENDG/PV.90, pp. 13-27.
’ IMd., pp. 5-13 (summarized ante  ̂pp. 1179-1181).



1184 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1962

control. The differences which now separate us and prevent us from 
reaching agreement relate to questions of control only over under
ground nuclear weapon tests. I t should be noted, however, that con
trol in regard to imderground nuclear tests can also be exercised 
through the use of national means of detection. But, the Western 
Powers remain adamant on this question, seeing in it a loophole which 
would enable them in the future to go on testing nuclear weapons. 
This is the only way in which we can interpret the persistent unwill
ingness of the United States and the United Kingdom to agree to the 
cessation of nuclear weapon tests in the underground environment on 
the basis of the use of national means of control over such an agree
ment. In order to prevent agreement on this question, the Western 
Powers continue to insist stubbornly on international control and com
pulsory international inspection in regard to underground nuclear 
explosions.

The position of the Soviet Union on this question is well known. 
We have repeatedly stated that there is no need for international 
inspection and international control in regard to imderground nuclear 
explosions.

There can be no justification for the position of the Western Powers, 
which by their persistent demand for international control and com
pulsory inspection in regard to underground nuclear explosions are 
blocking agreement on the question of prohibiting all nuclear weapon 
tests. We believe that the existing differences can be overcome if 
we seek for a compromise on a mutually acceptable basis.

We have already pointed out that, in this respect, the conclusions 
reached by the Soviet, United States and the United Kingdom scien
tists at the Pugwash Conference in London last September are of 
definite interest: they proposed the use of unmanned automatic seis
mic stations, in order to facilitate agreement on the question of con
trol over underground explosions.^

The Soviet delegation has already pointed out that we are prepared 
to agree that in a treaty on the prohibition of all nuclear weapon tests, 
including underground tests, provision should be made for the setting 
up of automatic seismic stations both on the territory of the nuclear 
Powers themselves and near the frontiers of the nuclear Powers, with 
the agreement, of course, of the States on whose territory it is pro
posed to locate such stations.

The Soviet Union is prepared to agree that two or three such sta
tions should be set up on the territory of States possessing nuclear 
weapons, including the territory of the Soviet Union. These stations 
could be located in the zones that are most subject to earthquakes.

 ̂Ante, pp. 863-865.
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There are three such zones in the Soviet Union—the Far Eastern 
zone, the Central Asian zone and the Altai zone. Soviet scientists 
consider that the most suitable sites for automatic seismic stations 
would be near the town of Yakutsk for the Far Eastern zone, near 
the town of Kokchetav for the Central Asian zone and near the town 
of Bodaibo for the Altai zone. Further, we base ourselves on the 
assumption that delivery of the appropriate sealed apparatus for 
periodic replacement in the automatic seismic stations in the USSR 
from the international centre and its return to the international centre 
should be carried out by Soviet personnel in Soviet aircraft.

The Soviet Union is sincerely striving to reach agreement on a mu
tually acceptable basis. If the participation of foreign personnel 
is required for the delivery of this apparatus to automatic seismic 
stations from the international centre and for its return from the sta
tions to the international centre, the Soviet Union would be prepared 
to agree to this.

It is understood that, if necessary, we would take appropriate 
precautionary measures in connexion with such trips by foreign 
personnel.

Therefore, in this new position of the Soviet Union it is a question 
of control by means of automatic stations with certain elements of 
intemationar control; this, in our view, would provide a good way out 
of the situation and make it possible to reach agreement rapidly on the 
prohibition of all nuclear weapon tests for all time on a mutually 
acceptable basis. Agreement could, of course, be reached without 
delay even now, if the Western Powers would show goodwill and not 
try to avoid taking advantage of the opportunity afforded them by 
this Soviet proposal.

We believe that this proposal by the Soviet Union introduces a 
new element into the negotiations on the cessation of tests and that it 
will be duly appreciated by the neutral States and the Western 
Powers, and then we would be able to bestow upon mankind, upon 
all the peoples of the world, the present about which the representative 
of Nigeria has just spoken.

I shall now turn to the question of general and complete disarma
ment. Today the Committee is beginning in real earnest the discus
sion of specific questions of general and complete disarmament. At 
the first meetings of the Eighteen-Nation Committee after the resump
tion of its work, a number of representatives showed definite interest 
in the proposal submitted on 21 September 1962 at the seventeenth 
session of the United Nations General Assembly on behalf of the Soviet 
Government by the Minister of Foreign Affairs, Mr. Gromyko.  ̂ This

 ̂Ante, pp. 913-938.
688-714— 63— vol. II-------37
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proposal is that until completion of the implementation of the second 
stage of general and complete disarmament a strictly limited and 
agreed number of intercontinental missiles, anti-missile missiles and 
anti-aircraft missiles in the ground-to-air category could remain at the 
disposal of the Soviet Union and the United States.

What prompted the Soviet Union to put forward this proposal? 
What is its point and significance? There can be no doubt that the 
main danger to general peace and to the security of the peoples is the 
threat of a nuclear war breaking out. The elimination of this threat 
is the main and primary task in the general programme of 
disarmament.

I t is precisely for this reason that States should work out an agree
ment which would eliminate in the very first stage of the implementa
tion of the disarmament programme the possibility of a nuclear con
flict breaking out. Much has already been said at the meetings of 
our Committee to the effect that this aim could be acliieved in two ways: 
either by undertaking measures in the first stage of disarmament to 
destroy the nuclear weapons themselves, which would be a direct way 
of radically solving this question, or by accomplishing the aim in
directly by measures for the elimination of the means of delivery of 
these weapons.

The arguments in favour of beginning disarmament with the elimi
nation of the nuclear weapons themselves are widely supported by 
many countries. This is not surprising since the destruction and pro
hibition of nuclear weapons would do away with the material basis for 
unleashing and carrying on nuclear war. The Soviet Union has al
ways advocated the elimination of nuclear weapons from the very 
outset of the disarmament programme. The Soviet Union is already 
willing to transfer the implementation of measures for the elimination 
of nuclear weapons from the second to the first stage, and several rep
resentatives of the non-aligned States have expressed themselves in 
favour of this. We should be happy to do this if the United States, 
the United Kingdom and other Western Powers would agree with 
this proposal. Unfortunately, the position of the Western Powers 
on this question does not make it possible for us to count on this.

Having encountered stubborn resistance on the part of the Western 
Powers to the Soviet proposal that all nuclear weapons should be de
stroyed in the first stage of disarmament and being anxious to find a 
mutually acceptable basis for negotiations on general and complete 
disarmament, we propose in the draft treaty submitted by the Soviet 
Government to the Eighteen-Nation Committee that disarmament 
should start not with the elimination of the nuclear weapons them
selves but with the elimination of the means of delivery of nuclear
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weapons,'' Such a method could also lead to eliminating as early as 
in the first stage the danger of a thermonuclear war breaking out, since 
nuclear weapons without the means of delivering them to their targets 
would be paralyzed, would, so to speak, be riveted to their storage sites 
while awaiting destruction in the second stage.

It should be noted that if we begin the implementation of general 
and complete disarmament by eliminating the means of delivery of 
nuclear weapons, this has also certain advantages. Modern means de
signed for delivering nuclear weapons to their targets represent a 
complicated military technique. They include rockets, bombers, sur
face and underwater vessels of a specific type and large artillery sys
tems. The maintenance and use of these means requires complicated 
equipment, ancillary services and so on. These special features of 
nuclear weapon delivery vehicles are a factor which will facilitate to 
a considerable extent the implementation of control.

Obviously, the implementation of disarmament measures must take 
place in such a way as not to create any military advantage either for 
any individual State or for any group of States. This principle is 
laid down in the Agreed Principles.^ Accordingly, in the 
Soviet draft treaty the destruction of the means of delivery of nuclear 
weapons is organically linked with the elimination of foreign military 
bases on alien territories and the withdrawal of foreign troops there
from. We have already pointed out repeatedly the fact, which is 
well known to all members of the Committee, that the Soviet Union 
is compelled, for a number of reasons, to base its defence mainly on 
the means of delivering nuclear weapons. These means have been, in 
a sense, the Soviet Union’s answer to the system of military bases lo
cated by the United States and the NATO military bloc along the bor
ders of the Soviet Union and other socialist countries. In agreeing 
to the elimination of its main means of defence, the Soviet Union is 
entitled to demand that the other side should take a step which would 
reduce the threat to its security. For this purpose the means of de
livery and military bases on foreign territories must be eliminated.

As soon as nuclear weapon delivery vehicles are destroyed, the need 
for such bases also disappears. There is not and cannot be any justi
fication for their retention, and attempts to retain them under various 
pretexts are bound to give rise to legitimate suspicions and fears. 
The Soviet Union is proposing a just and mutually acceptable solu
tion of the question, which takes into account the security interests 
of both sides and eliminates the danger of nuclear war both for the 
socialist countries and for the countries in the NATO bloc.

' Ante, pp. 916-919.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 441.
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Wliile fulfilling certain military tasks of an aggressive nature, mili
tary bases on foreign territories are at the same time a political weapon 
in the hands of the States that possess or control them. The presence 
of such bases leads, in one way or another, to interference in the in
ternal affairs of other countries, infringes their sovereign rights and 
serves as a means of imposing the will of some States on others. 
Foreign military bases are a source of friction in relations between 
States. They create a tense and nervous situation in the world, in
creasing the danger of sharp conflicts which might set in motion the 
military macliines of the opposing blocs, which in these days would 
mean a universal thermonuclear war.

The elimination of foreign military bases would be a great step 
towards improving the international situation.

Although the need to begin the implementation of general and com
plete disarmament by eliminating the threat of nuclear war was clearly 
realized at the time when we first took our seats at the Conference 
table, this truth has now become even more obvious in the light of 
the acute international crisis through which we have recently lived. 
Those who are seriously concerned about the fate of the world and are 
anxious to eliminate the threat of nuclear Avar and to preserve the 
lives of millions and millions of people as well as vast material and 
cultural values built up in the course of centuries by the work of many 
generations, should welcome the proposal of the Soviet Union, which 
is aimed at the speediest solution of the problem of abolishing the 
threat of nuclear war. I t was no mere chance that the idea which ran 
through almost all the speeches at the General Assembly of the United 
Nations was the need to make the most energetic efforts in order to 
block the way to a nuclear war. In the existing conditions this can 
be done by destroying the means of delivery of nuclear weapons and 
foreign military bases.

At one of our meetings, the representative of Poland, Professor 
Lachs, made a detailed analysis of the course of the debate on general 
and complete disarmament in the United Nations General Assembly.  ̂
He quoted extremely interesting figures which show clearly and con
vincingly that at the present time many States consider it necessary 
to rid the world of foreign military bases as quickly as possible and 
that this is an essential and urgent task. In this respect the speeches 
of many representatives at the United Nations General Assembly are 
extremely significant and instructive. They reflect the demand of the 
peoples that foreign military bases should be eliminated at the same 
time as nuclear weapon delivery vehicles. At the present time an 
awareness of the danger associated with the policy of setting up

" ENDO/PV.85, pp. 26 ff.
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foreign military bases is beginning to make headway even in those 
circles that quite recently justified in every possible way the reten
tion of foreign military bases on alien territories.

The proposal of the Soviet Union, aimed at ridding the world of 
the danger of nuclear war in the very first stages of disarmament ,̂ has 
also been evaluated in a positive manner by a number of the members 
of our Committee. Nevertheless it has not yet been possible to reach 
agreement on this vitally important question. The reason for this 
situation lies in the fact that the Western Powers represented on this 
Conunittee are trying to prevent the solution of this question. While 
it is true that they have not disputed the reasonableness of the Soviet 
proposal, they have nevertheless asserted that the implementation of 
our proposal is impossible for a number of reasons.

What were the main objections put forward by the Western Powers 
to the Soviet proposal for the complete elimination of nuclear weapon 
delivery vehicles in the first stage of disarmament ?

Their first objection boiled down to the assertion that the imple
mentation of the Soviet proposals would disturb the military balance 
between East and West. I t was said that the socialist countries, hav
ing numerical superiority in armed forces and conventional arma
ments, would obtain a military advantage. In particular, the Cana
dian representative. General Bums, in opposing our proposal, stated 
at the meeting of 22 August:

. . . there is the question of the strategical imbalance which would occur 
in Europe if the nuclear weapon vehicles were abolished and the possibility 
of using the nuclear weapon in defence were entirely removed.^

We do not wish to comment now on General Bums’ remarks con
cerning the use of atomic weapons in Europe, although they deserve 
some comment. We shall dwell only on the assertion that the elimi
nation of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles would create an imbal
ance in conventional armed forces and armaments. I t must be said 
that the talk about the numerical superiority of the socialist coim- 
tries in comparison with the Western bloc in conventional armaments 
and armed forces is not new. This is used to justify an increase in 
military budgets, the accimiulation of nuclear weapons and the cease
less acceleration of the arms race. However, such assertions are a 
purely propagandistic device used for particular political purposes 
and bearing no relation to the actual state of affairs. Such arguments 
are put forward in order to confuse world public opinion and those 
who put them forward do not themselves believe what they are saying. 
In an article published in the extremely well informed United States 
journal U,S. News and World Report on 3 December 1962 there

" ENDC/PV.73, pp. 10-11.
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are some calculations regarding the total numbers of the armed forces 
of the socialist countries and the western bloc. What are the conclu
sions arrived at by this journal ? According to its estimate the social
ist countries have 7,700,000 men under arms and the western bloc 
8,000,000. Therefore, even according to American clearly biased 
sources, the present balance of armed forces between East and West 
is roughly equal. However, this does not prevent the representatives 
of the western Powers at the disarmament negotiations from pro
claiming day in and day out the weakness of the West in conven
tional armaments and armed forces.

As regards the situation that would develop in the course of dis
armament, it is precisely in order to prevent imbalance, precisely to 
ensure balance in the course of disarmament that we propose the es
tablishment of definite levels of armed forces for each stage of dis
armament. Therefore, the objections of the western Powers to our 
proposal on the ground that its implementation would create some 
imbalance in forces are unfounded. Nevertheless such objections are 
being put forward by the western Powers.

I t is also argued that some party to the treaty might conceal deliv
ery vehicles and later use them for its military and political purposes. 
At the meeting on 10 August, the United Kingdom representative, 
Mr. Godber, described this as the main difficulty which prevents the 
western Powers from accepting the Soviet proposal for the elimina
tion of all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles.  ̂ One can hardly take 
seriously the fears of the western Powers about the possibility of con
cealing nuclear weapon delivery vehicles. We have already drawn 
attention to the technical characteristics of the means of delivering 
nuclear weapons— t̂heir large size, intricate guidance systems and so 
on. In addition it can be pointed out that the production of delivery 
vehicles requires a highly organized industrial base. Modern bomb
ers, intercontinental missiles and, especially, the plants for their pro
duction are not needles that could easily be hidden in hay stacks. 
Therefore the position of a country that wished to conceal delivery 
vehicles would be far more difficult than that of the international 
controllers entrusted with the task of verifying the elimination of nu
clear weapon delivery vehicles. In this connexion, it can be recalled 
that the Soviet draft treaty provides for a wide range of control 
measures over all delivery vehicles and the industry producing them. 
The control that we propose covers practically everything relating to 
nuclear weapon delivery vehicles: aerodromes, ports and launching 
pads, without which it is impossible to use a single one of the means 
of this type at present known.

 ̂BNDC/PV.68, p. 44.
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Therefore this objection of the western Powers is also, in our view, 
unconvincing. Nevertheless it is put forward.

It has also been said that in circumvention of an agreement on the 
elimination of all delivery vehicles in the first stage there might be 
improvisation and the use of various forms of transport as delivery 
vehicles for nuclear weapons. At first the western representatives 
spoke about this to the point of absurdity. They even listed fishing 
boats as improvised means of delivery. But later, having realized 
the absurdity of these arguments, they began to put forward civil 
aircraft as more probable improvised means. Thus, Mr. Godber de
clared at the meeting of 31 August, and I quote:

Furthermore, I would say that the bulk of Russian military transport aircraft, 
as well as many of the Soviet Union’s civil airliners which are, adaptations 
of their bombers, could be used to deliver nuclear weapons.^

It is, of course, possible to imagine various, even highly improbable 
situations at will. However, if we look at the matter seriously, and 
examine the Soviet proposal on disarmament attentively it is not diffi
cult to see that it precludes all practical possibility of actions of the 
kind depicted by Mr. Godber. As a result of implementation of the 
first stage of disarmament in accordance with the draft treaty proposed 
by the Soviet Union, plants for the production of nuclear weapon de
livery vehicles will be liquidated, as will all installations connected 
with the servicing of these means of delivery. In a word, the material 
and technical base will be completely eliminated and this, taken in con
junction with control in accordance with the Soviet plan, will elimi
nate the possibility of creating any type of means of delivery of 
nuclear weapons, including, of course, improvised means.

Therefore, this conclusion of the western Powers on the Soviet pro
posals is also unfounded. Nevertheless it is put forward.

The Soviet Union is anxious to reach agreement on general and com
plete disarmament as quickly as possible. Although we consider that 
the western objections to the Soviet proposal for the elimination of all 
means of delivery in the first stage are without foundation, we are pre
pared to meet them half way. This desire to contribute to successful 
progress in the preparation of a treaty on general and complete dis
armament prompted the Soviet Government to submit to the General 
Assembly a new proposal under which the United States and the So
viet Union would retain at their disposal until the end of the second 
stage of general and complete disarmament a strictly limited and 
agreed number of intercontinental missiles, anti-missile missiles and 
anti-aircraft missiles in the ground-to-air category. Accordingly, the 
relevant changes were made in our draft treaty.

^BNDO/PV.77, pp. 17-18.
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Thus, paragraph 1 of Article 5 submitted by us for the consideration 
of the Eighteen-Nation Committee reads:

1. All rockets capable of delivering nuclear weapons of any calibre and 
range, whether strategic, operational or tactical, and pilotless aircraft of all 
tyx>es shall be eliminated from the armed forces and destroyed, except for an 
agreed and strictly limited number of intercontinental missiles, anti-missile 
missiles and anti-aircraft missiles in the “ground-to-air** category, to be re
tained by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of 
America, exclusively in their own territory, until the end of the second stage. 
A strictly limited number of rockets to be converted to peaceful uses under the 
provisions of article 15 of the present Treaty shall also be retained/

We have also added to the section of the Treaty relating to the 
second stage of disarmament an article laying down the procedure for 
the destruction of the missiles remaining in the Soviet Union and the 
United States after the need for them has disappeared. This is article 
23a, the relevant paragraph of which we also deem it necessary to read 
out here in the Committee:

1. All intercontinental missiles, anti-missile missiles and anti-aircraft mis
siles in the “ground-to-air*’ category, retained by the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics and the United States of America under paragraph 1 of article 5 
shall be destroyed, together with their launching installations and guidance 
systems.^

It is obvious that, in such a situation, no State would be in a position 
to count on being able with success and impunity to use concealed 
means of delivery for its military and political purposes. This being 
so, why engage in such a dangerous venture and place oneself in the 
position of a violator of the Treaty, with all the very dangerous and 
serious consequences that would ensue ?

Thus, the retention by the United States of an agreed number of 
intercontinental missiles during the second stage would do away with 
the objections raised by the western Powers to the Soviet proposal for 
elimination of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles in the first stage of 
disarmament. Of course, an agreed number of such missiles would 
also be retained by the Soviet Union.

What I  have said in the foregoing fully applies also to the talk about 
the danger of so-called improvisation of the means of delivery of 
nuclear weapons to which the western representatives have referred.

At the end of the second stage, when nuclear weapons will be com
pletely eliminated, the missiles remaining at the disposal of the Soviet 
Union and the United States will also be eliminated, since all need for 
them will have disappeared.

" Ante, pp. 916-917.
 ̂Ante, p. 927.
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We are heartened by the fact that the new Soviet proposal has been 
received with interest by many States and that the members of our 
Committee have expressed their readiness to consider it carefully. 
Speaking in the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 30 November the rep
resentative of India, Mr. Lall, said that:

. . . the suggestion was widely welcomed at the General Assembly by coun
tries from all over the world. It was referred to as a suggestion which might 
open the door for negotiations on this issue.^

Mr. Lall was referring to the elimination of the means of delivery of 
nuclear weapons in the first stage of disarmament. We would also 
recall that a certain interest was also shown in our proposal by the 
western nuclear Powers—the United States and the United King
dom—on which depends, essentially, the achievement of an agreed 
solution to the question of the elimination of nuclear weapon delivery 
vehicles. Moreover, we consider that consideration of our proposal in 
the Eighteen-Nation Committee will result in a business-like discus
sion, which will help to advance the negotiations and will speed up 
agreement on the text of a treaty. For our part we are prepared to 
do everything in our power to help this process forward.

In preparing its proposal the Soviet Government was guided by the 
desire to create the most favourable possibilities for the speediest 
achievement of agreement with the western Powers on this question. 
The texts of the corrections and additions to our draft treaty speak for 
themselves. They give a complete and clear idea of the meaning and 
significance of our proposal.

At previous meetings certain questions were asked by the western 
representatives. We get the impression that these questions are due to 
the fact that the western delegations have not properly understood the 
purport of our proposal.

For instance, the question was put as to what types of missiles, in 
our opinion, could remain at the disposal of the Soviet Union and the 
United States. It was said that an answer to this question would help 
the western Powers to determine their attitude to our proposal. In 
this connexion I  should like to draw the attention of the representa
tives of the western Powers to the fact that Article 5 enumerates all 
types of rockets which we consider could be retained by the Soviet 
Union and the United States during the second stage, namely: inter
continental missiles which, as is known, are a separate type of rockets; 
further, anti-missile missiles and finally, anti-aircraft defence missiles 
of the “ground-to-air” category. As far as we are aware, this classifi
cation of types of missiles has been accepted, not only in the Soviet

' ENDC/PV.85, p. 21.
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Union, but also in the United States. I t is therefore quite clear as to 
what types of missiles specifically can be retained.

Another question was asked, namely, where the missiles retained by 
the Soviet Union and by the United States would be located ? Here 
again a quite definite and clear answer to this question is given in the 
text of the Soviet proposal. These missiles should be located respec
tively only on the territory of the Soviet Union and only on the terri
tory proper of the United States, and nowhere else. This definition of 
the sphere of location of the missiles retained by the Soviet Union and 
by the United States is quite sufficient for the purpose of taking a 
decision in principle. Exact geographical co-ordinates of the sites 
where any particular missiles would be located are irrelevant to the 
western Powers’ determination of their attitude.

We were also asked the question as to the number of missiles we 
envisage should be retained by the Soviet Union and by the United 
States. First of all, I must say that in our proposal a definite prin
ciple is laid down, namely, that the missiles retained by the Soviet 
Union and by the United States are intended exclusively for those 
purposes which have been already mentioned, and not at all in order 
to retain for these States the possibility of waging a nuclear war. 
There must be no retreat from the main, decisive task of our time, 
namely, the elimination of the threat of a nuclear war from the very 
inception of disarmament.

Any departure from this idea would be tantamount to agreeing 
to let the world remain permanently under the threat of a nuclear 
war. After all, the unacceptability of the United States proposal for 
a percentage reduction of the means of delivering nuclear missiles 
is explained by the fact that this proposal retains wide possibilities 
of starting and waging a nuclear war right up to the end of disarma
ment. We cannot adopt a position which would tolerate a nuclear 
war and would sanction it by an international agreement. Our pro
posal therefore stipulates that the agreed number of missiles retained 
by the Soviet Union and by the United States must be strictly limited. 
We do not at all envisage that the Soviet Union and the United States 
would retain many hundreds of inter-continental missiles capable of 
carrying nuclear war-heads. The quantity—and I  stress this—must 
be strictly limited and in strict accordance with the purposes for which 
they are retained, namely, as a means of defence in the event that 
someone should decide to violate the treaty and conceal missiles or 
military aircraft, as some western statesmen seem to fear.

We deem it necessary to stress once again that our proposal has 
been put forward with a view to negotiating a treaty with the western 
Powers, and it is precisely for this reason that in speaking of a strictly 
limited number of missiles to be retained by the Soviet Union and the
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United States, we have pointed out that this must be an agreed num
ber. We are prepared to discuss the question of the precise number 
of missiles with the western Powers after we have found a common 
platform with them, after we have received a favourable reply from 
the other side to our proposal. Only then will there be any point in 
having business-like concrete discussion of the question of the number 
of missiles that should be retained by the Soviet Union and by the 
United States.

The question of control was also raised in connexion with our 
proposal.

The position of the Soviet Union regarding control over disarma
ment is well known. All measures provided for in the draft treaty 
submitted by the Soviet Government would be carried out under strict 
international control. We should like to draw the attention of mem
bers of the Committee to article 5 of our draft treaty. We have al
ready quoted the text of paragraph 1 of this article in full; this 
provides for the destruction of rockets capable of delivering nuclear 
weapons with the exception of a strictly agreed number of missiles 
of a definite type which would be retained by the USSR and the 
United States during the second stage. Paragraph 3 of article 5 
stipulates that inspectors of the International Disarmament Organiza
tion shall verify the implementation of the measures referred to in 
paragraph 1.

At present, when we are still without the agreement of the western 
Powers to accept this Soviet proposal in principle, it would be pre
mature to divert the attention of the Committee to the consideration 
of the various details which might arise in connexion with our pro
posal. What point would there be in having a discussion on individual 
details, on individual particular questions, if we have no common 
agreed platform? The main thing at present is to get a clear reply 
from our Western partners as to whether they are prepared to accept 
the proposals put forward by the Soviet Union in a spirit of goodwill 
inspired by the desire to reach agreement as quickly as possible on 
the most important issues of the disarmament problem.

We are now waiting for the western Powers to define their attitude 
to this Soviet proposal which, as the representative of India, Mr. Lall, 
has rightly pointed out,̂  opens the door to solving the problem of the 
elimination of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles in the first stage.

At the first meeting of the Eighteen-Nation Committee after the 
recess, namely on 26 November, both the representative of the United 
States, Mr. Dean,  ̂and the representative of the United Kingdom, Mr.

" ENDC/PV.85, p. 22.
^Ante, pp. 1074-1081.
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Godber,  ̂in referring to the proposal of the Soviet Union submitted by 
the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Soviet Union, Mr. Gromyko, 
at the General Assembly on 21 September stressed that they were ready 
to help towards overcoming the obstacles standing in the way of agree
ment on the main issues of disarmament. Mr. Dean expressed the 
idea that he would like to show ‘‘flexibility based on a desire for 
mutual understanding”.

The Soviet Union has taken a significant step towards meeting 
western Powers. It is now for the western Powers to speak; it now 
depends on them whether we shall be able to reach agreement on an 
important question of general and complete disarmament, namely, 
on the question of eliminating the danger of a nuclear war through 
the destruction of all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles.

The picture is now so clear, the situation so obvious, that all that is 
required of the western Powers is to show goodwill. We hope that 
they will soon give a positive reply to our proposal. If  we receive 
such a reply, wide possibilities will open up for reaching agreement 
on the basic measures of the first stage of disarmament and on all 
the details connected with the implementation of our proposal, namely, 
the retention by the Soviet Union and by the United States, during 
the second stage, of an agreed and strictly limited number of inter
continental missiles, anti-missile missiles and anti-aircraft defence 
missiles.

The General Assembly’s resolution 1767 (XVII) on general and 
complete disarmament,^ in favour of which, I may recall, the Soviet 
Union, the United States and the United Kingdom voted, calls on us 
to negotiate in a spirit of constructive compromise. The Soviet 
Union has agreed to a compromise and has, so to speak, fulfilled its 
part of the task. What still remains mifulfilled is that part of the 
task which lies on the United States and the United Kingdom. The 
Soviet Union is acting in the spirit prescribed by the resolution of 
the General Assembly. I  should like to conclude my statement by 
expressing the hope that the same spirit of compromise will be shown 
by our western colleagues, the representatives of the United States 
and the United Kingdom, which would enable us to reach rapid agree
ment on this very important part of the problem of disarmament.

" BNDO/PV.83, pp. 34-35. 
* Ante, pp. 1072-1073.
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Statement by the Acting United States Representative 
(Stelle) to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Commit
tee, December 10,1962 ^

My delegation intends to speak today on the topic which the co- 
Chairman had recommended should be discussed in the plenary meet
ing, but before doing so, with your permission, Mr. Chairman, I  should 
like to comment briefly on what our Soviet colleague has had to say 
with respect to a test ban treaty and, specifically, with respect to 
‘‘black boxes’’.̂

I noted with interest Mr. Tsarapkin’s statement today about “black 
boxes”. That was not because what he had to say about them was 
new: Soviet statements about the number and location and the type 
of personnel that would be needed to introduce and remove the “black 
boxes”—which Mr. Tfearapkin may recall were made to us privately 
some time ago—have been discussed in the co-Chairmen’s meetings 
here in Geneva and have been alluded to in general terms in the test ban 
Sub-Committee. Nevertheless I  noted Mr. Tsarapkin’s statement with 
interest because the fact that he has made it publicly—I say “pub
licly”, and I  assume that Mr. Tsarapkin would now like Mr. Eoschin 
to give back to the Press what he withdrew from it on Friday—in a 
plenary meeting is an indication, I hope, that the Soviet delegation 
is now ready to negotiate further and in more precise terms about 
the number, location, specification and capabilities of the automatic 
unmanned seismic stations.

I sincerely hope that this public statement does not mean that the 
Soviet Government has now reached the end of what it is willing to 
discuss on “black boxes”. I hope also that Mr. Tsarapkin’s state
ment today means that the Soviet Union has now given up its com
pletely inaccurate claim that the western Powers have rejected the 
idea of “black boxes”. We never rejected the idea of “black 
boxes” ; we have expressed interest in them and we have said that we 
want to discuss them and explore the idea. What we have rejected 
is the attempt of the Soviet Union to say that an acceptance in prin
ciple or an acceptance of the idea of “black boxes” by the western dele
gations means that the West will have given up any idea of manned 
stations with high-calibre equipment and of the necessity for on-site 
inspections.

Whenever we have said that we should be quite willing to explore 
how “black boxes” might be used as a supplement to a system of

" ENDC/PV.90, pp. 27-38.
" Supra.
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manned detection stations, and how they might be used possibly to 
reduce the number of on-site inspections required, Mr. Tsarapkin has 
claimed that because we would not give up the necessity for on-site 
inspection or the desirability of manned inspection stations, we were 
rejecting the idea of “black boxes”. I now hope the Soviet delega
tion is ready to go ahead, publicly or privately, with further explora
tion of this idea in specific terms.

I  hope also that the fact that the Soviet Union is now willing to 
accept the idea of having these automatic stations introduced, checked 
and removed by international personnel means that the safeguards 
which the Western Powers have suggested should be imposed on 
on-site inspection teams, such as their transport in Soviet aeroplanes, 
the covering of windows, the attendance of Soviet observers, and so 
on, will—since the Soviet Union now finds them acceptable in terms 
of its security in connexion with the “black boxes”— b̂e acceptable to 
it also with regard to on-site inspection. I do hope this means that 
we may have, or hope for, a change from the opposition of the Soviet 
Union to on-site inspection by international personnel.

If I  may now turn to the topic of the day, in his initial statement as 
representative of the Soviet Union at the opening meeting of our 
resumed session here on 26 November,  ̂and again today, Mr. Tsarapkin 
reminded us of the fact that, in the course of the seventeenth session 
of the United Nations General Assembly, the Soviet Union had put 
forward certain changes in its draft treaty regarding the retention 
by the Soviet Union and the United States of a strictly limited num
ber of missiles or rockets. Accordingly, the Soviet representative 
proposed that we come back to consideration of point 5(b) of docu
ment ENDC/52 regarding measures of disarmament covering nuclear 
weapons delivery vehicles and strive, as provided for in the recom
mendations on procedure adopted by the Conference,  ̂ to overcome 
any difficulties or differences of views. Mr. Tsarapkin expressed 
hope that an understanding on this question would prove to be within 
our reach. In the same statement, he said: “In this regard the Soviet 
Union has a flexible attitude”.

The United States delegation welcomes the proposal of the Soviet 
Union to continue consideration here in the plenary Committee of 
the question of armaments. This problem has been among the most 
acute of all those confronting our negotiations. Any new approach 
deserves careful explanation, clarification and exploration in depth. 
The United States expects to participate actively in this aspect of our

 ̂Ante, pp. 1082-1095.
" Ante, pp. 679-681.
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work, both in the plenary meetings and in talks with our Soviet 
co-Chairman.

In our discussions, the United States delegation will necessarily 
be addressing itself to both item 5(b) of our agenda, which relates 
to nuclear delivery vehicles, and item 5(c) which relates to conven
tional armaments. That is necessary for two reasons.

In the first place, the United States approach deals with armaments 
in all categories and types—except for certain classes of very small 
arms—in an identical manner. The United States approach is to 
freeze at a given moment in time the existing military situation as 
it has evolved in response to each country’s own assessment of its 
military requirements and then progressively to shrink it to zero by 
a process beginning with an across-the-board reduction of 30 per cent 
in stage I.^

In the second place, it is not possible in our view to discuss nuclear 
and conventional armaments separately in the absence of a clear 
definition of what types of armaments fall in the two groups. The 
large number of weapons possessing what is called “dual capability” 
in both the nuclear and in the conventional fields poses important 
problems in this connexion. Moreover, many conventional armaments 
not explicitly designed for “dual capability” could undoubtedly be 
modified quite readily to acquire a nuclear capability which further 
complicates attempts at definition.

I t is against this background and in the light of our convictions 
on these matters that the United States must examine and consider 
the latest proposal of the Soviet Union. Accordingly, in my state
ment today I  shall imdertake two interrelated tasks. First, I  shall 
indicate in a broad and preliminary way some of the general areas 
in which clarifications of the Soviet proposal would be most useful in 
assisting our consideration of the proposal. Second, I  shall recapitu
late the most relevant features of the United States position and th,© 
approach to the questions embraced in items 5b and 5c of our agenda.

In that connexion I shall present for consideration, together with 
certain preliminary explanations, treaty language concerning the re
duction of armaments in stage I.

Turning first to the amendment most recently introduced by the 
Soviet U n io n ,2 I  think it is important to stress the method and the 
spirit in which, in our view, both that proposal and corresponding 
United States proposals can be most objectively examined. In that 
regard I  hope that questions of what is or what is not a principle, 
what must or what must not be accepted before clarifications are

 ̂Ante, pp. 351-382.
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offered, or what exactly must be clarified and at what level of detail, 
will not become matters for polemics to such a degree that these 
arguments tend to obscure, embitter or serve as a substitute for quiet 
and serious consideration of the enormously important and enormously 
complex problem of armaments reduction. The working procedures 
of our Conference, as adopted on 24 July last ̂  and reafBrmed by com
mon agreement upon our resumption here last month, are I think well 
adapted to our constructive purpose. In accordance with them, I 
propose that after all of us here have had the benefit of a general ini
tial expression of views, we proceed promptly—without too much 
repetitious debate—̂ to solicit any suggestions other delegations may 
wish to offer in the form of treaty language, and to refer all of these 
various suggestions to the co-Chairmen for thoughtful consideration 
and subsequent report.

In the interest of minimizing possibilities for unproductive debate, 
at this stage the United States delegation expects to go about the 
task of exchanging views and seeking clarification in specific terms 
primarily in discussion between the co-Chairmen. Accordingly I 
shall seek at this point to sketch only in general terms the broad areas 
in which a careful review seems to us to be required. In doing this 
I am neither presenting Mr. Tsarapkin with a questionnaire nor am 
I insisting that he address himself here and now to the topics which 
seem important to us.

The key sentence which appears to summarize the Soviet suggestion 
appears to us to be the following:

All rockets capable of delivering nuclear weapons of any calibre and range, 
whether strategic, oi)erational or tactical, and pilotless aircraft of all types 
shall be eliminated from the armed forces and destroyed, except for an agreed 
and strictly limited number of intercontinental missiles, anti-missile missiles 
and anti-aircraft missiles in the “ground-to-air” category, to be retained by 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of America, 
exclusively in their own territory, until the end of the second stage.®

First of all, of course, if we are to measure and assess the gap be
tween the Soviet position and our own, we need to know how far and in 
what respects it departs from the 30 per cent across-the-board approach 
which the United States considers to be the most suitable and realistic 
basis for reductions. Despite its opposition at the beginning of our 
Conference, the Soviet Union has now accepted this approach for 
many categories of armaments. I t still wishes to depart from this 
approach, however, by demanding a much larger reduction in strategic 
delivery vehicles, which constitute a most important category to the 
West.

 ̂Ante, pp. 679-681.
* Ante, p. 1192.
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The percentage of reduction which the Soviet Union now proposes 
in those categories appears to be something more than 30 per cent, and 
something less than 100 per cent. We need to know what it is.

And, of course, if the Soviet proposal on retaining an agreed and 
strictly limited number of intercontinental missiles, anti-missile mis
siles and anti-aircraft missiles in the ground-to-air category until the 
end of stage II  implies a cut in United States intercontinental strategic 
vehicles, such as ICBM’s and long range bombers, by a greater per
centage than for the Soviet Union, the problem is more complex. We 
shall need to know the extent and justification of any such proposed 
disparity.

That, then, is the first dimension of the problem which we must ex
amine : how much and in what respects does the Soviet proposal differ 
from the United States proposal for a 30 per cent across-the-board 
reduction ? What, in short, is the dimension of the gap to be bridged ? 
That might be called the dimension of width. That, in our view, 
cannot be classified as a matter of detail, or as one unworthy of con
sideration in reaching understanding on an approach to arms reduc
tion.

A second dimension of the problem before us is that of translation 
of the Soviet proposal into numbers and categories. That might be 
called the dimension of depth. The United States has set forth in 
its treaty outline certain groupings or categories of armaments to 
clarify its proposal.^ I t has sought to simplify the problem by refer
ences to broad and uniform percentages rather than to enter into 
negotiations on specific numbers involved or on the composition of 
remaining forces.

The Soviet proposal, however, addresses itself to numbers, and to 
retained levels, and introduces sharp differentiations between the treat
ment of various armaments. An assessment of the military import 
of those quantities and distinctions would seem to require from our 
Soviet colleagues at least some general indications of the ranges of 
numbers and of the categories of armaments they are talking about. 
That dimension of the problem is particularly in need of clarification 
in view, as I have mentioned earlier, of the lack, so far, of a common 
understanding about the distinctions envisaged by the Soviet Union 
even between nuclear and conventional armaments. In short, some 
armaments are to be reduced by 30 per cent, some by 100 per cent, and 
some by a percentage or amount in between. We need, quite frankly, 
to know which is which.

A third dimension of the task of seeking a reconciliation of the 
Western approach and that of our Soviet colleague involves the ques

" Ante, pp. 354-355.
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tion of verification. We do not, of course, expect that our Soviet 
colleague will table this week a verification annex developing his ideas 
on this point in detail. Verification is of course an important aspect 
of all the proposals we have discussed or shall discuss, but in this 
particular case it is singularly important in assessing the importance 
and signij&cance of the proposal itself.

For, in the past, we have been told by the Soviet representatives 
that total elimination required a minimum of verification. Control, 
they have said, was easy; the existence of one nuclear delivery vehicle 
would constitute clear proof of violation. Accordingly, the control 
that the Soviet Union has proposed has been generally of the type we 
have characterized broadly as inspection of bonfires. But if the Soviet 
Union now proposes a different approach to the largest and most de
structive form of armaments, one based on a precise, agreed, retained 
level, does it propose a correspondingly different approach to veri
fication of fulfilment of the measure? Does it still maintain its pre
vious views forbidding verification of retained levels ? Quite apart, 
therefore, from details and modalities, an indication of the Soviet 
Union’s attitudes on that question would contribute importantly to 
an assessment of the potential and implications of its new proposal. 
That, then, might be called the dimension of verification or control.

Those are some of the major areas into which we should like to 
direct our attention in forthcoming discussions with our co-Chair- 
man. Of course, the Soviet proposal also raises the question of loca
tion of the armaments in question. Although I do not intend to 
initiate a discussion of that problem at this point on our agenda, I 
wish to reiterate the United States position that the elimination of 
so-called foreign bases proposed by the Soviet Union for the first 
stage would create grave imbalances and jeopardize most seriously 
the security of the United States and its allies, and is therefore 
unacceptable.

I  have made these comments on the Soviet change of position on 
nuclear delivery vehicles not in order to engage in polemics, or delve 
into details, but in the hope that clarification and elaboration of the 
Soviet proposal by the Soviet delegation will help us in our efforts 
to resolve the existing major differences on this most important ques
tion of reduction of armaments. We have, of course, noted that at 
our plenary meeting on 26 November, and again today, Mr. Tsarapkin 
emphasized that:

. . . the Soviet proposal is in no case a departure from the Soviet Union’s
fundamental approach to the question of the sequence and order in which
measures for general and complete disarmament should be implemented. . . .

In other words, says Mr. Tsarapkin, the Soviet Union still adheres
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to the position that the liquidation of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles 
should be carried out in stage I  of disarmament. He appeared to 
repeat that idea this morning.

These words are not very encouraging. Nevertheless, we hope that 
in the process of clarifying and elaborating its new proposal the Soviet 
delegation will be able to indicate that the Soviet Union is now willing 
to abandon its unrealistic and inequitable concept of carrying out total, 
or almost total, disarmament in stage I  with respect to one particular 
class of armaments, which cannot even be easily defined, and is pre
pared to move in the direction of progressive across-the-board reduc
tion of all classes of armament through the different stages of the 
disarmament process.

My delegation welcomed the Soviet decision last July to adopt the 
method of gradual percentage reduction for many categories of arma
ments,  ̂and it would not be unreasonable to hope that the new Soviet 
proposal concerning nuclear weapon delivery vehicles is an indication 
that the Soviet Union has drawn the logical conclusion and may be 
prepared to extend this general method to cover all major armaments.

As to the United States, its position on the question of reduction 
of armaments is well known. The United States has believed and 
continues to believe that the method of progressive across-the-board 
reductions of armaments is the most realistic one, and is sound and 
feasible. The reasons for our continuing advocacy of this method, as 
set forth in our proposals, are the following:

First, such a method provides for a continuing and orderly pro
gression, through all the stages of the disarmament process, of dis
armament measures until the goal of general and complete disarma
ment in a peaceful world has been reached.

Second, the United States proposals provide for a realistic alloca
tion of disarmament measures among the different stages and would 
not cause the over-burdening of any of the stages.

Third, the United States proposals make feasible control over dis
armament measures in stage I, when the disarmament organization 
would be in its initial stage of operation, and when all-inclusive con
trol arrangements would be impracticable, and, as it has said on many 
occasions, unacceptable to the Soviet Union. The control arrange
ments under the United States proposals for the first stage would be 
sufficient to provide reasonable assurance against possible violations. 
They would not necessitate undue disclosures of national security in
formation and would thus avoid any prejudice to the security of some 
States which are particularly concerned about this problem.

 ̂Ante, pp. 658-659.



1204 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1962

Fourth, the United States proposals do not introduce in a short 
period radical measures which are inconsistent with the political reali
ties in the world of today. On the contrary, they open the way and 
lead towards disarmament in a way which takes full account of the 
existing political relationships, which, just as the armaments situation, 
cannot be expected to change overnight.

Fifth, the measures provided for in the first stage under the United 
States proposals would stop the arms race by significantly reducing 
the levels of armaments and armed forces, by making it impossible 
for States to develop significant new weapons and by introducing 
rigid control over further production of existing armaments.

Sixth, the United States proposals maintain the existing pattern 
of interrelationship of the armed forces of States by not calling for 
significant changes in the “mix” of armaments of each State during 
the disarmament process. Consequently, those proposals avoid prob
lems of creating strategic imbalance and the very complex and diffi
cult issues which would arise if the composition of forces had to be 
negotiated in detail.

In accordance with this approach of gradual across-the-board re
ductions of armaments, the United States draft treaty outline pro
vides in stage I  for a 30 per cent reduction by specified parties of all 
of their major armaments, including nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, 
existing at an agreed date and listed in an appropriate declaration to 
be submitted to the international disarmament organization. The re
ductions would be accomplished in three steps, each consisting of one 
year.

Each step would be divided into two parts. During the first part, 
armaments subject to reduction within that step would be deposited 
with the international disarmament organization, while during the 
second part the armaments so deposited would be destroyed or con
verted to peaceful use. These reductions would be subject to agreed 
verification arrangements by the international disarmament organi
zation, including arrangements providing assurance that the agreed 
levels on retained armaments were not being exceeded.

The reason why we have included in stage I reduction of only major 
armaments is that we did not wish to overburden the international 
disarmament organization with excessive tasks at the outset of its 
operation. Nor did we want to include in the very first stage of dis
armament such measures as would require very extensive verification 
arrangements. However, as we have said on earlier occasions, we 
would be prepared to consider inclusion of all types of armaments 
in stage I  reductions if the Soviet Union should insist upon it and
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would accept the necessary additional measures of verification 
required.

In order to ensure that States could not compensate for the arma
ments reduced by producing new, and perhaps even more sophisti
cated, weapons during the process of disarmament, the United States 
has proposed strict limitations on the production and testing of arma
ments. According to these restrictions, none of the parties could ex
ceed, through new production, the levels of armaments resulting from 
a 30 per cent reduction of each type of armament existing at the be
ginning of stage I. In addition, the parties to the treaty would limit 
their production of parts and assemblies usable in any type of arma
ment subject to reduction. The parties would also be prohibited, 
after the beginning of stage I, from expanding their production fa
cilities related to the armaments subject to reduction, and from con
structing or equipping new facilities for the production of any type 
of armament which they had not produced before the beginning of 
stage I.

Finally, the United States proposals provide for prohibition of the 
testing or production of new types of armaments, as well as for a 
limitation of flight testing of missiles. All these measures would of 
course be subject to agreed verification arrangements by the interna
tional disarmament organization.

My delegation is taking this opportunity to submit to the Commit
tee treaty language concerning the reduction of armaments in stage I.  ̂
These provisions, for the most part, amplify and make more precise 
the clauses in section A of stage I of the United States outline treaty 
which I have just reviewed. In addition, our draft treaty language 
makes clear the amendments which we introduced on 6 August last 
concerning production of armaments.^ I should also point out that 
we have benefited considerably from the comments and suggestions 
made by other delegations in the course of our earlier discussions, and 
these comments and suggestions have influenced the drafting of our 
treaty language.

In connexion with our draft treaty language, which we are now 
submitting, I should like at this time only to point out a few of the 
features of which I  think members of the Committee should take par
ticular note.

First, in paragraph 1—‘̂Keduction of Armaments”—there is no 
longer contained a lengthy, illustrative list of categories and types 
of armaments, such as the list which was contained in our outline 
treaty.3 The annex on stage I  armaments reductions will contain the

 ̂Ante, pp. 1181-1183.
 ̂Ante, p. 718.
 ̂Ante, pp. 354-355.
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comprehensive list of types of armaments of e^ch country that will 
be subject to reduction. Since reductions of particular types, and 
allowed production within those types, will take place on the basis 
of the lists set forth in the annex, it will be necessary for countries 
undertaking reductions in stage I to develop an agreed list of the 
types of armaments which would be subject to reduction and produc
tion limitations.

Second, I  should like to call the Committee’s attention to the basic 
provision on production limitations contained in paragraph 3a, on 
page 2 of Document ENDC/69.^ In this paragraph it is made clear 
that there will be only an agreed amount of production of armaments 
within the various types of armaments subject to reduction. When
ever an armament is produced within the agreed allowance, an addi
tional armament of the same type would have to be destroyed. This 
language reflects the amendments in our treaty outline which we made 
on 6 August 1962.

Third, there is another point which should be noted about our para
graph 3a. There would be an agreed production limitation for every 
State party to the treaty, even if it were not a State required to reduce 
armaments in stage I. There would again be a requirement that an 
armament of the same type be destroyed for each armament produced. 
This is required under our draft so that no State, whether or not its 
armaments are subject to reduction in stage I, could increase the level 
of its armaments during that stage.

Fourth, I  should like to call the Committee’s attention to paragraph 
3d of our treaty article. In this clause we provide:

No Party shaU, from the beginning of stage I, test or produce any type of 
armament which it has not tested and produced prior to the beginning of 
stage I.

A great deal of concern has been expressed around this table about 
the insecurity and instability which might be created by competition to 
develop new types of weapons. We believe that this clause should be 
an effective dampener on any such competition. If a party had not 
tested and produced a type of armament prior to the beginning of 
stage I, it could not test or produce that armament after the begin
ning of stage I. We think that this clause which I have just quoted 
represents the most practical way in which we can deal with this 
problem.

In conclusion, I  wish to state that we believe that the treaty lan
guage we have now submitted should advance the work of our Con
ference, since it puts into clearer and more precise terms concepts and 
procedures for the reduction of armaments, for the method of reduc
tion, for limitations on production and for limitations on the testing 
of new weapons.

 ̂Ante, p. 1182.
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We suggest that, in accordance with our established plan of work 
and established practice, this draft article and articles 5, 6, 7, 8 and 
12 of the Soviet Union’s draft treaty, together with any amendments 
or suggestions that other delegations may make, be referred to the co- 
Chairmen for further consideration. If  plenary discussions of tliis 
agenda item are completed this week—and of course without prejudice 
to any delegation’s desire to speak on this item on our agenda—we also 
suggest that any delegation wishing to submit amendments or sug
gestions do so not later than Friday, 14 December.

Statement by the Acting United States Representative 
(Stelle) to the Test-Ban Subcommittee of the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee, December 11, 1962 ^

The discussions we have had in these meetings during the past few 
months and the past few weeks seem, unfortunately, to have made one 
fact abundantly clear: the Soviet Union, at the present time, does not 
appear to be willing to reach ah effectively controlled agreement end
ing all nuclear tests, and it displays this attitude by its opposition—its 
continued opposition—to any sort of obligatory on-site inspection. 
The Soviet Union has attempted to justify this position by reference 
to scientijfic advances which, according to the Soviet Union, permit 
identification of all underground nuclear explosions by distant seismic 
instruments, and by arguing that on-site inspection teams would 
actually engage in espionage for the western Powers. The Soviet 
Union has not been able to advance any scientific evidence to support 
its claim that national detection systems could accurately identify all 
seismic events, and it had been clearly shown by the United States and 
the United Kingdom that the safeguards which would surround the 
operations of any on-site inspection team would prevent its use for 
purposes of espionage.

In spite of the lack of agreement on the basic principle of on-site 
inspection we believe that, as was pointed out in the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee yesterday by the representative of Nigeria, it would be use
ful to study the problems involved in such other areas of our negotia
tions as the establishment of a detection network.^ Thus we would be 
able to see more clearly the capabilities of any system which might be

"ENDO/SC.1/PV.48, pp. 3-10.
 ̂Ante. pp. 1179-1181.
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established and, therefore, to judge more accurately the extent to which 
on-site inspections would be needed. Accordingly I should like to 
turn to a discussion of the problem of designing an adequate control 
system to detect possible violations of a nuclear test ban, particularly 
in relation to underground tests.

Let us look for a moment at the practical situation which would 
face the international commission when it imdertook to fulfil its tasks 
of detecting and, in so far as possible, identifying all seismic events. 
One must remember that a network of seismic stations would record 
earthquakes occurring all over the world. According to our best 
estimates, there are several thousand such seismic events each year 
with a magnitude roughly equivalent to or above a two-kiloton nuclear 
explosion in tuff. I t would be necessary for an international commis
sion or, more properly speaking, its staff to determine the location of 
all those events. I t is only after the location of all those events had 
been determined that the scientists of the conmiission could attempt 
a more detailed analysis of the events which had occurred within the 
territories of the nuclear Powers and in other areas where potential 
violators might be able to conduct tests.

Although, of course, our thinking at the present time is centered on 
the possibility of violation by one of the present nuclear Powers, we 
must remember that one of the important purposes of a nuclear test 
ban is to halt the development of nuclear weapons by nations which 
do not already have them. Consequently, in fact, the commission 
would have to consider carefully seismic events occurring in various 
areas throughout the world, and not just those taking place within the 
territory of the United States, the Soviet Union and the United 
Kingdom.

Now let us turn our attention to the outlines of the control system 
which would be necessary to monitor the large number of seismic 
events that I  have just described. Our comprehensive draft treaty 
provides in article VII for a system of detection stations.^ As was 
made clear by Mr. Dean on 6 December,  ̂it will be necessary for those 
stations to be equipped with the most modem instrumentation. Exist
ing seismological stations, generally speaking, are equipped for the 
study of earthquakes, and not for the detection of explosions. Thus, it 
is not only a matter of installing newer equipment, but a matter of 
installing more sensitive equipment, and equipment which records a 
wider frequency range of seismic signals than does that which is found 
in most existing seismological laboratories.

 ̂Ante, pp. 797-798.
ENDC/SC.1/PV.47, p. 8.
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The location of stations is also very important because the relatively 
small signals generated by nuclear test explosions may be easily hidden 
by what seismologists call microseismic noise—that is, the small local 
vibrations which take place everywhere in the earth’s crust. Many 
existing stations are located in areas where there is a relatively serious 
problem with such noise, since they have been built near large cities or 
at universities where noise levels were not so important a considera
tion when they were originally installed. For the purpose of the 
detection of nuclear explosions, it is very important to select the best 
possible quiet sites for the stations in the control system, with due 
regard for the need to provide worldwide coverage.

In view of the above considerations, the United States-United 
Kingdom draft comprehensive treaty, in article VII, puts emphasis 
on the construction of new stations. These stations would be na
tionally manned and operated, under international supervision, in ac
cordance with specifications laid down by the international scientific 
commission.

Because of the importance of these stations, the United States- 
United Kingdom draft comprehensive treaty specifically provides in 
article VII la that the commission should pay for the construction 
of such stations and for their equipment. This provision is necessary, 
we believe, so that there will be no undue financial burden for any 
one State involved in the establishment of such posts, regardle^ of 
where in the world they might be located. Some of the stations cer
tainly will be located in countries which could not be expected to pay 
for their construction and equipment, and the only feasible way to 
ensure their efficient, objective and non-political construction and op
eration is to give the commission the necessary financial resources. 
Also, the personnel for such stations should be trained by the commis
sion so that the necessary standardization of the most advanced 
procedures which the commission is able to develop for the detection 
and identification of seismic events would be correctly followed. In 
accordance with the desires of the Soviet Union, and in keeping with 
the ideas of the eight-nation memorandum  ̂ all operating personnel 
will be nationals of the country where the station is located.

A second type of station would be existing national stations, with 
improved instrumentation, where such existing stations could satisfy 
the criterion of good location previously discussed, or might be ex
pected to supply data which could be of use in evaluating some 
particular event or in supplementing data received from other sta
tions. Article VII of document ENDC/58 provides also for new inter

' Ante, pp. 334-336.
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nationally manned stations which could be built and manned by the 
commission in agreement with the countries concerned.^

Only the sites of both types of nationally manned stations would 
be agreed upon before the signing of the treaty, but the provision for 
internationally manned stations would give the commission flexibility 
in carrying out its tasks. Such stations might be preferred by cer
tain countries which have as yet only limited numbers of technically 
trained personnel available and could be valuable in the development 
of scientific research and in the training of seismologists in the host 
country.

Because of the large mass of data that will be available there must 
be international standardization of instrumentation in the detection 
posts. By the same token, the data obtained by the posts must be 
reported to the data processing centre of the commission according to 
uniform international procedures. To arrive at the desired degree 
of standardization, there should be training of national personnel 
by the international commission, and international co-ordination of 
operations.

The staff of the commission will have a number of important func
tions. The most obvious of these, of course, is to receive and to study 
the data from the collection system. The staff should conduct a re
search programme for the purpose of improving knowledge in the 
field of seismology in general, and nuclear test detection in particular. 
Some members of the staff will need to specialize in communications 
for the purpose of maintaining the necessary world-wide communica
tion network. The staff would also need to develop plans for the 
conduct of on-site inspections so that it would be possible to carry 
out an on-site inspection as rapidly as possible. There should be a 
plan in being for the immediate mobilization of the necessary person
nel and equipment for an on-site inspection, and for the movement of 
that personnel and equipment to the area of the event. Lastly, there 
will be a need for administrative and fiscal personnel.

An adequate communications system will be very important to the 
proper functioning of the international verification system. Aside 
from the routine transmission of data from detection stations to the 
headquarters, there will be a constant flow of requests for information, 
operating instructions, and so forth, from the headquarters to the 
posts. In view of the need for rapid analysis of events and prompt 
choice of events for inspection, communications must be both reliable 
and rapid.

A headquarters laboratory will be necessary for seismic research 
and analysis. A data processing centre including computers would

' Ante, p. 798.
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process the data received from the detection stations, and would select 
those events which required further consideration.

A system such as I have described would need a competent executive 
officer at its head. In our treaty he would be appointed by the com
mission (article III, para. 8), would carry out the policy directives 
of the commission, and would be subject to removal by the concurring 
votes of eleven members of the fifteen member commission (article 
VI, para. 1). He would recruit, organize and oversee the functioning 
of the staff (article YI, para. 2). In particular he would have im
portant administrative functions in relation to on-site inspections 
(article V III).

In the preceding discussion, I  have tried to describe some of the 
practical considerations which must be taken into account in the de
velopment of an adequate verification system in the context of a treaty 
ending all nuclear tests. The same basic principles would apply 
to an effective interim agreement which might be entered into pursuant 
to paragraph 6 of General Assembly resolution 1762A (XVII),^ or 
on any other basis.

Before concluding, I should like to speak for a moment about auto
matic seismic stations or “black boxes”. On 7 December in plenary 
meeting, the Soviet representative mentioned automatic seismic sta
t ionsand  yesterday, in reply to a statement of the representative 
of Nigeria, he made public further details of the Soviet proposal on 
that subject which had already been given to us privately.

With regard to what the Soviet representative had to say yester
day, I might state at the outset that his offer of an extremely limited 
number of automatic seismic stations on Soviet territory—I believe 
he mentioned only three stations—does not move us very far forward 
towards our objective of providing an adequate detection and identifi
cation system. In our view a considerable number of stations would 
be needed, perhaps in three figures, in addition to the manned sta
tions, to provide for any useful increase in the detection capability of 
a control system of the type which we have set forth in our draft 
comprehensive treaty.

While the Soviet representative pointed out that those automatic 
stations would be located in certain seismic areas of the Soviet Union, 
and while that in itself accords with our view on where automatic sta
tions should be most usefully placed, the Soviet representative was 
less than specific about the use to which those stations might be put. 
We shall need to know something more about what the Soviet Union 
expects such a detection device to accomplish. As Mr, Dean has

 ̂Ante, p. 1032.
" ENDC/PV.88, p. 38.
" Ante, pp. 1183-1196.
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noted in past statements, and as I  pointed out yesterday  ̂ so far as 
we know automatic stations neither serve to replace manned stations 
nor can they reduce the residue of unidentified seismic events anywhere 
near to the point where on-site inspections will no longer be necessary.

However, my government believes that further careful investiga
tions might show that automatic seismic stations might be a useful 
adjunct to manned detection stations. We believe such automatic 
stations might serve to increase the detection capability and reliability 
of a manned network of seismic stations. And, given sufficient num
bers of stations in critical seismic areas, we might also be able to im
prove somewhat the identification capability of a manned network of 
control posts. That identification increase would come about through 
increased knowledge of the nature of the origin of seismic events in 
seismic areas. With a sufficient number of automatic stations, we 
might be able to discard from the accumulated total of unidentified 
seismic events a certain number of earthquakes which ‘̂ black boxes” 
would be able to identify if the boxes were properly placed in sufficient 
number in seismic zones.

We also welcome what the Soviet representative had to say yester
day hopefully, as a forerunner of tilings to come, and we will look 
forward to possible additional Soviet proposals to match the many 
important moves made by the west in the last year and a half in order 
to break the impasse over the controls necessary to assure a cessation 
of underground tests.

Yesterday the representative of the United Kingdom repeated his 
formal proposal that a group of scientists from all sides should study 
the question of automatic seismic stations.^ My delegation would like 
to support the United Kingdom representative’s formal proposal for 
a scientific study group.

Finally, I  should like to note that the portion of the Soviet proposal 
which deals with the placement and retrieving of those “black boxes”, 
under international supervision, in the Soviet Union offers some inter
esting food for thought. I  noted yesterday that the Soviet Union 
seems to have accepted the full western proposals for safeguards 
against espionage with regard to the means by which on-site inspectors 
would proceed to and from the area of inspection and carry out such 
inspections, and has adapted those safeguards to its own proposal on 
the means for placing “black boxes” and for removing them from 
Soviet territory. My delegation takes this as a heartening sign. It is 
clear that the Soviet Union can have no justified fears about how in
spectors might proceed to and from an area of inspecJtion. Acceptance

' Supra.
= ENDC/PV.90, p. 40.
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of the western proposals on those safeguards indicates that the Soviet 
Union does not believe that the movement of inspection teams or other 
foreign personnel in the Soviet Union in connexion with its “black 
box” proposal, and by analogy in connexion with on-site inspection, 
poses a serious risk of espionage.

The Soviet Union has, therefore, offered in principle a proposal 
with regard to the placement and retrieving by international person
nel of “black boxes” on its territory a certain number of times each 
year. Such a proposal, it seems to us, could well and should involve 
acceptance in principle by the Soviet Union of what the west has 
been asking it to accept with regard to on-site inspection. In essence, 
the Soviet Union admits that “black box visits” could take place in a 
manner which would not prejudice Soviet security. Therefore, at the 
minimum, we know that at least certain visits by international inspec
tors to Soviet territory can take place without fear by the Soviet Union 
of espionage. If that principle is accepted, what remains to be cleared 
up is only the number of on-site inspections and the means by which 
such inspections may be carried out.

I  should like now to cover just one more subject before concluding 
my statement today. At the close of our plenary meeting on Friday 
morning you. Sir, in your capacity as Soviet representative, when 
speaking of the 1 January 1963 cut-off date included in General As
sembly resolution 1762 A (X V II), concluded by stating:

In this connexion the General Assembly took almost unanimously its deci
sion which is recorded in paragraph 2 of resolution 1762 A (XVII). This 
resolution should be implemented. All the nuclear Powers should implement 
it unconditionally. The Soviet Union is prepared to do this. It is now for 
the V7estem Powers to act. The matter depends on them. We therefore ask 
the representatives of the United States and the United Kingdom whether they, 
for their part, are prepared to state here that the Western nuclear Powers 
will implement this resolution of the General Assembly.^

The United States, and I  am sure I  can speak for the United King
dom on this score, is ready to implement the request of the General 
Assembly contained in resolution 1762 A (XVII) either to negotiate 
a comprehensive treaty mutually acceptable to the parties concerned, 
or to implement the United States-United Kingdom draft partial 
treaty,^ together with an interim agreement on the cessation of under
ground tests which provides for the effective detection and identifica
tion of seismic events. We are not ready, however, to implement 
something which the General Assembly clearly did not call for—that 
is, an uninspected, uncontrolled moratorium on underground nuclear 
weapon tests after 1 January.

* BNDO/PV. 88, p. 42.
‘ Ante, pp. 804r-807.
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My delegation believes the meaning of General Assembly resolu
tion 1762 A (XVII) is clear. We do not believe, nor does it appear 
that other delegations believe, except possibly those from the Soviet 
bloc, that it is possible to construe that resolution as a call to drop 
all efforts to negotiate a treaty banning all tests in favour of a cessa
tion of testing under some sort of uninspected, uncontrolled arrange
ment.

In any event, the United States cannot accept another uninspected 
arrangement for the cessation of nuclear tests, no matter what the 
Soviet Union may do in coming weeks with respect to its own test 
series. We have had a sad experience at the hands of the Soviet 
Union under on© such arrangement. We will not repeat that 
experience.

It is my delegation’s earnest hope that the Soviet Union will drop 
this tactic of trying to steer our negotiations towards a unilateral, 
imcontrolled solution of the problem. My delegation finds it diffi
cult to believe that the Soviet Union can so lightly abandon these 
negotiations, we earnestly hope that it has not done so. We urge 
the Soviet Union once again to reconsider its position in the light of 
the few remaining outstanding differences which require settlement, 
so that we may quickly reach agreement on the sound, comprehensive 
agreement which the whole world desires us to conclude.

United States Working Paper Submitted to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee: Reduction of the 
Risk of War Througjh Accident, Miscalculation, or Fail
ure of Communication, December 12, 1962 ^

The Problem

The technology and techniques of modern warfare are such that 
much reliance is inevitably placed on the ability to respond rapidly 
and effectively to hostile military action. Events which may occur in 
connexion with the efforts of one state to maintain its readiness to 
respond to such action may, in varying degrees and with varying con
sequences, be misconstrued by another. The initiating state may have 
underestimated the ambiguity of such events and may have mi^alcu- 
lated the response they would call forth. The observing state may 
misinterpret them and feel compelled to act.

Non-belligerent steps of a precautionary character taken by one 
state may be viewed by another as being provocative at best and, at

 ̂ENDC/70, Dec. 12,1962.
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worstj as presaging or constituting the initiation of hostilities. Acci
dents can occur and may be considered deliberate acts. Unauthorized 
acts may appear to reveal hostile purpose, and fault may be incorrectly 
assigned.

Particularly where such actions and events may occur against the 
background of an already existing crisis in the relations of the states 
concerned, erroneous assessments may dictate a rapid and dispropor
tionate response. As a consequence, sudden and unexplained changes 
in the military situation may increase the risk of the outbreak of war.

The United States has been keenly aware of this problem and has 
taken positive measures to reduce the risk of the outbreak of war inso
far as its own armaments and armed forces are concerned. On a 
continuing basis, the United States seeks to accomplish such objectives 
as the following:

1. To incorporate special safety features into the design of weapons 
in order to preclude an accidental nuclear explosion.

2. To develop types of weapons systems and to design teclmiques 
for their employment calculated to increase the feasibility of defer
ring a military response until confirmatory evidence has been received 
and evaluated.

3. To exercise effective conmiand and control over the choice of 
military response and to maintain procedures and arrangements for 
limiting any possibility of unauthorized use of weapons.

The United States regards its approach to these matters as a useful 
contribution to reduction of the risk of the outbreak of war. How
ever, the United States recognizes that there are limits to the effective
ness of measures which any state may undertake alone. In any case, 
the problem, which exists in respect of non-nuclear as well as nuclear 
armaments, is of concern to many states. I t will continue to exist 
as long as armaments and armed forces, whether nuclear or conven
tional, remain at the disposal of states separated by immediate dif
ferences of historical grievances.

These considerations offer compelling reasons for seeking to curtail 
the arms race and to achieve disarmament in a peaceful world. They 
also call attention to the need for reaching agreement on the early 
implementation of limited measures designed to reduce the risk of 
the outbreak of war through accident, miscalculation, or failure of 
communication.

General Considerations

The “Outline of Basic Provisions of a Treaty on General and Com
plete Disarmament in a Peaceful World”, presented by the United 
States to the Eighteen-N'ation Committee on Disarmament, April 18,
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1962, proposes measures concerning advance notification of major mil
itary movements and manoeuvres, conduct of confirmatory and sup
plementary observations, improvement of means of continuing con
sultation on military matters and of communication in time of mili
tary emergencies, and establishment of arrangements for examina
tion of possible additional steps.  ̂ The common purpose of such 
measures is to reduce the risk of the outbreak of war through acci
dent, miscalculation, or failure of communication. Depending on 
their exact character, these measures could lessen the hazard that 
sudden changes in the military situation might inadvertently be mis
construed as representing the mounting of an attack.

In the context of a disarmament programme, these measures would 
contribute importantly to the building of confidence and also to pre
vention of possible disruption of the disarmament process. They can 
also be placed in operation prior to the implementation of a disarma
ment programme and might help bring about conditions under which 
such a programme might more readily be achieved. There may, of 
course, be differences in the character of measures suitable in the con
text of a disarmament programme and the character of those which 
might be acceptable in advance of such a programme; that is to say, 
certain measures might be undertaken on a more extensive scale dur
ing disarmament than prior to its initiation. However, although most 
of the measures must be regarded as experimental in character and 
too much should not be asked of those measures which may be con
sidered appropriate for early implementation, they can effect useful 
and significant advances in the capabilities of states to provide mutual 
reassurance.

The measures proposed by the United States can be undertaken 
either as a group, in which case each would serve to reinforce the ef
fectiveness of the others, or specific measures can be undertaken sep
arately. A beginning can be made with as much or as little as may 
be agreed at any particular time, and as experience is gained through 
co-operative implementation of early agreements, the initial measures 
can be modified or expanded, and new measures can be added.

Taken as a whole or considered separately, the measures suggested 
by the United States can have wide applicability to the relations of 
a number of states or groups of states in different geographic areas. 
Some measures can be undertaken directly between the states con
cerned ; depending on the circumstances, others might be more effec
tive if undertaken by groups of states. I t follows that details of 
procedures and arrangements to implement the measures can best be 
developed in specific cases by the states or groups of states involved in

 ̂Ante, pp. 851-382.
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order to ensure that the measures will be designed to meet their special 
needs.

In outlining the general character of these measures in the sections 
below, the United States hopes not only that the measures will com
mend themselves to states represented in the Eighteen-Nation Com
mittee on Disarmament but also that other states will recognize their 
desirability. For its own part, the United States is prepared to work 
out the details of these measures with other states which may be in
terested, including the Soviet Union, and where particular measures 
might be most effective if imdertaken by groups of states, the United 
States is prepared to consult with other members of the groups in 
which it participates, such as the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza
tion, and to join them in working out mutually agreeable arrange
ments.

♦ *  *

A d v a n c e  N o t t f ic a t io n

Purpose. Advance notiJfication of major military movements and 
manoeuvres could provide additional opportunity for calm appraisal 
of military activities which might give rise to misinterpretation as 
threatening the imminent outbreak of hostilities. The ultimate char
acter of such an appraisal would, of course, depend on many consid
erations in addition to the fact that advance notification had been pro
vided. However, the establishment and use of procedures for advance 
notification could assist in reducing any hazard that detection of an 
unannounced activity of seemingly major proportions might induce a 
rapid and disproportionate military response.

A certain amount of information is currently made available by a 
number of states. In some instances, such information is necessary to 
ensure the safety of non-military activities being pursued in the vicin
ity. Moreover, for its own part, the United States frequently provides 
advance notification specifically in order to preclude any possibility of 
misinterpretation. As a general matter, however, the current practices 
of states vary widely as to content, timing, and procedure, and there 
arises the question of whether such practices can be expanded, regu
larized, and more fully utilized. The suggestions of the United States 
in this regard are outlined below.

Content and timing. Criteria for determining what military activi
ties might be of concern are, in many respects, subjective and de
pendent on the general situation in which a particular activity may 
occur, the states or geographic areas involved, and the level of tension 
at the time. Accordingly, it may be difficult to specify precisely all 
activities respecting which advance notification might be most useful 
on a continuing basis, and in a number of instances substantial re-

688-714— 63—vol. II—- - 3 9
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liance may of necessity have to be placed on the judgement of the state 
initiating an activity.

However, if advance notification procedures are to be effective, the 
states or groups of states concerned would wish to know with reason
able certainty what information could be expected on a continuing 
basis, and, of equal importance, what types of activities would not be 
regularly reported. The following types of activities might usefully 
be explored from the standpoint of their inclusion in advance notifica
tion procedures:

1. Movements and manoeuvres by ground forces of considerable 
strength where such activities may be conducted in the proximity of 
frontiers.

2. Significant movements and manoeuvres of naval surface forces of 
substantial size.

3. Co-ordinated flights of sizable numbers of military aircraft where 
such flights may deviate from routine or well-known patterns or where 
they may take place in the vicinity of frontiers.

4. Launchings of long-range ballistic missiles where an unusual 
number of such laimchings may be scheduled to occur within a limited 
period of time.

The foregoing list, which could be more clearly defined in an 
agreed manner, is intended to suggest the principal types of activities 
which might be of some concern and in respect of which it might be 
feasible to establish routine advance notification procedures. How
ever, states should be free to provide advance notification in any addi
tional instances deemed by them to warrant use of such procedures as 
might be established.

Although the exact amomit of detail provided might vary, such mat
ters as the following could reasonably be expected to be covered: the 
type of activity: the approximate size of the units involved; the 
beginning and terminal dates of the activity or the period during 
which it was scheduled to occur; and the locations, areas, or direction 
of movement involved.

Such information should be provided on a timely basis. As a gen
eral matter, notice might be provided as schedules become reasonably 
firm, with, say, seven days’ notice being given where practical in the 
case of major activities. Notice of changes in initial schedules should 
be reported as promptly as possible.

Procedures. To ensure authenticity, and to avoid the lack of pre
cision which might result from voice transmission of information, 
notification could appropriately be made in the form of an official writ
ten communication issued by the state or group of states initiating the 
activity. Such procedures as the following might be considered:
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1. Under a bilateral arrangement, a state initiating an activity 
could provide advance notification directly to the other state concerned. 
Specific channels could be designated for this purpose in order to 
ensure that notifications would promptly reach those officials having 
an interest in them.

2. Where groups of states were concerned, similar procedures could 
-be designed. A question would arise as to whether notice would be 
given by the military headquarters of one group to that of the other, 
which would then re-transmit the information to its member states, 
or whether procedures should be such that both the military head
quarters of a group of states and the military headquarters of member 
states would receive the information simultaneously.

3. A ‘̂ clearinghouse”, established jointly by the states or groups 
of states entering into a particular arrangement, might receive and 
disseminate information made available by participants. Since time
liness would be a key consideration, the most direct procedures would 
seem best suited for the purposes of advance notification. However, 
the concept of a ‘‘clearinghouse” might be examined as a possible 
supplement to, rather than a replacement for, direct procedures.

O b s e r v a t i o n  P o s t s

Purpose, Advance notification constitutes a potentially useful 
measure undertaken separately or in conjunction with other measures. 
A closely related measure would, in effect, represent an extension of 
the advance notification concept through the establishment of systems 
of ground observation posts at major transportation centers. The 
posts comprising such systems could receive such information relative 
to military activities in their vicinity as the host state might wish to 
provide and could, under agreed arrangements, observe the flow of 
military traffic and the general level of military activity on a local 
basis, thereby clarifying reports made pursuant to advance notifica
tion procedures.

Not only the capability of supplementing advance notification 
through direct observation but also the willingness of host states to 
co-operate in the establishment and operation of observation post sys
tems could contribute further to the building of confidence and the 
improvement of reassurance in the relations of the states or groups 
of states concerned.

Elements of systems. It would be impractical (as well as unnec
essary from the standpoint of providing general reassurance) to at- 
tempt to establish observation posts at all transportation centers. I t 
would be sufficient to place posts at such locations as certain principal 
ports, major railroad junctions, intersections of key highways, and 
possibly at certain significant airfields.
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The complement of posts might vary as the result of differing con
ditions in the locations of interest, but relatively limited complements 
should be adequate. Members of post complements would enjoy such 
privileges and immunities and would have such travel rights as might 
be agreed.

Each post would be responsible for observing military movements 
within an agreed surrounding area. Over-all value of the posts would 
be enhanced if, on the occasion of military movements through nearby 
areas, host states would, at their discretion, afford opportunities for 
observation at the point nearest the post-city. Similarly, it might 
be useful to be able to conduct occasional visits to transportation 
centers where no posts were permanently located. In all cases, access 
would be limited to points appropriate for observation purposes.

To facilitate accomplishment of the missions of observation posts, 
liost states should provide advance notification of movements passing 
through the post area.

Extent of geographic coverage. The potential usefulness of sys
tems of observation posts is not confined to particular states or areas. 
In the broadest sense, such systems would be useful wherever signifi
cant military activities take place. The geographic coverage of partic
ular systems, however, would, as a practical matter, be designed to 
reflect military relationship in a realistic manner.

Where neighbouring states might undertake to provide mutual re
assurance through establishment of a system of observation posts, 
it is not unlikely that transportation centers near frontiers would offer 
suitable locations. Where groups of states might wish to undertake 
such a measure, appreciation of military realities would seem to make 
desirable the establishment of posts in each of the participating states 
since observation of areas from which forces might be projected would 
be of importance in addition to observation of more central locations.

A D D r n o N A L  O b s e r v a t i o n  A r r a n g e m e n t s

Purpose. The establishment of systems of ground observation posts 
in fixed locations would represent a major improvement in existing 
conditions. However, it is apparent that the capabilities of such posts 
would be limited. Accordingly, it would seem useful to consider 
whether mutually acceptable arrangements for additional types of ob
servation could be developed either to supplement systems of ground 
observation posts or as separate measures. As a general matter such 
arrangements could be useful either on an ad hoc or continuing basis 
and could provide highly effective and flexible means of rapidly iden
tifying and clarifying military activities and events.
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Elements of systems. Any and all of such observation techniques as 
the following offer substantial promise:

1. Aerial observation.
2. Mobile ground observation teams.
3. Over-lapping radars.

Each of these techniques offers a different approach to resolving the 
same problem: that of lessening the possibility of unexpected con
frontations of military power and thereby lessening the risk of the 
outbreak of war. The details of arrangements for employing such 
techniques would be on an agreed basis and of a character designed to 
give equal assurance to all participating states.

Extent of geogra'phic coverage. Where states or groups of states 
wished to employ techniques such as the foregoing, agreement would 
have to be reached on the geographic areas involved. Such areas might 
be identical for all techniques although this need not necessarily be the 
case. The problem can be approached on a pragmatic basis with 
due regard to the relationships of the states or groups of states 
concerned.

E xchange of M ilitary M issions

Purpose. The problem of reducing the risk of the outbreak of war 
does not, of course, arise simply from the unexpected character of cer
tain military activities or lack of factual knowledge concerning them. 
In the first place, the state initiating an activity may have miscalcu
lated the response that might be occasioned on the part of another 
state. In the second place, a state which views a particular activity 
with concern may be misinterpreting its true character. In both cases, 
each of the states involved will proceed not only on the basis of such 
factual information as may be available but also in the light of its own 
past experience, its assessment of over-all military relationships, and 
its military as well as political evaluation of the intentions of the other 
state.

Even with adequate factual information, there is no way of ensuring 
that these broader factors which govern calculations and interpreta
tions will prove accurate guides in a specific situation. However, it 
appears reasonable to suppose that such factors may be more clearly 
accurate, or less so, to the extent that they are formed on the basis of 
extensive or narrow contacts between the states or groups of states in
volved. In this regard, it may be of some significance that direct con
tacts between the military establishments of many states and groups of 
states, are, generally speaking, relatively narrow. The exchange of 
military missions suggests itself as a possible approach to this aspect 
of the problem.
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General character of exchanges. The exchange of military missions 
is conceived as taking place between the central military headquarters 
of states or groups of states. Each mission would be headed by an 
officer of high rank. A number of additional officers, possibly of 
specialized competence, and the necessary supporting personnel would 
complete the mission. Members of the mission would be fully ac
credited and would enjoy such privileges and immunities and would 
have such travel rights as might be agreed.

Within the framework of the agreed arrangements, the mission 
would carry out formal and continuing liaison with the military head
quarters of the host state or group. Functions of the mission might in
clude such activities as the following:

1. Receipt of such information or views on military matters as the 
host state or group might wish to make available.

2. Observation of such specific military activities or events as the 
host state or group, at its discretion or under agreed arrangements, 
might make accessible.

3. Consultation on military matters of common concern.
4. Participation, upon request, in efforts to clarify ambiguous situa

tions where lack of authentic information might prove disquieting 
either to the host or the sponsoring state or group.

5. Reporting of the foregoing to the sponsoring state or group and 
representation of its views on military matters in contacts with the 
host headquarters.

Although the foregoing functions are of considerable importance, it 
would be hoped that in practice the opportunity for continuing contact 
between competent and responsible military officials would itself prove 
to be of substantial value to those involved and to the states or groups 
they would represent.

C o m m u n i c a t i o n s  o n  M i l i t a r y  E m e r g e n c i e s

Purpose. Although extensive technical means of communication 
are available today, there is a question as to whether existing arrange
ments for communications between states would prove sufficiently 
rapid and reliable in time of a military emergency or crisis. If  there 
is to be assurance that means of conmiunication will be available when 
needed, steps must be taken in advance, and it would appear to be a 
reasonable precaution to place in effect between particular states spe
cial arrangements which could ensure the availability of prompt, 
dependable, and direct communications. Awareness of the availa
bility of such communications links could itself prove reassuring, and 
should the need to use them arise, they could be employed with 
minimum of the uncertainty that is characteristic of periods* of tension.
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Principal elements. In considering the establishment of special 
communications links, it would be necessary for the states concerned to 
reach agreement on a number of matters.

1. In view of the essentially experimental and untested character 
of such arrangements, it would not appear necessary or desirable to 
attempt to specify in advance all types of situations in which a special 
communications link might be utilized. However, there should be a 
common understanding of the general purpose of the link and of the 
broad circumstances under which it might be most useful. In the 
view of the United States, such a link should, as a general matter, 
be reserved for emergency use; that is to say, for example, that it 
might be reserved for commimications concerning a sudden change 
in the military situation or the emergence of a military crisis which 
might appear directly to threaten the security of either of the states 
involved and where such developments were taking place at a rate 
which appeared to preclude the use of normal consultative procedures. 
Effectiveness of the link should not be degraded through use for other 
matters.

2. Specific technical means should be determined in the light of the 
geographic locations and types of equipment available to the states 
concerned. The primary criteria would be that technical arrange
ments be effective on a continuing basis and that they be as rapid as 
practical. Ordinary voice telephone represents one possibility, and 
radio might also be considered although until communications satel
lites become available on an operational basis, radio might not prove 
sufficiently reliable. In both these cases, however, there would seem 
to be some possibility of inadvertent error either through lack of 
precision in reception or through incorrect translation. Considering 
all aspects of the problem, the use of teletype systems might, on bal
ance, prove preferable. I t should be noted that a line reserved for 
transmission of messages by teletype could have a dual capability 
and be used for voice communication as well should that prove 
desirable.

3. Each state would be responsible for arrangements within its own 
territory, would determine the terminal (or originating) point of the 
link, insofar as its end of the circuit was concerned, and would make 
such arrangements as might be needed to effect internal distribution of 
messages to appropriate government officials. In the case of the 
United States, it might be practical for the link to originate (or ter
minate) in the national command center, which maintains continuing 
contact with principal government officials, including the President. 
Such a location would also permit relevant data and experience in 
military matters to be brought rapidly to bear. The route for con
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necting the two end points of a particular link would, of course, have 
to be agreed.

4. Adequate arrangements would be made by each state for contin
uous manning of the link and for acting on messages which might 
be received. Periodic joint tests or checks of the link could be 
imdertaken.

5. No exchange of personnel would be involved. However, if mili
tary missions were exchanged concurrently with the establishment of 
a direct communications link, such missions would be available for 
consultation should that prove desirable in connection with matters 
requiring use of the link.

Although the foregoing arrangements would be undertaken directly 
between the states concerned, such states might, at their discretion, 
wish to notify the Secretary General of the United Nations of the 
circumstances involved in a military situation of a character warrant
ing emergency use of the link.

Other A reas of Possible Interest

I t was noted at the outset that the problem of reducing the risk of 
the outbreak of war will continue to exist as long as and wherever 
armaments and armed forces remain in the hands of states holding 
opposing views. It was also recognized that the problem has been 
increased, although not created, by the emergence of modern weapons 
technology and techniques of warfare. The measures proposed by 
the United States would provide a useful beginning and are pointed 
toward what appears practical at this time. However, they are not 
addressed to all aspects of the problem, and other aspects, in particular 
those which are highly technical in character, may warrant deeper 
examination. Moreover, in a period of rapidly changing technology, 
continuing review may be desirable.

With these considerations in view, the United States has included 
among its proposals the establishment of an international commission 
on reduction of the risk of war. Such a commission would be com
posed of technical and military experts. Its size should be relatively 
small, and its method of operation should be as informal as practical.

A body of this character might, for example, undertake such func
tions as the following :

1. Consideration of those implications of modem weapons tech
nology and techniques of warfare which have a bearing on increasing 
or reducing the risk of war.

2. Consideration of data which member states might wish to pre
sent respecting steps they are taking to prevent accident, misinterpre
tation, and miscalculation, and to improve communication.
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3. Identification of specific technical risks and clarification of sup
posed risks.

4. Development of proposals for additional agreed measures and 
encouragement of separate efforts by the states concerned where such 
efforts might offer a more practical approach.

The foregoing functions are not offered as specific terms of refer
ence but are rather intended to be illustrative of broad areas which 
might be of interest to a commission such as that suggested by the 
United States. Progress in working out the technical details of the 
other measures outlined in preceding sections may assist in determin
ing when it might be useful to establish a special commission of this 
character. For its own part, the United States would be prepared in 
this case, as in the case of other measures, to participate fully, and the 
United States would find reassurance in the willingness of other states 
also to participate.

Statement by the United States Representative (Dean) to 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, Decem
ber 14,1962"

Today we are again considering items 5b and 5c of our agenda. 
Most delegations, including the United States delegation, have spoken 
at length on both the political and technical problems involved in 
reducing and ultimately liquidating armaments of all types, including 
those armaments which are capable of delivering nuclear weapons.

I do not propose today to review all these matters again in detail. 
However, I  do want to spend a few minutes talking about funda
mentals, that is, about the considerations which go to the very heart 
of our disarmament negotiations.

The United States is now deeply and completely committed to 
worldwide arrangements for the co-operative defence of the free world. 
These defensive arrangements were brought about by Soviet threats. 
The United States sees these co-operative worldwide arrangements as 
a shield to prevent any other nation from using its military strength, 
either directly or indirectly, through threats and intimidation, or 
threats of destruction, to frustrate the freedom and independence 
which we share with all the free peoples of the world. The Soviet 
Union and its allies may look upon these arrangement as they will, 
and they can characterize this co-operative defensive system in the

' ENDO/PV.92, pp. 11-17.
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free world as they see fit, but their characterizations cannot change the 
fact of the present total commitment of the United States to these 
worldwide arrangements in the absence of total disarmament in a 
peaceful world, for which we are striving at this Conference table.

The United States firmly believes that these combined military and 
political undertakings provide a substantial degree of security for the 
free world against the possibility of attack. At the same time, as has 
been said by many United States spokesmen, beginning with Presi
dent Kennedy, the United States also recognizes that, in this era of 
nuclear weapons, supersonic aircraft and ballistic missiles, even a suc
cessful military defence could bring untold suffering and misery to the 
successful defenders as well as to the unsuccessful attacker. There
fore, the United States earnestly seeks, with full effort of heart and 
mind, and without any reservations whatsoever, to eliminate the 
scourge of war. For this reason we have proposed our treaty for gen
eral and complete disarmament in a peaceful world.  ̂ We believe this 
treaty to be sound, objective, imselfish and fair to all.

In accordance with the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles on 
disarmament,^ the key to our position is that we will agree to adopt 
only those measures which preserve the safety of the United States 
and its associates while we are carrying out these very measures of 
disarmament. We are in favour of complete and total disarmament 
in a peaceful world, but we will not accept obligations in the disar
mament field which diminish total free world security or, in the 
process, give to the Soviet Union or to its allies, greater military 
power. By this we do not wish by any means to imply that we will 
participate in agreements only when our own immediate interests are 
served and when those of the other nuclear side are injured. That 
would be a most short-sighted and, indeed, a futile policy which 
would doom our work here to failure. On the contrary, the United 
States seeks agreements which are honest and beneficial to both sides 
at the same time, which are in accordance with the Joint Statement 
of Agreed Principles, and which allow everyone to breathe a little 
more easily because all States have new grounds for assurance that 
the general peace of the world rests on a sounder basis and because 
both the causes and the means of conflict have been cut back. We 
believe that mutually beneficial agreements on disarmament can and 
will be reached, and we are convinced that the general approach 
spelled out in our outline of basic provisions of a draft treaty is 
objective, sound, fair and reasonable.

In approaching the whole disarmament problem, we believe that

 ̂Ante, pp. 351-382.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442.
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there is only one sound rule: start from the world as it is now, in a 
political and a military sense, whether one likes it or not—and there 
are features of it that we also do not like—and then go on from there 
with realistic disarmament plans. My government is solemnly 
pledged to work for the implementation of general and complete 
disarmament in a peaceful world. The United States would welcome 
the type of changed world political order that would emerge with 
the realization of total disarmament in a peaceful world, with the 
disappearance of great military powers. However, as long as armed 
forces and weapons remain a crucial factor in world affairs, as unfor
tunately they do now, and as they will continue to do until the Jfinal 
part of the disarmament process, the United States will not be pre
pared to accept a major qualitative—as distinct from quantitative— 
reduction which would reshuffle the existing political-military 
balance under the guise of disarmament.

The United States Government is composed of realistic and deter
mined officials, devoted to democratic ideals, whose oaths of office 
oblige them to keep the security of their coimtry ever in the fore
front. Those men will not be led astray by any amount of propa
ganda, any combination of slogans, or any amount of mislabellings 
They will not be deceived by plans designed to dismember NATO and 
other alliances, while disarmament is being carried out, no matter 
what high-sounding names may be given to such plans.

United States officials will not be impressed by exhortations, such 
as those from the Soviet bloc delegations here, that the highest norm 
or standard for disarmament negotiations must be the elimination of 
the risk of nuclear war in the first stage. Eliminate it we intend to> 
do in our overall disarmament programme, in our three stages, in 
harmony with the objectives set forth in the Joint Statement of 
Agreed Principles, but of this you may be sure: we shall not be led 
into palpably one-sided moves at the Iteginning of the disarmament 
process which would clearly favour the Soviet bloc and jeopardize* 
th© security of the free world.

The first stage is not our ultimate goal: our goal is rather a com
plete programme of total and complete disarmament in a peaceful 
world. There is nothing sacrosanct about either the measures of the 
first stage or its duration. That is a portion of a total programme, 
to be execitted in a time-period subject to negotiation, and proposals 
regarding its length have already been subject to change in some 
instances ;as a result of our deliberations in this Eighteen-Nation 
Committee.

Til© real world of today sees the strength of the Soviet bloc in one 
'compact land mass stretching for more than 7,000 miles from the 
Elbe Tiw'€[r in Crermainy to the shores of the Pacific Ocean, from the..
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Arctic Circle to the southernmost ranges of the Himalayan mountains. 
The rest of us sit on the outside perimeter of that huge compact 
land mass, the whole of which is under communist domination. We 
must be alert at all points around that perimeter, because the states of 
this central mass have the complete option of moving from the centre 
of the huge land mass in a number of diverse directions.

It so happens currently that the strongest perimeter Power— t̂he 
United States—is in most respects not on the perimeter at all, but 
far away on the huge continental island of North America. In addi
tion, the free world is composed of a number of individual States of 
varying capabilities. Only when welded together in a strong alli
ance, where the forces of one become the forces of all, is the free 
world able to defend itself against this great central communist power* 
The only cure for these geographical and political circumstances is 
the deployment of elements of the strength of the United States and 
the rest of the free world in areas closer to the perimeter, where such 
elements can bolster the forces locally available. That, essentially, 
is the system of allied military bases to which the socialist camp so 
strongly objects and which the Soviet world, by reason of its great 
geographical size, does not need. The Soviet attitude towards those 
foreign bases is something like that of the well-fed man who says to 
the poverty-stricken man “I  just can’t understand why you think so 
much about food.”

In all fairness, I  must say that if this were not a disarmament con
ference I  would not blame my Soviet colleagues for declaiming against 
the very factors that make the western Powers in their alliances a 
formidable military force with which the Soviet bloc governments 
must carefully reckon. Naturally the world would be an easier and 
pleasanter place for the Communist leaders to pursue their foreign 
policy and their ideological objective of a communist world if the 
free world were a lot weaker than it now is. However, I  cannot see 
how the Communist leaders expect any such arguments on their part 
to advance us towards real disarmament. I  just cannot understand 
how they think that they can induce governments in the West to adopt 
Soviet-sponsored disarmament schemes which would radically alter 
the world balance of military power in favour of the Soviet bloc dur
ing the very course—and indeed, rather close to the outset—of the dis
armament process. Indeed, if the west ever agreed to such a plan, 
the military advantages gained by the Soviet bloc in the first stage 
could be so great that we would never go on to the implementation of 
stages two and three.

It should by now be clear to one and all that no amount of debate 
and casuistiy will be able to convince the United States to abandon 
its allies in the west and elsewhere to the mercies of the Soviet military
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machine. Let me be very clear: we will not allow NATO to be frag
mented, as would be the case under the Soviet proposals, into jSfteen 
isolated military compartments, forbidden from joint activity and 
cooperation and separated into split North American and European 
districts. We shall not permit that situation to arise while the mighty 
Soviet military machine remains essentially intact in its own part of 
eastern Europe under a single and unified command. That is espe
cially true when, whatever may be the approximate nominal equality 
in manpower when totals are cumulated in eastern and western Eu
rope, the clear superiority of the Soviet Union alone in tanks, artil
lery and other armoured vehicles over combined NATO forces is quite 
substantial— repeat, quite substantial.

We hear many complaints about so-called foreign bases but, as I 
have said, they are an essential component of the present day free 
world military arrangements built up to safeguard the West from 
any military threat that might emanate from the great communist 
compact land mass. Those so-called foreign bases will be eliminated, 
together with all other bases—foreign or domestic—at the end of the 
disarmament process; of that there can be no question, but we will not 
agree to eliminate them all in the first stage, as is now proposed by 
the Soviet Union, or even in the first and second stages.

If, for the sake of argument, the Soviet plan for the almost total 
elimination of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles in the first stage were 
adopted,^ then the so-called foreign bases would also be deprived of 
those same means of delivery, and they would then become instrumen
talities for supporting the conventional forces of various free world 
countries. But these so-called foreign bases would then pose no mili
tary threat to the Soviet bloc, since the Soviet Union would retain 
its well-known preponderance of conventional strength, compactly 
located in a geographical sense. Without such bases, the Soviet su
periority in conventional strength would become overwhelmingly 
great.

If, on the other hand, something like the United States proposal 
for the steady but gradual elimination of nuclear weapon delivery 
vehicles over three stages were adopted, then there would be a reduc
tion in the numbers of weapons available for installation at all types 
of bases as soon as the reduction of armaments began in the first stage. 
Moreover, the correct implementation of the first stage would create 
a good prospect for moving forward successfully with the implemen
tation of stages two and three, which would lead to the liquidation 
of all bases, whether foreign or domestic.

What I  am sayirxg is that the Soviet Union has learnt to tolerate, as

^Ante, pp. 103-127.
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have we all, the existing world military balance with all its compo
nents, including those so-called foreign bases. The Soviet Union 
will just have to reconcile itself to living with that same balance dur
ing most of the disarmament process. Things will be getting no worse, 
but steadily better and better, both for the Soviet Union and for us 
all, as the end goal of total disarmament draws near.

The Soviet Union and its allies must now decide whether they want 
actual disarmament or mere propaganda about disarmament. The 
Soviet Union will not get true disarmament, which we all want, by 
offering completely unfair schemes— n̂o matter how they are labelled— 
because we are intelligent enough not to buy such schemes. Nor will 
the Soviet Union get true disarmament by resorting to propaganda 
cliches, because we shall be unmoved by such entreaties which bear 
no relation to reality. The Soviet Union will not get true disarma
ment by refusing to discuss the actual details of disarmament and 
control measures and by refusing to let experts get down to work in 
appropriate cases, because we shall not blindly agree to undertakings 
“in principle” when we do not know to what we are agreeing. It is 
somewhat like the man who said that he was not opposed to the insti
tution of marriage in principle, but he would like to see the girl first. 
All such unrealistic Soviet tactics will only delay us for yet more 
years from even beginning to tackle disarmament measures; they will 
not lead to an adoption of the Soviet approach when we finally do get 
down to carrying out disarmament.

The slight encouragement which we in the west received from the 
introduction of Mr. Gromyko’s proposal on nuclear delivery vehicles 
at the General Assembly last September  ̂ did not stem from the sub
stance of that proposal, which is still not clear to us. Our encourage
ment was caused by the fact that this was the first sign that the Soviet 
Government had begun to face military-strategic realities. We are 
most anxious to discover how far this evolution in Soviet disarmament 
policy has gone, what it means in specific terms and how and when it 
would be carried out.

The United States believes its disarmament proposals to be emi
nently sound and fair. We did not conceive them or propose them 
with the idea of injuring any other nation. Let me be clear: we have 
never presented our disarmament proposals as the last word in nego
tiations. We have open minds and can listen to honest and reasonable 
Soviet objections; that is why we are all here. In our deliberations 
we shall be guided by objective considerations of sound principles, 
such as can be found in our treaty outline proposals.

I  conclude, therefore, on this note: the Soviet Union in effect holds

 ̂Ante, pp. 896-909.
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the key wliich could unlock the gate blocking a start on a progranune 
of general and complete disarmament in a peaceful world. The Soviet 
Union alone can renounce its attempts to subvert the military and 
political position of the free world through its unrealistic disarma
ment agreement as proposed in document ENDC/2.^ I t is such at
tempts to prevent—and I  emphasize the word prevent—disarmament 
which are the principal obstacles to agreement and to our work here. 
We cannot force the Soviet Union to change its mind and to stop 
using disarmament for its military and ideological objectives. I  
would submit, however, that the Soviet Union must make up its own 
mind on assessing Soviet world interests in a disarmed and a peaceful 
world and on whether true and realistic disarmament would or would 
not serve such interests. We hope to leam of the Soviet decisions in 
this realm through future expressions of its disarmament policy at this 
Conference. We hope that we shall not see further attempts to nego
tiate in cliches.

In the meantime, we continue to hope that the Soviet Union will in 
the near future begin to give us the detailed and specific clarifications 
which we have sought in order that other and more promising aspects 
of Mr. Gromyko’s proposal can be given full and careful considera
tion. In that way we may be able to make real progress.

General Assembly Resolution 1801 (XVII): Question of 
Convening a Conference for the Purpose of Signing a 
Convention on the Prohibition of the Use of Nuclear 
and Thermonuclear Weapons, December 14, 1962 ^

TAe General Assembly^
Having considered the report of the Secretary-General on the ques

tion of convening a conference for the purpose of signing a convention 
on the prohibition of the use of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons,®

Having regard to the usefulness of further consultation with Gov
ernments of Member States on this question,

Requests the Secretary-General to consult further the Governments 
of Member States to ascertain their views on the possibility of conven-

 ̂Ante, pp. 103-127.
 ̂A/RES/1801 (XVII), Dec. 18, 1962. The resolution was adopted in plenary 

session by a vote of 33-0, with 25 abstentions. It had previously been approved 
in the First Committee by a vote of 50-0-26. For statements by the U.S. and 
Soviet representatives explaining their votes on the resolution, see ante, pp. 1116- 
1118.

 ̂Ante, pp. 833-834.
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ing 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 eighteenth session.

General Assembly Resolution 1802 (XVII): International 
Cooperation in the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space, De
cember 14,1962 ^

The General Assembly^
Recalling its resolution 1721 (XVI) of 20 December 1961 on inter

national co-operation in the peaceful uses of outer space,̂
Believing that the activities of States in the exploration and use of 

outer space should be carried out in conformity with international law 
including the Charter of the United Nations, in the interest of friendly 
relations among nations,

Stressing the necessity of the progressive development of interna
tional law pertaining to the further elaboration of basic legal prin
ciples governing the activities of States in the exploration and use of 
outer space, to liability for space vehicle accidents and to assistance to,, 
and return of, astronauts and space vehicles, as well as to other legal 
problems.

Bearing in mind that the application of scientific and technological 
advances in outer space, particularly in the fields of meteorology and 
communications, can bring great advantages to mankind and con
tribute to the economic and social progress of the developing coun
tries as envisaged in the United Nations Development Decade pro
gramme.

Having considered the report submitted by the Committee on the 
Peaceful Uses of Outer Space in response to resolution 1721 (XVI)

I
1. Notes with regret that the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of 

Outer Space has not yet made recommendations on legal questions 
connected with the peaceful uses of outer space;

2. Calls upon all Member States to co-operate in the further devel
opment of law for outer space;

^A/RBS/1802 (XVII), Dec. 19, 1962. The resolution was unanimously- 
approved.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 738-741.
«A/5181.
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3. Requests the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space to 
continue urgently its work on the further elaboration of basic legal 
principles governing the activities of States in the exploration and use 
of outer space, on liability for space vehicle accidents and on assist
ance to, and return of, astronauts and space vehicles, as well as on 
other legal problems;

4. Refers to the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space, as 
a basis for this work, all proposals which have been made thus far, 
including the draft declaration of the basic principles governing the 
activities of States pertaining to the exploration and use of outer space 
submitted by the Union of Soviet Socialist Kepublics,  ̂ the draft in
ternational agreement on the rescue of astronauts and space-ships 
making emergency landings submitted by the Union of Soviet Social
ist Republics,  ̂the draft proposal on assistance to, and return of, space 
vehicles and personnel submitted by the United States of America,® 
the draft proposal on liability for space vehicle accidents submitted 
by the United States of America,^ the draft code for international 
co-operation in the peaceful uses of outer space submitted by the 
United Arab Republic,® the draft declaration of basic principles gov
erning the activities of States pertaining to the exploration and use 
of outer space submitted by the United Kingdom of Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland,® the draft declaration of principles relatin^g 
to the exploration and use of outer space submitted by the United 
States of America,  ̂ and all other proposals and documents presented 
to the General Assembly during its debates on this item and the records 
of those debates;

II
1. Endorses the recommendations set forth in the report of the 

Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space concerning the 
exchange of information;

2. Notes with a'pfreoiation that a number of Member States have 
already, on a voluntary basis, provided information on their national 
space programmes, and urges other States and regional and interna
tional organizations to do so;

3. Urges all Member States and appropriate specialized agencies to 
give whole-hearted and effective support to the international pro-

 ̂Ante, pp. 871-872.
" A/5181, annex III, pp. 2-4.
* IMd., pp. 4-5. 

pp. 5-6.
“ Ante, pp. 87^874.
® Ante, p. 1167.
’ Ante, pp. 1178-1179.
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grammes mentioned in the report and already under way, including 
the International Year of the Quiet Sun and the World Magnetic 
Survey;

4. Notes that the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space 
considers that the creation and use of sounding rocket launching facil
ities under United Nations sponsorship would contribute to the 
achievement of the objectives of resolution 1721 (XVI) by furthering 
international collaboration in space research and the advancement of 
human knowledge, and by providing opportunity for valuable prac
tical training for interested users;

5. Notes the recommendation that Member States should consider 
the establishment under United Nations sponsorship of a sounding 
rocket facility, or facilities, on the geomagnetic equator, in time for 
the International Year of the Quiet Sun;

6. Endorses the basic principles suggested by the Committee on 
the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space for the operation of such facilities 
under United Nations sponsorship;

7. Affirms that such facilities when established and operated in 
accordance with these principles, shall, at the request of the host 
Member State, be eligible for United Nations sponsorship;

I II
1. Notes with appreciation the prompt initial response of the World 

Meteorological Organization to the request of the General Assembly, 
as embodied in resolution 1721C (XVI), that it report on a programime 
to advance atmospheric science research and to develop improved 
weather forecasting capabilities in the light of developmeints in outer 
space; ^

2. Galls upon Member States to strengthen weather forecasting 
services and to encourage their scientific communities to co-operate 
in the expansion of atmospheric science research;

3. Recommends that the World Meteorological Organization, in 
consultation with other United Nations agencies and governmental and 
non-govemmental organizations, should develop in greater detail its 
plan for an expanded programme to strengthen meteorological serv
ices and research, placing particular emphasis on the use of meteor
ological satellites and on the expansion of training and educational 
opportunities in these fields;

4. Invites the International Council of Scientific Unions through its 
member unions and national academies to develop an expanded pro
gramme of atmospheric science research which will complement the 
programmes fostered by the World Meteorological Organization;

"A/5229.
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5. Invites United Nations agencies concerned with the granting of 
technical and financial assistance, in consultation with the World 
Meteorological Organization, to give sympathetic consideration to 
requests from Member States for technical and financial assistance 
to supplement their own resources for these activities, including the 
improvement of meteorological networks;

6. Requests the World Meteorological Organization, following its 
Congress in April 1963, to report to the Committee on the Peaceful 
Uses of Outer Space, and to the Economic and Social Council at its 
thirty-sixth session, on steps taken relating to these activities;

IV
1. Notes with a'p'preciation the prompt initial response of the Inter

national Telecommunication Union to the request of the General As
sembly, as embodied in resolution 1721 D (XVI), that it report on 
those aspects of space communications in which international co
operation will be required; ^

2. Believes that communication by satellite offers great benefits to 
mankind, as it will permit the expansion of radio, telephone and tele
vision transmissions, including the broadcast of United Nations 
activities, thus facilitating contact among the peoples of the world;

3. EmphasiBes the importance of international co-operation to 
achieve effective satellite communications which will be available on 
a world-wide basis;

4. Observes that the Secretary-General of the International Tele
communication Union has invited members to submit information on:

(a) Technical progress and developments in space tele
communications ;

(&) Subjects which they regard as appropriate for international 
co-operation in order to achieve the objectives set forth in General 
Assembly resolution 1721D (X V I);

(c) Which of those subjects, if any, should be included in the 
agenda of the Extraordinary Administrative Eadio Conference to be 
held in October 1963;

5. Notes that the Secretary-General of the International Telecom
munication Union, in the light of the replies, will report on these ques
tions to the next meeting of its Administrative Council in March 1963 
in order that the Council may complete the agenda for this 
Conference;

6. Considers it of the utmost importance that this Conference make 
allocations of radio frequency bands sufficient to meet expected outer 
space needs;

‘ A/5237.
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7. Requests the International Telecommunication Union to report 
to the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space, and to the 
Economic and Social Council at its thirty-sixth session, on progress 
made relating to its outer space activities.

General Assembly Resolution 1837 (XVII): Declaration 
on the Conversion to Peaceful Needs of the Resources 
Released by Disarmament, December 18, 1962 ^

The General Assembly^
Inspired by the ardent desire for peace and by the lofty aims of the 

Charter of the United Nations and recalling its resolutions 1378 
(XIV) of 20 November 1959  ̂and 1516 (XV) of 15 December I960,® 

Noting that the arms race is continuing all over the world, that mili
tary expenditures of States are enormous, that conventional, nuclear 
and other weapons of mass destruction are accumulating and being 
developed, and that, as a result, an agreement on general and complete 
disarmament under effective international control is urgent,

Convinced that there is still time to stave off the deadly danger 
looming over the world and to achieve the implementation of general 
and complete disarmament under effective international control. 

Recalling that the consultative group of experts, in its study on the 
economic and social consequences of disarmament  ̂estimated that the 
world is spending at the present time roughly $120,000 million an
nually on military account, a sum at least two-thirds of, and accord
ing to some estimates of the same order of magnitude as, the entire 
annual national income of all the under-developed countries. 

Realizing the enormous importance which an agreement on disarma
ment would have for the attainment of accelerated economic and social 
progress for the benefit of mankind.

Recognizing that all problems of transition connected with disarma
ment can be met by appropriate national and international meas
ures, that diversion to peaceful uses of the resources now in military 
use can be accomplished in a manner which will benefit all countries 
and will lead to the improvement of economic and social conditions 
throughout the world, and that disarmament can be accomplished

 ̂A/RE'S/1837 (XVII), Jan. 14, 1963. The resolution was unanimously 
approved.

^Documents on Disarmament, 19/f5-1959, vol. II, p. 1545.
1960, pv. 368-369.

* Ante, pp. 42-48.
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in all countries not only without impairing their economies but with 
great advantages to the real welfare of their people,

Recalling its resolution 1710 (XVI) of 19 December 1961 on the 
United Nations Development Decade, which calls for proposals relat
ing, inter alia  ̂to the utilization of resources released by disarmament 
for the purpose of economic and social development, in particular of 
the under-developed countries,^

Believing that the release of a portion of the savings which would 
follow upon an agreement on disarmament for aid to the economic 
growth of the less developed countries, together with their own inten
sified internal efforts and domestic savings, would enable countless 
millions of people in the less developed countries to improve substan
tially within a generation their present level of living standards 
through, inter aliâ  the development of new centres of energy and in
dustrial activity.

Convinced that disarmament and the conversion of huge resources 
to peaceful uses would open up vast opportunities for the development 
of peaceful co-operation and trade among States on the basis of equal
ity and mutual benefit, that the expansion of international economic 
exchange and mutual assistance would be beneficial to all countries, 
both big and small and both economically less-developed and highly 
developed, would ensure the growth of production and provide new 
jobs for millions of people,

1. Solemnly urges the Governments of all States to multiply their 
efforts for a prompt achievement of general and complete disarmament 
under effective international control;

2. Declares that it firmly believes in the triumph of the principles 
of reason and justice, in the establishment of such conditions in the 
world that would forever banish wars from the life of human society, 
and replace the arms race which consumes enormous resources of funds 
by broad and fruitful co-operation among nations in bettering life 
on earth;

3. Takes into account the important role of the United Nations in 
organizing international aid to the less developed countries and in 
making studies of the economic and social consequences of 
disarmament;

4. Expresses its appreciation for the report of the Secretary-Gen
eral transmitting the study on the economic and social consequences 
of disarmament presented by the consultative group of experts pur
suant to General Assembly resolution 1516 (X V );

^General Assembly OMcial Records: Sixteenth Session, Supplemefit No. 17 
<A/5100), vol. I, pp. 17-18.
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5. Endorses the unanimous conclusion of the consultative group of 
experts that the implementation of general and complete disarmament 
will be an unqualified blessing for all mankind;

6. Concurs in Economic and Social Council resolution 891 
(XXXIV) of 26 July 1962  ̂ and endorses the request in paragraph 
6 thereof that Member States, particularly those which are signifi
cantly involved in or affected by current military programmes should 
devote further attention to, and conduct any necessary studies of, the 
detailed aspects of the economic and social consequences of disarma
ment, with a view to developing needed information, plans and policies 
for making necessary economic and social adjustments in the event of 
disarmament and in the successive stages towards the achievement of 
complete disarmament, bearing in mind the imperative needs of the 
developing countries;

7. Bequests the Secretary-General to make available to the General 
Assembly at its eighteenth session the report prepared for the session 
of the Economic and Social Council pursuant to Council resolution 
891 (X X X IV );

8. Invites the Secretary-General and the Governments of develop
ing countries to intensify their efforts to establish and implement 
soundly conceived projects and well integrated development plans of 
a national and regional character, as indicated in General Assembly 
resolution 1708 (XVI) of 19 December 1961, the implementation of 
which may be accelerated as part of an economic programme for dis
armament at such time as additional resources are released following 
an agreement on general and complete disarmament under effective 
international control, and requests the Secretary-General to present 
his preliminary report on this matter to the General Assembly at a 
forthcoming session, if possible at the eighteenth session ;

9. Affirms that, pending an agreement on general and complete dis
armament under effective international control. Member States should 
not relax their efforts to assist the developing countries but should 
rather accelerate such efforts.

 ̂Ante, pp. 697-699.
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Letter From Premier Khrushchev 
to President Kennedy, December 19,1962 ^

M r. P r e s i d e n t ,

In our recent correspondence, relating to the events in the Caribbean 
area, we touched on the question of the cessation of nuclear tests.  ̂
Today I  should like to revert to this problem, and to state my views 
on possible ways of achieving a speedy solution which would be ac
ceptable to both our sides.

It seems to me, Mr. President, that the time has now come to put a 
stop to nuclear tests once and for all, to make an end of them. This is 
a very propitious moment for doing so. The period of maximum 
crisis and tension in the Caribbean is behind us. We are now free to 
consider seriously other urgent international matters, in particular 
a subject which has long been ripe for action— t̂he cessation of nu
clear tests. In my view, the definite improvement which has taken 
place in the international situation should facilitate such endeavours.

The Soviet Union does not need war. I  believe that war holds out 
no bright prospects for the United States either. Whereas in the past, 
after every war, the United States found itself with an increased eco
nomic potential and an accumulation of fresh wealth, today, with the 
use of modern nuclear missiles, war will span seas and oceans in a 
matter of minutes. A thermonuclear holocaust will mean vast num
bers of casualties and tremendous suffering for the people of the 
United States as for the other peoples of the world. To prevent this 
from happening, we must, on a basis of complete equality and due 
consideration for each other’s interests, develop peaceful relations 
between us and resolve all controversial questions by means of nego
tiations and mutual concessions.

One such question, with which the Governments of our countries 
have now been concerned for many years, is the conclusion of an 
agreement concerning the prohibition of all nuclear weapons tests.

You and I agree that national means of detection are adequate for 
the control of a ban on nuclear testing in outer space, in the atmos
phere, and under water. However, we have not yet been able to find 
a mutually acceptable solution to the problem of the cessation of 
underground tests. The main obstacle in the way of an agreement is 
the insistence of the United States on international control and inspec
tion of the cessation of underground nuclear testing in the territories 
of the nuclear Powers. I  should like to think that you yourself ap-

^ENDC/73, Jan. 31, 1963. The President replied on Dec. 28, 1962 {posty pp. 
1277-1279).

* Ante, pp. 994-1001.
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preciate the truth of our arguments that national means of detection 
are now adequate for the control of this method of testing as well, 
so as to ensure that all parties are complying with the agreement. 
But you have been imwilling thus far to recognize this reality openly 
and accept it as a basis for the immediate conclusion of an agreement 
on the cessation of tests.

In its desire to find a mutually acceptable basis for an agreement, 
the Soviet Union recently took an important step to meet the West : 
it agreed to the installation of automatic seismological stations. This 
idea, as you know, was not advanced by ourselves. It was proposed 
by English scientists during a recent meeting of members of the Pug- 
wash movement in London. Moreover, we are well aware that when 
this idea was put forward your scientists, who were then in London, 
ŵ ere not averse to it.̂

We proposed the installation of such stations both near the fron
tiers of the nuclear Powers and in their territory. We announced our 
consent to the installation of three such stations in the territory of the 
Soviet Union, in zones particularly subject to earthquakes. There 
are three such zones in the Soviet Union in which these stations could 
l)e set up: the Central Asian, the Altai, and the Far Eastern zone.

In the opinion of Soviet scientists, the most suitable sites for locat
ing automatic seismological stations in the Soviet Union are the vicin
ity of the town of Kokchetav in the Central Asian zone of the USSE, 
the vicinity of the town of Bodaibo in the Altai zone, and the vicinity 
of the town of Yakutsk in the Far Eastern zone. If, however, follow
ing an exchange of views between our representatives, other sites 
should be proposed for the placing of automatic seismological stations 
in these seismic zones, we shall be prepared to discuss the matter and to 
seek a mutually acceptable solution.

In addition to the above-mentioned zones, there are two other seis
mic zones in the Soviet Union—the Caucasian and Carpathian. These 
zones, however, are so densely populated that it would be virtually out 
of the question to conduct nuclear tests there.

I t would, of course, be perfectly possible for the necessary sealed 
apparatus to be transported to and from the international centre, for 
the purpose of its periodical replacement in the automatic seismic sta
tions sited in the USSR, by Soviet personnel, using Soviet aircraft. 
If, however, it should be considered necessary for foreign personnel 
to participate in such deliveries of apparatus to and from automatic 
seismic stations, we could also agree to this, taking measures, if re
quired, to prevent such visits from being used for espionage purposes. 
Our proposal for automatic seismic stations thus includes elements of

 ̂See ante, pp. 863-865.
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international control. This is an important gesture of goodwill on the 
part of the Soviet Union.

I  tell you frankly that before making this proposal I  held detailed 
consultations with the experts, and after these consultations I  and my 
colleagues in the Government came to the conclusion that, so far as 
the Soviet Union is concerned, the observations made above regarding 
the measures to be taken by us are well-founded, and should not, we 
feel, give rise to any objection from the United States.

You and your representatives, Mr. President, refer to the fact that,, 
without a minimum number of on-site inspections, it would be impos
sible for you to persuade the United States Senate to ratify an agree
ment on the cessation of testing. This condition, as we understand it,, 
ties your hands and is preventing the signature of a treaty which 
would enable all of us to turn our backs forever on the nuclear weapons 
proving grounds. Very well: if this is the only obstacle to agreement, 
we are prepared to meet you on this point in the interests of the noble 
and humane cause of ending nuclear weapons tests.

We have noted that on 30 October 1962, in discussions held in New 
York with Mr. V. V. Kuznetsov, the First Deputy Minister for For
eign Affairs of the USSE, your representative, Ambassador Dean, said 
that in the opinion of the United States Government 2-4 on-site in
spections a year in the territory of the Soviet Union would be suffi
cient. At the same time, according to Ambassador Dean’s statement,- 
the United States would be ready to work out measures to rule out any 
possibility of espionage being carried out under cover of these inspec
tion visits. Such measures might include the use of Soviet aircraft 
flown by Soviet crews to transport the inspectors to the site, the screen
ing of aircraft windows, a ban on the carrying of cameras, etc.

We have given consideration to all these points, and with a view to 
overcoming the deadlock and reaching a mutually acceptable agree
ment at last we would be prepared to agree to 2-3 inspections a year 
being carried out in the territory of each of the nuclear Powers, when 
it was considered necessary, in seismic regions where any suspicious 
earth tremors occurred. Control of the agreement on the prohibition 
of underground nuclear testing would, of course, mainly be effected by 
national detection systems, operating in conjunction with the auto
matic seismic stations. On-site inspections could be carried out with 1 
the precautions against the misuse of control for intelligence purposes I 
mentioned by Ambassador Dean.

We believe that the path to agreement is now clear and plain. From 
1 January of this new year of 1963, the world can be rid of the thunder- 
of nuclear explosions. This is what the peoples are awaiting and this 
is what the General Assembly of the United Nations has called for. 
With the elimination of the Cuban crisis, we delivered men and women
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from the threat of the military use of lethal nuclear weapons that di
rectly confronted the world. Gan we not solve the far simpler prob
lem of the cessation of test explosions of nuclear weapons in time of 
peace ? I  think that we can and must do so. This is now our duty to 
the peoples of our own countries and indeed to the peoples of all other 
coimtries. By achieving a speedy solution of this question too—and 
all the necessary conditions for a solution now exist—we can facilitate 
the preparation of a disarmament treaty and proceed with even greater 
confidence to the solution of other urgent international problems—of 
which, unfortunately, we have no lack.

Accept, etc.,
N .  K h r u s h c h e v

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, December 
19,1962"

At our meeting on 14 December we heard a statement by the rep
resentative of the United States, Mr. Dean, in which he expounded— 
one might say behind a smoke screen— t̂he general approach of the 
United States to the solution of the basic main problems of disarma
ment.  ̂ Frankly, this statement by the United States representative 
produced a most strange impression and, to put it plainly, alarmed 
us. We know that this statement by Mr. Dean provoked a certain 
negative reaction also on the part of other members of the Eighteen- 
Nation Committee on Disarmament.

In this statement, which was made in a most arrogant, provocative 
and, I  would say, bellicose tone, Mr. Dean tried to describe to us 
the general attitude and approach of the Western Powers, above all 
of the United States, to the problems of disarmament. The gist of 
this approach, as Mr. Dean explained to us, can be reduced to two main 
conclusions. First, the United States essentially refuses to take any 
steps to eliminate the danger of nuclear war. Secondly, the United 
States is trying to impose upon the other participants in our nego
tiations such conditions as are in keeping with the military interests 
of the United States, and discredit the cause of disarmament. The 
basis for these conclusions is as follows.

 ̂ENDC/PV.M, pp. 24-36.
" Ante, pp. 1225-1231.
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The representative of the United States, Mr. Dean, stated, and I 
quote:

United States officials will not be impressed by exhortations, such as those 
from the Soviet bloc delegations here, that the highest norm or standard 
for disarmament negotiations must be “the elimination of the risk of nuclear 
war in the first stage”-

As if developing this- thought expressed by the United States 
representative, the representative of Italy asserted that the efforts of 
the Soviet Union to eliminate without delay the danger of nuclear 
war are “unrealistic and utopian.”  ̂ The members of our Commit
tee have a right to ask the Western Powers why and on what ground 
they consider “unrealistic and utopian” the task of eliminating the 
threat of nuclear war at the very beginning of disarmament—that 
is in the first stage. It seems to us that the attitudes of the different 
States to this question have been suflGlciently clearly marked out. The 
Soviet Union and the other socialist countries declare themselves quite 
definitely in favour of immediate elimination of the danger of nu
clear war, and put forward concrete proposals for this purpose. The 
non-aligned States which, as we know, have no nuclear weapons or 
missiles, consider it all the more essential to free the world as soon 
as possible from the threat of nuclear war. The debate which took 
place at the seventeenth session of the United Nations General Assem
bly provides eloquent confirmation of this.

What, then, hinders nuclear disarmament? Who is obstructing 
solution of the problem of rapidly eliminating the danger of nuclear 
war? Only the United States, only the Western Powers; nobody 
else. This is the hidden reason which the Western Powers ought to 
admit honestly and openly, instead of hiding behind baseless and 
unsubstantiated statements to the effect that the task of eliminating 
the danger of nuclear war at the first stage of disarmament is unrealis
tic or utopian.

I  shall now pass on to the attempts of the United States to secure 
a military advantage. The United States representative, Mr. Dean, 
stated that the United States, which now leads the camp of the 
Western Powers, will only accept such proposals as are in keeping 
with its own interests. The United States representative stated with 
brazen haughtiness and arrogance that the United States is not inter
ested in what other States think about United States military bases 
and the Western military blocs. The United States intends in any 
case to retain its present military structure.

Further, the United States representative asserted that the United 
States Outline of Basic Provisions of a Treaty on General and Com

" ENDO/PV.93, 1). f).
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plete Disarmament is based on a single principle: maintenance during 
the whole disarmament process of a balance of forces between the two 
sides.  ̂ This, however, bears no relation to reality.

The Western proj)osals apply one yardstick and one principle to 
those elements of the war machine which particularly interest the 
Western States, and another principle and a completely different 
yardstick to the other elements of the war machine. As an example, 
let us take the question we were discussing at our last meetings—I mean 
the question of the elimination of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles— 
and let us compare the approach of the Western Powers to the solu
tion of this problem, on the one hand, with their approach to the 
solution of the problem of reducing the numbers of the armed forces 
of States, on the other. In regard to nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, 
we hear statements by the Western Powers that only a percentage re
duction can be considered the most reasonable method for eliminating 
them, and this approach is said to have the merit that the present 
correlation of forces will be maintained and thus the security of States 
reinforced. Further, the representatives of the Western Powers as
sert that if we adopt the methods of laying down certain levels or 
leaving with both sides some definite and strictly limited quantity of 
nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, then, in the opinion of the West
ern Powers, this would upset the balance and threaten their security* 
That is what the United States representative tells us when we de^ 
with the question of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles. If  the West
ern Powers prefer the method of percentage reductions because they 
see in it the advantage that it provides a possibility of preserving 
the military balance which has been established between the various 
parties to an agreement, then elementary consistency demands that the 
Western Powers should also follow this method in dealing with other 
elements of the war machines of States. But they do not. Let 
us see what method the Western Powers propose for reducing the 
armed forces of States. Towards this problem they take a different 
attitude. They object to percentage reductions and stubbornly insist 
that, in regard to numbers of armed forces, a definite and equal level 
should be fixed for the Soviet Union and for the United States. They 
insist that a ceiling should be fixed for the numbers of the armed 
forces of all States. From the course of our negotiations in the recent 
past we know, however, that the Western Powers have objected with 
extraordinary stubbornness to the Soviet proposals for a proportional 
reduction of numbers of armed forces and of armaments. Everyone 
remembers the Western Powers’ opposition to the proposal to reduce

 ̂Antey pp. 351-382.
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the armed forces by one-tliird.^ They argued then that equal condi
tions of security for the Soviet Union and the United States and for 
other parties to an agreement could only be guaranteed by laying 
down definite and equal levels for the Soviet Union and the United 
States, and also correspondingly for the other countries.

If  we now compare the Western Powers’ approach to determina
tion of the method for reducing nuclear weapon delivery vehicles 
with their approach to determination of the method for reducing the 
numbers of the armed forces, their inconsistency is obvious to every
one. In the one case they try to prove to us the advantage of per
centage reductions, and in the other case they say precisely the 
opposite.

What is the reason for this? Their representatives have themselves 
answered this question. They state that the NATO countries have an 
advantage in nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, whereas the Soviet 
Union and the other socialist countries have a superiority in con
ventional armed forces.

We have no intention of entering into a dispute about who possesses 
the quantitative or qualitative advantage in this or that type of arma
ment, or who is lagging behind. I t is difficult to persuade a person 
with a predetermined point of view. But we have accumulated much 
experience in this matter. One could recall, for instance, the various 
speculations and calculations that used to be put forward about the 
speed with which the Soviet Union would be able to master the 
secret of nuclear weapons. I t is also well known that the Soviet 
Union, with a rapidity which startled everyone and upset all calcula
tions and predictions, eliminated the United States atomic monopoly, 
and this, of course, did much to safeguard peace. There is no need 
to prove that the Soviet Union was the first to develop intercontinental 
ballistic missiles and continues firmly to maintain that lead. It seems 
to us that the magnificent scientific and technical results, which were 
shown in the launching of rockets by the Soviet Union, whether into 
outer space or into distant regions of the Pacific, and their landing 
with astonishing accuracy on the moon, on which pennants of the 
Soviet Union were dropped and which was photographed from the 
opposite side, as well as their landing in the predetermined area in 
the Pacific, on the one hand, and the United States nuclear charges 
which fell to the bottom of the Pacific Ocean in the vicinity of

 ̂Beginning with its proposal of Sept. 25, 1948, the Soviet Union advocated a 
one-third reduction of forces and armaments by the five permanent members of 
the Security Council {Documents on Bisa/rmament, 19Jf5-1959, vol. I, pp. 176- 
177). It did not abandon the proportional method until May 10, 1955, when 
it proposed absolute numerical limitations on the forces of these countries (iftid., 
p. 461). For a Western comment, see ihid.j p. 335.
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Johnston Island and contaminated the water of the ocean with their 
radioactivity, on the other hand—all these facts show better than any 
words the real situation in regard to nuclear weapon delivery vehicles. 
These facts are highly relevant and it was hardly fitting for Mr. Dean 
to adopt such a haughty, arrogant and bellicose tone in his statement 
on 14. December. However, we shall not go deeper into this dispute; 
that is not our task. Our task is to achieve an agreement on general 
and complete disarmament, and that is what we are guided by.

lieturning to this subject, we cannot disregard the arguments of the 
Western Powers’ representatives who do not base themselves on the 
interests of disarmament, but on considerations aimed at securing 
for the Western Powers military advantages in respect of nuclear 
weapons and nuclear weapon delivery vehicles. This has been the 
main foundation of their argument for the need to adopt percentage 
reductions for these types of armament. Thus, in proposing percent
age reductions for nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, the Western 
Powers’ motive is their desire to retain the advantage which they 
believe they have obtained over the socialist countries. However, 
where the Western Powers think the socialist countries have an 
advantage, they demand the establishment of definite equal levels; 
that is to say, they are trying to cancel the advantage of the Soviet 
Union and the socialist countries by levelling out the opportunities of 
both sides. And this double policy, this double approach, the Western 
Powers represent— t̂o use Mr. Dean’s words—as a reasonable, fair 
and scientifically-based approach.

We have not yet touched on the problem of eliminating the nuclear 
weapons themselves. In this regard the Western position is still more 
inconsistent, still further from the aims of disarmament, and repre
sents neither an honest nor a conscientious approach. The Western 
Powers do not envisage any serious measures in respect of nuclear 
weapons before the third and final stage of disarmament. It is only 
in the last stage that they are prepared to consider the elimination of 
nuclear weapons, and then only conditionally, since their proposal 
provides for the possibility of leaving these weapons in the hands of 
international armed forces. All they intend to do before this point, 
that is before the third stage, is to transfer a certain quantity of 
stockpiled fissile materials and register existing nuclear bombs. Com
pare this approach of theirs to nuclear weapons with their proposed 
percentage reduction of conventional weapons and of nuclear weapon 
delivery vehicles, and you will see quite clearly that the underlying 
aim of the Western Powers in disarmament negotiations is to weaken 
the defensive capability of peace-loving States and at the same time 
to keep the world under the threat of the use of nuclear weapons by
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ensuring that missiles and other nuclear weapon delivery vehicles are 
retained as long as possible.

This approach by the Western Powers to disarmament problems, 
their desire to use the disarmament negotiations for the purpose of 
obtaining military advant^es for the Western Powers and weaken
ing the defensive capability of peace-loving States, are particularly 
obvious in the matter of eliminating military bases on the territory 
of other States.

We have no need to prove the aggressive character of these bases. 
History itself proves it. We need only cite the remarks of the Syrian 
representative in the First Committee of the General Assembly when 
he drew attention to the sinister part which foreign bases played at 
the time of the Suez crisis in relation to the country represented here 
by our respected neighbour on our left.  ̂ Foreign bases on the terri
tory of other States have always been and still are hotbeds of aggres
sion, means of suppressing the freedom and the independence of 
peoples, and bulwarks of imperialist policy. Foreign military bases 
inevitably threaten the security of the States which have surrendered 
territory to them. These bases are a deadly danger to them. The 
sooner foreign military bases on the territory of other States are 
eliminated, the firmer will world peace become, the less will be the 
probability of a thermo-nuclear war, and the firmer will be the secu
rity of States. Mr. Dean declared in his speech that, since the Soviet 
Union had learnt to tolerate the existing military balance with all 
its components, including the so-called military bases, it “will just 
have to reconcile itself to living with that same balance during most 
of the disarmament process”. We can answer the representative of the 
United States thus: the Soviet Union, as a State concerned with its 
own security and with the maintenance of general peace and the 
security of all peoples, cannot be content that there should remain 
in the ŵ orld dangerous hotbeds of war like foreign military bases on 
the territory of other States. When we protest against foreign mili
tary bases and demand their elimination as one of the most urgent 
tasks of disarmament, we are fighting not only for our own security 
but also for the security of all countries and of all the peoples of the 
world. The demand for the elimination of foreign military bases 
receives ever-growing support from the States of Europe, Asia,. 
Africa and Latin America, from all the continents of the world. 
This task is long overdue and its accomplishment has become urgent. 
The Western Powers must realize this.

The Soviet Union is convinced that it is entirely possible to start 
general and complete disarmament by eliminating all nuclear weapon

" A/C.1/PV.1274, p. 51.
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delivery vehicles. We have agreed to the retention of a certain limited 
•quantity of missiles at the disposal of the Soviet Union and the 
United States during the second stage  ̂ but this step of ours is only 
an expression of our desire to enable the Western Powers to withdraw 
their objections and accept the principle we have put forward, which 
is supported by the majority of mankind. The essence of our pro
posal is simple and clear, and there are no obstacles, except imaginary 
ones, to prevent the Western Powers from accepting this constructive 
proposal of ours. The statements of the Western Powers that they 
need some kind of preliminary elucidations from us to clarify the 
essence of our proposals are merely artificial.

In this matter, however, we came up against hard facts when the 
representatives of the United States and the United Kingdom tried to 
evade our proposal for the retention by the Soviet Union and the 
United States of a strictly limited quantity of certain types of missiles 
until the end of the second stage of disarmament. Once again the 
Western Powers resorted to their tactics of asking questions.

Avoiding a definite and direct answer to the question which had been 
put to them, the representatives of the United States and the United 
Kingdom really set themselves to torpedo this Soviet proposal. For 
this purpose they employed their proposal that we should engage in 
further technical studies of the details of this Soviet proposal, and 
at the same time they attempted to adapt our proposal to the princi
ples of the United States draft treaty.^ We must say quite definitely 
that the principles of the United States draft treaty and the principle 
which is being put forward by the Soviet Union—in company with the 
majority of States Members of the United Nations, as was shown by 
the debate at the seventeenth session of the General Assembly—are 
incompatible. The United States proposals are based on the principle 
of retaining the possibility of waging a nuclear war until the end of 
general and complete disarmament, and even after that, since they have 
put forward the idea of equipping international armed forces with nu
clear weapons. The principle which the Soviet Union maintains, and 
which is supported by the overwhelming majority of States, is that 
the world must be freed from the danger of nuclear war immediately, 
without delay, and at the first stage in disarmament. This is the 
principal difference between the two approaches, ours and that of 
the Western Powers. It will be possible to free the world from the 
danger of nuclear war, if we agree to begin disarmament with the 
elimination of all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles. Implementation 
of this proposal would not threaten any State’s security or any na-

 ̂Ante, pp. 916-917.
" Ante, pp. 351-382.



TSARAPKIN STATEMENT, DECEMBER 19 1249

tional interests. Furthermore, being anxious to reach agreement more 
rapidly we agreed to make a few exceptions in order to give the West̂ . 
em Powers further guarantees and to help them to free themselves 
from their baseless and obviously artificial apprehensions. By act- 

. ing thus we showed the utmost good will without sacrificing the uni
versal and paramount interests of the nations, which demand that 
present and future generations should be saved from the catastrophic 
results of a nuclear war. There can be no compromise with nuclear 
war.

At the recently-ended session of the Supreme Soviet of the USSE, 
the head of the Soviet Government, Mr. Khrushchev, pointed out the 
urgent necessity for the immediate solution of the disarmament prob
lem and for removal of the threat of nuclear war. He once more 
emphasized, and I quote his words: declare solemnly once again
that all our activities in the field of foreign policy will be aimed at 
achieving a treaty on general and complete disarmament.”  ̂ The 
Soviet Union has always maintained and will continue to maintain a 
wide-open door for the attainment of a mutually-acceptable solution. 
In spite of the bellicose, harsh and uncompromising tone of Mr. Dean’s 
statement of last Friday, 14 December, we nevertheless do not wish 
to give up all hope.

We noted the remark Mr. Dean let fall that the present United 
States proposals are not the last word of the United States in the 
disarmament negotiations. If  this is so, we hope that the Western 
Powers, realizing the great responsibility they assume in the eyes of 
the nations when they avoid solving the basic problems of disarma
ment, will draw the necessary conclusions and display the goodwill 
that will enable us to reach agreement on the most important problems 
of our time— t̂he problem of general and complete disarmament.

In conclusion, I  should like to make a few comments in connexion 
with the statement which the United States representative made today 
on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests.

The main issue that now divides the Soviet Union and the United 
States in regard to the cessation of nuclear weapon tests is inspection. 
The Western Powers continue to insist on compulsory inspection, while 
the Soviet Union, basing itself on the practical experience of States 
and on a strictly objective assessment of the scientific data, believes 
that inspection is not necessary in order to reach agreeixlent on the 
banning of all types of nuclear weapon tests.

The Soviet Union stands firmly on that ground. I t is precisely 
this difference on the question of inspection, and on the question of

 ̂Current Digest of the Soviet Press, Jan. 23,1963, p. 6.
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international control posts, that prevents us from reaching agreement 
on the prohibition of all nuclear weapon tests in all environments.

We put forward our compromise proposal for the use of automatic 
seismic stations because we desired to provide the Western Powers 
with further guarantees in relation to control over the prohibition of 
nuclear tests.^

We are trying thus to circumvent the serious obstacle to agreement 
constituted by the Western Powers’ demand for on-site inspection and 
the establishment of an international control system.

Those are the aims we are pursuing in putting forward the proposal 
for automatic seismic stations.

We accepted the idea of using automatic seismic stations because it 
would enable the latest scientific achievements to be used for the pur
pose for which we are taking part in the present negotiations— t̂he 
purpose of banning all nuclear weapon tests for all time.

During the previous meetings of our Committee, and especially in 
the recent meetings of the Sub-Committee, we have been asked by 
the Western Powers what these automatic stations would be like and 
what their technical equipment would be. In other words, they have 
asked us for technical details. They considered that a great drawback 
to our proposal for the use of automatic seismic stations was that it 
did not reveal the technical details. However, any objective person 
would say that precisely the absence of technical regulations in the 
Soviet proposal for the use of automatic seismic stations is not its 
drawback but its great merit. It is precisely this absence of technical 
regulations in our proposal that shows the desire on our part for 
joint—and I emphasize “joint”—elaboration of the technical aspects of 
the proposal for automatic seismic stations; and this should be bound 
to satisfy both sides.

The question of what is to be put into the automatic stations we 
wish to solve in collaboration with the Western Powers. By this pro
posal we offer the United States and the United Kingdom a wide field 
for collaboration, so that they also can contribute to the work. But 
these details can and should be agreed after we have reached agree
ment in principle with the United States on the use of automatic sta
tions as an adjunct to national detection systems without the demand 
for inspection.

During recent meetings of the Eighteen-Nation Committee and the 
three-Power Sub-Committee, the Western Powers have often repeated 
the charge that the Soviet position has ‘‘no logical and consistent basis 
either in scientific fact or in political reality”.̂  The United States

^Ante, pp. 114^1152.
*ENDC/SO.1/PV.40, p. 5.
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representative repeated this both at the last meeting of the three-Power 
Sub-Committee  ̂and in his statement today.

However, it follows clearly from what has been said that the Soviet 
Union’s position is in fact firmly based on political reality. We base 
ourselves on the desire to take scientiJ&c facts into account to the full
est extent and on the need to take into account the security interests 
of the State. We have been reproached because the Soviet Union is 
supposed not to desire international co-operation and co-ordination. 
The very reverse is the case. Our proposal for the use of automatic 
seismic stations and for elaboration of the technical aspects jointly 
with our Western partners is the clearest confirmation of the Soviet 
Union’s desire to co-operate both with the Western nuclear Powers 
and with other countries.

In his statement at the penultimate m ating of the Sub-Committee, 
Mr. Dean raised a puzzling question: why, if the Soviet Union con
siders the system of national seismic stations fully adequate, does it 
agree to the setting-up of automatic seismic stations ?  ̂ He attempted 
quite artificially to deduce from this that we, that is the Soviet Union, 
are not sure of the reliability of the work of national detection systems. 
The artificiality of such deductions is obvious. We have be^n and 
continue to be firmly of the opinion that the existing national detec
tion systems are fully adequate to ensure control over the observance 
by States of an agreement on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests. 
Our agreement to the setting up of automatic stations is a direct con
cession to the United States of America, and only confirms our readi
ness to co-operate with the Western Powers in organizing a system 
of control over the ce^ation of nuclear weapon tests. • Incidentally, 
in the statement to which I  have just referred the United States rep
resentative made an interesting point. He correctly stated that the 
setting up of automatic seismic stations might be useful, since they 
would themselves provide objective data arid could sel^e as a check 
on the work of national detection systems.̂  From this, it seems, a 
second conclusion could be drawn, namely, that the Soviet Union, in 
submitting the proposal for the use of automatic seismic stations, is 
thereby providing the Western Powers with further assurance of the 
adequate functioning of national detection systems. Tliis fact alone 
increases the capabilities of States in keeping check on one another 
and to a certain extent introduces a definite international element of 
control in regard to national systems, thus increasing confidence in 
the data which the international centre will receive from national

" ENDO/S0.1/PV.50, pp. 6 ff.
^ENDO/SC.l/PV.49, p. 6.

p. 16.



1252 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1962

Nations in the course of implementation of a treaty banning all 
nuclear weapon tests.

All that I  have said illustrates the goodwill that guided the Soviet 
side when it proposed making use of the idea for automatic seismic 
stations put forward at the Pugwash Conference. Unfortimately, 
however, we are still obliged to note in the statements by the repre
sentatives of the United States and the other Western Powers a biased 
attitude to the proposal for automatic seismic stations. Despite the 
Western representatives’ declarations that they are prepared to study 
and discuss proposals for stations of this type objectively and without 
any pre-conditions, we nevertheless note persistent attempts by them 
to squeeze the idea of setting up such stations into the old Western 
plan of control over the cessation of nuclear weapon tests. They 
repeat to us from one meeting to another that the Western Powers 
will be prepared to use automatic seismic stations if their demand for 
international observation posts and compulsory on-site inspection is 
accepted. We have already stated repeatedly that the idea of setting 
up automatic seismic stations, and our agreement to use this idea, had 
its origin in the fact that we were confronted with an irreconcilable 
difference on the question of inspection. I t was necessary to overcome 
that difference in some way in order to ensure a positive solution to 
the problem of ending nuclear weapon tests. I t  is our conviction that 
the additional capabilities of control created by the installation of 
automatic seismic stations in conjunction with certain elements of 
international control, of which we have already spoken, will make it 
possible to remove the obstacles that have arisen in connexion with the 
question of inspection and to do without inspection in carrying 
out control. In this sense our step is a compromise, a step taken to 
overcome the remaining differences between us. If  we had not been 
seeking for ways out of the deadlock that has arisen in connexion 
with the question of on-site inspection, the question of using automatic 
seismic stations would not have been raised at all. This is political 
and scientific reality. When, moreover, we tell our Western partners 
that we see in the automatic stations a way of getting round the con
troversial issue of inspection, this in no way means that we are trying 
to impose our point of view on them. Automatic seismic stations are 
by no means a Soviet invention, and we could easily do without them 
altogether. In agreeing to the setting up of automatic seismic sta
tions on our territory, together with certain elements of international 
control, about which we have spoken—in the form of participation by 
foreign personnel in delivery of the apparatus of the stations to the 
sites and its return to the international centre—we are making, 1 
repeat once again, a definite concession to the point of view of the 
Western side. That is the only interpretation to be given to the exist-
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ing situation and our willingness to accept the idea of automatic 
seismic stations.

Unfortunately, despite the declaration of the United States repre
sentative, Mr. Dean, that they are prepared to consider the question 
of automatic seismic stations without any pre-conditions, the Western 
Powers are trying in every possible way in their demands to insinuate 
these conditions. All we have so far heard from the Western side 
is the assertion that the Western Powers are prepared to consider 
automatic seismic stations as an adjunct to the control system pro
posed in the United Kingdom-United States documents submitted in 
August 1962.̂  If the Western Powers continue to insist on that point 
of view, it is clear that we cannot expect any positive results in our 
negotiations. Our Western partners should avail themselves of the 
opportunity afforded them by the proposal for the use of automatic 
seismic stations for control purposes as an adjunct to the already- 
existing national detection posts. This is the direction in which lies 
the possibility of arriving at a positive and mutually-acceptable solu
tion to the problem of the cessation of all nuclear weapon tests for 
all time.

In conclusion, I  should like to say that I am bound to express regret 
that today’s statement by the United States representative, Mr. Dean, 
did not contain any indication that the United States is prepared to re
examine its position, which has led our negotiations into an impasse, 
but is insisting on its demand for inspection and an international 
control system. Mr. Dean’s statement shows that the Western Powers 
still maintain their old position. We note this with great regret, 
since it clearly holds out no hope of arriving at an agreement on the 
cessation of nuclear weapon tests.

The United States representative, Mr. Dean, insisted again today 
on switching our discussion of the question of the cessation of nuclear 
weapon tests to discussion of the technical aspects of the proposal for 
the use of automatic seismic stations, instead of reaching an under
standing with us now on the basic principles of an agreement. We 
have already explained at the forty-eighth meeting of the Sub-Com
mittee and at other meetings why a technical discussion at the present 
time would be useless and even harmful. In fact our negotiations are 
now at a deadlock and we find notliing clever or encouraging in 
re-inforcing the present deadlock in our negotiations with yet another 
deadlock which will inevitably, I  emphasize, inevitably arise if we 
start a technical discussion without having reached a preliminary 
understanding on the basic principles of an agreement. That dead
lock will inevitably arise if we take the path of discussing technical

 ̂Ante, pp. 792-804.
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details, as the Western Powers propose, at the present time before we 
have reached an understanding on the basic principles of an agreement. 
I f  technical discussions in connexion with the use of automatic seismic 
stations are held in the circumstances where the Western Powers 
<!iontinue to maintd în their former position, namely, continue to insist 
on their demand for an international observation system with on-site 
inspection, differences between us are bound to arise. Because—and 
I  draw the Committee’s attention to what I am about to say—in that 
•case, when discussing the technical aspects of the problem the Soviet 
•side will base itself on a national system of observation, whereas, the 
Western side will base itself on an international system of observation; 
the Soviet side will not envisage inspection, whereas the Western 
side will do so and will approach the technical aspects of the discus
sion, taking into account their demand for on-site inspection. All 
this shows that we should first reach an understanding on the basic 
principles of an agreement. We believe it is now possible to agree 
on control over an agreement for the prohibition of all tests, all nuclear 
weapon tests, without inspection, on the basis of the use of national 
•detection systems and automatic seismic stations with certain elements 
of international control, of which we have already spoken. Not until 
then can we proceed, fruitfully and without the danger of once again 
driving the negotiations into deadlock, to discuss the technical aspects 
of the proposal for the use of automatic stations.

Address by ACDA Director Foster Before the Ann Arbor 
Arms Control Symposium, December 19, 1962 ^

Good afternoon. First, let me express appreciation, and admiration, 
to all those in the University of Michigan and in the Bendix Corpora
tion who originated and energized these symposia. The goals are 
thoughtfully and moderately conceived, and the margins of thought 
to be explored have been competently laid out.

It is not at all my purpose to appear in the least critical. However, 
I  think that it may be helpful if before I cover my assigned ground I 
take these given margins and set them in a constellation of related 
boxes— îf that is the word—of thought. For so clamoring are the 
daily headlines that I  sometimes fear we will, in a sort of despair, take 
out the question of disarmament and rather delicately but distantly 
treat it as a nice but misty idea in a patently not nice world. Yet if

 ̂ACDA press release, Dec. 19,1962.
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we are practical men seeking tangibly constructive ends we must recog
nize that the state of mind of the world and the state of disarmament 
are interdependent. We must work not only for what is desirable but 
for what is possible.

Ten years ago we called what is taking place over wide areas of the 
earth as “a revolution of rising expeotatioris?'̂  Today, I  think we 
would have to agree that it is ‘‘a revolution of rising demands?'̂

Mr. Toynbee, and others, have rightly noted that in this period and 
for the first time in human history, it is possible, technically possible 
<5onsidering our advances in agriculture, to adequately feed every man, 
woman and child on the globe. I  suppose it would also be relatively 
easy to adequately clothe everybody, and house everybody, if we really 
set our hearts to it. And it seems incredible that we cannot open up 
for everybody who expresses the least wisp of desire the wonderful 
realms of thought and aspiration available to those who can read and 
"vvrite.

But the arithmetic is depressing. As you know, a majority of the 
people of the world are still improperly fed, clothed and housed, and 
it is a fact of vivid sadness and waste that 44 per cent of all the people 
14 years old and older are illiterate!

I  suspect that if somehow one could suspend in space and hear the 
authentic voice of the earth at the close of this Year of Our Lord he 
would not hear of arms production and national ambitions. He 
would, I  think, hear the cry of hungry children, and the plea of those 
who would have knowledge and a chance.

One wishes that he could reach into the hearts of the Kussian people, 
who have suffered so much themselves, and simply ask: “Don’t you 
think we should be about a better business

But now I must descend from that plane and deal with the matter 
at hand—risk and security in the age of nuclear weapons. The most 
troubled year of this decade is drawing to its close. The currents that 
have been set in motion by Soviet adventurism in Cuba, and by 
Chinese aggression in India will remain with us for some time to come. 
These events confront us with the need to reassess once again the direc
tions in which we ought to seek national and international security 
in this age of nuclear weapons.

In this period of history no route before us is without risk. In 
seeking security we do not have a clear-cut choice between one route 
that is hazardous and another that will lead us safely, and without 
error, to our goal. Thus, in determining the direction in which we 
should move we can only weigh the relative risks of the alternatives.

Specifically, we must weigh the risks of the continuation of the arms 
race in relation to the risks involved in arms control and disarmament.

We are emerging from the Cuban situation with a heightened
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awareness of our present strength. However, we have not, as some 
seem to have feared and others seem to have hoped, acquired a nuclear 
superiority complex. For that we can be thankful.

Development of an effective military strategy when nuclear weap
ons are available to our enemies has proved a difficult task. We rely 
on our nuclear weapons to deter nuclear attack against ourselves and 
our allies. However, it is apparent that the relationship of great 
nuclear strength to the deterrence or resolution of local conflicts is 
not always clear. In the case of the Cuban situation, we should not 
overestimate the value of strategic nuclear strength and underesti
mate the importance of readily available landing craft. Wliat I  am 
saying is simply that we should not jump to too many conclusions on 
the basis of our most recent experience.

For although we face the fact that nuclear weapons may at some 
time have to be employed in the defense of ourselves and our allies, 
it also has become clear that we need improved flexibility of conven
tional response. The effort to develop the doctrine and the means 
of flexible, controlled response is, in its own way, a form of arms con
trol. The approach is a logical one, and it may be the best approach 
we can expect to devise under existing circumstances.

Nonetheless, we cannot enjoy a real sense of security today. If 
the arms race continues, the hazards to our own security will become 
increasingly sharp. Continuation of the arms race would place on 
the Soviet Union a greater economic burden than on the United 
States, but that would be for the Soviet Union to face, and it may 
do so. It has in the past.

I t is sometimes said that improvement of Soviet strategic nuclear 
capabilities might lessen their fears that their deterrent may be vul
nerable. Logically, we might expect a more stable situation to result 
as we, and they, rested, so to speak, on our arms. However, if the 
strategic nuclear capabilities of both sides continue to increase and 
if stability should fail—and this is a more likely possibility—and if 
then a strategic nuclear exchange should take place, the damage to 
all would be multiplied. Presumably, as this prospect materialized, 
we would once again seek greater flexibility of conventional response. 
Possibly another re-cycling of the arms race— t̂his time in conven
tional weapons—^would take place.

There is still another aspect of the problem that is of grave con
cern. The only ground rule which limits the number of contestants 
in the arms race is that of the resources available to particular coun
tries or groups. As long as the major nuclear powers continue their 
present course, there will be a strong compulsion for others to seek 
security in the same manner. Over the next decade, additional coun
tries, if they have the necessary resources and wish to devote them to
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this end, can acquire nuclear capabilities and at least limited capa
bilities for delivering them. I  do not think a strategy has yet been 
formulated which takes that situation fully into account, and perhaps 
We should begin trying to develop such a strategy, for there is every 
reason to believe that we will be confronted with this prospect if the 
arms race continues.

Since the arms race does exist, it may appear to some as offering a 
more practical route than arms control and disarmament where we 
j&nd ourselves still in the stage of developing meaningful concepts 
and of trying to reach agreement on effective measures and programs. 
We, however, refuse to take the arms race for granted. And we 
do not permit our lack of success in negotiations to date to discourage 
even more intensive efforts to find a practical means of curtailing 
the arms race.

There are risks along this route too. I t would be a service to no 
one to pretend that such risks do not exist. But it would be an equal 
disservice to tolerate the formidable risks of the arms race and at the 
same time refuse any risk whatever in arms control and disarmament. 
The problem is neither to ignore nor to exaggerate the risk involved 
but rather to try to measure it objectively and to find means of hold
ing it within acceptable limits. In the final analysis, each country 
must make its own determination as to what these limits are, and if 
agreements are to be reached, they will reflect a sharing of risks within 
the limits of what is regarded as acceptable by each of the countries 
involved.

It frequently seems that the Soviet Union expects us to believe, in 
the words of one of our popular songs, that “wishing will make it so.” 
It has become a standard feature of the Soviet approach to any given 
issue to argue that it is unthinkable that any party to an arms con
trol and disarmament agreement would violate its obligations. In 
the first place, says the Soviet Union, no country would do so. In the 
second place, say the Soviets, if a country did so, it would incur the 
overwhelming opprobrium of world opinion. The Soviet Union seems 
little disturbed by the inconsistency of its arguments.

Unfortunately, in the field of arms control and disarmament as in 
the field, of nuclear strategy, we cannot avoid “thinking about the un
thinkable.” Few countries have demonstrated such sensitivity to 
world opinion as to forego actions which they may regard as vital 
to their own security. We cannot overlook that fact when we attempt 
to measure risk. We have to provide a system of checks and balances 
in order to hold the risk within acceptable limits.

When we went to Geneva in March of this year, a major item of 
unfinished business had been carried over from previous talks with 
the Soviet Union. We had already been discussing for an extended
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period the cessation of nuclear weapons test explosions. No agreement 
had been reached, and, in fact, the Soviet Union had broken the mora
torium on nuclear testing. We made a further effort to reach an im
mediate agreement at Geneva, and only then did we ourselves resume 
testing.

Although these circumstances did not facilitate negotiations, there 
were oth^r factors which might reasonably have been expected to do 
so. For our own part, largely as the result of our continuing research, 
we had improved our understanding of the problems involved in ef
fectively halting nuclear weapons tests. We found it possible to re
vise our estimate of the risk and to modify our proposed system of 
checks and balances accordingly.

There remained and still remains, in the detection and identifica
tion of underground tests, an area of ambiguity which would be sig
nificant from the standpoint of the security of parties to an agree
ment. This remaining risk could not be ignored. Nor could the fact 
that at present scientific instruments and techniques cannot reduce 
the area of ambiguity, and the risk, to tolerable limits. This is why 
we have continued to include provision for on-site inspection in our 
system of checks and balances.

For the system to work effectively, it is not necessary that the num
ber of inspections equal the number of ambiguous events. However, 
it is necessary that the right to conduct at least some inspections not 
be dependent on the calculations of the party to be inspected.

In view of our own research into the matter, we were surprised to 
be informed that the Soviet Union possesses instruments which made 
on-site inspection unnecessary. In fact, we found that the Soviet 
Union has quite a catalogue of such instruments. They seemingly 
range from mystical long-range detection stations which can detect 
everything, to mysterious black boxes which can detect anything the 
long-range stations do not. We are always in the market for scien
tific instruments, and we have asked the Soviet Union to explain to 
us how these instruments work. But so far they have not chosen to 
do so.

To the elements of mysticism and mystery with which they invested 
their scientific instruments, the Soviet Union added their standard 
element of myth. On-site inspection they claim is unnecessary. Con
sequently, our requirement for on-site inspection is obviously nothing 
more than a cloak for espionage activities. When we point out that 
our approach to on-site inspection does not lend itself to this purpose, 
they choose not to discuss this matter either.

Since agreement had not been reached in the area of underground 
tests, we offered in August to separate underground testing from
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testing in other environments.^ We expressed our willingness to ban, 
without the establishment of any international verification arrange
ments, all tests except those underground. At the same time negotia
tions would continue in an effort to resolve this remaining difficulty. 
They have described this approach as a “dangerous illusion” since the 
arms race might be continued underground and therefore be lost from 
view. It was not to be expected that the Soviet Union would clarify 
for us what it regards as illu^ry about the termination of nuclear 
weapons test explosions in three of the four environments in which 
they can be conducted. Nor have they explained why they prefer the 
dangerous reality of continuing such tests to the alternative of halting 
them.

We do not find the Soviet arguments convincing; the non-aligned 
countries do not find them convincing; and I  think we are entitled 
to suspect that the Soviet negotiators do not find them convincing 
either. The Soviet negotiators are being asked to play a very difficult 
role. When we propose discussing the matter in scientific terms, the 
Soviet negotiators respond on cue that the problem is political. When 
we approach the problem in political terms, we are informed that 
science has all the answers.

Science, of course, cannot provide all the answers, but it can help 
us arrive at reasonable political decisions. If such decisions are to 
be sound, they cannot be reached in a scientific vacuum. Certainly 
we must have the scientific facts. But then we must make the politi
cal decision as to what risk is acceptable and what system of checks 
and balances would best serve to hold the risk within acceptable 
limits. That is the process we have gone through in our efforts to 
bring about an effective nuclear weapons test ban.

Having done as well as we can on the basis of our own understand
ing of the matter, we have been and are still prepared to learn where 
we may be wrong. We are still prepared to continue working on 
scientific instruments which might some day make on-site inspection 
unnecessary. However, we would like to have an agreement today. 
Therefore, in an effort to break through the circular debate that has 
been taking place, we are prepared to consider four alternatives to 
the banning of nuclear tests :

1. We will consider a comprehensive treaty without on-site inspec
tion if the Soviet Union can demonstrate why on-site inspection is 
unnecessary.

2. If  they cannot do so, we are prepared to consider a comprehen
sive treaty with limited requirements for on-site inspection.

 ̂Ante, pp. 804-807.
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3. If  neither of the foregoing approaches is acceptable to the 
Soviet Union, we are prepared to enter into a partial treaty with an 
interim agreement banning underground tests and providing adequate 
controls while negotiations for a lasting arrangement continue.

4. If  the Soviet Union does not wish to accept adequate controls 
even on an interim basis, we are prepared to accept a partial treaty 
which would ban tests in the atmosphere, outer space and under
water. Underground tests would continue while we sought agreement 
for that environment.

This is the position that the Soviet Union has described as 
“inflexible.”

On balance, we must regretfully conclude that for reasons of its 
own, reasons which have not been brought out in the present negotia
tions, the Soviet Union does not desire a nuclear test ban agreement 
at this time. However, I  must emphasize the word “agreement.” 
While rejecting opportunities for an agreement in the formal sense 
of the word, the Soviet Union may now consider it timely to once 
again make the magnanimous proposal of a moratorium on testing. 
This is its perennial solution for extricating itself from an untenable 
tactical situation.

The Soviet Union broke the last moratorium with a series of nuclear 
tests that brought the megatons it has exploded to a total exceeding 
that of all tests by all other countries. We are objective enough to 
know that history might not repeat itself, but I  think it will be under
stood if we desire more assurance than that of a New Year’s resolu
tion.

We have had over four hundred meetings with the Soviet Union 
in search of a nuclear test ban agreement. If  persistence and stamina 
are what it takes, we shall continue negotiating until the Soviet Union 
reaches the political decision to bring an effective end to nuclear 
testing.

In the field of nuclear testing we are willing to take a reasonable, 
and not an excessive, measure of the risk in the interests of increased 
security. The same basic problems confront us in the field of disarma- 
inent, where substantially more complex interrelationships must be 
taken into account.

The United States has the objective of halting the arms race, and 
then effecting steady reductions of existing arms. The initial reduc
tions would be substantial and would diminish the risk that war might 
occur. This risk could be further reduced by measures designed to 
safeguard the disarmament process from disruption by war through 
accident, miscalculation, failure of communications, or surprise attack. 
As the disarmament process proceeded, verification would be progres
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sively extended, and international peacekeeping arrangements would 
be strengthened.

These are, in effect, the principal elements from which it might be 
possible to construct a system of checks and balances leading to dis
armament in a peaceful world. It is clearly misleading to identify 
verification as the sole element of such a system. What we are con
cerned with is developing an approach which would bring each of the 
elements into a proper relationship with the other.

I  would not maintain that our initial proposals are perfect.^ How
ever, they are proposals we could live with, and we believe the Soviet 
Union could live with them, too. There will have to be a great deal 
of learning on both sides if disarmament is to succeed.

Our disarmament proposals reflect the situation that exists today. 
No country has a monopoly of armaments in any category, and no 
country is superior in all categories. Strengths and weaknesses differ, 
but considered in total, there appears to exist a rough, over-all balance 
between the major powers and groups. This is the well known “bal
ance of terror.”

It is not a neat balance. It was weighted in our favor in Cuba, 
against us in Laos. But if we are to halt the arms race and turn it 
downwards, there is some merit in taking things as they are and 
descending from that point.

This view is essentially reflected in what we have proposed. We 
propose across-the-board reductions of armaments by equal percent
ages for both the United States and the Soviet Union. The United 
States would continue to be superior in some categories, and the 
Soviet Union in others. Obviously, the whole nub of the idea is to 
reduce in such a way that neither side has at any given moment a 
decisive advantage. Our proposals have had the counsel of our top 
military and political leaders. We have not advanced ideas which 
did not have this serious clearance before we laid them on the table. 
I  could not insist that our initial proposals were perfect, but we be
lieve they were, and are, proposals that we could live with.

The Soviet approach to the reduction of armaments has been a 
simple and direct one: the immediate destruction of all nuclear 
delivery vehicles. They have coupled this with the proposal that the 
United States withdraw its forces from overseas. Considering geo
graphic factors, as well as the distribution of strength in different 
categories of armaments, it is clear that the initial Soviet approach 
was designed to place the United States and its allies at a decisive 
disadvantage.

 ̂For the U.S. proposals  ̂see ante  ̂pp. 351-382.
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Recently, and with a great show of reluctance, the Soviet Union ha& 
expressed willingness to consider permitting retention of a small num
ber of certain types of nuclear delivery vehicles into the second stage 
of disarmament. The Soviet Union has not provided the details of 
what they are considering, but we will, of course, listen when they 
are ready.

The extent and rate of arms reduction in the nuclear age is one of 
the most complex problems that mankind has ever faced. In sum
marizing the United States and Soviet Union approaches I  have nec- 
•essarily only sketched what represents many hundreds if not thou
sands of man hours of thought by many of the best thinkers on our 
;side, and I dare say on the Soviet side as well. You understand that 
nuclear weapons range from those designed for strategic deterrence 
to  those designed for tactical and battlefield use. Many types of 
delivery vehicles have both conventional and nuclear capabilities. 
The line between conventional and nuclear is blurred. Geography 
and local considerations cut across all aspects of the military equation.

We are not seeking, nor do we expect, a precise balancing of these 
complex factors. But if disarmament is to offer a practical alter
native to continuation of the arms race, we must have a workable 
balance. We must have reasonable assurance that armaments are 
destroyed and that the limitation or halting of production is observed. 
And we must have assurance that remaining armaments are at agreed 
levels and that there is no cheating going on to alter those levels.

We cannot and do not expect absolute precision, but we want to be 
sure that decisive discrepancies do not come about. We have offered 
the concept of progressive inspection as a means reasonably related 
to the degree of risk. Within this context zonal inspection has been 
suggested as one illustration of how the broad concept of progressive 
inspection might be carried out. There are other ways in which it 
might be implemented.

However, the Soviet Union has neither shown interest in this con
cept nor advanced a reasonable alternative. In this case, as in others, 
we cannot simply ignore what appears to be the insurmountable. 
The problem will not go away of itself.

Even under the best of circumstances there would be some rough 
edges in efforts to achieve balanced reductions of armaments and 
verification of the agreed procedure. We have sought to cushion these 
rough edges by suggesting a series of measures to reduce the risk of 
war through accident, miscalculation, failure of communication, or 
surprise attack. Implementation of a disarmament program would 
effect an immediate reduction in the possibility that the outbreak of 
war might occur. However, it would be prudent, in our view, to
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reduce still further any remaining risk that the disarmament process 
might be disrupted.

Thus we have suggested measures which range from improvements 
in direct communications between governments, to minimize the pos
sibility that sudden and ambiguous chaiiges in the military situation 
on one side might give rise to a disproportionate response by the other.̂

Such measures might play a useful role in the system of checks and 
balances for disarmament. The United States is already doing a 
great deal on a unilateral basis to preclude war by accident or mis
calculation, as you have learned from Mr. McNaughton. But there 
are limits to what any country can in its own interest do alone.

Measures to reduce the risk of war are not a substitute for disarma
ment. However, it is inherent that in measures of this kind a begin
ning can be made with as much or as little as may be agreed at any 
time. We regard tliis area as of immediate interest; we hope to 
pursue it further in Geneva, and we are actively engaged in developing 
the details of such proposals.

There is still another area of immediate interest which carries over 
into disarmament. That is the area of peacekeeping. Strengthening 
of international arrangements for keeping the peace is one of the 
major thrusts of our current elfforts in the United Nations. Addi
tional efforts would form a necessary part of a system of checks and 
balances for disarmament. As in some other cases, I  would place 
greater emphasis on the importance of this concept than the specific 
types of steps that we have proposed for illustrative purposes. The 
ultimate objective is not to erect a bulwark against change but 
rather to strengthen the framework within which change can take 
place through peaceful means.

These, then, are some of the major issues related to disarmament 
which have been under discussion at Geneva.

As we continue to negotiate it will be important to determine 
whether a sufficient area of agreement can be reached to halt the arms 
race and initiate a significant degree of disarmament as early as pos
sible. The early implementation of such an area of agreement is 
contemplated in the joint statement of principles to which the United 
States and the Soviet Union have agreed.  ̂ The current negotiations 
are proceeding on the basis of the joint statement. I t is difficult to 
reach agreement on means of translating principles into practice, but 
we intend to continue our efforts.

In the development and negotiation of arms control and disarma
ment problems, it would be very easy to give way to discouragement.

 ̂See ante, pp. 1214-1225.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442.
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But we are not easily discouraged.
We recognize that it will be a difficult and lengthy process to resolve 

the difficulties we face. We accept the fact that the countries con
cerned may not measure the risks involved in the same way. The 
elements of a system of checks and balances proposed by one country 
may be viewed by another as entailing risk to its own interests. But 
our purpose is that of finding a practical alternative to the continua
tion of the arms race. If  this aim is to be fulfilled then nations must 
generate on a continuing basis new ideas and reasonable proposals 
to this end. For our part we have already given meaning to thia 
conviction. The United States has created the Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency—the only such agency in world history—to 
devote full time to the central problem, and all related problems of 
arms control and disarmament.

But this is not enough. I  deeply feel that as other nations participate 
in this effort to discover means for stabilizing the peace they too must 
develop their own apparatus to cope with these problems. Only in 
this way can there be assurance that serious, methodical and persistent 
attention will be given to the reduction and eventual elimination of 
modern weapons. I t is for this reason I hope the Soviet Union in 
particular, and other nations as well, will accept this challenge of 
our time, and bring into bemg “new agencies of peace.”

Those of us in the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency believe 
that our exploration to date of the arms control and disarmament 
problem has lead to the introduction of sound and reasonable pro
posals. But unlike the Soviet negotiators, we feel under no compul
sion to insist that our answers are the only ones. In this regard we 
welcome the comments, criticisms and ideas that symposia such as 
this stimulates.

Within the government we work closely with other interested de
partments and agencies. We wish to work closely with you in the 
academic community and in industry as well. While we cannot guar
antee that our joint efforts will meet with success we can be sure that 
they were undertaken with the energy and dedication they so deserve.

And the need is urgent.
Thank you.
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Address by ACDA Director Foster Before the Pittsburgh 
Foreign Poliq^ Association: Possibilities for Reducing 
the Risks of War, December 20, 1962'

Good afternoon. I  appreciate the opportunity to appear before 
you today. Pittsburgh is a favorite city of mine. It is a city of tre
mendous vitality and vigor, and much of my work in the private sec
tor, and as well in Government, has been closely related to the efforts 
of this hub of industry.

I have been called upon by the Office of my Public Affairs Adviser 
to travel to many places to say many things about the U.S. Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency. The recommendation that I appear 
here this afternoon was one that I  accepted with great pleasure. Not 
only am I happy to see many old friends but I  welcome, too, the op
portunity to advise you of some of the aspects of our work. I  believe 
it is important that I acquaint you with our business, for it will in one 
way or another affect the welfare and security of every American, to
day and in the future. Ours is a world divided seriously by ideology 
and aspirations. I t reposes uneasily in fragile peace.

To lament the past serves no useful purpose for we are, of course, 
destined to live in the future. I  believe, however, that we are all 
convinced that the hands on the clock of time have not run so fast 
and so far that a world of free and independent peoples, living peace
fully imder institutions of their own choosing, is beyond our grasp. 
The world has not yet become such a cauldron of conflicting systems, 
each possessing the military power to destroy the other, that man’s 
only recourse is to await his executioner.

Rather, we are living with a curious paradox in that the horror of 
modem weapons helps to serve as a barrier against their use. In fact 
the so-called “balance of terror” has in a very real sense given mankind 
a reprieve in which new and intensified efforts can be made to outlaw 
mass extermination as an instrument of national policy.

We stand, therefore, at another of the crossroads of human destiny. 
I t is for us to determine whether we have the resolve and the wisdom 
to assert our wills to survive in a stable and peacefully progressing 
world, or failing this, possibly to participate in its demise.

We have the ingenuity to fashion a world free from the scourge of 
war; of this we have no doubt. Our confidence in this cause is cer
tainly reflected in the basic position we have adopted at the 18-Nation 
Disarmament Conference in Geneva. There, we introduced a dis

 ̂AODA press release, Dec. 20,1962.
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armament program which is at once as far-reaching as it is detailed.^ 
It calls upon the nations of the world to stop the arms race at an 
agreed time, to freeze the military situation as it then appears, and 
then ultimately to shrink military establishments to zero.

The eventual goal is a free, secure and peaceful world of independ
ent states adhering to common standards of justice and international 
conduct and subjecting the use of force to the rule of law. But we 
are under no delusions. We recognize fully the magnitude of this 
task. And we expect no quick or simple solutions. Most important 
we know that if this effort is to be brought to fruition there must be 
a common desire within the community of nations to effect such a 
world—a desire that is not yet apparent on all sides.

Yet, even as we undertake this wide-ranging offensive there is 
an immediate danger which confronts us. Ironically, the nature of 
this threat is such that while we seek to move toward a disarmed world 
we could find ourselves unwittingly engulfed by just the type of holo
caust we are striving to avoid.

I  refer, of course, to the very real threat of war by accident, miscal
culation or failure of communication. We need look only at the 
Soviet Union’s recent adventurism in Cuba to conclude that this is a 
danger which is not only real and ever present but a danger which 
warrants our immediate attention.

The danger itself, of course, is not new. The factors which make 
unpremeditated war possible—false alarm, misunderstanding, panic, 
or loss of control— ĥave plagued mankind for centuries. But with 
the advent of nuclear weapons the consequences of such a war have 
assumed a new and terrifying dimension.

The technology and tecliniques of modern warfare are such that 
much reliance is inevitably placed on the ability to respond rapidly 
and effectively to hostile military action. Events which may occur 
in connection with the efforts of one state to maintain its readiness 
to respond to such action may, in varying degrees and with varying 
consequences, be misconstrued by another. The initiating state may 
have underestimated the ambiguity of such events and may have 
miscalculated the response they would call forth. The observing 
state may misinterpret them and feel compelled to act.

Non-belligerent steps of a precautionary character taken by one 
state may be viewed by another as being provocative at best and, at 
worst, as presaging or constituting the initiation of hostilities. Acci
dents can occur and may be considered deliberate acts. Unauthorized 
acts may appear to reveal hostile purpose, and fault may be incorrectly 
assigned.

' Ante, pp. 351-382.
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Particularly where such actions and events may occur against the 
background of an already existing crisis in the relations of the states 
concerned, erroneous assessments may dictate a rapid and dispropor
tionate response. As a consequence, sudden and unexplained changes 
in the military situation may increase the risk of the outbreak of war.

Such efforts as have been taken thus far to avoid unintentional war 
have, for the most part, been taken independently by states. For 
some years now the United States has progressively instituted numer
ous unilateral steps to insure that control over our military estab
lishment would preclude the possibility of war by accident. These 
safeguards could be described as of two types: “administrative” safe
guards which say “you may not” ; and “physical” safeguards which 
create a situation so that “you can not”. Taken together they are 
such that it would require more than a Houdini to circumvent them.

On the administrative side, only the President may authorize the 
use of atomic or hydrogen weapons, and the transference of this 
authority is carefully controlled.

There is also the so-called “two-man rule” which requires at least 
two responsible individuals to 'be present at every level of operation 
for handling of nuclear weapons. No one man is authorized to 
depart from this rule.

There is also the so-called “fail-safe” procedure which, in essence, 
precludes aircraft from proceeding beyond a predetermined point 
without an explicit “goal” order.

On the physical side, there are various devices built into the weapons 
themselves which prevent improper use. For example, there may 
be an aiming switch which can be tampered with only by disassem
bling the weapon and which can be activated only by remote control or 
by the insertion of a “key” held in careful custody.

There is also the device of making the required aiming actions too 
much for one man to handle. Barricades provide additional safe
guards against unauthorized use. Other devices prevent the acci
dental explosion of a nuclear weapon. There are other devices of 
both administrative and physical nature which place restraints on a 
nuclear firing by accident or violation of authority.

On the political side similar unilateral actions have been instituted. 
Again, the Cuban situation provides a recent and vivid demonstra
tion of this. I refer, of course, to the President’s advance notification 
of his decision to quarantine Cuba—an announcement designed to 
insure that the intentions of the United States in that operation would 
not be misunderstood.^ Had advance notification of this action not 
been given the events that followed might well have been different and,

 ̂Ante, pp. 966-972.
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perhaps, even tragic. But, so crucial is our concern, that we have 
sought to pass beyond these unilateral efforts.

At the Geneva Disarmament Conference we have expressed our 
desire to take joint steps to promote reassurance against the danger of 
inadvertent war.̂  We recognize that steps in this direction are no 
substitute for disarmament. But we do believe that international 
agreements on specific worldwide measures in this area can and should 
be undertaken now. Reducing the likelihood of war and increasing 
confidence can make an important difference imtil such time as a 
general disarmament treaty becomes a reality. However, to date 
our endeavors in this direction have been something less than 
successful.

Unfortunately the Soviet Union has displayed a notable lack of 
enthusiasm toward developing such measures.

Early in the negotiations at Geneva there was a unanimous belief 
among those represented at the Conference table that certain collateral 
measures should be agreed and executed in advance of a general dis
armament treaty. Yet, the Soviet Union in its initial listing of such 
measures did not include ajnong these, immediate measures directed 
toward the problem of inadvertent war. Its other four partners in 
the negotiations—Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Poland and Eumania, to 
the surprise of no one, adopted a similar position. Last summer the 
Soviets did respond to certain of our proposals in this area. But this 
was a half-hearted response at best. To date, they still have given 
no real indication of their willingness to come to grips with this prob
lem. This stands as one of the most regrettable episodes of the nego
tiations thus far, for it is but a simple fact of international life that 
the task of abolishing all weapons will take time. In the interim the 
danger of accidental war will persist.

Our Western colleagues—Canada, Italy and the United Kingdom— 
have repeatedly expressed concern over the risks of war being un
leashed by mistake. They too have urged that early action be taken 
on measures which could substantially reduce these risks.

Many of the eight nations new to the disarmament negotiations— 
Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, India, Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden, and the 
United Arab Republic—seem also to share this concern. They know 
that creation of a disarmed world will take time. In the meantime 
they recognize that the risk of accidental war is a hovering spectre. 
Should it occur, they are fully aware that in today’s compressed world 
a war touched off by accident could well engulf them—indeed, could 
engulf a multitude of nations.

 ̂See ante, pp. 1214-1225.
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At Geneva the Soviet Union has gone to some lengths to support 
its contention that steps directed toward minimizing the risks of 
war by accident can await agreement on a total program for disarma
ment. I t takes the position that general measures which might be 
instituted to relieve the risk of war by accident would not provide any 
degree of insurance against such a possibility. I t sees the execution 
of any early anti-accidental war measures as ones that would serve 
only to increase such dangers as might now exist. At the same time, 
it alleges that we seek such measures as a means by which the gather
ing of intelligence information could be legalized.

Yet as early as 1958 the Soviet Union exhibited considerable anxiety 
over accidental war. At that time it publicly expressed concern over 
aircraft equipped with atomic and hydrogen weapons conducting 
flights over the territories of foreign states or the open seas. This, it 
said, was “a serious threat to world peace”, and could “become the 
cause of a military conflict as a result of miscalculation”.̂

More recently—actually six months prior to the beginning of the 
current Geneva disarmament negotiations— t̂he Soviet Government, in 
a memorandum submitted to the United Nations General Assembly 
stated that “. . . steps can and must be taken towards the adoption 
of a number of simple decisions . . . which would lessen the danger of 
the outbreak of war and on which States might reach agreement in the 
immediate future”. ^

The Soviet attitude in the current negotiations seems strange indeed 
when viewed in the light of these past pronouncements. However, 
there have been instances in which the Soviets have faced about 
abruptly. With this and the lesson of Cuba in mind last week, in 
Geneva, we again pressed for early action in this area. Although 
newspaper headlines may not so indicate, we intend to pursue the mat
ter. At the moment, the most promising channel for doing so would 
seem to be through private discussions with the U.S.S.R. at Geneva.

One may ask where joint steps can be taken, above and beyond the 
individual measures a nation may itself prescribe, to reduce the risks 
of war by accident, miscalculation or failure of communications. 
What are the principal areas of concern and what can be done about 
them?

As I  proceed to deal with these questions I  ask that one point be 
kept in mind. The steps I  shall outline are not inspection measures. 
They are steps designed to provide positive assurance that some of the 
uncertainties that confront military powers today can be dispelled.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, p. 1227.
“m a., 1961, p .m .



1270 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1962

This assurance would stem from two sources: the fact that there would 
be greater knowledge about what nations are doing and the fact that 
nations were willing to undertake these obligations.

I  turn now to specific problems and recommended measures.
One major problem is large military movements or maneuvers- 

When imdertaken by one nation, they may give rise to suspicion and 
fear on the part of others. You might recall that some months ago 
the United States deployed its Marines to Thailand. In that instance^ 
as in Cuba, we gave notice in advance of our then proposed action. 
But suppose this action had been taken without providing such advance 
notification. Those nations distrustful of our motives might have 
viewed the operation as a gesture sufficiently threatening in nature 
as to require an immediate counter-move—one of such proportions 
as to lead to an extremely dangerous buildup of forces—a situation 
in which anjrthing could happen. But by making known in advance 
the intention to make such a movement no baseless fears need arise. 
What has im.fortunately been termed “the panic button” would not 
be pushed in circumstances in which it was perfectly clear what was 
going on and why.

To improve communications between nations in this respect, there 
would, seem to be great advantage in states giving advance notifica
tion of many of their military movements and maneuvers. Such infor
mation, provided in the form of an official communication and made 
known to all concerned at least a week prior to the actual occurrence 
of the event could act as a brake to rash action by a potential enemy 
who, had he been left in the dark, could well have read something 
ominous into such a move.

While this measure by itself would be helpful, its value would be 
increased if additional arrangements could be agreed upon to assure 
the authenticity of the information transmitted. Some assistance 
in this directionxould be achieved by the establishment of so-called 
“observation posts”. Posts located at principal railway centers, high
ways, river crossings, and air bases would permit on-the-spot observa
tion of movement and concentration of large forces. In the broadest 
sense such an arrangement would be useful whenever significant mili
tary activities take place.

I t is possible that if such an arrangement were carried out, particu
larly in coimtries or areas of the world where histories of suspicion 
and hostility have existed, increased confidence might quickly result. 
Being located in key areas, not only could these posts verify reports 
giving advance notification of troop movements, but they might in 
part also serve as a means of determining that no buildup of military 
forces for an attack by surprise was in preparation. In particularly
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tense or suspicious atmospheres such a scheme could provide welcome 
reassurance to those who might otherwise suspect the worst.

Additional types of obsecration could be developed to supplement 
jfixed observation posts. Aerial observation, mobile ground observa
tion teams, or over-lapping radars—all could assist in lessening the 
possibility of aii unexp^ted face to face of military power thereby 
lessening the risk of the outbreak of war.

Particularly dangerous zones in terms of inadvertent war are those 
in which a military confrontation presently exists. We tend often 
to forget that such a situation is not unique to the European area— 
although certainly this is an area of primary concern. There are 
many places around the globe where a similar, if more dormant, type 
of confrontation exists. It is axiomatic that in these forward, 
exposed positions suspicions and fears are quite readily nurtured. In 
most cases this is not by design but is due largely to a pervading air 
of Tincertainty. In such areas apprehension is a natural condition 
of life. It cannot be entirely overcome, but it can be considerably 
tempered. Apprehension tlirives on the unknown.

To minimize this psycholo^cal barrier we see merit in an exchange 
of military missions between states, or groups of states, where such 
confrontations are potentially dangerous. These missions, operating 
much in the same manner as military attaches (who are now some
thing on the order of permanent fixtures in the embassies of a large 
majority of nations), could contribute significantly to promoting 
improved communications and understanding. The presence of such 
missions—each small ia number and headed by an officer of high 
rank—could well generate confidence enough to offset measurably 
the present strong and unfortunate air of uncertaiuty that now exists 
in these areas. This was one proposal the Soviet Union last summer 
incorporated in its over-all disarmament program. So here, perhaps, 
we have at least an agreement in principle. Whether the Soviet Union 
and its allies consider it valuable enough to put into operation prior 
to agreement on a total disarmament program remains to be seen.

A particularly distressing picture to contemplate in the realm of 
accidental war is the possible failure of communications between states 
in a time of crisis. I  have already alluded to the numerous safe
guards we have installed over our military establishment. Yet in 
this era of modern weapons, it is quite possible that not all states 
possessing these weapons have invested enough in a policy to insure 
against their forces being ‘‘accident prone”.

The nature of modern weapons systems is such that the improvement 
of communications between states, particularly between states possess
ing these modem weapon systems, could serve in time of crisis as a 
valuable link to prevent the occurrence of unintentional war. The
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establishment of rapid and reliable communications among govern
ments and, perhaps even with the United Nations, would be vital in a 
situation such as this. Here again, the Soviet Union has indicated 
an interest. Yet here, too, a question remains as to whether it is pre
pared to pursue this idea in advance of or as part of a total disarma
ment program. If the latter should prove to be the case, early and 
effective action to allay such a danger could not be undertaken.

A reference to the “purple telephone” must necessarily be included 
at this point. News reports periodically have mentioned that im
proved communications would mean the establishment of a direct 
telephone line between the Kremlin and the White House. A direct 
connection between Washington and Moscow terminating in a purple 
receiver perched on the desks of President Kennedy and Chairman 
Eltrushchev is a unique thought, international politics being what they 
are today. But such a dramatic arrangement overlooks the basic point. 
This is not that heads of government of the U.S. and U.S.S.Er. or any 
other world leaders need necessarily be in instantaneous personal 
contact. Rather it is that in time of tension a channel is readily 
available for responsible officials of governments—̂ ând when required, 
heads of government—to reach one another as rapidly as today’s sci
ence and technology will permit without the need to rely solely on 
normal channels of communication. For example, given our govern
ment’s structure it might be most effective to use a teletype system, as 
President Kennedy suggested recently and to tie our end of such a 
contemplated communication link to our National Command Center— 
a command post which maintains contact with many government 
officials, including the President, wherever they may be. The desires 
of the other nations concerned would determine the terminal point in 
their governmental structure.

These are some of the means by which states in a cooperative man
ner can take effective action toward reducing the real and present 
dangers of war by accident. For our part, we are prepared now to 
establish the necessary working groups that these measures can be 
put into effect without delay. But I  must hastily add that these steps 
are not the be-all and end-all. Further discussions of this problem 
could well lead to additional measures to check the threat of inad
vertent war. Certainly no one nation has a monopoly on ideas in this 
field, and it may well behoove all to consider the establishment of an 
international commission on reduction of the risk of war. Working 
in an atmosphere largely devoid of immediate political and negotiat
ing overtones, such a commission could devote full time exclusively to 
the risks inherent in this problem and attempt to develop practical 
means of coping with them. This would assure all concerned that
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deliberate wisdom and experience would be responsibly engaged in 
seeking to make the possibility of war by mishap even less likely.

We, in our Agency, are actively studying means of putting into 
effect those measures to reduce the risks of war which we already 
have proposed in Geneva. And we are just as actively studying other 
measures which could serve the same purpose.

As has been pointed out, efforts to minimize war by accident cannot 
stand as a substitute for the more basic steps of armaments reduction 
and control that must be taken if the dangers posed by modern weap
ons are to be removed. Yet, while the time available for achieving 
success in this task is not. unlimited, there is no reason why nations 
must await the day the full process of disarmament begins before 
taking action to forestall the risks of being involved unwittingly in 
a war. Initial measures of the type I have just enumerated can be 
readily undertaken. If  put into effect nations will be able to breathe 
a little easier. Moreover, further strides down the road to disarma
ment could be taken with greater confidence.

I  mentioned earlier that we stand at another of the crossroads of 
human destiny. We know the road the United States wishes to fol: 
low. Indeed we have already taken our first steps in that direction* 
But it is a long way to the end of that road. As we journey along it, 
we must provide assurance against the danger of unwanted war. 
We know that nations can take joint steps to provide such assurance 
and we intend to do all we can to persuade them that they should— 
that they must do so. Therefore, when negotiations resume in Geneva 
next month this problem will receive our full and imdivided attention.

We have reached that time of year when the symbol of Peace on 
Earth to Men of Good Will becomes very real and very meaningful. 
But this is our goal 12 months of the year. And I  wish to emphasize 
that we welcome the comments, the criticisms, and the fresh sugges
tions that come from Associations such as yours, and from those in
dividuals who take a deep interest in arms control and disarmament.

Ours is a new Agency, just entering the second year of its existence. 
To my knowledge this is the first time in history that a sovereign 
nation has established a separate agency to work full time on the cen
tral problem, and all the related problems, of arms control and dis
armament. Because the duties are so paramount, we welcome, and 
indeed we call upon, individuals whoever they may be, to help us 
develop those proposals which may lead the way to the beginning of 
a turn-down in the arms race and then to disarmamen b.

I  wish to extend to all of you the greetings of this holiday season.
Thank you!
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Nassau Communique by President Kennedy 
and Prime Minister Macmillan, December 21, 1962^

The President and the Prime Minister met in Nassau from Decem
ber 18th to December 21st. They were accompanied by the Secretary 
of Defense, Mr. McNamara, and the Under Secretary of State, Mr. 
Ball, and by the Foreign Secretary, Lord Home, the Minister of De
fense, Mr. Thomeycroft and the Secretary of State for Common
wealth Relations and Colonies, Mr. Sandys.

The President and the Prime Minister discussed a wide range of 
topics. They reviewed the state of East-West relations in the after- 
math of the October crisis in Cuba, and joined in the hope that a sat
isfactory resolution of this crisis might open the way to the .settle
ment of other problems outstanding between the West and the Soviet 
Union.

In particular, they reviewed the present state of the negotiations 
for a treaty ending nuclear tests, and reaffirmed their intent to seek 
agreement on this issue with the U.S.S.R. in the hope that this agree
ment would lead on to successful negotiations on wider issues of 
disarmament.

As regards Berlin, they reaffirmed their interest in arriving at a 
solid and enduring settlement which would insure that Berlin re
mains free and viable.

The Chinese Communist attack on India was discussed with special 
consideration being given to the way in which the two governments 
might assist the Government of India to counter this aggression. De
fense problems of the subcontinent were reviewed. The Prime Min
ister and the President are hopeful that the common interests of Pak
istan and India in the security of the subcontinent would lead to a 
reconciliation of India-Pakistan differences. To this end, they ex
pressed their gratification at the statesmanship shown by President 
Ayub and Prime Minister Nehru in agreeing to renew their efforts to 
resolve their differences at this crucial moment.

The two leaders discussed the current state of affairs in the Congo, 
and agreed to continue their efforts for an equitable integration of 
this troubled country. They expressed support for Mr. Spaak’s pro
posal for a fair division of revenues and noted with concern the dan
gers of further discord in the Congo.

The Prime Minister informed the President of the present state 
of negotiations for U.K. membership in the Common Market. The

 ̂Department of State Bulletmf Jan. 14,1963, pp. 43-45.
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President reaffirmed the interest of the United States in an early and 
successful outcome.

The President and the Prime Minister also discussed in considerable 
•detail policy on advanced nuclear weapons systems and considered a 
variety of approaches. The result of this discussion is set out in the 
attached statement.

Attached Statement

S t a t e m e n t  o n  N u c l e a r  D e f e n s e  S y s t e m s  

Decerriber 21̂  1962
(1) The President and the Prime Minister reviewed the develop

ment pro^am for the Sky bolt missile. The President explained that 
it was no longer expected that this very complex weapons system 
would be completed within the cost estimate or the time scale which 
were projected when the program was begun.

(2) The President informed the Prime Minister that for this rea
son and because of the availability to the United States of alternative 
weapons systems, he had decided to cancel plans for the production of 
Skybolt for use by the United States. Nevertheless, recognizing the 
importance of the Skybolt program for the United Kingdom, and re
calling that the purpose of the offer of Skybolt to the United King
dom in 1960 had been to assist in improving and extending the effec
tive life of the British V-bombers, the President expressed his readi
ness to continue the development of the missile as a joint enterprise 
between the United States and the United Kingdom, with eacĥ  coun
try bearing equal shares of the future cost of completing development, 
after which the United Kingdom would be able to place a production 
order to meet its requirements.

(3) While recognizing the value of this offer, the Prime Minister 
decided, after full consideration, not to avail himself of it because of 
doubts that had been expressed about the prospects of success for this 
weapons system and because of uncertainty regarding date of comple
tion and final cost of the program.

(4r) As a possible alternative the President suggested that the Royal 
Air Force might use the Hound Dog missile. The Prime Minister re
sponded that in the light of the technical difficulties he was unable to 
accept this suggestion.

(5) The Prime Minister then turned to the possibility of provision 
of the Polaris missile to the United Kingdom by the United States. 
After careful review, the President and the Prime Minister agreed that 
a decision on Polaris must be considered in the widest context both of 
the future defense of the Atlantic Alliance and of the safety of the
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whole Free World. They reached the conclusion that this issue 
created an opportunity for the development of new and closer arrange
ments for the organization and control of strategic Western defense 
and that such arrangements in turn could make a major contribution 
to political cohesion among the nations of the Alliance.

(6) The Prime Minister suggested and the President agreed, that 
for the immediate future a start could be made by subscribing to 
NATO some part of the forces already in existence. This could 
include allocations from United States Strategic Forces, from United 
Kingdom Bomber Command, and from tactical nuclear forces now 
held in Europe. Such forces would be assigned as part of a NATO 
nuclear force and targeted in accordance with NATO plans.

(7) Eeturning to Polaris the President and the Prime Minister 
agreed that the purpose of their two governments with respect to the 
provision of the Polaris missiles must be the development of a multi
lateral NATO nuclear force in the closest consultation with other 
NATO allies. They will use their best endeavors to this end.

(8) Accordingly, the President and the Prime Minister agreed that 
the U.S. will make available on a continuing basis Polaris missiles 
(less warheads) for British submarines. The U.S. will also study 
the feasibility of making available certain support facilities for such 
submarines. The U.K. Government will construct the submarines in 
which these weapons will be placed and they will also provide the nu
clear warheads for the Polaris missiles. British forces developed un
der this plan will be assigned and targeted in the same way as the 
forces described in paragraph 6.

These forces, and at least equal U.S. forces, would be made available 
for inclusion in a NATO multilateral nuclear force. The Prime Min
ister made it clear that except where Her Majesty’s Government may 
decide that supreme national interests are at stake, these British forces 
will be used for the purposes of international defense of the Western 
Alliance in all circumstances.

(9) The President and the Prime Minister are convinced that this 
new plan will strengthen the nuclear defense of the Western Alliance. 
In strategic terms this defense is indivisible, and it is their conviction 
that in all ordinary circumstances of crisis or danger, it is this very 
unity which is the best protection of the West.

(10) The President and the Prime Minister agreed that in addition 
to having a nuclear shield it is important to have a non-nuclear sword. 
For this purpose they agreed on the importance of increasing the ef
fectiveness of their conventional forces on a worldwide basis.



KENNEDY LETTER, DECEMBER 28 1277

Letter From President Kennedy 
to Premier Khrushchev, December 28, 1962^

D ear Mr. Chairm an  :
I  was very glad to receive your letter of December 19,1962, setting 

forth your views on nuclear tests.  ̂ There appear to be no differences 
between your views and mine regarding the need for eliminating war 
in this nuclear age. Perhaps only those who have the responsibility 
for controlling these weapons fully realize the awful devastation their 
use would bring.

Having these considerations in mind and with respect to the issue 
of a test ban, I  therefore sincerely hope that the suggestions that you 
have made in your letter will prove to be helpful in starting us down 
the road to an agreement. I  am encouraged that you are prepared to 
accept the principle of on-site inspections. These seem to me to be 
essential not just because of the concern of our Congress but because 
they seem to us to go to the heart of a reliable agreement ending nu
clear testing.

If we are to have peace between systems with far-reaching ideological 
differences, we must find ways for reducing or removing the recurring 
waves of fear and suspicion which feed on ignorance, misunderstand
ing or what appear to one side or the other as broken agreements. To 
me, the element of assurance is vital to the broader development of 
peaceful relationships.

With respect to the question of on-site inspections I would cer
tainly agree that we could accept any reasonable provision which you 
had in mind to protect against your concern that the on-site inspec
tors might engage in “espionage” en route to the area of inspection. 
In a statement at the United Nations, Ambassador Stevenson suggested 
that the United States would accept any reasonable security provision 
while the inspectors were being taken to the site, so long as they had 
reasonable provision for satisfying themselves that they were actually 
at the intended location and had the freedom necessary to inspect the 
limited designated area.^

With respect to the number of on-site inspections there appears to 
have been some misunderstanding. Your impression seems to be that 
Ambassador Dean told Deputy Minister Kuznetsov that the United 
States might be prepared to accept an annual number of on-site inspec-

^ENDO/74, Jan. 31, 1963. Premier Khruslichev repUed on Jan. 7, 1963 
(ENDO/73).

 ̂Ante, pp. 1239-1242.
® Ante, pp. 949-950.
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tions between two and four. Ambassador Dean advises me that the 
only number wliich he mentioned in his discussions with Deputy Min
ister Kuznetsov was a number between eight and ten. This repre
sented a substantial decrease in the request of the United States as 
we had previously been insisting upon a number between twelve and 
twenty.; I  had hoped that the Soviet Union would match this motion 
on the part of the United States by an equivalent motion in the figure 
of two or three on-site inspections which it had some time ago indi
cated it might allow.

I  am aware that tliis matter of on-site inspections has given you 
considerable difficulty although I am not sure that I fully understand 
why this should be so. To me, an eflFective nuclear test ban treaty is 
of such importance that I would not permit such international ar
rangements to become mixed up with our or any other national desire 
to seek other types of information about the Soviet Union. I  believe 
quite sincerely that arrangements could be worked out which would 
convince you and your colleagues that this is the case.

But in. this connection, your implication that on-site inspections 
should be limited to seismic areas also gives us some difficulty. I t is 
true that in the ordinary course we would have concern about events 
taking place in the seismic areas. However, an unidentified seismic 
event coming from an area in which there are not usually earthquakes 
would be a highly suspicious event. The United States would feel 
that in such a circumstance the USSR would be entitled to an on-site 
inspection of such an event occurring in our area and feels that the 
United States should have the same rights within its annual quota of 
inspection.

Perhaps your comment would be that a seismic event in another area 
designated for inspection might coincide with a highly sensitive de
fense installation. I recognize this as a real problem but believe that 
some arrangement can be worked out which would prevent this un
likely contingency from erecting an insuperable obstacle.

Your suggestion as to the three locations in the Soviet Union in 
which there might be unmanned seismic stations is helpful but it does 
not seem to me to go far enough. These stations are all outside the 
areas of highest seismicity and therefore do not record all of the 
phenomena within those areas. These stations would be helpful in 
increasing the detection capability of the system but I  doubt that 
they would have the same value in reducing the number of suspicious 
seismic events by identifying some as earthquakes. For this purpose 
unmanned seismic stations should be in the areas of highest seismicity, 
not outside them. To achieve this result there would be need for a 
number of stations in the vicinity of the Kamchatka area and a num-
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ber in the Tashkent area. It might be possible, of course, to reduce 
somewhat the number actually in the Soviet Union by arranging sta
tions in Hokkaido, Pakistan, and Afghanistan. If the stations on 
Soviet territory were sited in locations free from local disturbances 
and could be monitored periodically by competent United States or 
international observers who took in portable seismometer  ̂and placed 
them on the pedestals it would be very helpful in reducing the prob
lem of identification.

You have referred to the discussion of the “black box” proposal 
at the Tenth Pugwash Conference in London in September of this 
year as a United Kingdom proposal to which the United States has 
agreed. I do not believe that this was . the situation. This proposal 
was reported to me as a Soviet proposal which was discussed with some 
United States scientists.  ̂ Of the United States scientists who signed 
the statement none represented the United States Government or had 
discussed the matter with responsible officials. All were speaking 
as individuals and none were seismologists. Their agreement does not 
signify anythiiig other than that this was an area which justified 
further study. The United States Government has given it that 
study and the results have been the conclusions which I have indicated 
above.

Notwithstanding these problems, I am encouraged by your letter. 
I  do not believe that any of the problems which I  have raised are 
insoluble but they ought to be solved. I wonder how you think we 
might best proceed with these discussions which may require some 
technical development. It occurs to. me that you. might wish to have 
your representative meet with Mr. William C. Foster, the Director 
of our Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, at a mutually con
venient place, such as New York or Geneva. I  will be glad to have 
your suggestions. After talks have been held we will then be in a 
position to evaluate where we stand and continue our work together 
for an effective agreement ending all nuclear tests.

Sincerely,
J o h n  F. Kennedy

 ̂Ante, pp. 863-865.
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Second Annual Report of the United States Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency, January 28,1963 ^

Introduction

As 1962 drew to a close the United States Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency entered into the second year of its operation. The 
Agency and its role remains miique as an instrumentality of govern
ment which is devoted solely to the problems of arms control and 
disarmament. I t is an organization dedicated to the ultimate goal of 
a world at peace—a world in which the use of force has been subordi
nated to the rule of law and international adjustments are peaceably 
achieved.

It was brought into existence by the Congress in the belief that 
arms control and disarmament measures can be acceptable alternatives 
to a continued arms buildup. Its efforts are directed toward promot
ing the relaxation of tensions and furthering peace. Yet, it seeks 
these alternatives without in any way jeopardizing the nation’s secu
rity interests.

Today the world is not only divided by ideology but is endangered 
by an arms race, involving weapons of massive destruction, which if 
left imcontrolled could lead to untold disaster. The Agency is con
vinced that arms control and disarmament measures—^balanced, 
phased, and fully safeguarded—can not only insure the maintenance 
of our national security in such a world but can actually enhance it 
and that of the entire free world. There is no contradiction between 
the aim of achieving peace through such measures and the national 
determination to maintain the defense force necessary to safeguard 
our vital interests as progress on arms limitation is being sought.

To this end, we have been deeply involved in disarmament negotia
tions this past year. With other interested Government agencies we 
have developed a comprehensive and flexible course of action to bring 
under control the world’s massive buildup of arms. In support of 
this effort we have also initiated a significant beginning in research 
on the multitude of problems entailed in this quest for peace.

During the major part of the year under review this effort resulted 
in no substantial progress toward practical arms control or disarma
ment agreements. But an encouraging development concerning the 
test ban issue did occur as the year drew to a close. In an exchange 
of correspondence between President Kennedy and Premier Khru-

' Second Annual Report to Congress, January I. 1962-Decem her S i. 196% 

(ACDA publication 14,1963).
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shchev in December' and January' the Soviet Union once again ac
cepted the principle of on-site inspections— ân essential element in 
assuring adequate verification of a comprehensive test ban agreement. 
Although many problems still must be resolved in the search for 
accord, this step represents a constructive advance toward a possible 
solution of the test ban question.

HoAvever, the Soviet proposals presented thus far on almost all 
other aspects of the disarmament problem appear to have largely 
been but extensions of their foreign policy objectives aimed at the 
expansion of Communist influence by gaining military advantage 
rather than determined efforts to achieve agreements which would 
insure the security, freedom and independence of all nations. Conse
quently, unless or until the Soviet Union severely modifies much 
of its present approach, prospects for significant progress in the arms 
control and disarmament area will remain dim.

Yet this broad-ranging effort must continue. Negotiations in 1962 
have isolated areas of mutual interest as well as areas of disagreement 
between the two sides on a number of important points. The fact 
that some common ground does exist suggests that steps can be agreed 
upon to lessen the pace of the arms race and the risks inherent in it.

Consequently, in the months to come the Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency will continue to explore every possibility and ex
ploit every opportunity which could lead to practical, progressive 
steps toward arms control and disarmament agreements. The stakes 
in this effort— t̂he very survival of our civilization as we know it— 
are too high to do otherwise.

W i l l ia m  C. F o ster  

Director

Participation in International Negotiations

The Arms Control and Disarmament Act requires that the Agency 
prepare for and manage U.S. participation in international negotia
tion in the disarmament and arms control field. To that end, under 
the direction of the Secretary of State, it is empowered to consult and 
communicate with representatives of other nations and of inter
national organizations.^

Success in arms control and disarmament negotiations is the goal 
to which the Agency^s energies are directed and the chief purpose 
of its existence.

" Ante, pp. 1239-1242,1277-1279.
 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Feb. 11,1963, pp. 198-202.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 483,488.
688-714— 63— vol. II-------43
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The United States entered the 18-Nation Disarmament Conference 
at Geneva in March 1962 'believing that while the chances for early 
agreement were not great because the distrust on both sides is very 
deep, yet the awesome nature of modem armaments is such that this 
country must continue to press for the greater security that could come 
to all nations from effectively verified arms control. To this end 
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency during the past year 
was responsible for the development, in coordination with other in
terested Government agencies, including the Departments of State and 
Defense, the Atomic Energy Commission, and the Central Intelli- 
gency Agency, of three significant negotiating instruments: an Out
line of Basic Provisions of a Treaty on General and Complete Dis
armament in a Peaceful World; ̂  a Draft Treaty Banning Nuclear 
Tests in A ll Environments;  ̂ and a Draft Treaty Banning Nuclear 
Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere^ Outer Space and Underwater.^ 
Following Presidential approval these were introduced at Geneva 
during the 1962 negotiation effort.

The U.N. General Assembly, on December 20, 1961, unanimously 
adopted a resolution which set the stage for negotiations in 1962 both 
on general and complete disarmament and on a nuclear test ban agree- 
ment.'̂  This resolution climaxed the bilateral discussions held by the 
United States and the U.S.S.E. during the major part of 1961 in an 
attempt to break the deadlock in negotiations that had persisted since 
the Communist bloc walked out of the 10-Nation Committee, in June 
I960.®

The Assembly welcomed the Joint Statement on Agreed Principles 
for Disarmament Negotiations reached by Presidential Adviser John 
J. McCloy and Soviet Deputy Foreign Minister Zorin on September
20, 1961.® I t also endorsed a later agreement between the United 
States and the Soviet Union respecting the composition of the nego
tiating body. This new negotiating forum, known as the 18-Nation 
Committee on Disarmament, consists of the members of the 10-Nation 
Committee plus eight additional coimtries designed to give broader 
geographical representation, namely, Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, India, 
Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden, and the United Arab Republic. In a letter 
dated January 17, 1962, the Soviet and U.S. representatives informed

^Ante, pp. 351-382.
* Ante  ̂ pp. 792-804.
 ̂Ante, pp. 804r-807.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 741-742.

® See iUd., 1960, pp. 131 ff.
® The Joint Statement is printed iMd,, 1961, pp. 439-442.
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Acting U.N. Secretary-General U Thant that the 18-Nation Commit
tee would meet at Geneva on March 14,1962.̂

Just prior to the convening of the Conference, President Kennedy 
on March 2 authorized a new series of atmospheric tests to be held in 
the PaciJ&c beginning in late April.^ In making this announcement 
the President noted that the previous resumption of tests by the Soviet 
Union (1961) had emphasized the development of new weapons and 
consequently further Soviet tests coupled with an absence of further 
Western progress, ‘‘could well provide the Soviet Union with a nu
clear attack and defense capability so powerful as to encourage ag
gressive designs.” At the same time, the President expressed the hope 
that the Soviet Union would yet accept the U.S.-U.K. draft treaty 
of April 1961 for terminating nuclear weapons tests.  ̂ He said that 
the United States would not carry out its testing plans if the Soviets 
would sign the U.S.-U.K. draft treaty, with certain modifications, by 
the latter half of April.

Concurrently with these developments, ten expert consultants were 
meeting in New York. They had been appointed as a result of U.N. 
General Assembly Resolution 1516 (XV) of December 1960 which 
requested the Secretary-General, with expert consultants, to examine 
the use of material and human resources that would become available 
as a consequence of disarmament.^ On February 16, 1962, they ap
proved and sent to the Acting Secretary-General a report on the 
Economic <md Social Oonsequeiwes of Disarmament which, inter 
aliâ  estimated that throughout the world $120 billion was being spent 
annually for military purposes, an amount equal to at least two-thirds 
of the entire national incomes of all the underdeveloped countries.® 
The report of the U.S. Government, one of the countries that re
sponded to the Secretary-General’s request for information on the 
economic and social impact of disarmament in individual countries, 
formed part of a supplement to this report.®

E i g h t e e n - N a t i o n  D i s a r m a m e n t  C o m m i t t e e

On March 14, 1962, the Conference of the 18-Nation Disarmament 
Committee (ENDC) opened in Geneva at the Foreign Minister level. 
France, although included in the newly formed ENDC, has not par-

 ̂Disarmament Commission Official Records: Supplement for January 1961 to 
December 1962, p. 51.

* Ante, pp. 66-75.
® For tlie Anglo-American draft treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1961, 

pp. 82-126,161-162, 325, 327.
1960, pp. S6&-369.

® Ante, pp. 42-48. See also BOOSOC resolution of July 26,1962 {ante, pp. 697- 
699) and General Assembly resolution of Dec. 18,1962 (ante, pp. 1236-1238). 

pp. 217-275.
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ticipated in the negotiations. The French position was explicitly 
enunciated by President de Gaulle in a letter to Premier Khrushchev 
on February 19.̂  Indicating his country’s desire to participate in any 
negotiations that could presage progress toward nuclear disarmament, 
President de Gaulle expressed the conviction that if renewed negotia
tions were to be fruitful, they should be restricted to countries already 
possessing, or soon to possess, nuclear weapons. He also indicated his 
belief that more emphasis should be placed on destroying existing 
weapons and halting their manufacture than on merely halting nuclear 
tests. Formal announcement that France would not send a delega
tion to the ENDO was made by the French Foreign Ministry on. 
March 5,1962.2

P r o c e d u r a l  A r r a n g e m e n t s

At its initial meetings, the Conference adopted certain procedural 
arrangements to expedite the conduct of the negotiations.® These 
included the designation of the representatives of the United States 
and the Soviet Union as permanent conference cochairmen and the ro
tation among all the ENDC members of the daily chairmanship. In 
addition, the Conference established three separate negotiating 
forums: plenary sessions, a Committee of the Whole, and a Subcom
mittee on a Treaty for the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests.

Plenary meetings were directed primarily toward efforts aimed at 
resolving the primary task of developing a treaty on general and com
plete disarmament. However, a number of these sessions, either in 
part or in whole were also devoted to a discussion of the test ban issue. 
The considerably more limited meetings of the Committee of the Whole 
have considered various proposals on the implementation of certain 
measures which need not await agreement on a total disarmament pro
gram but which might facilitate such a program and contribute to the 
diminution of international tension. The Subcommittee, comprised of 
the representatives of the United States, the United Kingdom, and the 
Soviet Union, has dealt solely with the question of formulating a 
treaty on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests. Periodic progress re
ports were made by the Subcommittee members to the plenary. The 
Conference also has instituted the practice of holding some informal 
sessions to permit all delegates to discuss certain substantive and proce
dural matters on an off-the-record basis.

The ENDC met in three sessions during 1962: March 14r-June 14,

• Ante, pp. 48-49.
• Ante, p. 81.
• Ante, pp. 92-93,176-177, 276-277,544-545.



SECOND ACDA ANNUAL REPORT 1285

July 16-September 7, and November 26-December 20.̂  The tripartite 
Subcommittee, in an effort to achieve a test ban agreement by Jan
uary 1,1963, continued to meet between September 7 and November 26. 
The ENDC is scheduled to resume its work again early in the coming 
year.

N egotiations for General, and C omplete D isarmament

The two basic general disarmament proposals considered by the 
Geneva Conference have been the United States “Outline of Basic 
Provisions of a Treaty on General and Complete Disarmament in a 
Peaceful World”  ̂ and the Soviet Union’s “Treaty on General and 
Complete Disarmament Under Strict International Control.” ^

The main lines of the U.S. approach were initially set forth by the 
President at the 16th U.N. General Assembly.  ̂ This approach, re
vised and elaborated, was subsequently introduced as an “Outline of 
Basic Provisions of a Treaty on General and Complete Disarmament 
in a Peaceful World” on April 18,1962. The basic Soviet draft treaty 
was tabled at Geneva on March 14 [i5], 1962. Both nations during 
the course of negotiations have modified certain elements of their 
programs.

Although the U.S. and Soviet plans each propose a three-stage pro
gram for the achievement of general and complete disarmament, there 
is considerable difference in their approach toward this objective.

The U.S. treaty outline is distinctive in both scope and purpose, and 
is the most comprehensive disarmament proposal ever advanced by 
the U.S. Government. The United States proposes to achieve the 
goal of general and complete disarmament in three stages. In each 
stage all major armaments, including nuclear delivery vehicles, would 
be reduced by one-third. The United States believed that this “across 
the board” approach, by preserving the existing relative balance in 
present military establishments between nuclear and conventional 
striking power during the whole disarmament process, is a fair ap
proach which protects the security interests of aU nations.

The U.S. plan also provides for the reduction of forces of the United 
States and the Soviet Union to 2.1 million in Stage I  and 1.05 million 
in Stage II, with correspondiag reductions by other nations. Stage 
I  of the U.S. plan contains essential measures to meet the nuclear 
threat, especially by a cutoff of the production of fissionable materials

^The ENDO made interim progress reports on tlie first two sessions (an#e, pp. 
577-581, 865-871). It also issued a special report (Dec. 7, 1962) on test-ban 
negotiations {ante, pp. 1171-1172).

“ Ante, pp. 351-382.
 ̂Ante, pp. 103-127.
 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 465-475.
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for nuclear weapons purposes. Further measures to reduce and 
eventually eliminate nuclear weapons remaining in national arsenals 
would be carried out in Stages II  and I I I  of the U.S. program after 
the completion of international expert studies. The United States 
proposes completion of Stages I  and I I  in 3 years each and Stage I II  
as soon as possible.

Provision is also made for appropriate inspection and verification 
at all stages. Adequate assurance must be provided not only as to 
arms destroyed, but also as to permitted levels of retained arms. It is 
not anticipated that verification would have to be excessive to be effec
tive but its intensity would be commensurate with the specific disarma
ment measure under consideration. The United States has suggested 
a progressive zonal system of inspection as a possible way of assuring 
observance of the treaty.

The U.S. plan further proposes the establishment of an Interna
tional Disarmament Organization within the U.N. framework. I t 
also contains specific provisions for a prohibition against placing 
weapons of mass destruction in outer space, the institution of measures 
aimed at reducing the risk of war which could be initiated prior to 
the conclusion of an overall disarmament treaty, and the strengthen
ing of peacekeeping arrangements through improved procedures for 
peaceful settlements of disputes and the eventual establishment of an 
international peace force.

In contrast, the Soviet plan places emphasis on reducing selected 
categories of armaments in each of its three stages. Accordingly, 
the Soviet draft treaty initially sought a 100 percent reduction in 
nuclear delivery vehicles in Stage I  although the nuclear weapons 
themselves would not be eliminated until Stage II. The Soviet Union 
thus rejects the United States across-the-board approach and advo
cates a method which would radically alter the existing relative bal
ance at the very beginning of the disarmament process. The Soviet 
draft treaty was later revised to make provision for the United States 
and the Soviet Union to retain a limited number of intercontinental 
ballistic missiles, anti-missile missiles, and surface-to-air missiles dur
ing Stages I  and II. However, the overall Soviet approach remains 
substantially the same in that, even in the light of this shift, it is 
inadequate in terms of preserving the existing relative military bal
ance. This remains a subject for further exploration. The Soviet 
Union later agreed, however, to a percentage reduction of conventional 
armaments. Coupled with the almost complete elimination of deliv
ery means in Stage I, it also insists on the abolition of all foreign mili
tary bases and the withdrawal of all foreign troops from abroad.

On the matter of force levels, the Soviet Union originally proposed
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Stage I  levels of 1.7 million for the United States and the Soviet 
Union and Stage I I  levels of 1 million although later expressing a 
willingness to accept a level of 1.9 million for Stage I. The Soviet 
position on verification calls only for arrangements to verify the de
struction of agreed numbers of armaments. I t makes no provision 
for a check of remaining levels to determine, for example, whether 
weapons have been secretly hidden.

According to the initial Soviet plan, all three stages were to occur 
over a 4-year period, with Stage I  being carried out in 21 months; the 
overall time period was subsequently extended to 5 years, with Stage 
I  extended to 2 years. Although the Soviet plan also advocates reli
ance upon a strengthened United Nations to maintain peace during 
and after the disarmament process, these provisions have not been 
clearly defined.

The delegates in the ENDC plenary meetings have attempted to 
merge the U.S. and Soviet drafts into one treaty which would be the 
product of the Conference. During its first session (March 14-June 
14), the delegates initiated an article-by-article draft of agreed lan
guage. This procedure originally seemed feasible since the introduc
tory articles of both plans were broad and general in scope.

However, during these early plenary discussions it also became 
clear that certain major differences relating to the extent of proposed 
cuts in armaments, particularly those involving nuclear delive^ ve
hicles, the matter of verification, the question of peacekeeping machin
ery, and the time periods for each stage would require a different ap
proach—one that was not adopted until the Conference began its sec
ond round. Although the first session failed to resolve these major 
differences on substantive matters, almost full agreement was reached 
on the initial draft preamble to the treaty.^

The deliberations in the Committee of the Whole were also of sig
nificance during the first session. On April 2 the permanent cochair
men submitted to the Conference a list of seven items recommended 
by one side or the other for the Committee’s agenda: cessation of war 
propaganda; cutoff of fissionable materials for use in weapons; meas
ures to reduce the risk of war; measures to insure the peaceful use 
of outer space; creation of nuclear free zones; measures to prevent 
the further dissemination of nuclear weapons; and, the conclusion of 
a NATO-Warsaw nonaggression pact.  ̂ After lengthy consideration 
and as a compromise, the first item selected for the Committee’s con
sideration was the Soviet proposal on the cessation of war propaganda. 
The United States and the Soviet Union, taking into consideration

 ̂See ante, pp. 289-290.
* Ante, pp. 276-277.
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the views of the other ENDC members, agreed on the text of a draft 
declaration against war propaganda which was unanimously approved 
ad̂  referendvm by the other members of the Committee of the Whole 
on May 25.̂  However, in an abrupt turnabout on May 29, the So
viet Government refused to approve the draft declaration and in
sisted on amending the text it had previously approved.^ The Soviet 
amendments, which changed the character of the earlier agreed dec
laration, called for the enactment of laws making any form of war 
propaganda a criminal offense. In initial discussions the United 
States had rejected this provision as being contrary to its Constitu
tional guarantees of freedom of speech and of the press. It termed 
the Soviet amendments unacceptable and declared that in view of the 
Soviet Union’s reversal of its position, no further fruitful negotia
tions on this matter were possible at the time.̂

The Soviet turnabout dampened hopes of progress on other matters. 
However, the Committee of the Whole did devote a few further ses
sions in the j&rst phase of its work to a discussion of measures concern
ing the nondissemination of nuclear weapons, and the reduction of the 
possibility of war by accident, miscalculation, or failure of communi
cations.

At the opening of the second session of the ENDC in mid-July, the 
U.S. and other Western delegations pressed for the adoption of a 
work plan which would facilitate plenary discussion in depth of the 
key measures in the two disarmament programs before the Conference. 
Taking the Western comments into account, on July 24 the ENDC 
adopted a “Procedure of Work” for Stage I measures of a treaty on 
general and complete disarmament.^ Of the twelve items listed for 
discussion, this session of the ENDC gave detailed consideration to 
three:

1. Basic obligations concerning the measures of disarmament, veri
fication and maintenance of international peace and security and the 
time limits for their implementation;

2. Disarmament measures in regard to nuclear weapons delivery 
vehicles, including the problems pertaining to the production of 
such vehicles, together with appropriate control measures;

3. Disarmament measures in regard to conventional armaments, in
cluding the problems pertaining to the production of such arma
ments, together with appropriate measures of control. Although

 ̂Ante, pp. 545-546.
 ̂Ante, pp. 546-549.

®The U.S.S.R. also introduced the war-propaganda question at the 17th Gen
eral Assembly but later withdrew its proposal {ante, pp. 909-912).

* Ante, pp. 679-681.
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discussion of these three items did not result in agreement on any ad
ditional treaty articles, the United States and the Soviet Union intro
duced certain modifications to their original disarxnament plans.

On August 6 and 8, the U.S. delegation submitted two key amend- 
mente to its program. One provided that production of all existiixg 
major armaments would be limited to agreed allowances during Stage 
I  and, by the begiiming of Stage II, would be lialted except for 
limited production of parts for maintenance of the agr^d retained 
armaments; production of new types of major armaments would be 
prohibited at the beginning of Stage I.̂  The other proposed that 
decision on the transitio?i from st^ge to stage and on the completion 
of Stage I I I  should be made by the Control Council of the Interna
tional. Disarmament Organization based on a two-thirds vote, includ
ing the concurring votes of at least the United States and the Soviet 
Union.2 As originally proposed in the U.S. treaty outline si:̂ bmitted 
in April, the above limitation on the production of armaments would 
have been effective at the end of Stage I or the beginning of Stage II, 
and the U.N. Security Council would have had the responsibility for 
making the decision on transition.

The Soviet Union on July 16 had proposed several amendments to 
its original draft treaty submitted in March.  ̂ Foremost of these was 
its acceptance of the U.S. proposal for an approximate 30 percent 
reduction in conventional arms in Stages I and II. Initially, the 
Soviet Union had advocated the reduction of these armaments ‘‘in 
direct proportion” to cuts in the armed forces. Another Soviet 
amendment included a group of measures to reduce the risk of war. 
Some of these measures were an adaptation of proposals previously 
introduced by the United States, e.g., exchange of military missions 
between states and groups of states, and the establishment of rapid 
and reliable communications among the heads of governments and 
with the TJ.'N. Secretary-General. On the other hand, certain other 
measures seemed to be aimed primarily at undermining the West’s 
defensive preparations. For example, the one prohibiting major 
joint military maneuvers and movements between two or more states 
or groups of states, in the form it was introduced, would preclude 
joint military maneuvers among NATO nation forces.

In addition to these amendments. Foreign Minister Gromyko at 
Geneva on July 24 suggested that the Soviet Union would be willing 
to consider a 5-year time limit (instead of its initial proposal for 4 
years) for the completion of all disarmament measures. At the same

Ante, p. 718.
* Ante, pp. 728-730.
* Ante, pp. 658-659.
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time he expressed the Soviet Union’s willingness to reach a com
promise force level of 1.9 million men (midway between the 2.1 and 
1.7 figures proposed by the United States and the Soviet Union, 
respectively) at the end of Stage I.  ̂ Finally, on September 5, Soviet 
delegate Kuznetsov offered to transfer the Soviet proposed measures 
covering the liquidation of nuclear weapons from Stage I I  to Stage I.̂

Following the end of the second session of the ENDC in early 
September, disarmament was discussed at the 17th Session of the 
U.N. General Assembly in New York. There, on September 21, 
Foreign Minister Gromyko expressed Soviet willingness to have the 
United States and the U.S.S.R. retain in their own territory until 
the end of Stage I I  an agreed, limited number of lOBM’s, anti
missile missiles, and antiaircraft missiles in the groimd-to-air cate
gory.  ̂ One day earlier, on September 20, Ambassador Stevenson in 
his opening address to the U.N. General Assembly had again restated 
the American position of moving by actions in rapid stages toward 
total disarmament under effective international control and toward 
effective international peacekeeping.** Ambassador Dean and the 
Soviet representatives explained their countries’ positions more fully 
in the First Committee, and other countries also expressed their views.

The U.N. General Assembly on November 21 adopted Kesolution 
1767 (XVII) which called upon the ENDC to resume its discussions 
at G^eva and requested the Conference to report periodically to the 
General A ^m bly on its progress and, in any case, not later than the 
second week of April 1963.®

In addition, the First Committee of the U.N. General Assembly 
considered a Brazilian resolution on the establishment of a nuclear 
free zone in Latin America which was also later sponsored by Bolivia, 
Chile, and Ecuador.® The United States was sympathetic to this 
proposal, believing that the creation of such zones in areas where 
nuclear weapons were not deployed would be useful provided that the 
states in the area concerned freely supported such a measure and there 
were adequate verification arrangements. However, during the 
course of the discussion on this subject, the Cuban delegate introduced 
unacceptable qualifications regarding the establishment of this nuclear

 ̂Ante, p. 685.
^END0/PV.81, p. 15.
 ̂Ante, pp. 904r-905. The Soviet amendments, except for the Kuznetsov pro

posal, were incorporated in the revised Soviet draft treaty of Sept 22,1962 {ante, 
pp. 913-938).

* Ante, pp. 891-896.
® Ante, pp. 1072-1073.
® Ante, pp. 1096-1057.
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free zone, such as the elimination of all military bases in the region.  ̂
Action on this resolution was postponed until the 18th Session of the 
U.N. General Assembly.

The General Assembly also considered the Secretary-GeneraPs 
report, pursuant to General Assembly Kesolution 1653 (XVI) of 
November 24,1961, on his consultations with governments of member 
states with respect to ascertaining their views on the possibility of 
convening a conference for signing a convention on the prohibition 
of the use of nuclear and thermonuclear weapons for war purposes.^ 
The Secretary-General had received 62 replies (33 for, 26 against or 
in doubt, and 3 who desired to wait for the results of the ENDG Con
ference). The U.S. reply indicated opposition to such a convention 
on the ground that a prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons must 
be accompanied by measures leading to the attainment of general and 
complete disarmament if it is to provide any real protection to poten
tial victims of atomic attack.^ The General Assembly by Kesolution 
1801 (XVII) of December 18 requested the Secretary-General to 
consult further and report to the General Assembly at its 18th 
Session.^

The third session of the ENDC Conference resumed at Geneva on 
November 26. This session, of course, followed in the wake of the 
Cuban crisis. Given the experiences of this situation, the United 
States again urged consideration of certain measures which, it main
tained, offered opportunities for early agreement, namely, measures to 
reduce the risk of war through accident, miscalculation, or failure of 
communications. U.S. Ambassador Dean submitted a six-point work
ing paper to the ENDC plenary meeting on December 12, and recom
mended the establishment of informal technical-military groups to 
study various methods for implementation of these measures.® The 
measures pinpointed for consideration include: advance notification 
of major military movements to allay fears of aggression; installation 
of permanent observation posts at strategic locations to guard against 
clandestine mobilization; exchange of military missions to promote 
improved communications and understanding; establishment of com
munications links between major capitals to insure rapid and reliable 
commimication in times of crisis; studies of the ways in which modem 
weapons themselves might touch off a war; and announcements by 
various countries of the steps taken to avert accidental war. I t  is

 ̂Ante, pp. 1057-1058.
* For the Acting Secretary-General’s report, see ante, pp. 833-834. The General 

Assembly resolution appears in Documents on Disarmament, 19611 pp. 648-650.
* Ante, pp. 629-631.
* Ante, pp. 1231-1232.
® See ante, pp. 1214-1225.
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anticipated that these measures will be considered later by the 
Conference.

Despite the previously mentioned modifications in both plans for 
general diarmament, disagreement over basic substantive areas per
sists. Foremost among these is the matter of a wholesale cut in 
nuclear delivery vehicles proposed in Stage I  of the Soviet plan (with 
the exception provided for the United States and U.S.S.E. with re
spect to various missiles), as opposed to the 30 percent cut in this and 
other armaments proposed in Stage I  of the U.S. plan. The United 
States maintains that the Soviet proposal is impractical because it 
would pose difficulties in control and implementation, and would 
result in a grave strategic imbalance in the world which the more 
gradual across-the-board reductions proposed in the United States 
plan would avoid.

With respect to verification, the Soviet Union has claimed that in
spection to determine whether agreed levels of armaments are not be
ing exceeded or to ascertain whether any weapons are being hidden 
amounts to control over armaments and not over disarmament. Con
sequently, they allege this can only be construed as an effort to conduct 
espionage. The Western delegates have deplored the Soviet Union’s 
unwillingness to recognize the fact that the absence of confidence be
tween the two sides makes reasonable controls an indispensable condi
tion for insuring the effectiveness of an agreement.

Both the U.S. and Soviet plans contain provisions for the establish
ment of peacekeeping machinery, but the emphasis and obligations 
in the U.S. plan are considerably greater than in the Soviet one. As 
part of the overall objective of its proposed treaty, the United States 
has maintained that disarmament fer se will not usher in a peaceful 
world and that, therefore, international institutions, including the 
proposed U.N. peace force, must be gradually strengthened during 
the course of the disarmament process in order to insure the security 
of all nations. The Soviet Union, on the other hand, has contended 
that disarmament and peace are synonymous and, consequently, the 
United Nations, along with a peace force consisting of national con
tingents operating under a “troika” command and used only if no 
permanent member of the U.N. Security Council vetoes its employ
ment, will suffice.

On the question of timing, the United States has not stipulated an 
overall time period for the completion of all disarmament measures 
in the belief that such a period can only be determined when certain 
unknown factors become clear. These unknown factors include the 
time required for transition between stages and the execution of veri
fication arrangements, among others. The United States, however.
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has tentatively set a 6-year period for Stages I and II, exclusive of 
those periods of time required for the transitions between stages. In 
contrast, the Soviet Union has stated its willingness to complete its 
entire three-stage disarmament program in a 5-year period.

N e g o t ia t io n s  f o r  a  N u c l e a r  T e s t  B a n  A g r e e m e n t

As with the disarmament negotiations, discussions during 1962 
designed to achieve a nuclear test ban agreement were held both at 
Geneva and at the U.N. General Assembly in New York. In January 
the Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests, which 
had met almost continuously at Geneva since October 31, 1958, ad
journed without fixing a date for further meetings.  ̂ Beginning in 
March 1962, test ban negotiations were held at Geneva under the aegis 
of the 18-Nation Disarmament Committee (ENDC) which, on March
21, established a Subcommittee on a Treaty for the Discontinuance of 
Nuclear Weapon Tests (composed of representatives of the United 
States, United Kingdom, and the U.S.S.E.) as the main forum for 
these negotiations.

During the first session of the ENDC (March 14r-June 14), the mem
bers of the tripartite Subcommittee considered the joint U.S.-U.K. 
draft treaty and the Soviet proposals, on a nuclear test ban which they 
had previously tabled at the G^eva Conference on the Discontinuance 
of Nuclear Weapon Tests on April 18, 1961, and November 28, 1961, 
respectively.^ The U.S.-U.K. treaty advocated the establishment of 
an international system of internationally operated control posts, an 
international system of inspection, including the right to conduct a 
limited number of on-site inspections of unidentified events, and an 
international control commission to supervise verification arrange
ments aimed at ascertaining that tests in all environments had ceased.

Immediately after the opening of the ENDC, the United States and 
United Kingdom stated their willingness with adequate verification to 
prohibit all underground tests of whatever magnitude. This would 
eliminate the previous treaty threshold of 4.75 seismic magnitude on 
underground tests. In addition, they offered to allocate inspections so 
that most of them would be conducted in highly seismic areas—where 
there is a greater chance of unidentifiable suspicious events occur
ring—and only a few would take place in aseismic regions.^

The Soviet proposals, on the other hand, advocated exclusive reli
ance on existing national detection equipment to police a test ban in 
the atmosphere, underwater, and in outer space, with an impoliced

 ̂See ante, p. 18, n. 1.
 ̂See Bocumenta on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 82-126, 161-162, 325, 327, 664.
 ̂See ante, p. 150.
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moratorium on undergromid tests pending the development of a con
trol system for general and complete disarmament.

Faced with the prospect of a deadlock in the ENDC primarily 
because of continued Soviet refusal to accept the principle of interna
tional verification, President Kennedy and Prime Minister Macmillan 
on April 9 personally appealed to Premier Khrushchev to reconsider 
the Soviet position.^ They pointed out that scientific instrumentation 
was not fully capable of distinguishing earthquakes from underground 
explosions. They further noted that the effectiveness of a treaty 
depends on the inclusion of measures for adequate verification, and 
advised Premier Klirushchev that if the test ban negotiations were 
unsuccessful the U.S. tests planned for the end of April would be 
conducted.

On April 12, Premier KJirushchev rejected the Kennedy-Macmillan 
joint statement. Also, in reply to a personal note from Prime Min
ister Macmillan, he asserted that the only reason the Western powers 
wanted inspection was “for choosing the moment to attack the Soviet 
Union.”2 On the same day various members of the ENDC appealed 
to the countries directly concerned not to resume testing for the dura
tion of the Conference. The Soviet Union agreed to this proposal,® 
but the United States, reminding the conferees of the Soviet violation 
of the previous moratorium in September 1961, rejected Soviet en
dorsement of the proposed moratorium as “another unfortunate effort 
to substitute paper pledges for guaranteed agreements.” ^

To close the wide gap on this issue between the United States and 
United Kingdom and the Soviet Union the eight new members of the 
ENDC introduced on April 16 a so-called compromise solution. This 
joint memorandum asked that the nuclear powers consider these 
“suggestions and ideas” :

* 3. They [the eight] believe that possibiUties exist of establishing by agree
ment a system for continuous observation and effective control on a purely 
scientific and non-poUtical basis. Such a system might be based and built 
upon already existing national networks of observation posts and institutions, 
or if more appropriate, on certain of the existing i)osts designed by agreement 
for the purpose together, if necessary, with new posts estabUshed by agree
ment. 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 International 
Commission, consisting of a limited number of highly qualified scientists.

 ̂Ante, pp. 292-293.
* Ante  ̂pp. 318-328.
* Ante, pp. 330-333.
* Ante, pp. 333-334.
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possibly from non-aligned countries together witli the appropriate staff might 
be considered. This Commission should be entrusted with the tasks of process
ing 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 neces
sary to establish the nature of any suspicious and significant event. Pursu
ant 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 conclusion on 
the nature of a significant event it would so inform the party on whose 
territory that event occurred, and simultaneously inform 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 verifica
tion in loco, would facilitate the assessment The party concerned would, in 
accordance with its obligation referred to in paragraph 4 above, give speedy 
and full cooperation to facilitate the assessment.

After full examination of the facts, taking into account any additional data 
furnished to it as suggested above, the International Commission would in
form the parties to the treaty of all the circumstances 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.^

Discussion soon showed that the Western and Soviet interpretations 
of the eight-nation proposal were widely divergent. In reply to ques
tions seeking clarification of its meaning, the sponsors indicated that 
the nuclear powers themselves would have to interpret the memo
randum and that it was not intended as a “complete blueprint,” but 
merely as the starting point “of immediate, new and constructive 
negotiations.” ^

The U.S. and other Western representatives interpreted the memo
randum as endorsing the principles of international control and on
site inspection. At the same time, the United States insisted that the 
proposed international commission must have an unquestioned legal 
right of inspection. The United States and the United Kingdom 
therefore accepted the memorandum as a basis, albeit not the exclusive 
basis, for negotiation.

On the other hand, the Soviet Union, which interpreted the eight- 
nation proposal in such a way as to make it practically coincide with 
its November 28, 1961, proposal, accepted the memorandum as the 
basis for further negotiations. In particular, the Soviet Union upheld

 ̂Ante, pp. 334-336.
 ̂Ante, pp. 394-395.
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their position on the efficacy of national detection systems and viewed 
the matter of on-site inspection as strictly invitational in character. 
Despite these divergent interpretations of the proposal the United 
States believes that the eight-nation proposal has made a useful con
tribution to the test ban negotiations.

In view of the failure to reach a test ban agreement the United 
States held its first in a series of atmospheric tests on April 26. Most 
of the eight new ENDC members continued to hope that the memo
randum might yet lead to an agreement. In this connection, Mexico 
on May 9 proposed that the nuclear powers fix a date for the termina
tion of nuclear tests.̂  Continued Soviet rejection of the West’s pro
posal for an international control network and compulsory on-site 
inspection dimmed prospects for reaching an accord and the Confer
ence recessed on June 14.

At the opening of the second session of the ENDC in mid-July the 
United States, in an attempt to break the deadlock on the test ban 
issue, proposed a discussion and study of scientific findings which 
might have a bearing on the problem. In this connection, Ambassador 
Dean stressed the significance of recent data much of which stemmed 
from “Project YELA,” the U.S. program for basic research and tech
nical improvement in seismic detection.  ̂ In essence these data showed 
that there now existed a substantially better capability to detect 
seismic events at long range and that the number of earthquakes com
parable to an underground test of a given magnitude was substantially 
less than had been previously thought.

Two weeks later, on August 1, President Kennedy announced that 
on the basis of these technical advances in the detection of under
ground tests the United States was now prepared to accept national 
control posts which would be “internationally monitored or super
vised,” and noted that this internationally supervised system would 
be “simpler and more economical” than the system contained in the 
U.S.-U.K. draft treaty of April 18,1961. At the same time, however, 
the President emphasized that the new assessments did not affect the 
requirement for on-site inspection of unidentified seismic events.^

In line with the President’s statement, U.S. Ambassador Dean at 
a Subcommittee meeting on August 9 introduced certain modifications 
in the U.S. position on a comprehensive test ban w liich he had previ
ously presented informally to the Soviet representative. These 
changes included a U.S. offer to cut by more than half the number of 
detection stations proposed to monitor a test ban treaty and to accept

 ̂Ante, pp. 47^-484.
“ For the Vela results, see ante, pp. 633-03r).
 ̂Ante, pp. 700-711.
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the principle of nationally manned stations if the Soviets agreed to 
their supervision 'by the international commission. However, Ambas
sador Dean noted that the keystone of the new proposal was the obliga
tion to accept on-site inspection and stated that all U.S. proposals were 
made contingent upon Soviet acceptance of this essential principle.^ 
The Soviet Union immediately rejected the new proposal.^

Indicative of their interest in reaching a test ban agreement, the 
United States and the United Kingdom introduced two new draft 
treaties on August 27: (1) a comprehensive one providing for a total 
ban on nuclear testing in all environments based on internationally 
supervised, nationally manned control posts, and on-site inspections  ̂
and (2) a limited ban ending nuclear testing in the atmosphere, under 
water, and in outer space, without the need to establish any interna
tional verification machinery.^ President Kennedy and Prime Min
ister Macmillan, in a joint statement, emphasized the preference of 
their two governments for prompt action on the comprehensive 
treaty.^ However, if early agreement on a total ban was not possible 
then they were prepared to conclude a partial agreement. In tabling 
these treaties at Geneva, the U.S. and U.K. representatives stressed 
that the proposals contained in both draft treaties were consistent 
with recently publicized scientific findings and the principles of the 
eight-nation memorandum, and took into consideration the Mexican 
proposal of May 9 which had urged that a date be fixed for the ter
mination of nuclear tests. One reason for presenting the limited 
treaty was to take full account of the wishes of the eight nations, 
whose representatives had urged this approach if efforts for a com
prehensive agreement proved unsuccessful.

The Soviet Union rejected both Western treaty proposals, insisting 
that provision for on-site inspection was not necessary. I t charged 
that the proposed treaties were only changes in nomenclature, and did 
not represent substantive changes. The Soviet representative then, 
once liiore, urged a comprehensive test ban agreement based on the 
eight-nation memorandum and indicated his Government’s willitigness 
to consider a cutoff date on testing at the beginning of 1963. President 
Kennedy rejected the repeated Soviet proposal for an uninspected 
moratorium but accepted the beginning of 1963 as a reasonable target 
date for the termination of all nuclear testing and indicated U.S. 
willingness to join with all interested parties to reach an effective

Ante, pp. 747-758.
" Ante, pp. 759-768.
* Ante, pp. 792-804.
 ̂Ante, pp. 804-807.
“ Ante, pp. 791-792.
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agreement which would enter into force on New Year’s Day.  ̂ Prior 
to the recess of the second session of the ENDC on September 7, the 
Soviet Union accepted the U.S. proposal for continued test ban nego
tiations and the tripartite Subcommittee continued to meet at Greneva 
while the ENDC was in recess prior to its third session which began 
on November 26.

With the opening of the 17th Session of the U.N. General Assembly 
in September, the attention of those interested in the test ban issue 
shifted to New York. Ambassador Stevenson, in his opening address 
to the U.N. General Assembly on September 20, disclosed that the 
United States had exploded between July 1945 and September 1962 
nuclear weapon devices with a total yield of 140 megatons (of which 
25 megatons had been exploded between September 1961 and Sep
tember 1962). On the other hand, the U.S.S.K. between August 1949 
and September 1962 had exploded nuclear weapon devices with a 
total yield of 250 megatons (of which 200 megatons had been ex
ploded between September 1961 and September 1962) ?

Actual debate on the test ban issue did not open until the matter 
was taken up by the General Assembly’s First Committee on October
10. On October 19, 30 nations (subsequently increased to 37) pre
sented a resolution in the Committee proposing a cessation of nuclear 
testing by January 1, 1963.̂  In the ensuing discussion the Canadians 
submitted four amendments, including the key one of calling for 
the parties concerned to enter into an immediate agreement prohib
iting tests in the atmosphere, underwater, and in outer space, accom
panied by an interim arrangement suspending all underground tests, 
in the event an agreement to cease all tests had not been concluded by 
January 1,1963.̂  The United States and the United Kingdom offered 
an additional amendment providing that such an interim agreement 
on underground tests should include adequate assurance for effective 
detection and identification of seismic events by an international scien
tific commission. After voting on the individual amendments and 
revisions, the resolution as a whole was adopted. In addition to this 
multisponsored resolution, the United States and the United Kingdom 
tabled a joint resolution calling for continued negotiations by the 
ENDC on a treaty to prohibit nuclear weapon tests in all environ
ments for all time with effective and prompt international verification. 
Both resolutions were adopted by large majorities on November 6 as 
U.N. General Assembly Eesolution 1762 (XVII) ? The United States

 ̂Ante, pp. 829-832.
 ̂Ante, pp. 891-896.

* Ante, pp. 965-966.
 ̂Ante, pp. 1002-1003.
“ Ante, pp. 1029-1033.
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voted against the operative paragraph of the 37-power resolution 
which called for an end to testing by January 1,1963, because this para
graph, taken alone, might be construed as an endorsement of an uncon
trolled moratorium. However, it was able to abstain in the vote on the 
resolution as a whole because this provision was substantially weak
ened by the Canadian and U.S.-U.K. additions to the resolution which 
changed the main thrust of the resolution to a call upon the parties to 
reach an appropriate agreement. The Soviet Union, which had an
nounced it could support the original 37-power resolutions, abstained 
in the final vote because of the adoption of the key Canadian and 
U.S.-U.K. amendments. The Soviet Union also voted against the 
U.S.-U.K. resolution.

The tripartite ENDC Subcommittee meetings which had been con
tinuing at Geneva, largely concomitant with the General Assembly 
meetings in New York, proved fruitless. One new element intro
duced into the deliberations was a Soviet suggestion made at the 
November 13 session to employ unmanned seismic stations as an addi
tion to existing national detection stations. The unmanned seismic 
station concept had been broached at the 10th Pugwash Conference 
in London in early September 1962.̂  The Soviets alleged that this 
Conference had indicated the feasibility of using automatic seismic 
stations for the purpose of detecting nuclear explosions and effecting 
control over compliance with an agreement on the cessation of tests.

On December 10, the Soviet Union turned this suggestion mto a 
proposal.^ I t stated that it was prepared to agree to the establish
ment of two or three such unmanned stations on the territories of states 
possessing nuclear weapons. Those in the Soviet Union could be 
situated in the Far Eastern, Central Asian, and Altai mountain zones 
(near Yakutsk, Kokchetav, and Bodaibo). The Soviet Union also 
indicated that under this plan, a group of international scientists 
would be permitted to visit such stations and study their recording 
equipment to determine whether or not illegal tests had been con
ducted. The Soviets conditioned this proposal on abandonment by 
the West of its insistence on international supervision of control posts 
and obligatory on-site inspection of unidentified events. These con
ditions were unacceptable to the Western powers. They were willing 
to explore the usefulness of the unmanned seismic stations as an addi
tional element of an international control system. They did not be
lieve that such stations would be able to resolve all doubts on the 
identity of seismic events. The Pugwash scientists had in fact made 
no such claim. The United States noted that at least two of the sta-

‘ Ante, pp. 863-865.
* Ante, pp. 1183-1186.
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tions proposed by the Soviet Union were not located in optimum 
areas and would provide little useful information. In spite of re
peated Western appeals, the Soviet Union refused to agree to a de
tailed scientific examination of the problem.

In addition, some of the eight nations and Canada in the plenary 
made new efforts to achieve a compromise accord on the basis of the 
General Assembly Resolution 1762 (XVII) of November 6. Sweden 
proposed the establishment of an interim international scientific 
commission to study and make recommendations on test ban control 
problems prior to final agreement on a comprehensive treaty.^ It 
recommended that while this commission was so engaged, an interim 
arrangement suspending all underground tests should be effected. 
The interim arrangement would include provisions for the detection 
and identification of seismic events by the commission, which could 
carry out on-site inspection if needed. There was considerable dis
cussion regarding the methods by which on-site inspection could be 
carried out under an interim arrangement of this kind.

Returning to the eight-nation proposal, India suggested that it be 
implemented, at least for an agreed, limited period. Under the terms 
of this provisional agreement, the proposed international commission 
could request states to issue invitations to make inspections of uniden
tified seismic events within an agreed quota and for a given period, 
with the understanding that any breach of the agreement would free 
other countries from their obligation to honor the agreement.

In announcing that it would study further the Swedish proposal, 
the United States noted that the U.N. General Assembly resolution 
linked the conclusion of an interim agreement with the need for ade
quate assurances for effective detection and identification, and again 
maintained that it would not accept any uncontrolled moratorium on 
underground tests. The Soviet Union, however, made it clear that it 
would not accept an interim arrangement with effective verification 
provisions. In response to paragraph 7 of U.N. General Assembly 
Resolution 1Y62 A (XVII) which requested a report by December 10 
on the “results achieved with regard to the cessation of nuclear weapon 
tests,” the permanent cochairmen of the ENDC in a letter of Decem
ber 7 to the President of the U.N. General Assembly indicated no 
progress.^

As the year drew to a close, the ENDC recessed on December 20. 
On December 19, 1962, Premier Khrushchev, in a letter to President 
Kennedy, stated that the Soviet Union was now prepared to accept 
two to three on-site inspections per year on Soviet territory.^ In

 ̂Ante, pp. 1104-1115.
" Ante, pp. 1171-1172.
 ̂Ante, pp. 1239-1242.
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addition, he said that there could be three unmanned seismic sta
tions on Soviet territory. Although he suggested specific locations, 
he left open the question of where, they should finally be located. 
In responding to Premier Khrushchev’s letter, President Kennedy, 
on December 28, 1962, indicated that he was encouraged that the 
Soviet Union could now “accept the principle of on-site inspections.”  ̂
He recalled that the United States had oJffered to reduce the number 
of on-site inspections from a figure of 12-20 to one of 8-10 inspec
tions per year, and expressed the hope that the Soviet Union “would 
match this motion on the part of the United States by an equivalent 
motion in the figure of two or three on-site inspections.” In 
addition, the President indicated that the three proposed 
unmanned seismic stations on Soviet territory were not suflicient, 
nor were the Soviet-suggested locations optimum from the stand
point of increasing the capabilities of a verification system. On 
January 7,1963, Premier Khrushchev’s reply to President Kennedy’s 
letter reiterated in large part the Soviet position, but agreed 
fo further negotiations.^ As a result of this exchange of letters, N. T. 
Fedorenko and S. K. Tsarapkin, representing the U.S.S.R., and 
William C. Foster, representing the United States, have been con
tinuing the negotiations in New York and Washington, D.C.̂

The fourth session of the ENDC is scheduled to convene at Geneva 
on February 12,1963.

Research for Plans and Policy Formulation

G e n e r a l

One of the four primary functions of the Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency is the conduct, support, and coordination of research 
for arms control and disarmament policy formulation. The Agency 
research program is expanding, as evidenced by the increasing allot
ments of appropriations for this purpose. For fiscal year 1962, the 
first year of operations for the Agency, the budget provided $600,000 
for contract research, approximately one-third of the Agency’s total 
budget. For the current fiscal year, 1963, the Congress has provided 
$4 million for contract research which is roughly two-thirds of the 
Agency’s total budget of $6,500,000. In the budget recommendations 
for fiscal year 1964 which the President has just forwarded to Congress 
$11 million of a recommended budget of $16 million would be allo
cated for arms control and disarmament research. This increasing 
percentage of the Agency’s appropriations to be devoted to the research

" Ante, pp. 1277-1279.
 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Feb. 11,1963, pp. 198-202.

• The British Ambassador also participated in the discussions.
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program is indicative of the importance attached to the mandate 
from Congress to conduct and support research for arms control and 
disarmament policy formulation.

In accordance with the basic statute ̂  and Executive Order 11044 
dated August 20,1962,  ̂the Agency has taken several steps in coordi
nating Government-wide research in this i&eld. Under the terms of 
the act and related Executive order the Director is required to develop 
and keep current a comprehensive and balanced program of necessary 
research to be conducted by and for the Government for arms control 
and disarmament policy formulation. In addition, the Director is 
required to maintain a continuing inventory of all Federal research 
activities in the field and advise pertinent agencies concerning their 
respective participation in planned projects in order to maintain a 
balanced overall program. In this connection the Director of the 
Agency is required to prepare for the Bureau of the Budget a periodic 
report which would include an assessment and evaluation of all Gov
ernment-wide research activities in the arms control and disarmament 
field.

ACDA E e s b a r c h  C o u n c i l

To assist the Agency in carrying out Government-wide responsibili
ties in the field of research the Director established on September 20, 
1962, a Research Council within the Agency.

The Council is composed of the heads of all bureaus and offices of 
the Agency plus staff support, with the head of the Science and Tech
nology Bureau serving as Council Chairman.

The Council advised the Director on all aspects of arms control and 
disarmament studies in three general categories:

1. Studies undertaken by ACDA staff ;
2. ACDA contract research studies; and
3. Staff studies and contract studies of all other agencies.

The Council’s basic responsibility is the promotion and coordination 
of a comprehensive and balanced U.S. arms control and disarmament 
research program. The Council coordinates the annual budgetary 
requirements for the Agency’s Contract Research Program assuring 
that each discipline related to arms control and disarmament is 
adequately supported.

The Council is also responsible for assuring that liaison is main
tained with other agencies and initiating recommendations to other 
agencies to promote a comprehensive and balanced Government pro
gram of research in the field of arms control and disarmament.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 196ly pp. 482-495.
* Ante, pp. 788-791.
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Since its creation the Council has served as the focal point of the 
Agency’s research activities. One of the Council’s principal activities 
has concerned consideration of contract and staff research programs 
for fiscal years 1963 and 1964. The Council’s aim was to orient re
search work in these years toward meeting both the short- and long
term negotiating requirements of the Agency. The Council approved 
during calendar year 1962 the following projects:

1. Military Aspects of Arms Control in Europe;
2. The European View of European Security and the Present Pro

posals for General and Complete Disarmament;
3. Political Aspects of Curtailing an Arms Race in the Developing 

Areas;
4. Ground Inspection for Clandestine Armament Production;
5. Techniques for Monitoring Production and Deployment of Stra

tegic Vehicles;
6. Inspection for Retained Levels of Conventional and Tactical 

Nuclear Weapons;
7. ResponsestoViolations; and
8. Implications and Inspection of Restrictions on Missile and Mili

tary Space System Research, Development, Test and Evaluation 
Activity.

Another major responsibility of the Council is the compilation and 
preparation of a semiannual report and analysis of the total research 
effort in arms control and disarmament within the U.S. Government. 
Interested agencies, including the Department of Defense, the Atomic 
Energy Commission, and the National Aeronautics and Space Agency, 
are required to submit to the Agency twice each year reports covering 
the status of their research projects. In these reports the agencies 
are to assess the projects as they relate to the overall U.S. Govern
ment research effort. Such a procedure will contribute to the elim
ination of any duplication of efforts in the research area and will aid 
in insuring that activities in this field will continue in an orderly 
fashion.

S tudies M ade or in  P rogress

In designing the research and study program in March of 1962 for 
the fiscal year 1963, the Agency planned to continue and expand the 
modest program begun in the prior year. This plan called for pro
viding support for immediate disarmament negotiations, planning 
new long-range approaches and proposals, developing in greater de
tail proposals already made, and studying the relation between arms 
control plans, military security and U.S. foreign policy. The scope
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of the research program directed toward these objectives was set 
forth in a series of five study groups.

A first series of studies is directed to the substantive provisions of 
the arms control and disarmament measures under consideration at 
that time. Its purpose is to insure that these measures had a sound 
basis and were fully consistent with the security interests of the United 
States. This series includes studies of measures dealing with levels 
of strategic weapons systems and with tactical weapons and conven
tional forces; problems of timing and phasing; consequences of possi
ble violations of agreements; implications of measures prohibiting the 
stationing of weapons of mass destruction in outer space; regional 
security approaches; means of inhibiting the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons capability; prevention of war by surprise attack, accident, 
miscalculation, or failure of communication; the possibility of im
posing meaningful limitations on indirect aggression; and ques
tions of reserve forces and remobilization potential in disarmament 
arrangements.

The second series of studies deals with the political aspects of arms 
control and disarmament. This series includes analyses of the simi
larities and differences in the basic arms control and disarmament 
objectives of the United States and its allies and the Soviet bloc, the 
interests of other countries in arms control, and the impact of arms 
control and disarmament measures upon alliance systems.

A third series of studies is concerned with the general problem of 
verifying compliance with arms control measures. These studies in
clude evaluations of a variety of inspection techniques, including util
ization of national fiscal records, national budgets, surveys of indus
trial production, and similar processes as might supplement physical 
inspection under any arms control and disarmament agreement.

The fourth series of studies deals with questions relating to the in
ternational organization patterns best designed to accompany arms 
control and disarmament measures. Included are studies of the struc
ture and powers of an international disarmament organization, meth
ods for the settlement of disputes, and an evaluation of sanctions 
available to enforce such arms control and disarmament agreements.

A fifth series of studies is in the economic field. These studies in
volve a continuing survey, in cooperation with other departments of 
the Government, of the economic impact of possible arms control 
agreements and the programs and policies required for industrial re
adjustment and reallocation of national resources in the event of 
disarmament.

In carrying out studies in these areas the Agency has let nine 
contracts, awarded three grants, and has made numerous staff studies 
during the year under review.
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Contracts

Contracts covering the following subject matter were awarded in 
1962 on the dates and in amount indicated:

1. Study of techniques for monitoring the production of strategic 
delivery vehicles. Contract awarded on February 6, 1962, to the 
Systems Division of the Bendix Corporation, Ann Arbor, Mich., in 
the amount of $150,000.

2. Study on progressive zonal inspection to verify arms control and 
disarmament agreements. Contract awarded on March 26, 1962, to 
the Eaytheon Missile and Space Division, Bedford, Mass., in the 
amount of $125,000.

3. Study of methods of peaceful settlement of disputes among Com
munist nations. Contract awarded to Mr. K. Grzybowski on April
11, 1962, in the amount of $3,000.

4. Study of the application of statistical methodology to the inspec
tion and verification of various arms control and disarmament meas
ures. Contract awarded on June 13,1962, to Mathematica, Princeton, 
N.J., a subsidiary of the Market Research Corporation of America, 
in the amount of $47,461.

5. Inquiry into the inspection and control of disarmament agree
ments which might be entered into by the United States. Contract 
concluded on June 20, 1962, with the Institute for Defense Analyses, 
in the amount of $120,000.

6. Study of the problems of indirect aggression, subversion and 
peaceful change in connection with an agreement which might be 
reached on general and complete disarmament. Contract awarded on 
June 26, 1962, to Mr. Eichard L. Falk, in the amount of $3,500.

7. Study of the verification requirements associated with specific 
arms control and disarmament agreements. Contract awarded on 
June 28, 1962, to the Systems Division of the Bendix Corporation, 
Ann Arbor, Mich., in the amount of $95,000.

8. Study of the political and strategic implications of civil defense 
programs for arms control and disarmament policy. Contract con
cluded on June 29,1962, with the Hudson Institute of Eastview, N.Y., 
in the amount of $147,000.

9. Study of verification arrangements related to arms control and 
disarmament measures prohibiting the placing of weapons of mass 
destruction in orbit and restricting or halting the flight testing of 
missiles. Contract awarded on November 2, 1962, to the Sylvania 
Electric Products, Inc., of Mountain View, Calif., in the amount of 
$354,000.
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Grants

The Agency awarded three study grants in 1962 as follows:

1. Study of the factors pertinent to the political control of an inter
national police force. Grant awarded on June 19, 1962, to the Peace 
Research Institute of Washington, D.C., in the amount of $20,000.

2. Study of ’‘Alternative Ways of Handling Conflict: Behavioral 
Science Research Toward Peace.” Grant awarded in support of this 
Summer Institute project on June 21,1962, to the American Academy 
of Arts and Sciences, in the amount of $15,000.

3. Examination of arms information in relation to arms control 
measures. Grant awarded on June 27, 1962, in partial support of a 
Summer Study of the Institute for Defense Analyses, Washington, 
D.C., in the amount of $10,000.

ACDA S tatf S tudies

During 1962, the first full calendar year of operations, the staff of 
ACDA conducted numerous study and research projects and prepared 
background papers dealing with the preparation of the U.S. “Outline 
of Basic Provisions of a Treaty on General and Complete Disarma
ment in a Peaceful World” to backstop the arms control and disarma
ment negotiations in Geneva.

Studies dealing with limited arms control measures covered such 
areas as reduction of risk of war by accident, miscalculation, surprise 
attack, or failure of communication; the renunciation of the use of 
weapons of mass destruction and declaratory limitations on use of 
nuclear weapons. In addition, more than a dozen studies were con
ducted of more substantial measures for general arms control and 
disarmament. These included, among others, areas such as prohibi
tion of nuclear weapons, reductions in force levels, chemical and bio
logical warfare limitations, control of military expenditures, phasing 
of disarmament measures, and limitation of military production.

F uture S tudy A reas

The Research Council recommended on October 17, 1962, that the 
five series of studies described earlier be converted into two principal 
areas of undertaking. One group identified as “Concept Studies” 
deals with the implications of arms control and disarmament meas
ures. The other group, identified as “Technical Supporting Studies” 
deals with specific technical aspects of arms control and disarmament 
measures.

The concept studies contemplated for fiscal year 1963 fall in the 
following four general categories:
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1. Regional Security and Arms Control and Disarmament.

These studies will be concerned with those analyses which require 
specific detailed consideration of the military and political environ
ment peculiar to specific geographic regions.

2. Preliminary Measures for General Arms Control a/nd Disarmament.

These studies include those concerning arms control measures de
signed for improving confidence and means of communications.

3. SuhstantiaZ Measures for Gemral Arms Control and Disarmament,

This classification of studies includes arms control measures which 
have a substantial effect on the military power balance but does not 
include those measures which are so extensive that international se
curity becomes largely dependent on international peacekeeping 
forces.

4. International Security Arram,gements for Disarmament and the
Preconditions for Disarmament.

These studies include the analyses of peacekeeping arrangements 
and methods for settling disputes in a world where an international 
peace force is a major element in maintaining international security.

The second major category of studies includes those dealing with the 
technical aspects of arms control and disarmament measures. These 
studies have been placed in the following categories:

1. Inspection system studies covering inspection ^stems and the 
integration of various inspection techniques.

2. Studies of elements in an inspection system including aerial 
inspection, satellite inspection techniques, sensor devices of all types 
and analyses of records and financial data.

3. Verification techniques for detecting specific armaments and ac
tivities including strategic delivery vehicles, chemical and biological 
warfare capabilities, nuclear tests, and retained levels of weapons.

4. Legal and political aspects of inspection.
5. Problems relating to the theory of violations and responses.
6. Strategy of negotiations, political factors bearing on agreements 

and tactics and techniques of negotiating agreements.
7. Eelationship between national political environments and arms 

control measures.
8. Historical studies designed to derive lessons for policy formula

tion.
9. Technical and economic dislocations and resultant impact of 

arms control and disarmament measures.
10. Interactions between public attitudes and arms control policy.
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11. Arms control implications of current technical developments in 
war technology.

12. Studies dealing with gaming simulation and methodological ap
proaches to arms control planning.

13. Bibliographical studies bearing on arms control and disarma
ment matters.

The Agency believes that a valuable beginning has been made to
ward solving a vast and varied number of problems in the arms con
trol and disarmament field. The current negotiations on general 
disarmament and the cessation of tests add urgency to the research 
task. Consequently, in 1963 the Agency looks forward to a continued 
expansion of its activities in the research field.

Activities of the Agency’s Bureaus and OiSSces

Office of the Director

The Director of the United States Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency is the principal adviser to the President and the Secretary 
of State on arms control and disarmament matters, and under the 
direction of the Secretary of State has primary responsibility within 
the Government for such matters. He is responsible for the execu
tive direction and coordination of all activities of the Agency and of 
its liaison relationships with other Government agencies and the 
Congress.

He is assisted with these responsibilities by the Deputy Director.
The Director is advised concerning his responsibilities by the Gen

eral Advisory Committee, established on September 26, 1961, by the 
same law setting up the Agency. The Committee, consisting of fifteen 
national leaders under the chairmanship of John J. McCloy, began 
its functions after its members were sworn in at the White House in 
a ceremony on April 2,1962. It has met with the Director four times 
during 1962 to advise him respecting matters affecting arms control 
and disarmament.

The highlights of the Agency’s activities and relationships in 1962 
are delineated in the reports which follow.

Office of the General Counsel

The Office of the General Counsel is responsible for all legal matters 
arising in or referred to the Agency.

The work of the Office was concentrated in three principal areas: 
research contracting; problems of international law and organization; 
and liaison with Congress.
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In the contracting field the Office contributed significantly to the 
development of Agency policy and procedures on contracts and grants 
and participated actively in the selection of contractors and in the 
drafting and negotiation of research contracts and grants. The Office 
of the General Counsel undertook to develop Agency policy with re
spect to the establishment of a Eesearch Council to coordinate research 
activities in the field of arms control and disarmament, contractual 
formats for research contracts, procedures governing the solicitation 
of contract proposals, and the selection of contractors, research grants, 
and internal guides concerning competition in contracting.

In the area of international law and organization, the Office partici
pated in the drafting of the Outline of Basic Provisions of a Treaty 
on General and Complete Disarmament in a Peaceful World of April 
18, 1962,̂  and of two proposals for a nuclear weapons test ban sub
mitted to the Geneva Conference on August 27,1962.  ̂ The Office also 
participated in formulating policy on, and in developing the substan
tive content of, U.S. proposals relating to the development and 
strengthening of international institutions and procedures for the 
peaceful settlement of disputes to be carried out along with reductions 
in armaments.

The U.S. disarmament program makes provision for the gradual 
strengthening of international peacekeeping institutions as national 
military arsenals are scaled down. In this connection, a meeting of 
jurists from the United States, the United Kingdom, Canada, and 
Italy was held in Geneva on December 5 and 6 to discuss problems of 
peacekeeping machinery. The Office provided major support to the 
U.S. representatives at this meeting. Legal assistance was also pro
vided to the U.S. delegation to the 18-Nation Disarmament Conference 
at Geneva.

Finally, the Office devoted considerable attention to research on the 
substantive problems of peacekeeping. This work was carried out 
through two research contracts and a number of in-house studies 
undertaken by the staff of the Office. One of the contract studies 
analyzed the methods employed by Communist bloc nations for set
tling international disputes among themselves; the other pertained 
to the problems of indirect aggression and subversion and the need to 
develop means of facilitating peaceful change. Included in the in- 
house research undertakings were a study of the concept of “peaceful 
coexistence’’ upon which Soviet jurists base many of their interna
tional law writings; a study of the mechanisms and historical develop
ment of means for the peaceful settlement of disputes; and, an analysis

 ̂Ante, pp. 351-382.
* Ante, pp. 792-807.
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of the basic viewpoints of the West and the Soviet bloc regarding the 
relationship between disarmament and peacekeeping.

The Greneral Counsel, under the direction of the Director, is respon
sible for liaison between the Agency and Congress. During 1962, in 
addition to appearances during the course of appropriation hearings, 
officials of the Agency testified at special hearings held by the Dis
armament Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Foreign Eela- 
tions, the Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee of the Senate 
Committee on Armed Services, and the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy. The Office of the General Counsel prepared materials and 
background papers in connection with these appearances by Agency 
officials. The Office also responded to many inquiries from members 
of the Congress about arms control and disarmament matters during 
the past year.

Finally, the Office has engaged in other activities during 1962 which 
have contributed to the overall objectives of the Agency. Among 
these has been the rendering of general legal advice regarding the 
day-to-day operation and administration of the Agency, participating 
in a variety of working groups concerned with the development of 
Agency policy on various arms control and disarmament measures and 
on inspection and verification.

D isarmament A dvisory S taff

The complexity of the problems of disarmament requires the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency to deal with a great number of 
widely divergent matters which range from the intricacies of inter
national politics to the results and ejffects of today’s fast-moving scien
tific and technological developments. The various bureaus and offices 
of the Agency set up to study and propose action on these problems 
base their proposals to a large extent on the results of research which 
they have conducted or supervised. The primary function of the Dis
armament Advisory Staff during the year has continued to be the co
ordination of these proposals through review and appraisal, and where 
appropriate, to develop for the Director a recommended policy which 
takes all factors of the problems involved into account. At the same 
time, its role in the policy area included short- and long-term plan
ning studies by the Staff and the maintenance of working relation
ships with the Policy Planning Council of the Department of State 
to insure full coordination of arms control and disarmament proposals 
with overall U.S. foreign policy objectives.

In the research area the Disarmament Advisory Staff during much 
of the year played an active role in the coordination, both within the 
Agency and between it and other governmental departments, of the 
arms control research effort. After the creation of the Agency’s Re-
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search Council, its role shifted to that of furnishing administrative 
staff support to that body.

Early in 1962, DAS completed the coordination of the Agency 
effort to prepare a series of background papers setting forth the 
broad policies of the United States on various major disarmament 
topics, elaborating and refining in that connection the proposals ad
vanced by the President at the United Nations in September 1961. A 
nimiber of these backgroimd papers also were authored by the Staff. 
DAS participated as well in the drafting and reviewing of the briefing 
position papers discussed with our allies on the eve of the Geneva 
Conference and assisted in drawing up the outline of the basic provi
sions for a draft treaty submitted to the Conference as a United 
States proposal in April. The Staff also has provided support to the 
U.S. delegation in Geneva.

During the course of the Geneva Conference the Staff organized and 
coordinated an Agency systematic study program to assess the Geneva 
Conference experience in negotiating with the Soviet Union. In part, 
the aim of these studies was to explore separable and limited dis
armament measures which might be negotiable short of general and 
complete disarmament without interfering with the latter as an 
ultimate goal. The studies also considered ways in which the U.S. 
position on general and complete disarmament might be modified 
without jeopardizing U.S. security interests.

Studies were also undertaken by the Staff on certain aspects of the 
problem of peacekeeping such as the responsibilities of the proposed 
international disarmament organization.

B ureau of iNTERNATiONAii E elations

The Bureau has a dual responsibility: first to translate U.S. dis
armament policies into action at the conference table and in the forum 
of the United Nations; second, to bring the experiences from inter
national negotiations and the problems of the U.S. negotiators to bear 
on the continuing task of policy formulation in Washington. This 
dual responsibility can be carried out only if there is constant and 
vigorous interaction between negotiations on the one hand and re
search and analysis on the other.

The simple internal organization of the Bureau is aimed at effi
ciently carrying out this dual responsibility. The Director of the 
Bureau supervises the work of two offices. The Office of Political 
Affairs, which is directly responsible for the conduct of international 
negotiations on disarmament and nuclear testing, develops positions 
and sends instructions to the U.S. negotiators. The Office carries out 
these responsibilities in conjunction with other U.S. Government
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Agencies and, as required, consults with diplomatic representatives in 
Washington of various foreign governments.

In addition, the Political Office is the primary source of political 
advisers assigned to U.S. delegations at international nuclear testing 
and disarmament conferences and to the annual meeting of the U.N. 
General Assembly.

The other section of the Bureau of International Relations, the 
Office of Political Research and Analysis, works closely with the Office 
of Political Affairs and with other bureaus and offices of ACDA, as 
well as with other interested agencies, in assessing the international 
implications of arms control and disarmament proposals of the United 
States and other countries and examining longer range international 
trends and developments having a bearing on the negotiation and 
implementation of such proposals.

The major development of U.S. arms control and disarmament pol
icy in 1962 stemmed from the following proposals:

1. The United States Outline of Basic Provisions of a Treaty on 
General and Complete Disarmament in a Peaceful World, tabled at 
the Geneva Conference on April 18,1962.̂

2. Drafts of comprehensive and partial (atmosphere, underwater, 
and outer space) treaties banning nuclear weapons test explosions, 
submitted to the Conference August 27,1962.̂

3. The U.S. working paper on Reduction of the Risk of War 
Through Accident, Miscalculation, or Failure of Communications, 
presented to the Conference December 14,1962.®

Consequently, the Bureau’s operations centered around the prep
aration of negotiating positions, and their presentation and elabora
tion in diplomatic discussion through the U.S. delegation.

E conomics B ureau

During 1962 work was continued on the economic and social con
sequences of disarmament and greater attention was given to the 
economic aspects of proposed arms control and disarmament measures.

Early in the year the Agency published a report on the economic 
impacts of disarmament prepared by a panel of economists within 
and outside the Government.^ Several months later it published the 
U.S. reply to the inquiry of the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations on the economic and social consequences of disarmament 
prepared in the Agency in cooperation with other Government agen-

 ̂Ante, pp. 351-382.
* Ante, pp. 792-807.
* Ante, pp. 1214^1225.
 ̂Economic Impacts of Disarmament (ACDA publication 2, 11)02).
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cies.̂  The U.S. reply contributed significantly to the work of an 
international group of experts appointed by the Secretary-General 
to prepare a report to the General Assembly on the economic and 
social consequences of disarmament.^ The U.N. report was submitted 
during the year to the United Nations Economic and Social Council 
and the General Assembly and its conclusions were strongly endorsed 
by those bodies.® The general sense of these conclusions was that 
disarmament would be an economic blessing for mankind and that, 
given appropriate planning and economic adjustment policies, both 
the socialist and private enterprise economies could manage the trans
itional economic problems of disarmament without serious difficulty.

The Economics Bureau also provided substantive support to the 
U.S. delegations to ECOSOC and to the United Nations in connection 
with consideration of the experts’ report.

Through the Economics Bureau, the Agency maintains liaison with 
other agencies of the Government with respect to their studies 
and other activities which are of significance for evaluation of the 
economic impact of arms control and disarmament. The Bureau has 
endeavored to encourage interest in the problems of planning for 
industrial conversion in connection with disarmament by industry, 
labor, local governments and citizens’ groups, and the academic 
community.

Eepresentatives of the Bureau have participated during the year 
in a number of discussions on the economic impact of disarmament 
or on industrial conversion arranged by nongovernmental persons or 
groups. I t  is expected that more specialized research in the field of 
economic impact will be undertaken in 1963.

The Bureau participates in the support of negotiations on arms 
control and disarmament by the development of proposals of an 
economic nature and by conducting economic analyses, relating to 
limitations on production of armaments and on expenditures for arma
ments, conversion of armaments and armament facilities to peaceful 
use, verification methods affecting economic activity or relying on the 
use of economic data, and economic factors bearing on the policies of 
principal negotiating countries.

SciEi^cE AND T echnology B ureau

The Science and Technology Bureau is responsible for conducting 
research on the scientific and technical aspects of arms control and

 ̂Ante, pp. 217-275.
* Ante, pp. 42-48.
 ̂See antCy pp. 697-609.
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disarmament responsive to the needs of negotiation and policy formu
lation and for coordinating relevant research throughout the 
Government.

During the past year the technical aspects of the nuclear test ban 
have been under intensive and continuous study. Results of studies 
conducted by the Department of Defense under the Vela Program 
have been analyzed and related to possible test ban proposals. The 
capabilities of improved detection techniques developed as part of 
this program, and of such special equipment as unmanned seismic 
stations, have been investigated. While primary emphasis has been 
placed on techniques for detecting underground tests, techniques for 
detecting tests in other environments such as outer space have also 
been evaluated.

The Bureau has conducted a contract research program involving 
six contracts and totaling slightly more than $1 million. Primary 
emphasis in this program has. been placed on inspection—a key prob
lem in the arms control and disarmament field.

Contracts have been let to identify and evaluate techniques for 
monitoring the production of strategic delivery vehicles and for 
verifying compliance with restrictions on military space activities. 
The verification of possible limitations on research and development, 
and the use of statistics and other mathematical disciplines to analyze 
inspection systems, are also under investigation.

In addition to studying inspection techniques, several studies have 
examined the role and function of inspection systems. A summer 
study brought together physical scientists, political scientists, and 
lawyers to consider the rationale of verification in disapnament agree
ments and its relation to possible responses to violations. The verifi
cation requirements associated with agreements restricting strategic 
delivery vehicles are also under study.

The Bureau has conducted a variety of in-house studies. Topics 
that have been considered include the impact of future weapons on 
arms control, nuclear stockpile inspection problems, and the strategic 
implications of reductions in the level of long-range nuclear delivery 
vehicles. On a continuous basis analysis of limitations on armaments 
production and of such special areas of military technology as chemi
cal and biological warfare is being conducted. New concepts of 
inspection which can be instituted progressively during the disarma
ment process have been developed.

The Science and Technology Bureau has provided continuing tech
nical advice and support to the delegation at Geneva. Numerous dis
cussions of technical problems of arms control have been held with 
outside consultants, representatives of the Department of Defense, 
the Atomic Energy Commission, the Central Intelligence Agency, the
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President’s Science Advi^ry Committee, and members of allied 
governments.

W eapons E valuation and Control B ureau

The Weapons Evaluation and Control Bureau is responsible within 
the Agency for assessing the impact of arms control and disarmament 
proposals on the nation’s military security. To carry out this respon
sibility, the Bureau works in close cooperation with various offices in 
tiie Department of Defense. Thus the Bureau is able to utilize the 
best available information on the capabilities of both U.S. and foreign 
military forces. When the problems of arms control and disarma
ment require the investigation of military problems which are not 
covered in the normal activities of the Department of Defense, the 
Bureau has the responsibility for initiating the necessary study. In 
such cases, the studies may be undertaken as a joint ACDA/DOD 
effort; a DOD study requested by ACDA; or an ACDA study on 
either a contract or an in-house study basis.

The WEC Bureau is organized into three offices: Policy Support; 
Eesearch; and Field Operations. ^Its-regular staff is supplemented 
by a small group of professional civilian employees and military 
officers contributed by the Department of Defense to work with 
Bureau personnel in the preparation of plans for a joint ACDA/ 
DOD series of field tests of inspection methods, techniques, concepts 
and systems.

OFFICE OF POLIOY SUPPORT

The Office of Policy Support is responsible for providing appro
priate military information as required for current policy issues. 
This involves the preparation, analysis and coordination of nego
tiating proposals from a military point of view, and the develop
ment of plans and projects as necessary to support the establishing 
of policy within ACDA. The Office develops background and posi
tion parpers" concerning weapons systems capabilities, and require
ments for and capabilities of inspection systems in connection with 
agreements concerning military forces (armaments, manpower, bases, 
deployment, etc.),

OFFICE OF RESEARCH

The Of[ice of Research is responsible for initiating longer range 
studies, designed to provide better and more complete information on 
military factors as a basis for future policy formulation. The efforts 
of this Office are directed both toward the development of basic infor
mation required for the analysis of proposals, and toward the explora
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tion and development of new arms control and disarmament ap
proaches which may be promising for future consideration.

To provide ACDA with the ability to conduct a more adequate 
analysis of arms control and disarmament measures, the Office has 
begun the development of a simulation and gaming capability. The 
initial work has been accomplished on an in-house basis, using the 
computational facilities of the Department of Defense. The Office 
has underway a series of strategic simulations which should help 
in evaluating alternative proposals for reduction of strategic forces. 
In addition, it has participated in arms control games sponsored by 
the Department of Defense. Plans are underway to expand these 
efforts during the succeeding year.

In addition, the Eesearch Office has the responsibility for or
ganizing and monitoring the contract research program on the 
military aspects of arms control and disarmament. This program 
is designed to increase our knowledge of the problem.

FIELD OPERATIONS OFFICE

The more recently established Field Operations Offtce of the Bureau 
is designed to plan and conduct field operations and experiments as 
necessary to support inspection and verification aspects of proposed 
measures. The activities of this Office are now concerned primarily 
with Project CLOUD GAP, which is a joint ACDA/DOD venture, 
designed to plan and execute field tests of various inspection concepts 
of interest to ACDA.

As a first priority task in its program, the Field Operations/CLOUD 
GAP staff has been conducting a review and evaluation of DOD 
K&D projects and activities in the fields of intelligence, surveillance 
and reconnaissance, insofar as these may have a bearing upon arms 
control inspection and verification research and application. In addi
tion to the review of DOD activities of potential utility to the project, 
planning is underway for the conduct of two field tests: a field test 
for aerial and ground inspection and the verification of a declared 
inventory of conventional ground force armaments; and, a field test 
series designed to generate planning factors for the monitoring of 
mobile armament through the use of ground inspection teams coordi
nated by airborne observers.

E xecutive S taff

The Executive staff continued throughout the year to discharge the 
administrative management responsibilities of the Agency, including 
administrative services, budget, personnel, contract negotiation and
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administration, and security. A growth in staff of 60 percent was 
attained during this first full year of the Agency’s existence.

When the first of this series of reports was submitted to the Con
gress 1 year ago, the staff totaled 101 employees. By January 1963 
personnel strength had risen to 162, consisting of 96 officers and 66 
clerical employees. Kecruitment action underway is expected to bring 
total employment to the authorized figure of 220 by June 30,1963.

With the Agency’s operations beginning 3 months after the start 
of fiscal year 1962, its appropriation was $2,017,000 of which $1,417,000 
was for program operations and $600,000 for contract research. For 
fiscal year 1963 the Agency received an appropriation of $6,500,000 of 
which $2,500,000 was for program operations and $4,000,000 for con
tracts and research grants.

S egretaeiat

During the calendar year 1962 the Secretariat continued its basic 
function of assuring fully coordinated staff work in support of Agency 
programs.

In pursuance of its responsibility to provide the Director, the Dep
uty Director, the staff and key committees, task forces, and other 
special groups with essential information and action documents to 
fulfill their action responsibilities and executive functions, the Secre
tariat provided such services within the Agency and to the General 
Advisory Committee; the Review Panel; the Agency’s Research Coun
cil and its Intelligence Committee; and in cooperation with the 
Department of State, to the Committee of Principals chaired by the 
Secretary of State.

A key task involved backstopping the U.S. delegation to the 18- 
Nation Disarmament Committee meetings in Geneva, beginning in 
March 1962, including detail of Secretariat personnel to the U.S. dele  ̂
gation secretariat, communications and documentation to and from 
Geneva, and liaison with the Department of State’s Office of Inter
national Conferences on administrative and personnel arrangements 
for the delegation.

The Secretariat also edited and published a monthly ACDA Activi
ties Report and daily and weekly classified summaries of policy devel
opments in the disarmament field. These reports are designed to in
sure that other interested organizations within government have 
available to them a continuing flow of information on developing 
disarmament policies.

Other important normal activities included directing and control
ling the prompt and orderly flow of information documents, maintain
ing followup on action papers and communications to insure coriiple-
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tion on schedule, and review of cables, memorandums, letters, and 
position papers to insure accordance with or to reflect authorized 
changes in established national policy.

R eference R esearch S taff

The Reference Research Staff provides research and reference serv
ices in support of the activities of the Agency, including the conduct 
of the research program, the formulation of policy, and the carrying 
on of international negotiations. The research undertaken by the 
Staff is frequently short term  ̂ often performed on request from the 
other bureaus and offices of ACDA. It is generally background in 
character, and is the kind of research that is heavily dependent on 
documentary collections and other library source materials. The re
ports of the Reference Research Staff cover a wide variety of topics. 
Typical subjects include surveys and analyses of other coimtries’ pro
posals or policies on disarmament and arms control, comparisons be
tween the disarmament proposals or policies of the United States and 
other countries, historical reviews of positions taken by governments 
on specific issues in disarmament negotiations, or compilations of 
statements by officials or of statistical data.

At times, extended in-house research projects are undertaken. One 
such project was the preparation of the Agency publication entitled 
International Negotiations on Ending Nuclear Weapon Tests  ̂ Sep
tember 1961-8eptember 1962.̂  This historical and documentary sur
vey supplements an earlier “white paper” released by the Department 
of State in 1961 which reviewed and analyzed the Geneva Conference 
on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests.  ̂ The Reference 
Staff also edits the annual volume of Docvments on Disarmament^ a 
selection of significant official documents issued by governments and 
various international organizations. In addition, this Office has cog
nizance over certain historical projects in the Agency’s contract re
search program, including studies of past arms limitation negotiations 
and arrangements. The Staff also services the U.S. delegation to the 
IS-Nation Disarmament Conference in Geneva carrying out diverse 
research assignments, including the preparation of a detailed analyti
cal index of the official proceedings of the Conference.

Another prominent activity of this Staff arises from Executive Or
der No. 11044 on “Interagency Coordination of Arms Control and 
Disarmament Matters.” ® Under this order, the Director of ACDA

 ̂ACDA publication 9, 1962.
* Geneva Oonference on the Discontinuance of 'Nuclear Weapon Teats: History 

and Analysis of Negotiations (Department of State publication 7258, 1961).
* Ante, pp. 78&-791.
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is responsible for planning and developing a program of government 
research and studies on arms control and disarmament policy. The 
order enjoins him to maintain a ‘‘continuing inventory” of government 
research activities and to submit to the Bureau of the Budget periodi
cally a “consolidated schedule” of such activities, with his evaluation. 
The Eeference Research Staff aids the Director in fulfilling this re
sponsibility, particularly by maintaining a record on research carried 
on by other government departments and agencies.

As a further aid to planning and carrying out the Agency’s research 
program, the Reference Research Staff obtains information about re
search being conducted by persons and institutions outside the U.S. 
Oovernment. To assist in this activity, the Reference Research Staff 
has initiated arrangements with the External Research Staff of the 
Department of State which has long specialized in this type of 
function.

The Reference Research Staff also prepares comprehensive and 
specific bibliographies on subjects in which the Agency has an interest 
and makes analyses and digests of pertinent literature. To provide 
•comprehensive services of this type, the Office has blueprinted a com
bined in-house and contract program.

The reference collection maintained as an integral part of this 
Office consists of a body of classified and imclassified literature on 
disarmament, arms control and associated subjects. The mounting 
number of books, magazines, documents of international organizations 
and conferences, governmental and other publications, as well as the 
growing file of classified studies, periodicals and reports on pertinent 
subjects retained in this collection indicate that it is becoming one of 
the most comprehensive libraries in its subject field.

P ublic A ffairs A dviser

The basic American precept that the public be well informed is no 
stranger to the Arms Control and Disarmament Act which estab
lishes as one of four primary functions of the Agency the “dissemina
tion and coordination of public information concerning arms control 
and disarmament.” Under the direction of the Director of the 
Agency, this function is performed by the Public Affairs Adviser.

In essence this effort is directed toward insuring that information 
•covering all phases of the Agency^s work— p̂olicy development, re
search, and negotiation— îs made available to the public.

Dissemination of disarmament information took a number of forms 
in 1962. The fact that disarmament matters played a large role in 
international affairs over the past year led to a substantial number 
of requests from a variety of groups and organizations for both
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speeches and speakers. Although it was not possible to fulfill all of 
these requests, Agency officials did participate in over 100 meetings, 
panel discussions and study groups in 1962. In addition, such in
formational materials as articles for commercial journals, scripts 
for educational television programs, network and local TV and radio 
programs were prepared, and briefings and interviews were arranged 
with Agency officials for correspondents of public information media.

A major aspect of this work centered on the preparation of publi
cations. To insure a broader understanding of U.S. efforts and 
interest in the arms control and disarmament problem the Agency 
issued among others: Economic Impacts of Disavm/iment; Blueprint 
for the Peace Race—Outline of Basic Provisions of a Treaty on Gen
eral and Complete Disarmament in a Peaceful 'World; The Economic 
and Social Consequences of Disarmament; Disarmament: The New 
U.S. Initiative; Toward a World Without War; and International 
Negotiations on Ending Nuclear Weapon Tests  ̂ September 1961- 
September 196 ,̂

An adviser on public affairs for the U.S. delegation to the IS-Nation 
Disarmament Conference in Geneva was provided on a continuing 
basis during the year beginning with its initial session in March. He 
assisted the delegation on public affairs matters, acted as delegation 
spokesman to the press, both American and foreign, and also briefed 
United States and other nongovernmental groups which called at 
delegation headquarters in Geneva.

Another important element of the public affairs task has been a 
close liaison with the Department of State, particularly with the 
Bureau of Public Affairs. This has helped to increase the flow of 
arms control and disarmament information to U.S. diplomatic repre
sentatives abroad thereby insuring greater understanding of U.S. 
objectives in this field by foreign go^mments. I t also has led to 
assistance in such public affairs activities as publications production 
and distribution and special public service information projects with 
educational and commercial media. These have furthered the 
Agency’s efforts to provide a greater and more timely flow of informa
tion to the general public.

A similar coordinating effort with the United States Information 
Agency continued to provide that Agency with official U.S. positions 
and policies and general information on arms control and disarma
ment. USIA has cooperated fully in using this information in its 
programs abroad. In this connection program ideas were suggested— 
and many were accepted—to help in the process of communicating 
to people overseas what the U.S. Government is thinking and doing 
in the quest for peace with freedom.
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In the months to come every effort possible, consistent with the 
provisions of the enabling act, will be made to provide the public 
with factual information concerning these matters so entwined with 
human destiny.

Officials of the Agency

Director: W illiam  C. F oster 
Deputy Director: A drian S. F isher 
General Counsel: George B u n n

Chairman^ Disarmament Advisory Staff: EQenry A . B yroade

Public Affairs Adviser: N e d v i l l e  E. N o r d n e s s

Executive Director: I d a r  R i m e s t a d

Chief ̂ Secretariat: P h il ip  J . H alla

Chief ̂ Reference Research Staff:
Assistant Director^ International Relations Bureau: J acob D . B eam 
Assistant Director^ Science and Technology Bureau: F ranklin  A . 

L ong

Assistant Director  ̂ Weapons Evaluation and Control Bureau: V ice 

A dm . E dward N . P arker 
Assistant Director  ̂Economic Bureau: A lexander F . K iefer, Acting

TheGeneral Advisory Committee

Chairman:
J ohn  J . M cCloy of New York, former adviser on disarmament to 

President Kennedy, was named chairman of the Committee. Mr. 
McCloy is a member of the law firm of Milbank, Tweed, Hope & 
Hadley; chairman of the board, Chase Manhattan Bank; and former 
High Commissioner for Germany.

Members:
R oger M. B lough of Hawley, Pa., chairman of the Board of Direc

tors of the U.S. Steel Company.
E ev. E dward A. Conway of Omaha, Nebr., professor of political 

science at Creighton University.
J ohn  Cowles of Minneapolis, Minn., newspaper publisher, editor, 

and president of The Minneapolis Star and Tribune Company.
T revor Gardner of Pasadena, Calif., chairman and president of 

Hycon Manufacturing Co., and former Assistant Secretary of the 
Air Force.

George B ogdan K istiakowsky of Cambridge, Mass., professor of 
chemistry at Harvard University and former special assistant to the 
President for science and technology.
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E g b ert A. L o v e tt  of Long Island, N.Y., a partner of the firm of 
Brown Brothers, Harriman & Co., former Under Secretary of State,, 
and former Secretary of Defense.

D e a n  A n d erson  McGee of Oklahoma City, Okla., president of 
Kerr-McGee Oil Industries.

K a lp h  E. McGii/ii of Atlanta, Ga., editor of The Atlanta Consti
tution and recipient of the Pulitzer Prize for ̂ itorial writing.

G eorge M e a n t of Bethesda, Md., president of the AFL-CIO.
Jam es A. P e r k in s  of Princeton, N . J ., vice president of the Carnegie 

Corporation.
H erm an P h le o e r  of Eedwood City, Calif., a partner in the San 

Francisco law firm of Brobeck, Phleger & Harrison, and former legal 
adviser in the State Department.

IsiDOR Isa a c  R abi of New York, N.Y., professor of physics at 
Columbia University, noted scientist, former chairman of the Scien
tific Advisory Committee, Office of Defense Mobilization; and former 
chairman of the President’s Science Advisory Committee.

G en. T hom as D resser  W h ite  of Washington, former Air Force 
Chief of Staff imtil his recent retirement.

H e r b e r t F r a n k  Y o rk  of La Jolla, Calif., chancellor of the Uni
versity of California; former chief scientist of the Advanced Re
search Project Agency, Department of Defense; former member of 
the President’s Science Advisory Committee; and director of defense 
research and engineering.
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Congressional Publications—Continued
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87th Cong., 2d sess.).

^'ituation in Cuha: Hearings Before the Senate Committees on Armed Services
and Foreign Relations, Eighty-seventh Congress, Second Session.

United States Defense Policies in 1961. H. Doc. 502, 87th Cong., 2d sess.

United Nations Materials
C o m m i t t e e  o n  t h e  P e a c e f u l  U s e s  o f  O u t e r  S p a c e

Verbatim records of meetings are available in mimeographed form. The 
report of the Committee is printed in General Assembly Offldal Records: 
Seventeenth Session, Annexes, Agenda Item 27.

D i s a r m a m e n t  C o m m i s s i o n  

The Disarmament Commission has not met since 1960. Verbatim records of 
meetings (1952-1960) are printed in the Disarmament Commission Official 
Records. Papers submitted to the Disarmament Commission in 1961-1962 are 
printed in the Official Records: Supplement for January 1961-Decemher 1962.

E c o n o m ic  a n d  S o c ia l  C o u n c i l  

S u m m a ry  reco r d s o f  m e e tin g s  a r e  p u b lish ed  in  th e  E co n o m ic  an d  S o c ia l C ou n cil 

Official Records.

E ig h t e e n  N a t io n  C o m m itte e  o n  D is a r m a m e n t  

V erb a tim  reco rd s o f  m e e t in g s  o f  th e  p le n a r y  co m m ittee , th e  C o m m ittee  o f  th e  

W hole^ an d  th e  S u b co m m ittee  on  a  T r e a ty  fo r  th e  D isc o n tin u a n c e  o f  N u c lea r  

W ea p o n  T e s t s  e x is t  in  mimeog^raphed form . T h e  E ig h te e n  N a tio n  C om m ittee  

m a d e  tw o  in te r im  p ro g ress  rep o rts  in  1962:

First report, May 31, 1962 (Disarmament Commission Official Records: 
Supplement for January 1961-Decemler 1962, pp. 109-206).

Second report, September 7,1962 {iUd.f pp. 219-266).

Except for the documentary annexes, these reports are also printed ante, pp. 
577-581 and 865-871, respectively. In December the Committee also submitted 
a special report on the test-ban negotiations; see ante, pp. 1171 ff.

G e n e r a l  A s s e m b l y

Verbatim records of plenary meetings and summary records of committee 
meetings are published in the General Assembly Official Records. The principal 
committees concerned with disarmament in 1962 were the First (Political and 
Security) and the Second (Economic and Financial) Committees. Verbatim 
records of their meetings exist in mimeographed form. The texts of General 
Assembly resolutions are published in the Official Records. Disarmament pro
posals introduced in the General Assembly are published in the Official Records, 
Annexes. Recent annexes of interest are as follows:

Sixteenth Session. Agenda items 19, 21, 73 and 72, 81. Seventeenth Session. 
Agenda items 26,27,33 and 94,77, 90.

Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests.
Verbatim records of meetings in mimeographed form.
Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation.

The second report (Mar. 23, 1962) is printed in General Assembly Official 
Records: Seventeenth Session, Supplement No. 16 (A/5216), pp. 31-35.^

 ̂An extract from the report is printed aMe, pp. 177-189.
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S ecretary-General

The annual report of the Secretary-General on the work of the United Nations 
for the period June 16, 1961-June 15, 1962, may be found in General Assembly 
Official Records: Seventeenth Session, Supplement No. 1 (A/5201). His report 
on the question of convening a conference for the purpose of signing a convention 
on the prohibition of the use of nuclear and thermonuclear weapons is printed 
in General Assembly Official Records: Seventeenth Session, Annexes, Agenda 
Item 26, For the results of his inquiry on measures to prevent the spread o f  
nuclear weapons, see Disarmament Commission Official Records: Supplement 
for January 1961 to December 1962, pp. 51-105, 207-219. The report of hiŝ  
consultative group on the economic and social consequences of disarmament was 
distributed as E/3593/Ilev. 1.̂

S ec ur ity  Co u n c il

Verbatim records of meetings are published in the Security Council Official 
Records, The annual report of the Security Council to the General Assembly 
for July 16,1961-July 15,1962, is printed in General Assembly Official Records: 
Seventeenth Session, Supplement No. 2 (A/5202).

 ̂An extract from the U.N. economic report is printed ante, pp. 42-48.
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This list includes the names of the principal persons mentioned in the 1962
volumes. It does not purport to be a complete list of i>ersons involved in dis
armament developments. The data provided are limited to facts of interest to
readers of this publication.

A d e n a u e r , Dr. Konrad. Chancellor of the Federal Republic of Germany, 1949- .
A le m a y e h u , Haddis. Leader of Ethiopian delegation to the Eighteen Nation 

Disarmament Committee, 1962.
A l l o t t ,  Gordon L. U.S. Senator (R. Colo.), 1955- . Member of U.S. delega

tion to the 17th session of the General Assembly.
A r ts im o v ic h ,  Lev Andreevich. Soviet scientist. Department of Physjico-Mathe- 

matical Science, 1959- , associate. Institute of Atomic Energy, U.S.S.R. 
Academy of Sciences. Signed report of 10th Pugwash ConfereDce.

A t t a ,  A b d u l A . Permanent Secretary, Ministry of Defense of Nigeria. Nigerian 
representative to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, 1962.

A y u b  K h a n  : See K h an , Mohammed A yub.
B a ix ,  George W. Under Secretary, 1961- .
B a r r in g t o n , James. Burmese representative on the Eighteen Nation Disarma

ment Committee, 1962- .
B e a m , Jacob D. Assistant Director, International Relations Bureau, U.S. Arms 

Control and Disarmament Agency, 1961- .
B lo u g h ,  Roger M. Chairman of the Board of Directors, U.S. Steel Company; 

member of the General Advisory Committee, U.S. Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency, 1962- .

B o g g s , William E. American journalist, frequent contributor to The New 
RepubUc.

B u n n , George P., Jr. General Counsel, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency, 1961- .

B u r n s ,  Lt. Gen. Eedson Louis Millard. Leader of Canadian delegation to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, 1962- .

B y r o a d e , Henry A. Chairman, Disarmament Advisory Staff, U.S. Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency, 1962-1963.

C a s tr o , Joao Augusto de Araujo. Deputy leader of Brazilian delegation to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, 1962.

C a v a l l e t t i ,  Francesco. Italian representative on the Eighteen Nation Disarma
ment Committee, 1962- .

C h 'e n  Yi . Chinese Communist Vice Premier, 1954- ; Foreign Minister, 1958- .
CHURCHn>L, Sir Winston. British Prime Minister, 1940-1945, 1951-1955.
C o n w a y , Rev. Edward A. Professor of political science, Creighton University; 

member of General Advisory Committee, U.S. Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency, 1962- .

CouvE DE M u r v i l le ,  Maurice. French Minister of Foreign Affairs, 1958- .
C o w le s ,  John. President of the Minneapolis Sta/r and Trihune Company ; mem

ber of the General Advisory Committee, U.S. Arms Control and Disarma
ment Agency, 1962- .
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C ro w e , Ck>lin T . British deputy permanent representative to the United Nations,
1961- .

B a n t a s ,  San Thiago. Brazilian Minister for Foreign Affairs, 1961-1962.
D e a n , Arthur H. U.S. representative at the Geneva Conference on the Dis

continuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests, 1961-1962; U.S. representative on 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, 1962; member of the U.S. 
delegation at the 16th and 17th sessions of the General Assembly, 1961-1962.

D e a n , Sir Patrick Henry. Permanent British representative at the United Na
tions, 1960- .

De G a u l l e ,  Charles. President of the French Republic, 1958- .
D o u g la s ,  William O. Associate Justice of the Supreme Court, 1939- .
D u l l e s ,  John Foster. Secretary of State, 1953-1959.
Edbe» g, Dr. Rolf. Vice-Chairman of Swedish delegation to the Eighteen Nation 

Disarmament Committee, 1962- .
E is e n h o w e r ,  Dwight D. President of the United States, 1953-1961.
F a w z i , Mahmoud. U.A.R. Minister for Foreign Affairs, 1952- .
F e d o r e n k o , Nikolay T. Soviet Ambassador to Japan, 1958-1962; Soviet rep re

sentative in informal test-ban discussions, January 1963; p erm a n en t  

representative to the United Nations, 1962- .
F in n e y ,  John. New York Times reporter.
F is h e r ,  Adrian S. Deputy to Presidential Advisor McCloy, 1961; Deputy 

Director, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 1961- .
F o s t e r ,  William C. Director, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,

1961- .
G a rd n er , Trevor. Assistant Secretary of the Air Force, 1955-1956; member of 

the General Advisory Committee, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency, 1962-1963.

G eb re-E gzy , Dr. Tesfaye. Ethiopian permanent representative to the United 
Nations.

G e l ln e r ,  Charles R. Chief, Reference Research Staff, U.S. Arms Control and 
Disarmament Agency, 1961- .

G ilp a tr ic ,  Roswell L. Deputy Secretary of Defense, 1961- .
G odber, Joseph B. British Secretary of State for War, 1963- ; Minister of 

State for Foreign Affairs, 1961-1963; member of delegation to 16th and 17th 
sessions of the General Assembly; representative at Geneva Conference on 
the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests, 1961; representative on the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, 1962-1963.

G o m u lk a , Wladyslaw. First Secretary of the Central Committee, United 
Workers’ Party of Poland, 1959- .

G ore, Albert. U.S. Senator (D. Tenn.), 1953- ; member of U.S. delegation to 
the 17th session of the General Assembly.

G r e e n , Howard. Canadian Secretary of State for External Affairs, 1959-1963.
G rom yk o , Andrei A. Soviet Minister of Foreign Affairs, 1957- .
G y o r g y i : See Szent-Gyorgyi, Dr. Albert.
H a l l a ,  Philip J. Chief, Secretariat, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament 

Agency, 1961- .
H a s s a n ,  Abdel Fattah. Leader o f  U.A.R. delegation to the Eighteen Nation 

Disarmament Committee, 1962-.
H e r te r ,  Christian A. Secretary of State, 1959-1961.
H om e, Lord Alexander Frederick. British Secretary o f  State fo r  Foreign 

Affairs, 1960-.
iNGLis, Dr. David R. American scientist, Argonne National Laboratory (Ill.)» 

1949- ; cosigner of 10th Pugwash report.
K e a t in g ,  Kenneth B. U.S. Senator (R. N.Y.), 1959-.
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Keilis-Borok, Dr. V. I. Coauthor of Izvestiyu article on seismic problems.
Kennedy, John F. President of the United States, 1961- .
Khan, Mohammed Ayub. President of Pakistan, 1958- .
Khan, Sir Muhammad Zafrullah. Pakistani permanent representative to the 

United Nations, 1961- ; President of the 17th General Assembly, 1962-1963.
Khbushchev, Nikita S. Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the U.S.S.R., 

1958- .
Kiefer, Alexander F. Acting Assistant Director, Economic Bureau, U.S. Arms 

Control and Disarmament Agency, 1962-1963.
Kistiakowsky, Dr. George B. Special Assistant to the President for Science 

and Technology, 1959-1961; member of the General Advisory Committee, 
U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 1962- .

Kondorskaya, N. Coauthor of Izvestiya article on seismic problems.
Krishna-Menon, V. K. Indian Minister of Defense, 1957-1963.
Kuznetsov, Vasily Vasilevich. First Deputy Foreign Minister of the Soviet 

Union, 1953- .
• Laghs, Prof. Manfred. Deputy leader of Polish delegation to the Eighteen 

Nation Disarmament Committee, 1962.
L a l l , Arthur S. Indian representative on the Eighteen Nation Disarmament 

Committee, 1962-1963.
Lechuga, Dr. Carlos. Cuban permanent representative to the United Nations,

1962- ..
Leet, Dr. Lewis Don. Harvard seismologist, 1931- .
Leghorn, Richard S. President, research corporation (Photostat Corp., 

Rochester, N.Y.), 1957- ; presidential adviser for science, 1959-1960; co
signer of 10th Pugwash report.

Lemnitzer, Gen. Lyman L. Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 1960-1962.
Livingston, Dr. Milton S. Physicist, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 

1954- .
Lodge, Henry Cabot. Permanent U.S. representative at the United Nations,

1953-1960.
Long, Dr. Franklin A. Assistant Director, Science and Technology Bureau, 

U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 1961-1963.
Loucanov, Carlo. Bulgarian Minister for Foreign Affairs, 1956-1962.
Lovell, Sir Bernard. British scientist; Director, Jodrell Bank Experimental 

Station, 1951- .
Lovett, Robert A. Secretary of Defense, 1951-1953; Special Adviser to Presi

dent Kennedy, 1961; member of the General Advisory Committee, U.S. Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency, 1962- .

Macmillan, Harold. British Prime Minister, 1957- .
Malalasekera, Prof. Gunapala P. Permanent representative, Ceylon, to the 

United Nations, 1959- ; Chairman of delegation, 1962- .
Malinovsky, Marshal Rodion Ya. Soviet Minister of Defense, 1957- .
Mark, David E. Member of U.S. delegation to the Eighteen Nation Disarma

ment Committee, 1962- .
Mather, Dr. Kirtley F. Geologist, Harvard professor emeritus, 1954-.
McCloy, John J. Adviser to the President on Disarmament Matters, 1961; 

Chairman of the General Advisory Committee, U.S. Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency, 1962- .

McGee, Dean A. President of Kerr-McGee Oil Industries; member of the Gen
eral Advisory Committee, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,
1962- .
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McGnx, Ralph E. Editor of the Atlanta Constitution; member of the General 
Advisory Committee, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 1962- .

McNamaba, Robert S. Secretary of Defense, 1961- .
MoNaughton, John T. General Counsel, Dept, of Defense, 1962- ; Assistant 

Secretary of Defense, International Security Affairs, 1961-1962.
Meany, George. President of the AFL^CIO; member of the General Advisory 

Committee, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 1962- .
Melo Franco, Afonso Arinos de. Member of Brazilian Senate; leader of dele

gation to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, 1962-1963.
Menon, Krishna V. K. See Krishna-Menon, V. K.
Morozov, Platon D. Soviet deputy permanent representative at the United 

Nations, 1960- .
Myasishchev, Vladimir M. Soviet aircraft designer, designed “Bison” ; Deputy 

to Supreme Soviet,. 1958- .
Myrdal, Mrs. Alva. Chairman of Swedish delegation to the Eighteen Nation 

Disarmament Committee, 1962- .
Nehru, Jawaharlal. Indian Prime Minister and Minister for External Affairs, 

1947- .
Nilsson, Torsten. Swedish Foreign Minister, 1962- .
Nitze, Paul H. Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security 

Affairs, 1961- .
Nkrumah, Kwame. President of the Republic of Ghana, 1960- .
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75-77; U.K.-U.S. statement, 25- 
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U.S.-Soviet, 289-290, 340-342, 574- 
577, 727-728 

1st session, Mar. 14-June 14:
Plenary deliberations, 579-580 
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Soviet, 330-333, 396-399, 458-461, 

768, 776-788, 820-829, 1144-1153 
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U.S. proposals and statements, 

146-147, 192, 198, 285-287, 315,
358, 372-373, 388, 567-568, 734- 
735

Fissionable material—Continued 
Safeguards for peaceful uses, U.S.

statement, 192 
Transfers to peaceful uses, Soviet 

statement, 115; U.S. proposal and 
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scientific committee on, 1059-1061 

Declaration on conversion to i>eace- 
ful needs of resources released 
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129; U.S. statement, 36-38 

Summit meetings, question of, U.S. 
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advance notification of. Bee 
Military movements 

Nuclear weapons, prevention of dis
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proposal, 1021 
International police force, proposed: 

Italian statement, 531-532 
Soviet proposals and statements, 114, 

597-598, 603, 644, 924, 933 
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U.K.-U.S. proposal—Continued 
International staff, 795-797, 809 
Organization and procedure, 794r-

795
Soviet statement, 823 
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641, 643, 685-686, 904, 919-920, 
1007-1008, 1084-1087, 1091-1092,
1187-1190, 1247 

Swedish statement, 490-491 
U.S. proposal and statements, 279, 

282, 373-374, 378-379, 512-^13, 
5 6 3 -^ , 588-589, 673, 1019, 1202, 
1228, 1229-1230 

XJjS.-̂ Soviet proposal, 574, 575; Soviet 
statement, 598-599; U.S. state
ment, 588-589 

Military blocs, dissolution of, Soviet 
proposal, 324 

Military conscription and training, ces
sation of, Soviet proposal, 104,120, 
914, 932; U.S.-Soviet proposal, 575 

Military establishments, abolition and 
dismantling o f:

Soviet proposal, 104,120-121, 914, 931 
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Soviet statements, 77-81, 95, 154-

155, 437-438, 458-461, 605-609, 
64^-649, 660, 677-678, 687, 786- 
787

U.S. statements, 27-29, 63, 66-75, 
456-457,462-466,710, 832,1004 

Underground. See Underground nu
clear explosions 

Nuclear tests, cessation or suspension 
of:

ACDA report reviewing negotiations, 
1293-1301 

Brazilian statements, 693-697, 1172- 
1173

Burmese statement, 1174 
Chinese Communist statements, 863,

890-891,1036-1038
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Nuclear tests, cessation or suspension 
of—Continued 

CJontrol or verification o f:
Automatic seismic stations. See 

Automatic seismic stations 
Eight-nation proposal. 8ee Eight- 

nation proposal 
International scientific commis

sion. See International scientific 
commission 

National detection stations. See 
National detection stations 

On-site inspection. See On-site in
spection

Pugwash conference proposal. See 
Automatic seismic stations 

Soviet proposals and statement, 3- 
6, 15, 17, 322-323, 325, 331-333,
447-448, 822-823, 907-909, 1042- 
1046, 1047-1052, 1161-1166, 1183- 
1185, 1239-1242, 1250-1254 

U.K. proposal, 294,338-340 
U.S. proposals and statements, 11-

14, 19-24, 160-163, 167-176, 215- 
217, 336-338, 365, 401-403, 403- 
406, 448-456, 462-466, 553-560, 
572, 617-618, 810-812, 953-958, 
958-963, 982-985,1080,1135-1143, 
1154-1161,1207-1214 

U.S.-U.K. proposals and statements, 
58-61, 150, 160-161, 171, 292-293, 
797-800

Underground nuclear explosions. 
See under Underground nuclear 
explosions 

Deadline for. See under Moratorium 
Draft treaties on. See Treaties: 

Banning nuclear weapons tests 
Eight-nation proposal. See Eight-na

tion proposal 
18 nation committee consideration. 

See under Eighteen Nation Com
mittee on Disarmament 

Ethiopian statement, 1174-1175 
General Assembly resolution 1762 

(XVII), 1029-1033; U.S. state
ments, 978?i, 1159-1161,1213-1214 

Geneva conference on. See Geneva 
conference 

Indian statement, 1175 
Mexican statement, 479-484,1176 
Nigerian statement, 1179-1181

Nuclear tests, cessation or suspension 
of—Continued 

Soviet proposals and statements, 1-8, 
15-18,114,139-140,163-166, 155-
156, 396-399, 413-419, 437-439, 
446-448, 677-679, 740-741, 759- 
768, 776-788, 820-829, 907-909, 
923, 994, 1047-1055, 1093-1095, 
1144-1153, 1161-1166, 1239-1242 

Swedish statements, 1104-1115, 1177 
Technical problems, U.S. review, 709-

710, 710-711, 712-713 
Test-ban subcommittee consideration.

See Test-ban Subcommittee 
37-power draft resolution on, 965-966;

Canadian statement, 1002-1003; 
U.A.R. statement, 1177-1178 
U.K. statements, 294, 338-340, 994- 

995
U,K.-U.S. proposals and statements,

150, 292-293, 791-792, 792-804 
U.S. proposals and statements, 9-14, 

18-24, 73-74, 148-149, 167-176, 
336-338, 359-360, 400-406, 406- 
413, 419-423, 448-456, 456-457, 
462-466, 552-560, 619-620, 709-
713, 719, 731-732, 747-758, 769- 
776, 807-819, 829-832, 854-858, 
858-860, 861-862, 878-^79, 882- 
886, 889-890, 895-896, 943-953,
976-989, 1001-1004, 1036, 1068, 
1074, 1078-1080, 1122-1124, 1133- 
1143, 1154-1161, 1213-1214, 1258- 
1260, 1277-1279, 1293-1301 

Nuclear weapons:
Capabilities:

Communist China, Chinese state
ments, 890-891, 1036-1038; U.S. 
statements, 883, 889 

U.S. statements, 884r-886,1255-1257 
Chinese Communist statements, 863, 

1036-1038 
Dissemination or acquisition, prohibi

tion on:
Committee of the Whole, priority 

for discussion of, 544-545 
French statement, 166-167 
Irish statement, 1025-1028 
Soviet statements, 83-86, 113, 923 
Swedish statements, 38-42, 1039- 

1040
U.A.R. statement, 518
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Nuclear weapons—Continued
Dissemination or acquisition, prohi- 

. bition on—Continued 
U.K. statement, 82 
U.S. statements, 87-90, 285-288,

359, 859, 883, 889 
Elimination or reduction of and ces

sation of production:
Soviet proposals and statements, 

115-116, 535-539, 595-597, 640, 
683-685, 743, 925-926, 1010-1011, 
1083,1186,1243 

U.S. proposals and statements, 192, 
209-215, 279, 282, 285-288, 352, 
357-360, 37^ 73 , 378, 589, 731 

U.S.-Soviet proposal, 575; Soviet 
statement, 595-597; U.S. state
ment, 589 

Fissionable material. See Fission
able material 

German states, Soviet proposal ban
ning, 444

Outer space, stationing and testing.
Bee Outer space 

Registration of, U.S. proposal, 373 
Soviet buildup in Cuba. Bee Cuban 

crisis
Soviet statement, 635-640 
Stockpiles of, reduction and elimina

tion of:
Studies on, U.S. proposal and state

ment, 192, 514, 568-569; U.A.R. 
statement, 518 

U.S. proposals and statements, 192, 
279, 282, 352, 357 

Tests. Bee Nuclear tests 
Use of, prohibiting, proposal to con

vene conference to sign conven
tion :

Ethiopian statement, 1095-1098 
General Assembly resolution, 1231 
Soviet statements, 86-87,1098-1103, 

1118
U.K. statement, 291-292 
U.N. report, 833-834 
U.S. statements, 629-631,1116-1117 

Vehicles for delivery. Bee Delivery 
vehicles

Western nuclear defense systems, 
U.K.-U.S. statement, 1275-1276; 
U.S. statements, 89, 623-628 

Zones free of. Bee Nuclear-free zones

Observation posts at major centers, So
viet proposal, 647-648; U.S. pro
posal, 147, 361, 1219-1221, 1270-
1271

Observation satellites, Soviet state
ment, 1130-1131; U.S. statement,
1121

On-site inspection in a test-ban control 
system:

8-nation proposal, 335; Soviet state
ment, 447; U.S. statements, 401- 
403,409-410,453-454 

Indian statement, 1143 
Mexican statement, 1143 
Number of, U.S. proposals, 160-162, 

711, 715, 716-717, 749, 751, 755- 
756, 758

Obligatory nature of, Soviet state
ments, 762-764, 768; U.S. pro
posal and statements, 715-716, 
749-751, 753-754, 758, 764, 769- 
776

Principles of, U.S. statement, 715-716 
Soviet acceptance of, Soviet state

ments, 2-3, 1241; U.S. state
ment, 1277-1279 

Soviet statements, 2-3, 447, 760, 761- 
764, 768, 777-786, 822-823,1241 

Swedish statement, 1142 
U.K.-U.'S. proposal, 150, 798-800; U.S.

statement, 808,810-812 
U.S. proposals and statements, 160, 
_  162, 171-172, 194, 215-217, 453-

454, 462-463, 558-560, 617, 710-
711, 715-717, 749-758, 808, 810-
812, 854-857, 948-950, 958, 1136-
1137, 113&-1139, 1142-1143, 1207- 
1208, 1211-1212, 1277-1279 

“Open skies,” Soviet statement re U.S.
proposal, 322-323 

Outer space :
Exploration and use o f:

Soviet proposal, 871-872 
U.K. proposal, 1167 
U.S. proposal, 1178-1179 

Peaceful uses of and international co
operation in :

General Assembly resolution, 1232- 
1236

Soviet proposal and statement, 871- 
872,1125-1133 

U.A.R. proposal, 873-874
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Outer space—Continued 
Peaceful uses of and international co

operation in—Continued 
U.K. proiH>sal and statement, 704:- 

705,1167
U.S. proposals and statements, 193, 

360-361, 1022, 1119-1124, 1178- 
1179

ProMbition on use for military pur
poses:

Soviet proiK)sal, 113,432 
U.A.R. statement, 520 
U.S. proposal, 148 

U.N. committee. See United Nations 
Committee on Peaceful Uses of 
Outer Space

Padilla Nervo, Luis, 479-484,1146,1176 
Partial test-ban treaty (atmosphere, 

outer space, and underwater), 
U.K.-U.S. proposal:

Amendments, 806
Military balance, U.S.-Soviet, effect 

on, U.S. statement, 884-886 
Obligations, 805 
Peaceful uses, 805 
Preamble, 804r-805
Signature, ratification, entry into 

force, and registration, 806-807 
Soviet statements, 824r-827, 1145- 

1147,1150-1153 
Text, 804r-807
U.S. statements, 813-819, 858-860, 

884-886, 951-952, 986-987, 1134- 
1135

Withdrawal from, 805-806,816 
Pauling, Linus, 1107 
Peace and security, maintenance o f: 

4-power meeting at Geneva on, 1309 
Soviet proposals and statements, 100, 

106, 114, 118, 122, 916, 924, 929, 
932-934

U.S. proposals and statements, 367- 
368, 374-375, 380, 389, 1020-1021, 
1263

U.S.-Soviet proposal, 576-577 
Peace force, U.N. See International 

police force 
Peace observation corps, U.N., U.S. pro

posal, 368, 375 
Peaceful coexistence:

Communist Chinese statement, 1037 
Soviet statement, 603-604 
U.S. statement, 592-593

Peaceful settlement of disputes:
Soviet statement, 602-603 
U.S. proposals and statements, 367, 

374,380, 591-592,1020-1021 
U.S.-iSoviet proposal, 577 

Perkins, James A., 1322 
Phleger, Herman, 1322 
Plutonium, controlling production of, 

U.K. statement, 834-852 
Poland, Rapacki Plan proposal, 201-205 
Polaris missile program, 626,1275-1276 
Police force or militia, internal. See 

Internal police forces 
Political and Security Committee of the 

General A s s e m b l y .  See First 
Committee 

Preparedness Investigating Subcommit
tee of Senate Committee on Armed 
Services, 874-891 

Press, Frank, 1043,1049,1158 
Proclamations by the President:

No. 3504, establishing quarantine on 
military shipments to Cuba, 969w 

No. 3507, lifting of quarantine, 969n 
Progressive zonal inspection. See 

iinder Control of a reduction of 
armaments 

Project Gnome, 634,784 
Project Vela, 633-635,876 
Propaganda, war, prohibition on : 

Committee of the Whole discussions : 
Declaration on, Soviet statement,

546-549; text, 545-546; U.K. 
statement, 550-552; U.S. state
ment, 549-550 

Priority for discussion of, 276, 277, 
544-545 

Soviet proposal, 435,909-912 
Public Affairs Adviser, ACDA, 1319- 

1320
Pugwash conference, 10th, proposal for 

control of a test-ban agreement 
{see also Automatic seismic sta
tions), 863-865; Swedish state
ment, 1107-1108; U.S. statements, 
1154-1155,1279 

“Purple telephone,” 1272

Rabi, Isidor Isaac, 1322 
Radiation, atomic. See Atomic radia

tion
Radioactive fallout. See Atomic radia

tion
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Badiological weapons. See Chemical, 
biological, and r a d i o l o g i c a l  
weapons 

Rapacki Plan:
Polish proposal, 201-205 
Soviet statements, 85,435,909 
Swedish statement, 39-42 
U.S. statement, 277-278 

Reference Research Staff, ACDA, 1318- 
1319 

Research:
ACDA activities and programs: 

Executive order concerning, 790 
Report on, 875, 1301-1307, 1313- 

1316,1318-1319 
Defense program, U.S., impact on, 

224,241-243 
Research Council, ACDA, 1302-1308 
Rich, Alexander, 865,1156 
Rio Treaty, 974 
Riznichenko, Yuri V., 865 
Rockets ($66 M issiles):

Peaceful exploration of space, Soviet 
statements, 107,113,923 

Use as delivery vehicles for nuclear 
weapons. See Delivery vehicles 

Rules of international conduct, Soviet 
statement, 542; U.S. proposal, 367, 
374^75,380 

Rumania, statement on underground 
nuclear tests, 979 

Rusk, Dean, 142-149, 167-176, 190-199, 
200-201, 462-466, 581-583, 614-621,
629-631, 688-693, 886-891, 1061-
1071

Russell, Bertrand, cited, 645

Sadovsky, Mikhail A., 1042n̂  1048 
Sahlu, Petros, 394-395 
Science and Technology Bureau, ACDA, 

1313-1315
Scientific and Technical Subcommittee 

of the U.N. Committee on the Peace
ful Uses of Outer Space, U.S. state
ment, 1119 

Scientific commission, international, 
proposed. See International scien
tific commission 

Scientific experts, committee of, to 
study reduction and elimination of 
stockpiles of nuclear weapons, U.S. 
proposal and statements, 192, 514, 
568-569; U.A.R. statement, 518

The Scientific Woild: Journal of the 
World Federation of Scientific 
Workers, 1115 

Second Committee of the General As
sembly (Economic and Financial), 
proposals and statement on eco
nomic and social consequences of 
disarmament:

8-nation proposal, 963^964 
Soviet proposal, 938̂ -943 
U.S. statement, 1168-1171 

Second-strike capability, U.S. state
ment, 561-562 

Secretariat, ACDA  ̂1317-1318 
Secretary-General, U.N., communica

tions with heads of governments, 
Soviet proiM)sal, 924 

Security Council, U.N.:
Cuban crisis, U.S. requests to concern

ing, 973-974, 975 
IDO determination on transition, ap

peals to, U.S. statement, 569^570 
Maintenance of peace and security, 

Soviet statement, 137 
Police or militia, availability to, So

viet proposal, 127, 137-138 
Veto power, Italian statement, 529- 

530; U.S. statement, 569-570 
Seismic events {see also Nuclear tests: 

Control of a cessation o f; and Un
derground nuclear explosions), de
tection and identification o f:

“Black boxes,” See Automatic seismic 
stations

National detection stations. See Na
tional detection stations 

On-site inspection. See On-site in
spection

Soviet proposals and statements, 
1042-1046,1047-1052,1161-1166 

Swedish statement, 1107-1108 
U.S. statements, 953-958, 959-963, 

1157-1159
Senate Committee on Armed Services, 

Preparedness Investigating Sub
committee hearings on arms con
trol and disarmament, 874-890 

Sino-Indian dispute, 1037,1064,1274 
Skybolt missile program, U.K.-U.S.

statement, 1275 
Sbcial consequences of disarmament 

See Economic and social conse  ̂
quences
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Socialist countries, use of savings from 
., disarmament, Soviet statement, 940 
Southeast Asia, use of savings from 

disarmament in, Soviet statement,
! 90-

Southeast Asia Treaty Organization, So
viet statement, 547 

Soviet Union (for proposals and state
ments on specific subjects, see sulh 
ject) :

Armed forces:
Combat readiness of during Cuban 

crisis, Soviet statements, 975- 
976, 1071-1072 

„  , Force levels for, Soviet proposals, 
98, 117, 131, 132, 426, 685, 921, 
927-928, 930-931, 1012, 1087- 
1088; U.S. proposals, 148, 357, 
372, 388, 389-390, 1022 

Reductions of, Soviet statements, 
 ̂ 498-499, 655 

Automatic seismic stations in, Soviet 
proposal, 1184-1185, 1240; U.S. 
statements, 1211, 1278-1279 

Military buildup in Cuba. See Cuban 
crisis

Moscow election rally, 151 
U.S. aircraft alleged violation of So

viet airspace, Soviet statement, 
998; U.S. statement, 1000 

U.S.-Soviet relationships, U.S. state
ments, 274, 883-886 

Space (see also Outer space) vehicles 
and personnel:

Aid to, Soviet proposal, 871-872;
U.A.R. proposal, 873-874 

Launchings of, advance notification 
of, Soviet proposal, 113; U.S. pro
posal, 193, 360 

Space Research, International Commit
tee on, U.S. statement, 1123 

State Department, statements on: 
Rapacki Plan proposal, 277-278 
Soviet nuclear tests, 656, 1036 

Stelle, Charles C., 9-14, 18-24, 160-163, 
506-514, 605n, 1197-1207, 1207-1214 

Stevenson, Adlai E., 891-896, 943-953, 
973-974

Stockpiles of weapons of mass destruc
tion, reduction and elimination of. 
See Chemical, biological, and ra
diological weapons and Nuclear 
weapons: Reduction, and elimina
tion of

Strategic advantage. See Military bal
ance

Strategic stockpiles, U.S. reduction in, 
273-274

Subcommittee on a Treaty for the Dis
continuance of Nuclear Weapon 
Tests, 18 Nation Committee on Dis
armament. See Test-ban Subcom
mittee

Submarines, elimination of and cessa
tion of production, Soviet proposal, 
108,918

Summit meetings (see also Heads of 
Government), U.S. statement, 465

Supreme Soviet, 423
Surprise attack, safeguarding against. 

See War: By accident
Sweden, proposals and statements on: 

Complete and general disarmament, 
485-492, 1038-1042 

Partial test-ban treaty, 814 
Provisional test-ban arrangements, 

110^1115 
Nuclear tests, cessation of, 1177;

detection of, 764 
Nuclear weapons, prohibition on ac

quiring and manufacturing, 38- 
42,1038-1042

Tamm, Igor E., 865
Tanks, reduction of and limitation on 

production, U.S. proposal, 355, 386
Technical studies on control, U.S. state

ment, 572
Telecommunication Union, Internation

al, 1119,1235-1236
Test-ban Subcommittee (U.K., U.S., 

U.S.S.R.) of the 18 Nation Dis
armament Committee on a Treaty 
for the Discontinuance of Nuclear 
Weapon Tests:

Establishment, U.S. proposal, 23-24 
Negotiations, progress of, 18-nation 

report, 580-581; U.S. statements, 
167,1133-1143 

Soviet statements and proposals, 163- 
166, 413-419, 446-448, 759-768, 
1047-1055,1161-1166 

U.S. statements and proposals, 160- 
163, 406-412, 448-456, 552-560, 
747-758,1154-1161,1207-1214

Thant, U, 833-834
37-power proposal on urgent need for 

suspension of nuclear tests, 1029- 
1032
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Thor missile bases, 710 
Thorneycroft, Peter, 1055 
Time-limits and transition in disarma

ment programs:
Bulgarian proposal, 700-701 
Italian, statement, 529-530 
Soviet proposals and statements, 114- 

115, 119, 123, 49S-499, 600, 684- 
685, 746-747, 903, 914, 925, 930, 
934,1012,1088 

Swedish statement, 486 
U.S. proposals and statements, 353, 

368^69, 375-376, 380-381, 50&- 
508, 589, 699-700, 727-728, 728- 
730,737-740 ^

U.S.-Soviet proposal, 575, 727-728 
Trade:

Effect of disarmament on, U.N. study, 
46

U.S.-Soviet, U.S. statement, 274 
Transition. 8ee Time-limits 
Treaties, proposed:

Banning nuclear weapons tests: 
Chinese Communist participation, 

question of, U.S. statement, 38 
In all environments, U.K.-U.S. pro

posal. See Comprehensive test- 
ban treaty 

In the atmosphere, outer space, and 
underwater. See Partial test-ban 
treaty

Provisional arrangements, Swedish 
proiK)sal, 1104r-1115 

U.K.-U.S. 1961 draft treaty, modi
fications to, 150,160-163, 173-174 

General and complete disarmament: 
Article 4 : Bulgarian proposal, 700- 

701; Soviet statement, 740-741; 
U.S. proposals, 699-700, 730-740, 
1181-1183; U.S.-Soviet proposal, 
727-728

Part I ; U.S. proposal, 279-280, 280- 
289; U.S.-Soviet proposal, 574r- 
577, Soviet statement, 595-604, 
U.S. statement, 583-594 

Preamble: Soviet proposals and 
statements, 205-206, 305-312,
346-351, 667; U.S. proposals and 
statements, 200-201,207-^08,275- 
276, 294^05, 316-317, 342^46, 
348^; tJ.S.-So^et proposal, 289- 
290, 340-342

Treaties—Continued 
General and complete disarmament— 

Continued 
Soviet draft treaty, 103-127, 424- 

427, 433, revised, 658-659, 664- 
667, 913-938 

U.S. outline of basic provisions, 
279-280, 351-382, 382^394,
amended, 718, 728-730 

Truman, Harry S., cited, 268 
Tsarapkin, Semen K., 163-166, 446-448, 

1047-1055, 1082-1095, 1144-1153, 
1161-1166, 1171-1172, 1183-1196, 
1242^1254

Turkey, U.S. rockets in, Soviet propos
al, 992, 993

U Thant, 833-834
U-2 plane alleged violation of Soviet 

airspace, Soviet statement, 998; 
U.S. statement, 1000 

U-235:
Controlling production of, U.K. state

ment, 834-852 
Transfer to peaceful uses, U.S. pro

posal and statements, 146-147,
192, 286-287, 383, 388, 1022; So
viet statement, 432-433 

U.S. News and. World Report, 1189-1190 
Und^n, Osten, 38-42
Underground nuclear explosions {see 

also Nuclear teists) :
Detection and identification of (see 

also Automatic seismic stations, 
International scientific commis
sion, and On-site inspection) : 

Soviet statements, 5,140,1042-1046, 
1047-1052 :

U.S. proposals and statements, 169- 
170, 7Q9-713, 714-.717, 74&-75Q» 
953-958, 959-963, 979-982, 1139- 
1140,1208--12U . .

Ethiopian statement, 1174 '
Mexican statement, 1176 ’
Moratorium on:

Braizilian statement, 1173- 
Soviet proposal and statements, 2, 
^,140,828,829

Swedish statements, 1110-1111,
1177
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Underground nuclear explosions—
Continued 

Moratorium on—Continued 
U.S. statements, 817-818, 861, 862, 
986-989, 1141, 1160-1161, 12ia- 
1214

Nigerian statement, 1180 
U.A.R. statement, 1177-1178 
U.K.-U.S. draft treaty banning. 8ee 

Comprehensive test-ban treaty 
Vela project, U.S. statements, 633- 

635, 876
WeaiK>ns development from, Soviet 

statement, 824-826, 828; U.S. 
statements, 771-772, 884 

Underwater tests, prohibition on:
Soviet proposal, 2-8 
U.K.-U.S. proposal. 8ee Partial test- 

ban treaty 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.

See Soviet Union 
United Arab Republic, proposals and 

statements on:
Atmospheric test-ban treaty, 814 
General and complete disarmament, 

514-520, 560-573 
Nuclear tests, cessation of, 1177-1178 

United Kingdom, proposals and state
ments on:

8-nation test-ban proposal, 33&-340 
18 Nation Disarmament Committee 

meeting, 25-26,670 
Fissile material production, control 

of, 834-852 
Nuclear defense systems and reviefŵ  

of world situation, U.K.-U.S. 
statement, 1274-1276 

Nuclear tests, cessation of, 150, 292- 
293, 294, 338-340, 791-792, 792- 
794, 804-807, 994-995 

Nuclear weapons, prohibition on use 
of, 291-292 

Outer space, exploration and use of, 
1167

Rockets as nuclear delivery vehicles, 
studies regarding problems of 
elimination and destruction, 701- 
705,706-709 

U.K. nuclear tests, Soviet statement, 
1055

United Nations:
Accomplishments, U.S. statement,

891-893
Consultative group, study on econom

ic and social consequences of dis
armament, 42-48 

Economic programs, U.S. aid, 264- 
265,267

General Assembly. See General As
sembly

Maintenance of peace and security.
See Peace and security 

Peace force. See International police
force

Peace observation corps, U.S. pro
posal, 368, 375 

Security Council. See Security Coun
cil, U.N.

Strengthening o f:
Soviet statement, 602-603 
U.S. statements, 367,1021 
U.S.-Soviet proposal, 577 

U.S. report to on economic and social 
consequences of disarmament, 
217-275

United Nations Committee on the Peace
ful Uses of Outer Space:

Legal Subcommittee, Soviet state
ment, 1126-1129; U.S. statement, 
1119-1120 

Proposals submitted to, Soviet, 871- 
872;U.A.R., 873-874 

Rei>ort on activities, Soviet state
ment, 1125-1133; U.S. statement, 
1119-1124 

Scientific and Technical Subcommit
tee, U.S. statement, 1119 

United Nations Disarmament Commis
sion (8ee also Eighteen Nation Dis
armament Committee):

18-nation committee reports to, 577- 
581,865-871 

Soviet statement on cessation of nu
clear tests, 1-8 

U.K-U.S. report on test-ban negotia
tions, 5S-61 

United Nations Scientific Committee on 
the Effects of Atomic Radiation, 2d 
report of, 177-189; General Assem
bly resolution on, 1059-1061
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United States {for proposals and state
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