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FOREWORD

The present publication is the latest in a series originated in the 
Department of State and now published by the United States Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency. Since 1960 these volumes have 
been issued annually. They contain basic official documents regarding 
international developments on disarmament and related matters. The 
international 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.

As in previous volumes, the documents are arranged in chronologi
cal order. Bibliographic aids include lists of abbreviations, inter
national organizations and conferences, and persons. The compila
tion also includes a bibliography, a topical list of documents, and an 
index. Abbreviations used in footnotes are explained in the list of 
abbreviations.

The papers were compiled and annotated by Robert W. Lambert, 
with the assistance of Ruth Ihara, under the general supervision of 
Charles R. Gellner, Chief, Reference Research Staff. Helpful sug
gestions were received from other officers of the United States Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency.

Technical editing was done in the Division of Publishing and Re
production Services, Department of State, under the direction of 
Dorothy M. Hine, Chief, Legal Editing Section, by Bertha J. 
Hartman of the Editorial Services Branch. Miss Hartman also pre
pared the index, with the assistance of Anne K. Pond.
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Letter From Premier Khrushchev to President Kennedy, 
January 7, 1963 ^

S ntj
1 have received your reply to my communication of 19 December 

1962.̂  I  am satisfied that you have correctly evaluated the Soviet 
Government’s proposals set forth in that communication as being 
aimed at securing a prohibition of all nuclear weapons tests in the 
very near future.

We understand your reply to mean that you do not object to the 
proposal that the basis for control over the implementation of an 
agreement to ban undergroimd nuclear tests should be national means 
of detection in conjunction with automatic seismic stations. We 
note your agreement that the installation of automatic seismic stations 
will prove useful from the point of view of increasing the effectiveness 
of control over the discontinuance of underground nuclear explosions. 
During the Geneva talks, it was justly observed, by your representa
tives among others, that the installation of such seismic stations would 
constitute an excellent means of verifying the proper functioning of 
the national seismic stations. I t  was precisely with these considera
tions in mind that the Soviet Government proposed that the idea of 
installing automatic seismic stations, put forward at the Pugwash 
conference of scientists, should be taken up.

In my communication of 19 December 1962, I  indicated the three 
regions where, in our scientists’ opinion, automatic seismic stations 
should be set up on the territory of the Soviet Union. These regions 
were selected after careful study and thorough consideration of local 
geological and seismic conditions.

In the Kokchetav and Bodaibo regions, automatic seismic stations 
would be installed, according to our proposal, on outcroppings of 
crystalline rock, and in the Yakutsk region, in the permafrost zone. 
I t  is known that in crystalline rocks and in ground that is frozen to 
a great depth minor seismic disturbances are always observed—a fact 
which facilitates the reliable detection of underground nuclear explo-

 ̂ENDC/73, Jan. 31,1963.
2 For Premier Khrushchev’s letter of Dec. 19, 1962, see Documents on Dis

armament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 1239-1242. The President’s reply is printed ibid,., 
pp. 1277-1279.

1
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sions. In  conjunction with seismic stations abroad, in territoriea 
adjacent to the seismic zones of the Soviet Union, automatic stations 
installed at the sites indicated will be an adequate means of removing 
any doubts of the other side regarding the proper functioning of the 
national system of seismic stations.

You did not comment on the siting of an automatic seismic station 
for the Altai zone in the region of the city of Bodaibo, and we could 
therefore consider this matter agreed.

However, you have doubts about the siting of automatic seismic 
stations for the other seismic zones of the Soviet Union—the Far 
Eastern and Central Asian zones. In  the case of these zones, you 
consider that it would be desirable to install such stations in the 
Kamchatka region and the region of Tashkent. In the opinion of 
Soviet scientists, the proposal to install automatic seismic stations in 
the Tashkent and Kamchatka regions would be an inferior alternative 
to our own proposal, since the operation of the automatic stations in 
these regions would be seriously complicated by seismic interference. 
However, if you consider it more expedient to relocate those stations, 
we shall not object.

In  my communication to you I  have already indicated that the 
Soviet Union is prepared to seek a mutually acceptable solution, on 
the question of the siting of automatic seismic stations also. We 
would agree to relocate the automatic seismic station for the Central 
Asian zone of the USSE to the region of Tashkent, installing it near 
the city of Samarkand, and to install the automatic station for the Far 
Eastern zone at Seimchan, which is part of the Kamchatka seismic 
region.

The installation of an automatic seismic station on the Kamchatka 
Peninsula itself would in the view of Soviet scientists be clearly un
acceptable, in view of the serious interference which would result from 
the proximity of the ocean and the intense volcanic activity occurring 
in the Peninsula itself, factors which would inevitably disturb the nor
mal functioning of the station. Accordingly, we think that agree
ment can also be regarded as having been reached between us on the 
siting of automatic seismic stations for the Central Asian and Far 
Eastern seismic zones of the USSR.

After consulting its specialists, the Soviet Government has come to 
the conclusion that the installation of three automatic seismic stations 
on the territory of the Soviet Union would be fully adequate. I t  is 
strengthened in this view by the fact that in your communication, 
Mr. President, you indicate the possibility of siting automatic seismic 
stations in territories adjacent to the seismic areas of the Soviet Union, 
such as Hokkaido, Pakistan and Afghanistan—with the consent, of 
course, of the Governments concerned.
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The Soviet Government has designated certain specific areas for the 
siting of automatic seismic stations in TJSSE territory. In addition, 
Mr. President, we would be prepared, in deference to your wishes, to 
relocate two stations. We therefore feel justified in anticipating that 
you in your turn will designate specific areas in which such stations 
are to be installed in the territory of the United States of America, 
and that in reaching agreement on the siting of those stations due 
regard will be taken of our wishes by the American side.

We are convinced, Mr. President, that every possibility now exists 
for reaching agreement on the question of inspection also. Through
out the recent period, as you know, we have been told on repeated 
occasions by the Western side that if we agree in principle on inspec
tion the way will be open to an accord. I t  has always been our view, 
as it still is, that there is no need for inspection at all; and if we now 
agree to a quota of two or three inspections a year, we do so solely in 
order to remove the remaining differences for the sake of bringing 
about agreement.

As you see, we have taken a most important step to meet your views. 
The quota of inspections in the territory of each of the nuclear Powers 
which we are proposing is an adequate one; your representatives them
selves admitted during the negotiations that there is no need to verify 
all or a high proportion of significant suspicious events in order to 
deter States from attempting to violate the treaty. In this connexion, 
they mentioned an annual number of inspections which virtually 
coincides with the quota we are proposing. I t  stands to reason that 
the most rational course would be to carry out inspections in the 
seismic areas in which the greatest number of unidentified seismic 
events are likely to occur. If, however, you consider it necessary, we 
would haye no objection to inspections being carried out in aseismic 
areas also, provided tha,t the annual quota we have indicated is not 
exceeded. ,

I  have noted that in your reply you concede the necessity of taking 
reasonable precautionary measures to prevent visits of inspection or 
visits to aicitomatic seismic stations being used for the collection of 
intelligence data. I t  could of course, occur that the area in which an 
on-site inspection was being carried out contained an installation of 
importance to the defence of the country concerned. I t  is clear that 
in such circumstances the necessary measures will have to be taken to 
prevent any damage being done to the security interests of the State 
in Tjvhose territory the inspection is being carried out. I  fully agree, 
on this point, with the ideas expressed in your communication.

You suggest in your communication, Mr. President, that our repre
sentatives should meet in Kew York or Geneva for a brief preliminary 
review of some of the problems you have raised. We have no objec
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tions to such a meeting being held between our representatives. The 
Soviet Government has designated for this purpose Mr. N. T. 
Fedorenko, Permanent Representative of the USSR to the United 
N ations, and Mr. S. K. Tsarapkin, representative of the USSR in the 
Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee, who could meet your 
representative, Mr. William C. Foster, from 7 to 10 January in New 
York. We take this decision in the belief that the meetings between 
our representatives should lead in the very near future to agreement 
being reached on outstanding questions, so that when the Eighteen- 
Nation Disarmament Committee resumes its work our representatives 
will be able to inform it that the way lies open to agreement on the 
prohibition of all nuclear weapons tests.

Accept, etc.

N . KjaEUSHCHEV

News Conference Remarks by President De Gaulle 
{Extracts}, January 14, 1963 ^

The Nassau Agreements

Question: What is France’s position concerning the Kennedy multi
lateral formula, that is to say, concerning the Nassau agreements?^

Answer: I  have already had occasion several times to indicate pub
licly France’s policy from the standpoint of its defense and also on the 
means with which, consequently, it deemed it necessary to equip itself. 
This time again I  am going to try to clarify the subject. In  any case 
I  repeat, after having said it often, that France intends to have its 
national defense. I t  is obvious that one country, especially one such 
as ours, cannot in the present day and age and could not conduct a 
major modern war all by itself. To have allies goes without saying 
for us in the historic period we are in. But also for a great people 
to have the free disposition of itself and the means to struggle to 
preserve it is an absolute imperative, for alliances have no absolute 
virtues, whatever may be the sentiments on which they are based. 
And if one spontaneously loses, even for a while, the free disposition 
of oneself, there is a strong risk of never regaining it. And then,

^French Embassy Press and Information Service (New York), Speeches and 
Press Conferences, No. 185 (Jan. 14, 1963), pp. 8-12,14.

“ Damments on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 1274^1276.
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the conditions in which we presently find ourselves also make it im
perative for us to act in this maimer.

We are in the atomic age and we are a country that can be destroyed 
at any moment unless the aggressor is deterred from the undertaking 
by the certainty that he too will suffer frightful destruction. This 
justifies both alliance and independence. The Americans, our allies 
and our friends, have for a long time, alone, possessed a nuclear ar
senal. So long as they alone had such an arsenal and so long as they 
showed their will to use it immediately if Europe were attacked—for 
at that time Europe alone could be attacked— t̂he Americans acted 
in such a way that for France the question of an invasion hardly arose, 
since an attack was beyond all probability. I t was then a matter for 
the Atlantic Alliance, that is to say, for the American command, of 
having in Europe and America a tactical and strategic air force 
capable of using atomic weapons—for at that time only airplanes 
could do that—and thus capable of protecting Europe. I t  was also 
a matter of lining up in Europe itself conventional land, naval and 
air forces which could ensure the deployment and use of atomic 
weapons. I t  can be said that, during that period, the deterrent 
worked and that there existed a practically insuperable obstacle to an 
invasion of Europe. I t  is impossible to overestimate the extent of the 
service, most fortunately passive, that the Americans at that time, in 
that way, rendered to the freedom of the world.

Since then, the Soviets have also acquired a nuclear arsenal, and 
that arstoal is powerful enough to endanger the very life of America. 
Naturally, I  am not making an evaluation—if indeed it is possible to 
fitnd a relation between the degree of one death and the degree of 
another— b̂ut the new and gigantic fact is there. From then on, the 
Americans fotmd and are finding themselves confronted with the pos
sibility of direct destruction. Thus the immediate defense, and one 
can say privileged defense of Europe, and the military participation 
of the Europeans, which were once basic factors of their strategy, 
moved by the force of circumstances into second place. We have just 
witnessed this during the Cuban affair.

The Americans, finding themselves exposed to a direct atomic 
attack from the Caribbean, acted in such a way as to rid themselves 
of that menace and, if it had been necessary, to crush it without 
its having occurred either to them or to anyone else that the game 
would necessarily be played in Europe and without recourse to the 
direct assistance of the Europeans. Moreover, the means which they 
immediately decided to employ in order to counter a direct attack, 
whether it came from Cuba only or was combined with another 
originating elsewhere, these means were automatically set aside for
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something other than the defense of Eiirope, even if Europe had 
been attacked in its turn.

And then, above and beyond everything, the deterrent is now a 
fact for the Eussians as for the Americans, which means that in 
the case of a general atomic war, there would inevitably be frightful 
and perhaps fatal destruction in both countries. In  these conditipns, 
no one in the world—particularly no one in America—can say if, 
where, when, how and to what extent the American nuclear weapons 
would be employed to defend Europe. Moreover, this does not in the 
least prevent the American nuclear weapons, which are the most 
powerful of all, from remaining the essential guarantee o f , worjd 
peace. This fact, and the determination with which President Ken
nedy used it, came into full light out of the Cuban affair. But it 
remains that the American nuclear power does not necessarily and 
immediately meet all the eventualities concerning Europe and France.

Thus principles and realities combine to lead France to equip itself 
with an atomic force of its own. This does not all exclude, of course, 
the combination of the action of this force with the action of the 
similar forces of its allies. But, for us, in this specific case, integra
tion is something that is unimaginable. Indeed, as you know, we 
have begun with our own and only means to invent, test and con
struct atomic bombs and the vehicles for launching them.

I t  is completely understandable that this French undertaking 
does not appear to be highly satisfactory to certain. American circles. 
In politics and in strategy, as in the economy, monopoly quite 
naturally appears to the person who holds it to be the best possible 
system. Then we hear a multiple choir of Americans—unofficial per
sons, experts and journalists—violently and strongly attacking our 
autonomous armament. “The atomic force with which France in
tends to equip itself is and will remain,” they say, “insignificant in 
relation to those of the United States and Eussia. To build it, up 
is thus to waste a lot of effort and money for nothing. And then, 
within the Alliance, the United States has an overwhelming su
periority, therefore no one should run counter to its strategy through 
any divergent action.”

I t  is quite true that the number of nuclear weapons with which 
we can equip ourselves wiU not equal, far from it, the mass of those 
of the two giants of today. But since when has it been proved that 
a people should remain deprived of the most effective weapon for 
the reason that its chief possible adversary and its chief friend have 
means far superior to its own?

France, when formerly it was its turn to be a world colossus, often 
experienced the worth of either the resistance of a less powerful but
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well-equipped adversary, or the support of an ally lining up inferior 
but well-tempered and well-employed weapons.

Moreover, the atomic force has a feature of its own, in that it has 
an efficacy that is certain and to an extent that is frightening even if 
it does not approach the conceivable maximum. In  1945 two bombs, 
then elementary, led Japan, who was not able to answer back, to capitu
late. I  do not want to evoke here the possibilities in which Europe 
could suffer nuclear actions that would be localized, but whose political 
and psychological consequences would be immense, unless there is a 
certainty that retaliation to that extent would be immediately un
leashed. I  only want to say that the French atomic force, from the 
very beginning of its establishment, will have the sombre and terrible 
capability of destroying in a few seconds millions and millions of men. 
This fact cannot fail to have at least some bearing on the intents of 
any possible aggressor.

Then, in the Bahamas, America and Britain concluded an agreement 
and we were asked to subscribe to it ourselves. Of course, I  am only 
speaking of this proposal and agreement because they have been 
published and because their content is known. I t  is a question of 
constituting a so-called multilateral atomic force, in which Britain 
would turn over the weapons it has and will have and in which the 
Americans would place a few of their own. This multilateral force 
is assigned to the defense of Euroj>e and is under the American NATO 
command. I t  is nevertheless understood that the British retain the 
possibility of withdrawing their atomic weapons for their own use 
should supreme national interest seem to them to demand it.

As for the bulk of American nuclear weapons, it remains outside 
the multilateral force and under the direct orders of the President of 
the United States. Furthermore and in a way by compensation, 
Britain may purchase from America, if it so desires, Polaris missiles 
which ar§, as you know, launched from submarines specially built for 
that purpose and which carry the thermonuclear warheads adapted 
to them for a distance of 1,100-2,000 miles. To build these submarines 
and warheads, the British receive privileged assistance from the 
Americans. You know—I  say this in passing— t̂hat this assistance was 
never offered to us and you should know, despite what some report, that 
we have never asked for it.

France has taken note of the Anglo-American Nassau agreement. 
As it was conceived, undoubtedly no one will be surprised that we 
cannot subscribe to it. I t  truly would not be useful for us to buy 
Polaris missiles when we have neither the submarines to launch them 
nor the thermonuclear warheads to arm them. Doubtless the day will 
come w^en we will have these submarines and these warheads. But 
that day will be long in coming. For the World War, the invasion and
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their consequences have slowed us down a great deal in our atomic 
development. When we will one day have these submarines and these 
warheads, what will the Polaris missiles then be worth ? At that time 
we will probably have missiles of our own invention. In other words, 
for us, in terms of technology, this affair is not the question of the 
moment.

But also, it does not meet with the principle about which I  just 
spoke and which consists of disposing in our own right of our deter
rent force. To turn over our weapons to a multilateral force, under 
a foreign command, would be to act contrary to that principle of our 
defense and our policy. I t  is true that we too can theoretically retain 
the ability to take back in our hands, in the supreme hypothesis, our 
atomic weapons incorporated in the multilateral force. But how could 
we do it in practice during the unheard of moments of the atomic 
apocalypse? And then, this multilateral force necessarily entails a 
web of liaisons, transmissions and interferences within itself, and on 
the outside a ring of obligations such that, if an integral part were 
suddenly snatched from it, there would be a strong risk of paralyzing 
it just at the moment, perhaps, when it should act.

In  sum, we will adliere to the decision we have made: to construct 
and, if necessary, to employ our atomic force ourselves. And that 
without refusing, of course, cooperation, be it technological or strategic, 
if this cooperation is, on the other hand, desired by our allies.

German Armament

Question: I  had asked you if the army of the German Federal Be- 
public, deployed where it is and commanded as it is, could be equipped 
with and dispose of nuclear arms ?

Answer: Sir, in this case it is up to Federal Germany to say what 
it wishes and to conduct its own policy. You have seen that in the 
matter of defense France conducts its own. I t  is evident that there 
is close solidarity between the defense of Germany and that of France, 
but each country is master in its own house and I  shall not answer for 
the German Government.

Nuclear Disarmament

Question: Since you have stated many times, in your previous 
speeches, that when the time came France would say what contribu
tion it intended to make toward disarmament, do you not believe, sir, 
that the time has come to discuss this ?

Answer: I  do not see how disarmament is being enforced. Peri
odically the question arises between the United States and Soviet Rus
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sia, both of which have enormous nuclear arsenals, of suspending their 
tests. That happens generally when they have both just completed a 
big series.

We have no objection to these two great States suspending their nu
clear tests; but the fact that they might suspend them would in no way 
change their arsenals such as they are and would in no way be a dis
armament measure. We have very frequently said that so long as 
nuclear forces exist in the world as they do, nothing can prevent France 
from acquiring one itself; but that if the day came when those arms 
would be really destroyed, France would wholeheartedly give up mak
ing them on its own account.

Address by Premier Khrushchev at the Sixth Congress of 
the Socialist Unity Party of Germany (Extracts), Jan
uary 16, 1963 ^

A German peace treaty will not benefit one side and harm the other. 
Neither now nor earlier have we raised the question of a revision of 
present frontiers in Europe in our favor or the question of any other 
annexations. The Soviet Union suggests that by way of writing the 
final chapter to World War I I  a treaty should be signed confirming 
the changes that have taken place since the smashing of Hitlerite Ger
many. A settlement which would put an end to the claims of the 
revanchists and which would form the legal basis for postwar peace in 
Europe would be of paramount importance. This would be in the 
interest, to an equal extent, of the Soviet Union, of the GDE, and the 
other socialist countries, and of the neutral countries and the coun
tries of the imperialist camp, those capitalist countries which waged 
war against fascist Germany, provided those countries accept peaceful 
coexistence and do not seek to unleash another world war.

The signing of the peace treaty is the path leading to a return to a 
healthy atmosphere in Europe, to the elimination of the remnants 
of World War II , and to the creation of a more stable foundation for 
peaceful coexistence among states. I t  would make it possible to elim
inate or cut the knot which obstructs the solution of other problems. 
This is why all those with the interests of peace and international

 ̂Moscow radio broadcast, Jan. 16,1963.



10 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1963

security at heart will, along with us, advocate a peaceful settlement 
with Germany.

Let us look at such a cardinal issue as disarmament. As long as 
the German peace treaty is not concluded, it will obviously be difficult 
to count on serious progress in the achievement of a disarmament 
agreement. From a legal point of view, these two issues are not con
nected but are independent issues. However, disarmament is possi
ble only if and when the international atmosphere is cleared, that is 
to say, if and when trust among the states is strengthened and con
ditions created which are not conducive to ever new armaments ex
penditures and to an increase in armies. The very fact that the 
German problem has not been solved favors the expansion of armed 
forces and the stepping up of military expenditures.

To put it briefly, it is the German problem which aggravates ten
sion and increases the danger of a clash between the two worlds— t̂he 
world of socialism and the world of capitalism. The absence of a 
German peace treaty means great danger for all nations, among them 
nations of the West.

We know that the people of these countries also want peace. They 
must raise their voices, exhibit courage, and prompt their govern
ments to eliminate the renmants of World War II, so that there will 
be more trust among nations. On this basis the preconditions must be 
created for stopping the arms race and reaching an agreement on 
disarmament.

Owing to the changes in the balance of strength in the international 
arena, the contest between the two world systems recently entered a 
new phase. The imperialists have irrevocably lost their monopoly 
of nuclear arms. Their superiority in the means of delivering nuclear 
weapons disappeared long ago. The United States, the leading great 
power in the imperialist world, has lost the advantage arising from 
its geographical position and is now a potential target of a counter
blow. The new balance of power in the world favors the unity of 
the peace fighters, the unfolding of a worldwide movement for the 
liberation of the workers and the nations, and has a sobering effect on 
many sections of the ruling circles in the imperialist coimtries.

The most clearheaded representatives of the Western countries, who 
have arrived at a realistic appraisal of the balance of power, are 
forced to admit more and more often that the disputes with the so
cialist countries must be settled by negotiations and not by war. No 
doubt these are new tendencies, but, of course, we must not forget for 
a single moment that the forces of reaction and war which are aggra
vating the international situation and hatching mad plots for unleash
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ing a thermonuclear world war are still busy with undiminished 
strength.

The arms race continues and is even being intensified. This is why 
we need to rally even closer together the socialist countries, the com- 
mtinist parties, the international working class, the liberated new 
states, and all peace-loving forces in the fight to prevent nuclear war 
and consolidate peace.

As far as the socialist world system is concerned, we have always 
been and still are in favor of strengthening peaceful coexistence, of 
peaceful economic competition between the two systems, of settling 
disputed issues by negotiations. Those who walk with confidence 
along the road of growth and progress, those who look into the future 
with optimism, do not need war but are most ardently interested in 
peace. Comrades, we have no reason to be pessimists. (Applause)

Political leaders and statesmen do not have the right to forget 
about our responsibility to the peoples. To us has fallen the honor of 
being the first in the world to raise the banner of the struggle for 
socialism and communism. The Soviet Union, the entire socialist 
commonwealth, now stands like a rock of granite in the capitalist 
world, and all storms will be weathered by this mighty rock. I t is 
not for us communists, men of progressive ideas and convictions, to 
engage in adventurism and thus to give the aggressive forces of im
perialism, which are losing confidence in the victory of their side, the 
opportunity to unleash a world war. In that, comrades, I  repeat, 
there would be no manifestation of wisdom and no heroism. That 
is lack of faith in the strength of the working class, the power of 
socialism.

We still have big battles in the struggle for the victory of socialism 
and communism. With each year we are increasing and strengthen
ing the foundation of our common home. I t  is going up higher and 
higher all over the world. Already the imperialist camp must reckon 
with our strength, must reckon with the fact that the power of His 
Majesty' the working class and his vang-uard— t̂he working class of 
the socialist countries—is growing and developing. (Stormy, pro
longed applause.)

These forces will grow and accelerate their forward movement, 
until they achieve the full victory of the ideas of communism, until 
happiness and prosperity triumph everywhere in the world, until our 
Ked Banner waves over the whole wide world. (Stormy, prolonged 
applause.)
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As for the Soviet Union and. all socialist countries, they continue 
to help the peoples of the former colonies to consolidate their political 
and economic independence, all peoples who have embarked on the 
road of the just struggle for the abolition of the disgraceful colonial 
system. This help is growing to the extent to which the newer 
countries of the socialist community grows. We are not the only 
ones to say that the balance of power in the world has changed in 
favor of socialism. Our enemies really admit this when they speak of 
a balance of fear. We are not advocates of a balance of fear doctrine, 
but one cannot but note such conclusions as drawn by the enemies. 
These conclusions are no less than a recognition of the growing power 
of the socialist world system by the ruling circles of the imperialist 
states. The talk of a balance is entirely different from the talk of 
throwing back communism, and so forth. We do not just say it, but 
we know very well that the forces of socialism and peace are stronger 
than the forces of imperialism. (Applause)

Comrades, permit me to deal with some important and topical ques
tions concerning the world communist movement. I  should like to 
speak, first of all, about the interrelations between the struggle for 
peace, for peaceful coexistence, and the revolutionary struggle of the 
working class and all working people for the victory of socialism in 
the world.

The position today is that straggle for peace has become the most 
important condition of the struggle for socialism. Not one single 
problem of the revolutionary movement of the working class and the 
national liberation movement can now be considered isolated from the 
struggle for peace and for the prevention of a thermonuclear world 
war. This after all is an important lesson for the tactics of the com
munist world movement which emerges from the recent events in the 
Caribbean area.

I t  is a peculiarity of our epoch that the straggle for peace has, more 
than ever, become the most important historic task, not only of the 
working class, but of all other sections of the population. This is the 
point at which the interests of all of mankind meet. In view of the 
danger of thermonuclear war, the most diverse mass movements flow 
into one stream. They are imbued by the common wish to preserve 
mankind from the disaster of war. The international working class 
and the socialist countries are the leading and organizing force of this 
current.

The reason is not that the countries of socialism have simply picked 
up the slogan.of the peace straggle which was popular with the 
peoples. No, the reason is that the objective interests of the socialist



KHRUSHCHEV ADDRESS, JANUARY 16 13

countries, the interests of the world movement of the working class 
and the national liberation movement cannot be separated from the 
struggle to prevent thermonuclear war.

History took a course which enabled the Eussian proletariat, during 
World War I, to bring about the victorious revolution. After World 
War I I  a number of socialist countries came into being. When 
wars break out between imperialist countries, all internal and external 
contradictions of imperialism are intensified. The bourgeois state 
apparatus begins to totter and a favorable situation arises for the 
victory of the working class, especially in the countries defeated in 
these wars.

I t  was precisely in view of all these facts that V. I. Lenin formu
lated, at the beginning of World War I, his historic thesis of the 
transformation of the imperialist war into civil war. And this is 
what the Eussian Bolsheviks, the Eussian working class, actually 
carried out. (Applause) But this certainly does not mean that 
the Bolsheviks, led by Lenin, unleashed an international war in order 
to insure the triumph of the revolution. On the contrary, Lenin 
and the Bolsheviks did all they could to prevent war. But as they 
were not strong enough to prevent war they embraced the task of 
transforming the imperialist war into civil war.

But this is something quite different from that preached by newly 
fledged theorists who are trying to formulate a theory to the effect 
that the road to the victory of socialism leads through a war among 
states, with devastation, bloodshed, and the death of millions of 
people. I f  the communists were guided by such a theory, the masses 
of the people would not be attracted toward the communists, but would 
be repelled by them. Such a theory is particularly repulsive in our 
age of rockets and nuclear arms.

The Marxists-Leninists always paid utmost attention to questions of 
war and peace and always considered these issues in the concrete 
historic context. You cannot solve questions of war and peace, 
regardless of real conditions. You must have the courage to face 
actual facts realistically and to assess with scientific accuracy the 
results of a modern war if it could not be warded off.

A t present the United States possesses, according to estimates of 
bourgeois scientists and military experts, approximately 40,000 
nuclear bombs and warheads. As you know, the Soviet Union also 
possesses more than adequate supplies of these articles. . . What 
would happen if all these nuclear weapons were to fall upon the heads 
of human beings? According to the calculations of scientists, 700- 
800 million people would perish as a result of the first strike alone. 
All the large towns, not only of the two leading nuclear Powers, the 
United States and the Soviet Union, but also of France, the United
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Kingdom, Germany, Italy, China, Japan and many other comitries of 
the world would be wiped off the face of the earth and destroyed. The 
effects of an atomic and hydrogen war would be felt throughout the life 
span of many generations, causing disease, death and the most mon
strous development of man.

I  mention all these things not to frighten anyone, I  merely quote 
facts which are now known to science. These facts must be taken 
into account;

There is no doubt that if the imperialist madmen unleash a thermo
nuclear world war, the capitalist system which engenders war will 
unavoidably perish. But would the socialist countries, would the 
fight for socialism throughout the world benefit by a thermonuclear 
world disaster? Only people who deliberately shut their eyes to 
facts can believe this. As for Marxists-Leninists, they cannot con
ceive the building of a communist civilization on the ruins of the 
world’s centers of culture, on a soil that is devastated and contaminated 
by nuclear fallout, not to mention the fact that the question of socialism 
would no longer be relevant to many peoples because these peoples 
would have disappeared from the earth.

I  would like to tell a secret: Our scientists have tested and worked 
out a 100-megaton bomb. According to our military men, a 100- 
megaton bomb must not be detonated in Europe because an explosion 
against a possible enemy—where is one to drop it ? West Germany or 
France ? But the explosion of such a bomb on their territory would 
also hit us and you. Such are the means at the disposal of man. Such 
means can be used only outside West Europe. I  say this only to 
show what forces exist—and that is not even the limit, 100 megatons. 
That is a limit from the military point of view, from the rationale of 
the military. A still bigger and stronger one— t̂hat is the extent of 
the destructive potentialities.

The USSR which possesses rocket and nuclear weapons is fully 
aware of the potentialities of these weapons. We have developed 
them for the defense of our homeland and the other socialist coun
tries. That is why our approach to the question of peace and war 
is a responsible one. We do not want war. Nor, on the other hand, 
do we fear it. I f  war should be forced upon us, we shall know how 
to rebuff the aggressors in the most decisive fashion. Of this the 
aggressors are fully aware. As the saying goes: blessed is the man 
who babbles about war and does not know what he is babbling about.

The Albanian leaders babble a great deal about a rocket and nuclear 
war but nobody is disturbed by this. Everybody knows that nothing 
but babbling can be expected of them, that they have no realistic 
possibilities whatsoever. As you see, our positions in this matter are
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different and our responsibilities are likewise different. We have 
considered and still consider tlie principle of the coexistence of states 
with different social systems proclaimed by Lenin as the only correct 
one. Its significance, has been and is borne out by the entire practice 
of international relations.

The policy of peaceful coexistence has attained special significance 
in present conditions. When there was only one socialist state in 
the world, which was surrounded on all sides by imperialist countries, 
the aim of the policy of peaceful coexistence was to gain time and 
to secure a breathing space in order to consolidate the proletarian 
power and to build socialism in our country.

In  view of the changed nature of war and the shift in the balance of 
power in the international arena in favor of the forces of peace, the 
policy of peaceful coexistence now has much more weighty aims and 
tasks, and has, strictly speaking, a new content. Its ultimate pur
pose is to safeguard the most favorable conditions for the victory of 
socialism in peaceful competition with capitalism.

Some people distort our Marxist-Leninist positions and present 
things as if by proclaiming the policy of peaceful coexistence we 
were urging the revolutionary forces, the communist parties of the 
capitalist countries, to abandon the class struggle, the struggle for 
the seizure of power by the working class, the working people, to 
abandon the national liberation struggles of the peoples. This is a 
stupid old wives’ tale. I t  is a slander. The USSR supports the just 
wars of the peoples and not only in its declarations and statements. 
This support has repeatedly found expression in the form of material 
assistance.

Many peoples have used our weapons in their struggles for libera
tion and we have fought for and achieved the triumph of liberation 
from the colonial yoke. The wars of liberation of the colonial peoples 
are holy wars. This is why we have been, and shall continue to be, 
at all times on the side of those people who are fighting for their 
independence. (Applause)

The adherents of the so-called theory of the victory of socialism 
through war also deny the possibility of a peaceful road to socialism 
by asserting that it is a deviation from Marxism. For the informa
tion of these worshippers of the Stalin cult, let it be stated that it 
was Stalin who, following World W ar II, in a talk with British com- 
mvmists developed the idea of employing the peaceful road to the 
victory of sopialism. This has been written down and embodied in 
the program of the British Communist Party. This is a formulation 
of Stalin ajid the leaders of the British party know it.

The Albanian leaders persist in the view that the CPSU is only 
in favor of the peaceful road tod has excluded the road of armed
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struggle. May I  ask the Albanian leaders whether they can name 
a communist party in any country which thought that a revolutionary 
situation had arisen in their country and wanted to start an uprising 
and found that the CPSU took a stand against an armed struggle? 
Perhaps the Albanians can give such an example? No, they cannot, 
because it simply does not exist.

The Albanian leaders are of the opinion that one can bring about a 
revolution according to one’s artificial wishes, that for the revolution 
the necessary objective and subjective conditions are not needed. 
According to this theory, everything is very simple: heroes appear on 
the battlefield, they arrive and begin the uprising. But history 
knows of no such case and will not know any. Such a theory, if 
I  may use this word, has nothing in common with Marxism.

As far as the CPSU is concerned, we stand on the positions of 
Marxism-Leninism. For the victory of the revolution certain pre
conditions are needed. I f  a revolutionary situation has arisen, the 
working class, led by its vanguard, must make use of this situation to 
take power. I f  the exploiter class uses force against the people, 
the people have the right to make use of the most decisive means, 
including armed struggle, to help socialism to victory.

The struggle in the capitalist countries is an internal question of 
the workers movement in these countries. Only the party of the 
proletariat in each capitalist country, but not other states or parties, 
has the right and the ability to determine the revolutionary tactics, 
the forms, and methods of their struggle.

Press Statement by President Kennedy: Postponement of 
Underground Nuclear Tests, January 26, 1963 ^

During the present discussions in Washington and New York on 
the nuclear test ban treaty among the Soviet Union, the United King
dom, and the United States, I  have asked the Atomic Energy Commis
sion to postpone underground shots in Nevada. We are maintaining 
the capability and readiness to resume our test program at any time. 
We have no intention of again accepting an indefinite moratorium on 
testing, and if it is clear we cannot achieve a workable agreement we 
will act accordingly.

^Department of State Bulletin, Feb. 18,1963, p. 238. The statement was read 
to news correspondents by Pierre Salinger, White House Press Secretary. The 
United States resumed underground testing at the Nevada test site on Feb. 8,1963.
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Statement of Secretary of Defense McNamara Before the 
House Committee on Armed Services (Extracts}, 
January 30, 1963 ^

• ' • • • • • •

E. ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT

Although the balance of my statement will be concerned with the 
specific measures we are proposing to increase our military strength 
and enhance our security, we should not lose sight of the fact that the 
central objective of our national policy is, in President Kennedy*s 
words, “a peacefijl world community of free and independent states, 
free to choose their own future and their own system as long as it 
does not threaten the freedom of others.” "

As the events of last October have so forcefully demonstrated, 
the expanding arsenals of nuclear weapons on both sides of the Iron 
Curtain have created an extremely dangerous situation not only for 
their possessors but also for the entire world. As the arms race 
continues and the weapons multiply and become more swift and 
deadly, the possibility of a global catastrophe, either by miscalculation 
or design, becomes ever more real.

More armaments, whether offensive or defensive, cannot solve this 
dilemma. We are approaching an era when it will become increasingly 
improbable that either side could destroy a sufficiently large portion 
of the other’s strategic nuclear force, either by surprise or otherwise, 
to preclude a devastating retaliatory blow. This may result in mutual 
deterrence but it is still a grim prospect. I t  underscores the need for 
a renewed effort to find some way, if not to eliminate these deadly 
weapons comlpletely, then at least to slow down or halt their further 
accumulation, and to create institutional arrangements which would 
reduce the need for either side to resort to their immediate use in 
moments of acute international tension. The United States and the 
Soviet Union, as the two great nuclear powers, are the nations most 
directly endangered by these weapons and therefore have a great 
mutual interest in seeing to it that they are never used; But until 
we can find a safe and sure road to disarmament, we must continue 
to build our own defenses.

I  would now like to turn to the specifics of the program proposed 
for the coming fiscal year and planned through fiscal year 1968.

* Bearings 4] on Military Posture and E.R. S44O to Authorize Appropria
tions During Fiscal Year 196^ for the Armed Forces and for Other Purposes 
Before the Committee on Armed Services, Mouse of Representatives, Eighty- 
eighth Congress, First Session, pp. 306-810,314. >

’ State of the Union Message to Congress, Jan. 11, 1962; see Puhlic Papers of 
the Presidents of the United States, John F. Kennedy, 1962, p. 10, col. 1.

728- h 674— 61 3
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H .  S t k a t e g ic  R e t a l ia t o k t  F okces

The Strategic Retaliatory Forces are designed to carry out the long- 
range strategic mission and to carry the main burden of battle in 
general nuclear war. They include the long-range bombers, the air- 
to-ground and decoy missiles and refueling tankers; the land-based 
and submarine-based strategic missiles; and the systems for their 
command and control. They do not include certain other U.S. 
nuclear forces capable of reaching targets deep inside the Communist 
bloc; namely, the deployed tactical air units and carrier-based attack 
aircraft. Although the targeting of these forces is coordinated with 
that of the Strategic Retaliatory Forces, they are not taken into 
account in computing the requirements for the latter. The reason 
for this is that they are primarily intended for other purposes. Thus, 
with respect to the strategic mission, they represent an additional or 
bonus capability.

A. THE REQUIREMENT ,

The major mission of the Strategic Retaliatory Forces is to deter 
war by their capability to destroy the enemy’s warmaking potential, 
including not only his nuclear strike forces and military installations, 
but also his urban society, if necessary. Last year I  described to 
this committee the steps involved in determining the nunibers and 
types of weapon delivery systems required to carry out this mission 
imder various sets of conditions. Briefly, they take into account the 
charactei; of the target systems; the numbers and yields of weapons 
required to destroy that system; the kinds of forces best suited to 
deliver these weapons, i.e., their payloads, penetration abilities, 
CEP’s, reliability and vulnerability and cost/effectiveness, as well as 
the size and character of the enemy’s strategic offensive forces.

Obviously, each of these factors involves various degrees of un
certainty for which allowances must be made in our analyses. One 
of the major uncertainties is, of couree, the size and character of our 
opponent’s strategic forces and defensive systems now, and more 
importantly, in the future. Because of the long leadtimes involved 
in making these weapon systems operational, we must plan for our 
forces weU in advance of the time when we will need them and, 
indeed, we now project our programs at least 5 years ahead of the 
current budget year. For the same reason we must also project our 
estimates of the enemy’s forces at least 5 years into the future, and 
for some purposes, even beyond. These longer range projections of 
enemy capabilities are, of course, highly conjectural, particularly 
since they deal with a period beyond the production and deployment 
leadtimes of enemy weapon systems. Therefore, we are, in eff^t, 
attempting to anticipate production and deployment decisions which



McNAMARA STATEMENT, JANUARY 30 19

our opponents, themselves, may not yet have made. This fact should 
be borne in mind as we discuss the intelligence estimates and our own 
programs based on them.

B. PRESENT U.S. STEATEGIO KETALIATOEY CAPABILITIES

Last year I  told this committee

there is no question but that, today, our Strategic Retaliatory Forces are fully 
capable of destroying the Soviet target system, even after absorbing an initial 
surprise attack.^

This statement is stiU true.
We have a total of about 650 manned bombers on 15-minute ground 

alert and over 200 operational A TLA S, T ITA N , AND M IN U TE- 
MAN missiles on launchers and about 144 PO L A R IS missiles in 
submarines.

And this force is rapidly expanding as additional M INUTEM ANS 
and PO L A R IS  enter our operational inventory.

Allowing for losses from an initial enemy attack and attrition en 
route to target, we calculate that our forces today could still destroy 
the Soviet Union without any help from the deployed tactical air 
units or carrier task forces or THOE or JU PITER IRBM’s.

0. FtTTUEE STRATEGIC EBTALIATOET FORCES 

In my statement a year ago, I  pointed out that—
as the Soviet Union hardens and disperses its ICBM force and acquires a 
significant number of missile launching submarines (as we must assume that 
they VTiU do in the period under discussion), our problem will be further com
plicated.

There is increasing evidence that this is the course the Soviet 
Union is following.

Thus, it is even more important today than it was last year that 
we concentrate our efforts on the kind of strategic offensive forces 
which will be able to ride out aja all-out attack by nuclear-aritned 
ICBM’s or submarine-laimched missiles in sufficient strength to strike 
back decisively.

We can’t depend on our warning. We didn’t  depend upon other 
actions to prevent a strike of the Soviet missiles against our weapons 
systems, and it is absolutely essential, therefore, that they be de
signed to survive such a strike.

A nd th at is our prim ary objective.

’‘Searings  [^o. 4-i] on Military Posture and H.R. 9751: To Authorize Appro
priations During Fiscal Year 196S for Aircraft^ Missiles, and Ufaval Vessels for  
the Armed Forces, and for Other Purposes Before the Committee on Armed 
Services, House of Representatives, Eighty-seventh Congress, Second Session, 
p. 3173.
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A very large increase in the number of fully liard Soviet ICBM’s 
arid nuclear-powered ballistic missile-launching submarines would con
siderably detract from our ability to destroy completely the Soviet 
strategic nuclear forces.

I t  will become increasingly difficult, regardless of the form of the 
attack, to destroy a sufficiently large proportion of the Soviet’s 
strategic nuclear forces to preclude major damage to the United States, 
regardless of how large or what kind of strategic forces we build.

Even if we were to double and triple our forces we would not be 
able to destroy quickly all or almost all of the hardened ICBM sites.

And eveii if we could do that, we know no way to destroy the 
enemy’s missile launching submarines at the same time.

We do not anticipate that either the United States or the Soviet 
Union will acquire that capability in the foreseeable future.

Moreover, to minimize damage to the United States, such a force 
would also have to be accompanied by an extensive missile defense 
system and a much more elaborate civil defense program than has thus 
far been contemplated.

Even then we could not preclude casualties counted in the tens of 
millions.

What we are proposing is a capability to strike back after absorbing 
the first blow. This means we have to build and maintain a second 
strike force.

Such a force should have sufficient flexibility to permit a choice of 
strategies, particularly an ability to (1) strike back decisively at the 
entire Soviet target system simultaneously, or (2) strike back first 
at the Soviet bomber bases, missile sites, and other military installa
tions associated with their long-range nuclear forces to reduce the 
power of any follow-on attack—and then if necessary, strike back at 
the Soviet urban and industrial complex in a controlled and deliberate 
way.

N’ow the foregoing is not to say that we can forecast the nature of a 
nuclear attack upon the United States. In talking about global nu
clear war, the Soviet leaders always say that they would strike at the 
entire complex of our military power including government and pro
duction centers, meaning our cities.

I f  they were to do so, we would, of course, have no alternative but 
to retaliate in kind.

But we have no way of knowing whether they would actually do so.
I t  would certainly be in their interest as well as ours to try to limit 

the terrible consequences of a nuclear exchange. By building into our 
forces a flexible capability, we at least eliminate the prospect that we 
could strike back in only one way; namely, against the entire Soviet 
target system including their cities.
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. Such a prospect would give the Soviet Union no incentive to with
hold attack against our cities in a first strike. We want to give them 
a better alternative.

Whether they would accept it in the crisis of a global nuclear war, 
no one can say. Considering what is at stake, we believe it is worth 
the additional effort on our part to have this option.

In  planning our second strike force, we have provided, throughout 
the period under consideration, a capability to destroy virtually all of 
the “soft” and “semihard” military targets in the Soviet Union and 
a large number of their fully hardened missile sites, with an additional 
capability in the form of a protected force to be employed or held in 
reserve for use against urban and industrial areas.

We have not found it feasible, at this time, to provide a capability 
for insuring the destruction of any very large portion of the fully hard 
ICBM sites or missile-launching submarines.

Fully hard ICBM sites can be destroyed but only at great cost in 
terms of the numbers of offensive weapons required to dig them out.

Furthermore, in a second strike situation we would be attacking, 
for the most part, empty sites from which the missiles had already 
been fired.

The value of trying to provide a capability to destroy a very high 
proportion of Soviet hard ICBM sites becomes even more questionable 
in view of the expected increase in the Soviet missile-launching sub
marine force.

Our ability to destroy these submarines before they fire their mis
siles will be limited once the Soviet Union places any large number of 
them on station. Neither do we have any significant ability to inter
cept the missiles once they have been launched from a submarine.

And, I  might point out, neither does the Soviet Union.
Although we are investing very large sums in research and develop

ment in the ASW and anti-ballistic-missile areas, it is not very likely 
that our efforts will produce enough of an increase in our capabilities 
during the period under consideration to change the prospects 
significantly.

With these objectives and litriitations in mind, I  would like to dis
cuss the strategic retaliatory forces proposed through fiscal year 1968, 
and toward which we will be buying in fiscal 1964.

The alert force is defined as the number of warheads that can be 
launched within 15 minutes.

2. BOMBEE FORCE

We plan to continue a mixed force of missiles and manned^ bombers 
throughout the entire planning period—1964r-68. Although Biost
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of the aiming points in the Soviet target system can be best attacked 
by missiles, the long-range bombers will still be useful in followup 
attack, particularly on certain hardened targets. Accordingly, all 14 
of the B-52 wings will be maintained in the force. Advance attrition 
aircraft have been procured with prior year funds to support this force.

The B-47 subsonic medium bombers will be gradually phased out of 
the forces over the next several years. Some of these aircraft could 
be continued in operation for a longer period of time than now planned 
if the need should arise over the next year or two. Two wings of the 
B-68 supersonic medium bombers will be continued in the force 
throughout the program period.

Since July 1961 we have maintained approximately 50 percent of 
the manned bomber force on a 15-minute ground alert. Because this 
measure is essential to the survival of the force in a ballistic missile 
attack, we plan to continue it throughout the program period. But 
I  should caution that a 15-minute ground alert may not be sufficient 
to safeguard the bomber force—particularly during the later part of 
this decade. By that time the Soviet Union could have a large num
ber of missile-firing submarines on station within reach of most of our 
bomber bases. The increasing missile threat underscores both the 
importance of maintaining our on-the-shelf airborne alert capability 
and the value of the special provisions contained in section 512b of 
the fiscal year 1963 Defense Appropriation Act. This is the section 
which authorizes the Secretary of Defense, upon determination by the 
President that such action is necessary, to provide for the cost of an 
airborne alert as an excepted expense. This provision should be re
tained in the law.

Statement by Prime Minister Macmillan Before the 
House of Commons: Control of Nuclear Defense 
Systems {Extracts}, January 30, 1963 ^

I  beg to move,
That this House approves the Statement on Nuclear Defence Systems

'Great Britain Parliament. Parliamentary Dehates {Hansard), House of 
Commons Oflioial Report, 5th ser., vol. 670, session 1962-63, cols. 955, 958-975. 
The House of Commons approved the statement on Jan. 31, 1963 (ibid., col. 
1270).
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issued following the Bahamas Meeting in December, 1962 (Command 
Paper No. 1915).^

. . . There are the large number of people who, for different rea
sons, sincerely believe that it would be best now for Britain to fall out 
of the game, as it were, or, to put it more correctly, to contract out 
of the nuclear role.

Their reasons are very different, as different as chalk and cheese. 
There are a number of very earnest people, some pacifists in the gen
eral sense, some pacifists in the restricted nuclear sense, who believe 
that all these weapons are wrong and should be abandoned. We all 
hope that the day may come when they can be abandoned and we 
shall not cease to work for it. President Kennedy and I  discussed 
some of these matters, the ban on nuclear tests and other questions, 
v^hen we met before Christmas. But I  think it only right to put in 
this warning. A system of disarmament, if it is to carry conviction 
and restore that sense of security for which, above all, the world is 
yearning, cannot, at any rate in my view, be restricted to nuclear dis
armament. I t  must comprise at least the first stage of an agreement 
in the conventional field.

I  repeat that there is a strongly-held view that all nuclear weapons 
should be abandoned without further ado by all Powers if possible, 
but ia any case by Britain unilaterally. This is the spirit which in
spires the “Ban the Bomb” and many other movements.

But if we accept that the security of the Western world is to be 
defended largely by American nuclear power, if we are shielded by 
the American deterrent, then we have no right to claim that we should 
be doing some kind of moral service to humanity by giving up the 
British nuclear forfce. We must agree that a British gesture, while 
it might have a short-lived publicity value, would not have an in
fluence in the long term on the development of events. I  therefore rule 
that out as a moral gesture. . . .

. . .  I t  is the view of the Government and of their predecessors of 
both parties, up to now, at any rate, that it would not be right for 
Britain to abandon the nuclear weapon at this stage. What the 
distant future can bring no one can foresee. There are four reasons 
which have actuated us in this decision.

 ̂For the text^ of the joint U.S.-U.K. communique and statement on nuclear 
defense systems, see Doouments on Disarmament, 198Z, vol. II, pp. 1274-1276.
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First, we think that it is the duty of allies to contribute what they 
can to the strength of the alliance. We have at present a powerful 
force of bombers. They are a formidable contribution to the allied 
strength. Even if our nuclear forces were to be reduced relatively 
to the rest of the alliance, of which I  see no immediate sign, they 
would still be very great in world terms. I t  is something we have, 
and we ought therefore to contribute.

Secondly, . . .  I  do not believe that our Western Alliance could 
really stand permanently if in this vital field the United States were 
given for all time the sole authority. We are allies. We must remain 
allies, but we must not become satellites. I  can understand why the 
French Government, who are a world Power as well as a continental 
Power, wish to develop their own nuclear force. I  must frankly 
say that I  hope they will accept that such a force has obligations as 
well as rights.

In  a moment I  shall come to how we can best preserve the rights 
of European countries relative to America and still avoid some of the 
dangers of the proliferation of national nuclear forces, but I  be
lieve, if it is not extravagant to say so, that it will not be a happy 
position for the United States themselves, nor would their relations 
with their allies over the years remain good, if all the countries not 
quite so great as they, but still great countries, were to hand over 
for ever complete control of this unique weapon to the American 
Administration of the day.

Thirdly, the effect of our British nuclear power in the past has meant 
that we have been able to make a very valuable contribution in in
ternational fields of discussion, particularly as regards disarmament. 
I  do not believe that the standing of our representatives in these 
matters—consider this very question of the bomb tests—would re
main the same if we were now to abandon this effort, nor do I  be
lieve that it would be good for the world if our influence were to be 
reduced.

Fourthly, and this is perhaps the most vital argument of all, there 
may be conditions, there must be areas, in which the interests of some 
countries may seem to them more vital than they seem to others. 
I t is right and salutary that a British Government, whatever may be 
the particular conditions of a particular dispute, should be in a posi
tion to make their own decision without fear of nuclear blackmail. 
I t would be wrong and dangerous to particularize further, but most 
hon. Members will probably realise what I  have in mind.

. . .  I  would hope that Britain will be able, for as long as possible, 
to maintain her position free from threat, and should be able, should
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tlie necessity arise, to make her independent decisions on issues vital 
to her life. .

But this is not purely a British view. Soon after our meeting ended 
President Kennedy gave a Press conference. He told me beforehand 
how he would explain to his own people our insistence upon the right 
to use these weapons in matters of supreme importance, because—and 
these are the words he used— t̂hey are “the necessary requirement 
for any sovereign nation.” ®

Any sovereign nation which has them and which can contribute 
them to the NATO Alliance must also have this sovereign right. . . .

. . .  When the Bahamas Agreement was first aimounced, some 
doubt was expressed as to whether it really was independence, I  
have quoted the President’s view. I  confidently assure the House that 
I  would not have made the agreement unless my colleagues and I  had 
been fully satisfied that it safeguarded our independence. First of 
all, these Polaris missiles, with aU their accompanying and immensely 
complicated paraphernalia, will be British property from the time we 
buy them. These arrangements will be similar to those proposed for 
Skybolt. In  conventional arms, of course, people buy and sell very 
freely from one country to another.

Next, apart from the missiles and some of their associated e,quip- 
ment, the warheads and the submarines themselves will be built in 
Britain and will be, therefore, completely our own at all stages. 
Thirdly, the submarines, when they are completed and equipped, will 
be entirely manned by British officers and men owing allegiance to 
the Crown and receiving their orders from Her Majesty’s Ministers. 
In  all these, what I  would call practical aspects, there will be no differ
ence between Polaris and Skybolt.

• • • • • • •

Because of this change, I  felt it right to agree with a specific phrase 
in the agreement safeguarding the right of the British Government 
of the day to use this fleet for what purpose they may decide when 
they believe that supreme national interests are at stake. I  have seen 
it suggested that this is a somewhat restrictive course of action. But, 
on examination, I  believe that the House will agree that it is not so. 
These weapons, as we all know, constitute the most terrible form of 
warfare. However serious the situation, no Government would use 
them lightly to counter a bluff, or to resist a bully. They would only 
be morally justified in using this immense power to counter a threat 
in a situation which was of supreme importance to the nation.

® Cf. President Kepnedy’s remarks on nuclear control, post, pp. 51-52.
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As I  have explained, President Kennedy clearly recognised the 
necessity for such a phrase, and because of the importance which we 
both attached to it I  agreed to bring up to date the moral undertaking 
which we and the United States already have, that is not to use 
nuclear weapons anywhere in the world without prior consultation 
with each other, if circumstances permit—[Laughter]. Well, you 
may get shot at only a few minutes before you answer back, and hon. 
Members opposite are laughing at that. I  then gave the President—■ 
this is important as to what the American view of the case is—an 
assurance that should the British Government wish to operate this 
independent clause I  felt sure that I  and my successors would give the 
same notice of intention. . . . the fact that the United States 
Administration wanted me to give this assurance shows how fully 
they accept the reality of our independent rights.

. . .  I t  [operational control of the Polaris submarines] will be 
entirely under our control, although it will be—just as our bombers 
work in with the American strategic bombers—put under the NATO 
system. I t  will be under our control and the independent clause is 
always in the hands of a British Government.

My thought was, and is, that while Europe may have been content 
to place complete reliance upon the United States—and to a more 
limited extent Britain—for her defence in the early years, when some 
countries were shattered, such a position will not be tolerable for ever. 
This predominance caimot be made the basis of a lasting partnership. 
I  therefore said at Boston—and I  quote these words for they are very 
relevant to what we have just done—that

We must find a way of meeting the legitimate feelings of our European allies. 
Naturally, every extension of trusteeship, every increase in the concept of 
partnership, has its dangers. But the health of our whole NATO Alliance 
depends on finding a way of building a partnership in the nuclear as well as 
in the conventional field.

There is the problem of France—at the moment particularly difficult 
to assess—not in the same historical partnership in the development of 
nuclear power and still a long way behind. There is the problem 
of Germany, precluded, indeed, by the treaty from the manufacture of 
nuclear weapons,^ and certainly determined to honour that treaty, but 
naturally, with its modern growth and strength, not wishing to be 
wholly excluded from any share in the control of policy regarding 
their use.

* American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 980-981.
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Then there are other countries of Europe, some, like Ita ly  or T u r
key, which have accepted nuclear weapons on their territory, and others 
who have not been asked to accept any share in the defence system. 
All, naturally, are concerned in these great questions which may 
decide their future. I  think it righ t to sta rt examining in a practical 
way some method of working out a more united and a more modern 
allied policy in which the political and defence uses of nuclear strength 
could be evolved. I t  may be th a t some time will pass before a definite 
comprehensive plan can be worked on and made practicable. This 
was the opportunity to make a start.

. . .  I  fully recognise the good faith  of those who are try ing  to 
find a solution to this problem—the problem of m aintaining the 
ultimate deterrent and satisfying the national traditions of our coun
tries, while a t the same time working for a more united alliance.

I  therefore believed th a t it  was righ t th a t we should regard this 
Polaris fleet of ours, when it comes into being, as under normal 
conditions p a rt of our contribution to the general W estern scheme of 
defence. B ut I  raised the point w ith the President th a t this force 
would take a long time, several years, before it  would come into 
being. . . .
: W ith  the fijll agreement of my colleagues I  proposed th a t we 

should now make a start by allocating some of the bomber force now 
stationed in B ritain , already targeted for jo in t operations in co-opera
tion w ith the American strategic bombers, to  a jointly planned under
taking. Could we not allocate some of this force to  the NATO 
Alliance? . . .

The President accepted th is idea and the Americans will also con
tribute. I  will go even further. A t present our bomber force is 
organised in  a single command, and must so remain— t̂he historic 
Bomber Command. I ts  squadrons may, of course, from  tim e to time 
be detached to any p a rt of the world— t̂o the CENTO or SEA TO 
areas, or outside. B ut they are a single command fo r train ing  and 
operations, and they have a conventional as well as a nuclear role.

W e w ant to  make the most effective contribution th a t we can to 
the new NATO nuclear forces, while rem aining in  a  position to safe
guard our national interests and to fulfil our obligations outside 
NATO. The term s of such an agreement must be carefully worked 
out, but I  do not th ink th a t it  is impossible to settle this satisfactorily. 
Once i t  is settled, we should b© ready to assign our V-bomber force 
for the defence of the W estern Alliance.
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Statement by ACDA Director Foster on Test-Ban Discus
sions With the Soviet Union, Januaiy 31,1963 ^

Consequent on the exchange of letters between President Kennedy 
and Chairman Khrushchev with respect to a nuclear test ban,^ private 
exploratory talks have been taking place since January 14 in New 
York and Washington among the U.S., the U.K., and the U.S.S.E. 
These talks were terminated today at the suggestion of the Soviet 
representatives.

The Soviet Union has proposed that the negotiations now be re
turned to the 18-Nation Disarmament Committee in Geneva. The 
United States believes that negotiations on this subject must be con
tinued and will, therefore, give priority attention to efforts to achieve 
a nuclear test ban treaty when the 18-Nation Disarmament Committee 
resumes its deliberations on February 12.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Rusk: 
Test-Ban Discussions With the Soviet Union (Extracts), 
February 1, 1963

I  should also like to comment informally on the suspension of the 
nuclear test discussions pending the return to the Geneva conference 
in about 10 days’ time.

I t  is always difficult to understand what is in the mind of the other 
side in a discussion of this sort, and I  am sure that there will be con
siderable speculation as to why the Soviet Union suspended the present 
discussions. I  am inclined to believe that if there is a simple and 
sufficient answer, we should concentrate on that, even though there 
could be other factors in the situation.

The basic position of the Soviet Union seems to be that national 
systems, so-called, are adequate to determine whether surreptitious 
undergroimd tests are in fact being carried out. Now from the point

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Feb. 18, 1963, p. 236. The statement was re
leased to the press in New York and Washington on Jan. 31.

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 1239-1242, 1277-1279, and 
ante, pp. 1-4.

• Department of S tate Bulletin, Feb. 18,1963, pp. 235-236,238-239.
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of view of the Soviet Union, thinking about the possibility of under
ground tests in the United States, this may well be so, because the 
open nature of our society, the enormous difficulty which we would 
have in conducting secret underground tests, and the ready avail
ability of information may give them, confidence that, if there is a 
test ban treaty, they would know if we in fact were conducting tests.

But our situation is different, because we are concerned about the 
possibility of secret tests in a vast area, much of it spareely populated, 
inhabited by a closed society, where the ordinary means: of informar 
tion about what is going on in the coimtry are simply not available. 
Therefore to us the idea of on-site inspection is not simply a political 
question involving the acceptance of on-site inspection in principle 
but is the practical problem of establishing arrangements which in 
fact do provide assurance that agreements are being complied with.

From this point of view the two or three on-site inspections suggested 
by the Soviet Union are not enough. We ourselves do not have instru
ments at the present time which could make those .two or three on
site inspections enough. I f  the Soviet Union has such instruments— 
and they may have—but if they have such instruments, they have not 
agreed to the urgent invitations of both the United States and United 
Kingdom to come forward with the technical means'which might take 
the place of on-site inspections.

So, in summary, we have on the one side a rejection of the practical 
necessity and utility of on-site inspections and on the other side a 
fundamental need to have assurance that in fact such agreements 
would be carried out.

From this point of view the recent discussions have not in perhaps 
the most proper sense been called negotiations. I t  was our hope and 
expectation that the acceptance of the principle of on-site inspection 
by the Soviet Union in December might have opened the way for 
negotiations in the genuine sense of that word. But the general 
impression is that the Soviet offer of two or three on-site inspections 
has been on a take-it-or-leave-it basis. So we return to Geneva to see 
whether we can make any further progress in this field. We hope 
so. But at the present time we cannot hold out ^ea,t expectation that 
this matter can be resolved promptly.

• • • «  • • • '

Q. Mr. Secretaryyou mentioned in yowr cpening statement on nu
clear testing that there could houve heen other factors in the Soviet 
decision to hreak off the talks at the present time. Do you thirik that 
perhaps the Soviet Union might he trying to exploit the split in the 
Western alliance caused hy General de Gaulle’s policy?
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A. Well, quite frankly, I  don’t  have any strong views on that par
ticular point, because that is reading something into the mind of the 
other side which cannot be determined specifically from their course 
of action.

I  would think that 95 percent of the problem relates to the central 
issues to which I  just referred. For example, on this question of 
what each side needs in nuclear testing, given the difference in our 
two positions, the Soviets may look upon on-site inspection as unneces
sary to them and therefore a unilateral concession to us, if you put 
yourself in their position. I  would think that the nuclear test ban 
problem is one in which I  think both sides would like to see progress. I 
do think that the other side has a real interest—that is, objectively 
considered, they have a stake in bringing this type of arms race to a 
halt. But, as is not unusual in such circumstances, the conditions and 
terms upon which agreement can be reached may show a very wide 
gap. But it seems to me the simple explanation is sufficient to explain 
practically everything that has happened thus far.

Q. Mr. Secretary^ do you think the split is something the Soviets 
covM exploit?

A. I  don’t believe that on underlying security matters there is a split 
which is subject to exploitation by the Soviet Union.

Q. Mr. Secretarywhat would he the effects of a nuclear test ban 
now, skwe hoth the United States and Soviet Union are fuU/y equipped 
with all this stock of atomic weapons a/nd there is 7W indication that 
either Fram^e or Bed China will abstain from further tests?

A. Well, I  think that the purpose of a nuclear test ban would be to 
try to impose some ceiling on a qualitative as well as quantitative race 
which otherwise will extend into the future, with increasingly massive 
resources contributed to that race on both sides^the diversion of re
sources from other great tasks—and that, even though there is a large 
arsenal on both sides of the Iron Curtain, there would be some advan- 
tagesif this race could be at least stopped where it is.

Now if such an agreement could be accomplished, it would be up to 
the signatories— îf all countries did not accede, it would be up to the 
signatories to decide for themselves what the result would be for them 
if anyone else started testing. That is written into the draft treaty 
itself.^ But we have felt that it was important to find out whether 
we and the British and the Soviet Union could take the first step in 
agreeing on a test ban and then take up other questions as we get to 
them.

* See Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, p. 802.
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Q. Mr. Secretaryon the nuclear test han, could you say that tjiese 
talks the last 3 weeks Imve froduced, no ‘progress, no forward move- 
mentf

A. I  think the forward movement has been, if any, minuscule, but 
that in itself does not mean that the talks themselves were not worth 
having. I  think that it did permit the two sides to give their points 
of view in considerable detail so that although I  would report sub
stantially no progress—and I  mean it is very difficult to find any 
progress— t̂hat doesn’t  mean that it wasn’t worth having the talks.

Statement by President Kennedy on the Resumption of 
Disarmament Negotiations, February 12, 1963 ^

We look with hope to the work which begins in Geneva as the 18- 
nation disarmament meetings resume. Agreement does not lie within 
easy reach. The difficulties in reaching such an agreement can only 
be resolved if all parties face them in a spirit of willingness to nego
tiate—if there is a genuine spirit of cooperation, coupled with a firm 
resolve to reverse the present dangerous trend of the arms race. The 
prospects of agreement on a test ban treaty now seem somewhat more 
encouraging than before because of the acceptance by the Soviet 
Union of the principle of on-site inspection, but very important ques
tions remain to be worked out. We must seek an agreement that wUl 
serve the world’s real interests by deserving, and promoting, confi
dence and trust among the nations.

The United States also believes that measures to reduce the risk of 
war by accident, miscalculation, or failure of communication should 
be pressed with energy. Discussions to date have indicated a mutual, 
interest in specific risk-of-war measures. This suggests that now may 
be the time actively to pursue these matters.

I t is clear then that the conference has before it new opportunities 
for serious negotiation. And if agreements Iiere could be coupled 
with further measures designed to contain the nuclear threat, then 
the more ambitious task of developing a broad-range program for 
general and complete disarmament would sux’ely proceed in an atmos
phere of greater international confidence, stability, and security.

^Department of State Bulletin, Mar. 4, 1963, p. 340. ACDA Director Foster 
read the President’s statement to the conference on Feb. 12, 1963 (infra).



32 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1963

Statement by ACDA Director Foster to the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee, February 12, 1963 ^

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your kind introduction and also for 
your remarks.

I t  is an honour and a pleasure to find myself at this table today as 
the representative of the United States in the company of so many dis- 
tinguished representatives from other countries. I  am occupying a 
place which has been familiar to the members of the Committee for 
the past many months as that of Ambassador Dean, and he has asked 
me to tell you, his colleagues and his friends, that he is sorry not to be 
re-joining you. Even though personal circumstances have made it 
impossible for him to continue his work here, he retains an active inter
est in this field as a consultant to our government, and he remains 
convinced of the absolute necessity for progress in the disarmament 
field.

This is a conviction which I  share to the fuU. I t  explains the very 
existence of the United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 
and the efforts of my government to reach meaningful agreements. 
Some things have already been accomplished in Geneva in clearing 
the path toward mutually acceptable understandings, but the bulk of 
our: work still lies ahead. That fact impels us to apply ourselves to 
our task with renewed vigour in the coming weeks.

The President of the United States has stressed the importance of 
our efforts ia a statement issued today. I t  reads:

[The President’s statement is printed swpra.]

As far as my delegation is concerned, we recognize that all aspepts 
of disarmament are crucial, starting from our dedication to the ulti
mate objective of general and complete disarmament and proceeding 
through all of the many lesser measures which could bring significant 
relief to a tense world caught up in an unwanted armaments race. 
Accordingly our efforts here should, we believe, be directed systemati
cally towards the achievement of progress on the whole range of 
possibilities that lie before us—those on the agenda of the plenary 
meetings, those in the province of the Committee of the Whole and 
those before the test ban Sub-Committee. In the plenary meetings, 
we are in midstream in consideration of the agenda already adopted by 
this Conference. At the conclusion of our opening statements here we 
are prepared to resume consideration of items 5b and 5c.̂  In con
nexion with those items, we hope that after the period of study allowed

‘ ENDC/PV. 96, pp. 7-15.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, p. 680.
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by the recess the Soviet Union will be able to provide helpful clarifica
tions of Foreign Minister Gromyko’s rather general proposal put 
forward in New York last September.^

The United States also hopes that in the coming weeks we can make 
rapid progress on measures to reduce the risk of war. As the delega
tions Imow, there appears to exist a considerable area of agreement 
in this field. Certain measures here are common to both the United 
States and Soviet plans. Specifically they are: improved communica
tions, exchange of military missions and advance notification of major 
military movements.^ In  order to facilitate consideration of this 
question, the United Staties submitted a working paper on this subject 
just prior to our recess.® In  view of the inclusion of such measures 
in both the Soviet and United States plans, we should not have to 
spend our time discussing their value, but rather should concentrate 
on the modalities of how to put such measures into effect.

I  hope that it will be possible, both in the co-Chairmen’s meetings 
and in the Committee of the Whole, to deal with the opportunities 
presented by the present area of accord in a realistic fashion. Our 
purpose in this regard is the achievement of specific agreements in 
the very near future. The United States is prepared to hold the 
necessary discussions of technical matters as soon as we can reach 
general agreement on the substantive aspects of the three proposals.

A t this moment, however, we feel that one particular question merits 
the preponderance of our immediate attention. I  refer, of course, to 
the problem of concluding a treaty for the cessation of all nuclear 
weapon tests. I  believe that there is some reason to hope that a test ban 
agreement may be on the way, for it does seem to us that the basic 
ingredient of success—a desire for agreement by both nuclear sides— 
may now exist. Certainly it does on our side.

Let us hope the year and a half of seeking to recreate a common basis 
of negotiation is over. Our debates can now stand on the platform 
built in the exchange of letters between President Kennedy and Chair
man Khrushchev.® We can proceed to enlarge the area of agreement 
defined by that exchange. In the view of the United States Govern
ment, this task is one of the most urgent assignments this Committee 
has. Serious and concentrated negotiations are now called for. Propa
ganda has no place in this effort.

I  think it would promote progress in these talks if we could all secure 
a more or less common understanding of the kind of verification which

= /&i(t.,pp. 904-905.
* For these provisions of the U.S. and Soviet plans, see ibid., vol. I, pp. 361-362, 

and vol. II, p. 924.
pp. 1214-1225.

° See iMd., pp. 1239-1242,1277-1279, and ante, pp. 1-4.
728 - 674-^64 ------------4
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is now the subject of negotiations. Although not yet precisely defined, 
that verification system is substantially different from the kinds of 
systems this Committee was discussing before the recess. That is the 
central fact of the exchange of letters between President Kennedy and 
Chairman Khrushchev. I t  is a fact which has been obscured by a 
debate over numbers: it is a fact, none the less, which is far broader 
than the present much-publicized inspection quota controversy. Since 
both sides now seem to be talking about the same basic kind of verifi
cation system, I  shaU take a few minutes to describe its essential 
features.

First, the system now under discussion is premised on the use of 
nationally owned and operated detection networks. Those national 
stations would submit data regularly and in a uniform manner to an 
international data-collection centre. At the recent meetings in New 
York and Washington, the United States and the Soviet Union ex
changed preliminary lists of seismograph stations from which the 
data-gathering arm of the verification system might be selected. Such 
selected stations in each other’s territory would form the basic net
work, and the United States has given the Soviet Union a general 
description of the type of instruments used at each of the United 
States stations.

The second element of the new verification system involves the use 
of automatically recording seismograph stations. Such stations could 
supplement the data collected by national stations and could help to 
a degree in detecting, locating and identifying seismic events, thus 
improving the capabilities of the verification system.

At the private meetings which took place during the recess, the 
United States suggested ten sites in United States territory where 
automatic recorders might be located. The United States delegation 
furnished information on the average seismic noise levels at those 
sites. The Soviet Union accepted one of the United States sites, 
declined the other nine, and requested two others in their place. The 
United States said that it did not object to the two alternative sites, 
and gave the Soviet Union noise-level data for those two sites as well.

The United States specified ten general areas within the Soviet 
territory where automatic recorders might well be located. Those 
areas correspond to known areas of high seismicity in the Soviet 
Union. The United States asked the Soviet Union to designate 
specific sites for automatic stations within those ten areas, to be 
recommended by the Soviet Government on the basis of its knowledge 
of the noise level and other local factors. The areas specified by the 
United States include the areas of the three sites suggested by the 
Soviet Union, but the United States did not accept the Soviet con
tention that there need only be tliree such automatic stations.

Later on, in the private talks, the United States suggested that its



FOSTER STATEMENT, FEBRUARY 12 35

requirements might be met with seven automatic stations if satisfac
tory assurances could be obtained concerning the characteristics of 
the Soviet national seismograph network. There was no reciprocal 
response by the Soviet Union, which continued to state that the three 
sites specified in Chairman Klirushchev’s letter of 7 January would be 
sufficient and that no additional sites could be contemplated. Noise- 
level data for the three Soviet-suggested sites were produced by the 
Soviet Union at the last session of the private talks.

The third element of the new verification system involves on-site 
inspections. We are unable, however, to report the extent of areas of 
agreement on this subject. We have had no response from the Soviet 
Union to our specific suggestions about basic features of this element 
of the verification system. For the moment, therefore, this Committee 
will simply have to take note of the fact that the on-site inspection 
quota concept, first advanced officially by the Soviet Government in 
1959  ̂and then repudiated by it in 1961,® has once again been accepted 
by the Soviet Government. A t the private talks in New York and 
Washington, the United States explained its views on appropriate gen
eral conditions under which on-site inspections should take place. We 
inquired whether the Soviet Union foresaw any serious difficulties in 
negotiating an agreement along lines envisaged by the United States. 
We received no answer.

To summarize: the important thing is that we have a new premise for 
negotiations. We are now talking about a verification system based on 
national manned detection stations, automatic seismic stations and a 
quota of on-site inspections. In private talks, we progressed in some 
details beyond the poiiats covered in the exchange of letters between 
President Kennedy and Chairman Khrushchev. Essentially, how
ever, we did not succeed, in the private talks, in enlarging substantially 
the area of agreement achieved in the exchange of letters. This is 
the immediate task before us.

The fact that last month’s conversations did not achieve their ob
jective can be explained, it seems to us, by one basic reason. This 
is that the Soviet representatives were willing to talk about only a 
few of the matters still unresolved. Even on those few points they 
were not ready to consider President Kennedy’s suggestions to Chair
man Khrushchev that the far-reaching Western moves of the past four 
years be matched by some equivalent Soviet advance. In other words, 
the Soviet delegation wanted to speak only about its own number of 
unmanned seismic stations and about its own annual number of in
spections, as set forth in Chairman Khrushchev’s letters of 19 Decem
ber and 7 January last. I t  insisted that the United Kingdom and the 
United States had no choice but to accept the Soviet Union’s figures in

’ m a „  1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1398-1400. 
‘ i m . ,  1961, pp. 164^165.
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each case, that is, three unmanned stations and two to three inspections.
The Western representatives, on the other hand, made known the 

flexibility of their position in a number of ways. For example, at the 
outset of the talks we of the West said that, on the basis of our present 
information, we considered ten unmanned stations each, in the United 
States and the Soviet Union, to be necessary to supplement the national 
network of existing detection stations. During the recent meetings, 
however, as I  have just pointed out, we did state that seven such un
manned stations might be sufficient if the Soviet Union would furnish 
us with satisfactory data about the capabilities of its national network 
and if it would reconfirm its offer of last summer to build new manned 
national stations where necessary to augment the system.

Similarly, based on our best information, up to ten annual inspec
tions seem to us to be technically essential. Nonetheless, we stated 
clearly that we would re-evaluate this conclusion if the Soviet delega
tion could give us the scientific information which it claims to have 
and which might, if correct, substantially reduce the residual number 
of unidentified seismic events in a normal year. We then outlined 
United States views on the general procedures under which the United 
States contemplated that on-site inspections would be carried out. We 
requested the Soviet Union’s comments, but received no answer despite 
repeated requests. We were told only that the discussion of such 
details would be premature until the Western Powers accepted the 
Soviet position of three annual inspections and three unmanned 
stations.

The justification which has been offered to us by Soviet representa
tives for their demands has been that the Soviet Union is not now 
interested in bargaining. They say that they have just made a major 
move forward to meet the Western position by agreeing to on-site, 
inspections, and that this demonstrates how much the Soviet Union 
desires a test ban treaty. They add, moreover, that, since haggling 
over details would prevent rapid conclusion of a treaty, the Soviet 
Union decided to put all of its cards on the table right away. Thus, 
the Soviet figures are not a first offer, subject to bargaining, but the 
final Soviet position.

We have expressed our concern at this Soviet negotiating approach. 
After all, President Kennedy’s letter of 28 December 1962 made it 
clear that he regarded the Soviet offer of two to three inspections per 
year to be insufficient. In  the face of this belief of the Head of our 
Government, we have not been able to understand why the Soviet 
Goverimient decided to enter into private talks in January imless it 
was ready to exercise some negotiating flexibility. And, I  may say, 
some flexibility is still essential in Geneva if an agreement is to be 
made possible. After all, in line with technical advances, we have
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reduced our proposal of February 1960 from twenty inspections per 
year,® first to a sliding scale in May 1961 of between twelve and twenty 
inspections per year,^“ and now to eight to ten inspections annually, 
provided, of course, there are appropriate arrangements. In  spite 
of Soviet acceptance in 1960, and repudiation in 1961, of fifteen inter
national control posts on Soviet territory, we have agreed now to rely 
on national seismic stations, supplemented by seven to ten automatic 
seismic stations.

The United States and United Kingdom delegations have thus 
shown that they can be flexible within the rock-bottom limits imposed 
by the present state of scientific knowledge in seismology. However, 
we must know the parameters of the problem with which we are 
grappling. We must see in clear detail how many seismic events the 
proposed world-wide system will be likely to detect and identify so 
that we will have some idea of how many residual unidentified events 
will be eligible for inspection. We cannot accept any number of in
spections in the annual quota which does not allow the inspection of 
a reasonable proportion to such events. We must also ask about the 
general outline of provisions to be adopted to determine how on-site 
inspections will work in practice before we can commit ourselves to 
any fixed number of automatic recording stations and on-site 
inspections.

The Soviet Union has implied that the United Kingdom and the 
United States wish to put off the conclusion of a test ban through 
a discussion of technical detail. We agree that much of the technical 
detail of a test ban agreement can be left to the treaty drafters. But 
there are a number of important features of an inspection arrangement 
which are not mere details at all, but which are essential to ensure the 
effectiveness of inspections as a deterrent and as a contribution to the 
confidence of both sides. I t  would be of little use to agree upon a 
number of inspections however acceptable to both sides, if the arrange
ments for them were so unclear that any party being inspected were 
given the means to keep those inspections from being carried out in 
an efficient and meaningful manner. We are convinced that agreement 
on a quota niunber cannot be reached on a sensible and technically 
justified basis unless we, at the same time, know the major character
istics of the inspection process, such as: first, the nationality of inspec
tion teams; second, the criteria which would make an event eligible for 
inspection; third, the extent of the area to be inspected; and, fourth, 
the arrangements by which events would be chosen for inspection.

’‘ lUd., i960, p. 38.
161-162.
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The answers to those questions can be crucial in determining 
whether ten inspections, for example, will be necessary or, indeed, 
whether any number, however large, would have any significance. 
All of our general proposals on these issues are now on the table or 
have been made clear to the Soviet delegation. Thus far the Soviet 
delegation has refused to comment on them.

We agree with the Soviet Union that the conclusion of a test ban 
treaty is a political act and, indeed, an act of the highest importance. 
We reject the Soviet contention, however, that the provisions for: the 
control system can also be decided solely on a political basis, without 
regard for objective scientific considerations. We must, therefore, 
continue to be guided by our best understanding of the current tech
nical situation, and this will inevitably prescribe for us the outer 
bounds of any agreement.

I t  is for those reasons that we must so strongly urge our Soviet 
colleagues to abandon their attitude of “take it or leave it” ; it is time 
for them to come down to hard facts, to the basic requirements of the 
control system which they are now proposing. We do not by any 
means call for a discussion of secondary or subsidiary issues, but we 
are asking for clarification and careful negotiation of some of the 
fundamental questions of a test ban.

All the issues I  have mentioned are crucial matters. We say that 
they all have a bearing on the determination of the answer to one of the 
two quantitative questions which the Soviet Union is ready to ppt on 
our agenda, namely, the annual number of inspections. We feel that 
we cannot decide on this point in a vacuum, and the same is true for 
the question of the number and the locations of unmanned seisrnic 
stations. Those are the issues which face us and which the Soviet 
delegation alone can answer. This is why we look to the Soviet dele
gation to answer the fundamental questions which we have posed. 
This is why we are convinced that the key to progress in our work still 
rests primarily in the hands of Mr. Kuznetsov, Mr. Tsarapkin and 
their colleagues.

I t  is the hope of the United States delegation that this session of our 
Conference will be noted not for its debates, but for its specific ac
complishments. We will do the world little good if all we produce is 
records for historians. Let us rather produce agreements. The 
United States delegation is here to do business.
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Statement by First Deputy Foreign Minister Kuznetsov to 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, Febru
ary 12, 1963 '

Mr. Chairman, permit me first of all to express my gratitude for 
the greetings you addressed to the members of the Committee. In 
response to your appeal, I  shotdd like to say that the Soviet delegation 
has been instructed to do everything to overcome the difficulties stand
ing in the way of the fulfilment of the tasks set before the Committee. 
We are confident that if the other delegations show the same con
structive approach to the matter, we shall be able to achieve success 
in the work of the Committee.

The attention of world opinion, the attention of all the peoples, is 
once again directed to the Palais des Nations at Geneva, where the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament is today resuming its 
work. The peoples, particularly in recent years, have been pinning 
on the' disarmament negotiations their hopes for a better future, for 
a peaceful life, for the elimination of the threat of a nuclear war. 
But their hopes have still not been realized. So far, not only has no 
agreement on disarinament been achieved, but the nuclear armaments 
race is developing in the world with increasing intensity.

If  we analyse the situation which is now developing as a result of 
this armaments race, it is not difficult to understand why the peoples 
are becoming more and more anxious. States have already accumu
lated enormous stockpiles of deadly atomic and thermonuclear 
weapons, which can be delivered in one way or another to practically 
any target. Every month, if not every day, these weapons are being 
further improved, their lethal power and range of action is being 
increased and a real, threat of the further proliferation of these 
weapons is being created.

Kecent measures taken by the Western Powers to intensify the 
nuclear arms race and the further spread of nuclear weapons are 
arousing particular anxiety amongst all those who cherish peace. We 
are referring to the United Kingdom-United States agreement at 
Nassau concerning atomic submarines carrying Polaris rockets with 
nuclear warheads,^ the plans for a so-called multilateral nuclear force 
for NATO, the military treaty between France and Germany,® the 
steps taken by the United States to impose nuclear weapons on Can
ada, the resumption of nuclear tests by the United States of America, 
and certain other measures.

‘ HNDO/PV.96, pp. 15-25.
” Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 1274-1276.
” Current History, Apr. 1963, pp. 237-239.
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Wliat, then, is the situation ? At a time when negotiations on dis
armament are being conducted in the Eighteen-Nation Committee, the 
Western Powers are displaying feverish activity in preparing long
term plans for further increasing and improving nuclear weapons and 
their means of delivery. These plans lead to an intensification of 
international tension and increase the threat of a nuclear war.

I f  we take, for instance, the plan for a multilateral nuclear force 
for NATO or the conclusion of a military treaty between France and 
Germany, it becomes obvious that in taking these steps the Western 
Powers are raising the nuclear arms race to a new level and are leading 
up to giving access to nuclear weapons, in one form or another, to other 
Western countries, especially Western Germany, where revanchist 
military circles are in power. Statements to the effect that, for in
stance, the plan for establishing a multilateral nuclear force for NATO 
does not provide for putting nuclear weapons directly into the hands of 
the West German revanchists are intended only to confuse world 
public opinion. The Soviet Government categorically protests against 
all these plans, draws the attention of members of the Committee to 
the danger of such a policy to the cause for peace and declares that 
this policy is contrary to the very purpose of disarmament negotiations.

We draw the attention of the participants in the negotiations and 
of everyone who is interested in their successful outcome to the fact 
that the Government of the United States of America, by resuming 
nuclear tests on 8 February 1963 in defiance of the will of the peoples 
who unanimously demand that an end be put to the contamination 
of the earth’s atmosphere, and in defiance of the appeal of the United 
Nations General Assembly for the cessation of all nuclear tests not 
later than 1 January 1963,* has taken a step which can only intensify 
the nuclear arms race and have the most adverse effect on our negotia
tions, which will be seriously complicated thereby.

In  the light of all this, it is difficult not to form the impression that 
we are confronted with an attempt to turn this Committee on disarma
ment, like its predecessors of mournful memory, into a fruitless debatr 
ing society, or a screen for concealing the armaments race.

But recent events, and especially the recent crisis in the Caribbean 
area, during which the hot breath of thermonuclear war was felt to be 
so close, make the reaching of agreement on disarmament problems 
still more necessary and urgent. I t  is inadmissible that a foreign 
policy, which merely leads from one relay of the armaments race to 
another and intensifies the danger of a sudden conflict between the 
nuclear Powers and the threat of war, should prevail in the world.

* See Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 1029-1033.
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We all know only too well what a thermonuclear war would cost man
kind.

The Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSE, who regards 
disarmament as the most important problem of the modem world, 
stressed the following in his statement at Berlin on 16 January 1963:

What would happen if  all these nuclear weapons were to fall upon the heads 
of human beings? According to the calculations of scientists, 700-800 million 
people would perish as a result of the first strike alone. All the large towns, 
not only of the two leading nuclear Powers, the United States and the Soviet 
Union, but also of France, the United Kingdom, Germany, Italy, China, Japan 
and many other countries of the world would be wiped off the face of the 
earth and destroyed. The effects of an atomic and hydrogen war would be 
felt throughout the life span of many generations, causing disease, death 
and the most monstrous development of man.®

This is the harsh truth, and no State should forget it in deter
mining its policy.

I t  is now recognized by all that the one radical and effective measure 
which will lead to the elimination of the threat of war from the 
life of human society is general and complete disarmament, that is 
to say, the total elimination of the armed forces and armaments of 
all States. I t  was on the basis of this premise that the General 
Assembly of the United Nations in resolution 1722(XVI) assigned 
to our Committee as its principal task the preparation of a draft 
treaty on general and complete disarmament and the reaching of 
agreement on it.®

We are obliged to note, however, that after a year’s work, the Com
mittee has made practically no progress in carrying out its main 
task. I t is unpleasant for us to speak of this, but it is better to 
call a spade a spade if we wish to have a sober realization of the real 
situation, without which we cannot take a single step forward.

Permit me to say that it is not the Soviet Union that is responsi
ble for the lack of progress in the negotiations on general and com
plete disarmament. We, for our part, have done and are doing 
everything possible to ensure progress and to get the negotiations on 
general and complete disarmament out of the deadlock. Everyone 
will no doubt remember that a year ago, at the first meeting of the 
Eighteen-N’ation Committee, the Soviet Government submitted to 
the Committee for its consideration a draft treaty on general and com
plete disarmament under strict international control.^ Subsequently, 
the Soviet Government, after carefully studying the course of the dis
cussions in the Committee, introduced a number of additions and clari

“ Ante, pp. 13-14.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 741-742.
' JUd., 1962, vol. I, pp. 103-127.
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fications into this draft which took into account the position of our 
partners in the negotiations, and, in particular, it agreed to an exten
sion of the period for the implementation of disarmament measures 
on which the Western Powers so strongly insisted.®

Later, when it became apparent that considerable differences had 
arisen between the sides in connexion with the refusal of our Western 
partners to accept the Soviet proposal to eliminate all nuclear weapon 
delivery vehicles in. the first stage of general and complete disarma
ment, the Soviet Government took, in this matter also, a considerable 
step to meet the Western Powers. The Soviet Government still 
considers that the best solution, the one which would ensure the most 
rapid elimination of the threat of nuclear war, would be to eliminate 
all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles without exception in the first 
stage. Nevertheless, in response to the statements of the govern
ments of the Western Powers that they made their agreement to 
disarmament dependent on the need for additional safeguards for 
the security of States during the disarmament process, the Soviet 
Government made a serious concession and agreed that the Soviet 
Union and the United States should retain until the end of the second 
stage a strictly limited number of inter-continental missiles, anti
missiles and anti-aircraft defence missiles.® In  this connexion, I  
should like to stress that the Soviet Union’s position is flexible and 
constructive.

The Soviet Union is prepared also in the future to show a con
structive approach and to seek mutually acceptable solutions to spe
cific problems in the negotiations on general and complete disarma
ment which will be carried on in the Committee. I t  should be borne 
in mind, however, that concessions cannot be made by one 
side only. They must be made by both sides; otherwise it will be 
impossible to reach agreement. We should like to express the hope 
that the United States and the other Western Powers will 
also adopt in the negotiations on general and complete disarmament 
an attitude which will help us to move forward.

A thorough examination of the concrete situation which now exists 
in the world has led the Soviet Government to the conclusion that, 
while continuing to regard the achievement of an agreement on gen
eral and complete disarmament as its principal task, the Committee 
should at the same time consider as a matter of urgent priority the 
question of certain measures which might immediately diminish the 
threat of a nuclear war. The increasing danger of a devastating 
thermonuclear war is a matter of the greatest concern to the peoples,

® For the revised Soviet draft treaty, see ibid,., vol. II, pp. 913-938.
' See art. 5 of the revised Soviet draft treaty (ibid., pp. 916-917).
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who are' expecting the nuclear Powers to take immediate construc
tive steps to eliminate this threat.

The facts show that among the measures which would contribute 
in the highest degree to the achievement of this goal and which might 
at the same time substantially facilitate agreement on general and 
complete disarmament, the one which comes to the fore in the present 
conditions is the renunciation by States of the use of foreign terri
tories for the location of various types of strategic means of delivery 
of nuclear weapons.

I t  is no secret to anyone that the establishment in foreign territory 
of bases for submarines carrying nuclear missiles and the location in 
such territory of other strategic means of delivery intended for the 
purpose of dealing a nuclear blow to the vital centres of other coim- 
tries greatly aggravates the international situation and increases the 
danger of war. Yet it is precisely in this direction that particular 
activity is being displayed on the part of certain Powers in recent 
times. In  this connexion, it suffices to refer to the plans of the West
ern Powers which I  have already mentioned and which provide for 
basing atomic submarines carrying Polaris rockets with nuclear war
heads in foreign ports. Is it possible not to see what a danger there 
is in using foreign territory for the location of strategic means of de
livery of nuclear weapons? No submarine with nuclear missiles 
based on an international port, no missile with a thermonuclear war
head located in the territory of a foreign State for the purpose of 
striking at the vital centres of other countries, and no strategic bomber 
with a load of hydrogen bombs waiting at a foreign military airport 
to take off for this purpose can be regarded otherwise than as a 
weapon of aggression.

Attempts to make out that the substitution of atomic submarines 
with Polaris missiles for foreign land missile bases constitutes a solu
tion to the problem of missile bases on foreign territory are without 
any foundation. I t  is impossible not to see that this kind of substitu
tion by no means removes the danger involved in the use of foreign 
territory for preparing a nuclear strike directed at other countries.

Of course, a radical solution to the problem would consist in the 
complete elimination' of all military bases on foreign territory, both 
those in which the strategic means of delivering nuclear weapons are 
located and all the other bases. The Soviet Government has repeat
edly proposed the implementation of such a measure, basing itself 
on the interests of consolidating peace. Taking into account, how
ever, that the most urgent matter is the renunciation by States of the 
use of foreign territory for the siting of strategic means of ddivering 
nuclear weapons, the Soviet Government deems it possible and ap
propriate to single out this specific question from the overall problem
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of eliminating military bases on foreign territory and to settle it im
mediately without waiting for an agreement on general and complete 
disarmament.

On instructions from the Soviet Government, we are submitting to 
the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament a draft declaration 
on renunciation of the use of foreign territory for stationing strategi
cal means of delivery of nuclear weapons.̂ ® This draft provides that 
within a short period, on which it will be necessary to reach agree
ment, the States concerned will renounce the use of foreign ports for 
basing submarines with nuclear missiles and aircraft carriers carry
ing on board aircraft with atomic and thermonuclear bombs; they 
wiU renounce the stationing on foreign territory of intermediate and 
long-range missiles with nuclear warheads and strategic bombers 
armed with nuclear weapons. The implementation of these measures 
would be a great contribution to the prevention of war.

I  should like particularly to draw the attention of members of the 
Committee to the fact that the Soviet Government, in submitting this 
draft declaration, is proposing the implementation of what is, for all 
its importance, actually a very simple measure. I t  is not a question 
of destroying or even reducing strategic means of delivery of nuclear 
weapons—no, we are merely proposing that the use of foreign territory 
for the stationing of these vehicles should cease and that they should 
be withdrawn from such territory and not introduced there in future. 
The simplicity of this measure, it seems to us, should facilitate its 
implementation.

We express the hope that the participants in the Eighteen-Nation 
Conunittee, realizing their great responsibility towards the peoples, 
will proceed with due attention to the consideration of the draft dec
laration, we have put forward as a most important and urgent matter 
and that agreement will be reached in the Committee on the basis of 
this draft.

The Soviet Government is firmly convinced that an important meas
ure leading to the cessation of the nuclear armaments race and to the 
solution of the problem of disarmament would also be the conclusion 
of a treaty on the prohibition of all nuclear weapons tests for all time.

On no international issue, it seems, have so many negotiations taken 
place or so many meetings and conferences been held as on the ques
tion of the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests. Nevertheless, this 
question is still unresolved, because the Western Powers, by creating 
artificial difficulties, are all the time preventing its solution.

Let us recall some of the past history. At one time the Western 
Powers refused altogether to negotiate on the question of the prohibi-

” Infra.
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tion of nuclear weapons tests. Subsequently, they expressed their 
readiness to conclude a treaty on the prohibition of tests, but at the 
same time put forward absolutely exorbitant demands regarding in
ternational control, which only showed that the Western Powers were 
anxious to take advantage of the solution of the problem of the cessa
tion of tests ia order to establish a comprehensive system of interna
tional espionage. Later, when a worldwide movement in favour of 
the cessation of tests developed arid when national means of detecting 
nuclear explosions had been considerably improved, it was no longer 
possible for the Western Powers to insist on their demands for the 
establishment of international control over the cessation of nuclear 
weapons tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water. They 
then tried to make underground nuclear explosions a stumbling block 
by asserting that without international control it was impossible to ver
ify that States were complying with their obligations to cease Such 
tests. Everything possible was put forward in order to prove the 
need for the establishment of this control, although the data of science 
and practical experience show the adequacy of national systems for 
detecting underground tests as well. In spite of the facts, the Western 
Powers tried to convince us of the need to locate a large number of 
international control posts on the territory of the Soviet Union and to 
carry out numerous on-site inspections in the territory of the Soviet 
Union.

As the participants in the Committee are well aware, the Soviet 
Union has many times taken steps in order to find a mutually accept
able solution to the question of control over the cessation of all nu
clear tests, including underground tests, and to seek for a compromise 
in this matter also. In this very hall in April 1962 we announced the 
readiness of the Soviet Government to reach agreement with the West
ern Powers on the basis of the memorandum of the eight non-aligned 
States Members of the Committee, which envisages a series of meas
ures for  ̂verifying the fulfilment by all States of their obligations in 
regard to the cessation of nuclear tests However, the Western 
Powers refused to take this memorandum as a basis for the prepara
tion of such an agreement.

In  November 1962, the Soviet Government, being anxious to bring 
the positions closer together, took yet another important step to meet 
the Western Powers. I t  announced its readiness to agree to the loca
tion of automatic seismic stations on the territories of the nuclear 
Powers, which would be used for checking the data received from the 
national detection systems.^“

“ For the eight-nation memorandum, see Documents on Disarmament, 1962, 
vol. I, pp. 334-336. The Soviet statement appears ibid., ppi 396-^399.

See iUd.', voi: II, pp. 1050-1051.
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Sincerely desiring to break the deadlock and to arrive, at last, at a 
mutually acceptable agreement, the Soviet Government quite recently 
went even further to meet the Western Powers and agreed to the carry
ing out of two to three inspections annually on the territory of each 
of these Powers in cases where this was considered necessary. In 
specifying the number of inspections, the Soviet Union took into ac
count the views expressed by the United States of America on this 
question also. We agreed to this because our partners in the nego
tiations repeatedly stated that they would be ready to come to an agree
ment if the Soviet Union would accept the principle of on-site inspec
tion. We were repeatedly told that this was the main outstanding 
obstacle and that it had to be overcome for internal reasons as well, 
and that if the Soviet Union were to agree to a compromise in this 
matter, agreement on the prohibition of all nuclear tests, including 
underground tests, would be achieved without any particular difficulty.

We took into consideration all the arguments put forward by the 
Western Powers and, being anxious to remove the last obstacle remain
ing in the path to the conclusion of an agreement on the cessation of 
nuclear weapon tests, we agreed to the carrying out of two to three 
inspections annually on the territory of each nuclear Power, although 
we still consider that there is no practical need fot such inspections.

For the Soviet Union there is no question as to whether an agreement 
on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests should or should not be con
cluded. We are in favour of its being concluded. The world wishes 
to know now whether the Western Powers intend at last to agree to the 
prohibition of all nuclear weapon tests, or whether they are only con
cerned with carrying out one new series of experimental nuclear explo
sions after another. In this connexion, it is necessary to receive a 
clear and straightforward reply from the United States of America 
as to what constitutes the real aim of its policy— t̂he conclusion of a 
treaty on the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests to which now, after 
all the constructive steps of the Soviet Union, there are and should 
be no further obstacles, or the continuation of tests. We consider it 
our duty to inform the members of the Committee that during the ne
gotiations in Washington and New York in the second half of Janu
ary 1963, we received no reply to this question. The present 
resumption of experimental nuclear explosions in the State of Nevada 
in flagrant violation of the resolution of the seventeenth session of the 
General Assembly which called on the nuclear Powers to cease all tests 
as from 1 January 1963, can leave no doubt as to tlie intentions of 
the United States of America.

A treaty on the prohibition of all nuclear weapon tests can be 
concluded straight away and the Soviet Union is ready to set about 
this work immediately. We appeal to the representatives of the
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United States and the United Kingdom and to all the members of 
the Committee to do everything in their power to achieve success in 
this important matter.

We consider that the conclusion of a treaty on the cessation of 
nuclear tests would be a great contribution towards a general im
provement of the international situation and towards the consolidation 
of peace.

According to the firm conviction of the Soviet Government, a 
useful and necessary task is to achieve the speediest possible agree
ment also on other measures aimed at reducing international tension, 
strengthening confidence between States and creating more favourable 
conditions for solving the problem of general and complete disarma
ment. In  its resolution 1767 (X V II) of 21 November 1962, the Gen
eral Assembly of the United Nations called upon our Committee 
to give its attention to such measures.̂ ®

The relevant measures are already on the agenda of the Committee 
and include, above all, the conclusion of a non-aggression pact be
tween the Member States of the Warsaw Treaty and the Member States 
of the North Atlantic Treaty.

I t  would indeed be difficult to overestimate the importance of such a 
pact for strengthening confidence between States and clearing the 
international atmosphere of the miasmas of hostility and mutual dis
trust. To the Warsaw Pact, on the one hand, and to the North 
Atlantic-Treaty on the other, belong those States which at present 
possess the greatest military power, including all the nuclear Powers. 
I f  these States were to give, before all manlrind, a solemn undertaking 
not to attack one another and, in the relations between the two groups 
of States, not to have recourse to force in any way that would be 
incompatible with the purposes and principles of the United Nations 
Charter, then such an agreement would be greeted by all the nations 
of the world with a deep sigh of relief. The threat of war would 
recede and the non-aggression pact would become an important instru
ment for preventing international crises.

In the course of the work of the Committee, the Soviet delegation 
will submit concrete proposals in regard to such a non-aggression 
pact.“

Important measures such as the creation of nuclear-free zones in 
Central Europe, Africa and a mimber of other regions of the world, 
as well as other measures, would also help to consolidate general peace, 
lessen the danger of war and create favourable conditions for general 
and complete disarmament. The Soviet Government is ready to 
make its contribution to the solution of all these important questions.

'^Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 1072-1073. 
pp. 57-58.
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Life itself has set before the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Dis
armament serious and responsible tasks. I t  is to a large extent on 
whether the Committee will make progress towards their solution or 
whether as in the past it wUl merely mark time that the further 
development of international events depends. The Soviet Govern
ment and all the Soviet people firmly believe that a real possibility 
exists for ensuring that these events develop in a direction which will 
be favourable to mankind. We are convinced that just as there is 
no fatal inevitability of war, so is there no ineluctable necessity to 
continue the armaments race.

The world can and should follow a different path, namely, that of 
eliminating international tension and reaching agreement on disar
mament problems. This would give an unprecedented stimulus to the 
further development and expansion of the economy of States and to 
scientific and technical progress directed towards the cause of peace 
rather than towards the needs for the preparation of war.

Recent experience, including the experience of the peaceful settle
ment of the Caribbean crisis, shows that even the most complex and 
difficult problems can be successfully resolved if the parties concerned 
approach these problems from a position of reasonableness and real
istically appraise the existing situation. I t  is from these positions 
that all of us should approach the solution of disarmament problems.

A t the session of the Supreme Council of the Soviet Union in Decem
ber 1962, the Head of the Soviet Government, Mr. Klirushchev, 
described the basic content of the foreign policy of the Soviet Union 
as follows:

The Leninist principle of peaceful co-esistence is the general line of our 
foreign policy. This is the banner of all socialist States. This is  the cherished 
goal of all peoples. Let wisdom triumph over senselessness. Let the method 
of negotiation in order to settle contentious issues in international life replace 
for ever the dangerous methods of trials of strength. The peoples of the 
world can and must at last find peace of mind and not fear lest the morrow 
may bring them a thermonuclear conflict. Mankind wishes to build its future 
not on rubble, not on smoking ruins, but rather on the material foundation 
which has already been created by the labour of many generations.^

Guided by this general line in its foreign policy, the Soviet Govern
ment is sparing and will continue to spare no effort to achieve practical 
results in the negotiations on disarmament. We call on all the mem
bers of the Eighteen-Nation Committee to do likewise. By our joint 
efforts we can and should succeed in solving the problems of disarma
ment. We can and must free the peoples from the threat now hanging 
over them of a war of extermination.

“ Pravda, Dec. 13, 1962, p. 5; Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. X3V, no. 
52 (Jan. 23, 1963), p. 10.
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Soviet Draft Declaration Submitted to the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee: Renunciation of Use of For
eign Territories for Stationing Strategical Means of 
Delivery of Nuclear Weapons, February 12, 1963 ^

The Governments o f ..........................................................................
(States—signatories of the present Declaration 

to be listed)

Desiring to contribute in every possible way to the easing of inter
national tension, the consolidation of peace and the creation of the 
most favourable conditions for general and complete disarmament,

attaching particularly great importance to the adoption of measures 
aimed at reducing the danger of a military conflict between the nuclear 
Powers,

solemnly undertake, within the period o f ............................. from
the date of signature of this Declaration, to carry out the following 
measures w hi(i they regard as a step towards more extensive disarma
ment measures:

1 . To dismantle bases located in foreign territory for submarines 
carrying nuclear and rocket weapons and to renounce the use of foreign 
ports as bases for such submarines.

2. To withdraw from foreign ports aircraft carriers having on 
board aircraft armed with nuclear weapons.

3. To dismantle strategical rocket installations located in foreign 
territory and to transfer to their own national territory rockets of 
1,500 km range and over and the corresponding nuclear warheads.

4. To withdraw strategical aircraft designed for delivering nuclear 
bombs to their targets as weU as these nuclear bombs, from bases lo
cated in foreign territory to within their own national boundaries.

The Governments of States parties to this Declaration imdertake 
not to station in future in foreign territories and ports the means of 
delivery of nuclear weapons, nuclear warheads and bombs referred to 
in paragraphs 1 , 2 ,3,4 above.

" ENDC/75, Feb. 12,1963.

728- ^ 74— 64------------5
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Tass Statement on American Underground Nuclear Tests, 
February 12, 1963 ^

On 8 February th is year the U nited States Atomic Energy Commis
sion announced th a t the U nited States had resumed its underground 
nuclear tests in Nevada. In  this connexion TA SS is authorized to 
state the following. ^

Up to this moment hope had persisted throughout the world that in 
1963 not a single nuclear weapon test would be conducted, and that this 
would be the fitst year of complete prohibition of such tests for all 
time. In  its resolution of 7 November 1962 the seventeenth session of 
the United Nations General Assembly called for the cessation of nu
clear tests from 1 January 1963.® In  connexion with this resolution, 
the Soviet Government declared its resolve not to conduct nuclear ex
plosions if the Western Powers would do likewise. The action of the 
United States in resuming undergroimd nuclear explosions shows that 
the United States Government has ignored the General Assembly’s 
resolution on the cessation of tests from the 1st January 1963, a reso
lution which expressed the hopes of all nations.

The resumption of nuclear tests by the United States throws light 
oh the reason why the United States and other Western Powers did 
not support the aforementioned resolution of the United Nations Gen
eral Assembly. What was hidden has come into the light, and it is 
now particularly evident by what considerations the United States 
Government was guided in its approach to the Soviet Government’s 
new proposals on a nuclear test ban, which were expounded in recent 
messages from the President of the Council of Ministers of the Soviet 
Union, N. S. EZhrushchev, to President Kennedy of the United States.® 
Although it is well known that national detection systems are fully 
adequate for control over a nuclear test ban, the Soviet Union agreed 
to two or three inspections a year, and to the setting up of automatic 
seismic stations on, the territory of each of the nuclear Powers for 
control over the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests,.

The new Soviet proposals were appraised throughout the world as 
a manifestation of goodwill, as an important constructive step towards 
solving the problem of a nuclear test ban, which provided an oppor
tunity for reaching agreement on the cessation of nuclear weapon 
tests in the shortest possible time. Thereby were removed the artifi
cial obstacles raised by the Western Powers, which had so far pre

* ENDC/76, Feb. 12,1963.
^Documents on Disarmament, 19^2, vol. II, pp. 1029-1033. 
’ Ibid., pp. 1239-1242, and ante, pp. 1-4.
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vented the conclusion of an agreement on the cessation of nuclear 
tests.

The Soviet Government agreed to the request of the United States 
Government for talks to discuss the Soviet proposals, being confident 
that on the basis of these proposals, which met the position of the 
Western Powers, it would be possible to reach agreement quicMy. 
However, in the course of these talks, which took place in the second 
half of January this year in New York and Washington, between 
representatives of the Soviet Union on the one hand, and representa
tives of the United States and the United Kingdom on the other, it did 
not prove possible to achieve any positive results. The reason for 
this was that the main concern of the United States Government was 
not to seek agreement, but to prepare for the resumption of nuclear 
weapon tests. That is why the American representatives in New York 
and Washington were unwilling to settle the main outstanding ques
tions which hindered the conclusion of an agreement on the cessation 
of tests, although there was every possibility for doing this*

Further nuclear explosions began thundering in the United States 
on the eve of the resumption of the work of the Eighteen-Nation Com
mittee on Disarmament in Geneva. They are bound to complicate 
the negotiations in Geneva, and will make more difficult the achieve
ment of an agreement on the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests, and 
indeed the whole work of the Eighteen-Nation Committee.

The resumption of underground nuclear tests will give a stimulus 
to a new nuclear armaments race. The Government of the United 
States bears the entire responsibility for the possible consequences of 
this step.

News Conference Remarks by President Kennedy 
{Extracts}, February 14, 1963 ^

• • • •  • •  •  

Nuclear Contxol

Q : Mr. President, therfe has been a great deal of talk in Europe and 
here about interdependence and about partnership. Is this Govern
ment at the stage of making the decisionin fact to share command and 
control of nuclear forces-with our European allies?

A : We are, as you know, putting forward and have suggested a 
multilateral force as well as a multinational force, which will, I  think,

‘ The Washington Post, and Times Herald, Feb., 15, 1963, p. A8.
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substantially increase the influence that the Europeans have in the 
atomic field. I t  is a very difficult area because the weapons have to 
be fired in 5 minutes, and who is going to be delegated on behalf 
of Europe to make tMs judgment? I f  the word comes to Europe or 
comes anyplace that we are about to experience an attack, you might 
have to make an instantaneous judgment. Someone has to be dele
gated with that authority. I f  it isn’t the President of the United 
States in the case of the strategic force, it will have to be the President 
of France or the Prime Minister of Great Britain, or someone else.

That is an enormous responsibility. The United States has carried 
that responsibility for a good many years, because we have placed a 
major effort ia developing a strategic force. I  said in my State of 
the Union address we put as much money into our strategic force as 
aU of Europe does for all of its weapons.

Now, it is quite natural that Western Europe would want a greater 
voice. We are trying to provide that greater voice through a multi
lateral force. But it is a very complicated negotiation because, as I 
say, in the final analysis, someone has to be delegated who will cany 
the responsibility for the alliance. We hope, through the multilateral 
system, through the multinational system, that we can provide Europe 
with a more authoritative position, a greater reassurance that these 
weapons wiU be used with care for the defense of Europe. I  am 
hopeful that the negotiations which wUl be carried out by Mr. 
Merchant will have that effect, but I  think we deal, because of the 
time problem which I  just mentioned, we deal with a very difficult 
problem.

Q: I f  I  may just follow up, would you expect to have the U.S. 
position clarified and nailed down before the NATO ministers’ meet
ing in Ottawa in the spring?

A : Yes, that is right. Mr. Merchant will be going ahead in about 
10 days and begin discussions in Europe of a more detailed kind.

I  just want to point out that because of the enormity of the weapon 
and because of the circumstances under which it might be fired, there 
is no answer which will provide reassurance under the most extreme 
conditions for everyone. We feel that, however, with what we now 
have and what we are ready to propose, carrying out the Nassau 
proposal,^ that additional assurances can be given which we believe— 
which we hope—will satisfy the Europeans.

Now, if it doesn’t, then we wiU be prepared to consider any other 
proposals that might be put forward. But in the case, for example, 
of France, we are not talking in that case of a European nuclear force.

‘ Documents on Disarmament, 196Z, vol. II, pp. 1274-1276.
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We are talking about a French nuclear force. So to make it a Euro
pean force would require substantial political developments in Europe. 
That time might come and if it does, we would be glad to consider 
joining with them or cooperating with them in any system wliich they 
might wish to develop.

Norstad NATO Plan

Q : Mr. President, sir, on the KATO matter, I  wonder if you could 
comment on General Norstad’s suggestion that an executive commit
tee be established within the NATO Council, which would have the 
power to decide perhaps by a majority vote, rather than a unanimous 
one on the use of nuclear weapons ?

A : Yes, I  think that we ought to consider that. As you know. Gen
eral de Gaulle has not been prepared to discuss a multi-NATO force. 
I f  he was, we would be prepared to discuss General Norstad’s proposal. 
General Norstad’s proposal, however, might not reach the needs of 
those countries which are not nuclear powers. But if the European 
countries choose to delegate their authority to General de Gaulle or 
to Prime Minister Macmillan, we woiild certainly be prepared to dis
cuss General Norstad’s proposal.

But we are talking about—when we talk about Europe, we have 
to realize there are a good many countries of Europe, some of which 
are nuclear and some of which are non-nuclear. The question always 
is whether the arrangements between the nuclear powers will meet 
the genuine needs of the non-nuclear powers, or whether they are 
going to have to go the national deterrent route, which we believe 
will be both expensive and dangerous.

Decision Timing

Q : Mr. President, could you elaborate a little on an earlier state
ment you made in connection with the control of the multinational 
nuclear force ? You seemed to stress the time element of five minutes, 
perhaps, to make a decision. Isn’t  this force essentially to be a sub
marine or seaborne force, and isn’t  one of the beauties of this kind 
of a force that you don’t  have to come to a quick decision?

A: Yes, but there is still the need for relatively quick time, so that 
I  think you are still dealing— ŷou may not be dealing in every case 
with five minutes, but you are dealing with— v̂ery difficult to hold a 
vote of all the members of NATO, take a majority vote, on firing these 
missiles. What we hope to do is to indicate guidelines for any action
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which a commander might take which will give assurance to the 
Western Europeans. Our feeling is veiy strong that they have that 
assurance now. The presence of 400,000 American troops and their 
families in Western Eut-ope, people who we would not permit to be 
overrun, I  think is a testament to our determination to honor our com
mitments. In  addition, the very obvious fact that Western Europe is 
essentially the security of the United States.

The loss of Western Europe would be destructive to the interests 
of the United States. So we feel that there is no .question that these 
weapons would be used to protect the security of W ^tem  Europe. 
General de Gaulle has said that monopoly always serves those who 
benefit from it. I  don’t  think that we alone benefit from it. .1  think 
Western Europe benefits from the enormous efforts which Americans 
have made. However, if these two factors, the presence of our troops 
and our security guarantees, are not good enough, we hope to be able 
to work out devices which will give a stronger participation to the 
Europeans and, therefore, strengthen their sense of participation and 
their common sense of allegiance to the NATO cause which we share.

I  must say in looking at the dangers we face, I  put dangers in other 
areas to be higher than the prospect of a military attack on Western 
Europe. But Western Europe is the one that lives imder the gun, 
and we are going to do everything we can to work out devices which 
will increase their sense of security.

Statement by First Deputy Foreign Minister Kuznetsov 
to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee 
[Extract}, February 15, 1963 ^

In  the statements made by various representatives an important 
place was given to the question of measures which niust be taken as 
soon as possible to reduce in the very near future, even before agree
ment is reached on general and complete disarmament, the threat of a 
nuclear war. As we have already said, we share the opinion of all 
those who consider the adoption of such measures to be essential and 
extremely urgent. I t  is precisely because of the need in the present 
circtunstances not to delay the adoption of measures for lessening the

‘ ENDC/PV.98, pp., 37-39.
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threat of a imclear war that the Soviet Government has submitted' 
for the Committee’s consideration a draft declaration on renimciation 
of the use of foreign territories for stationing strategical means of 
delivery of nuclear weapons and proposes that it should be considered 
as a matter of urgency.^ A sober evaluation pf the situation now exist
ing in the world cannot but lead to the conclusion that among Ml the 
individual measures which might help to reduce the th i^ t  of a nuclear 
war even before the achievement of general a,nd complete disarmament, 
the key place belongs to pittting ah end to the use of fo re i^  territories 
for stationing strategical means of delivery of nuclear weapons.

In the course of the discussions, one rather strange argument was 
advanced against the draft declaration on renunciation of the use 6 f 
foreign territories for stationing strategical means of delivery of 
nuclear weapons, namely, that the implementktion of this proposal 
would allegedly disturb the so-called “balance of forces” between the 
two groups of States. But I  should like to ask the representatives of 
the Western Powers to what “balance of forces” br “balance of arma
ments” they are referring. Who measured this balance and on what 
scales? What grounds have you for asserting that, if United States 
submarines with Polaris nuclear' missiles are based, let us say', on 
Naples or on Holy Loch, there will be a balance of forces, but that if 
they are not based there, there will be no siich balance ? What balance 
of forces can we talk about if, for instance, atomic submarines, each 
carrying sixteen Polaris missiles with thermonuclear warheads, are 
moved into the Mediterranean ? Against What do the Western Powers 
ihtend to “balance” this striking force for nuclear attack? After all, 
there are no Soviet missiles with huclear warheads in the Mediterranean 
area or in the territories of any States in other regions.

I t  is enough to put these questions to show the complete artificiality' 
of the argiiment about a disturbance of the “balance of forces” in con
nexion with our proposal for renunciation of the Use of fo re i^  terri
tories for stationing strategical irieank of delivery of nuclear weapons. 
To speak about a disturbance of the balance would be possible in con
nexion with these measures only in the event Of the bal^ilce you have 
in mind tottering on the brink of war. But that is something which 
caimot and must not be accepted by anyone who i^'interested in con
solidating peace.

I f  we are to speak of the balance of. forces in the modem world, it 
is obvious that it consists in something quite different. Leading 
statesmen in both the Soviet Union and the United States have repeat
edly pointed out in their statements that both these powers, the Soviet 
Union and the United States of America, possess in their own terri-

‘ Ante, p. 49.
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tories such strategic means of delivering nuclear weapons to far-distant 
targets that they can deal a powerful nuclear blow to each other’s terri
tories. In  this sense, there is indeed a balance of forces, an equality 
of power, and the geographic factors to which certain representatives 
of the Western Powers often refer to justify the stationing of strate
gical means of delivery of nuclear weapons on foreign territories are, 
of course, altogether irrelevant.

In the light of these considerations, how are we to regard the sta
tioning of United States strategic means of delivery of nuclear weapons 
in the territories of other States ? Such measures cannot be assessed 
otherwise than as the expression of a policy aimed at obtaining uni
lateral military advantages over the Soviet Union and other socialist 
countries. I t  is obvious that such unilateral military advantages are 
not being sought for in the interests of strengthening confidence be
tween States. I t  seems to us that the comments made at meetings of 
the Committee by the representatives of the Western Powers on the 
draft declaration which we have submitted merely confirm the need 
to consider this draft in the Committee as soon as possible and in a 
business-like way.

In  the course of the debate some representatives of the Western 
Powers said that the Committee should discuss so-called measures to 
prevent war by accident. In  this connexion they mentioned the pro
posals submitted by the United States on 12 December 1962.® WeU, 
the Soviet Union is always prepared to take part in a serious discus
sion of any proposals which would lead to a reduction of the risk of 
war, in deeds and not in words. But we can state quite categorically 
that at least some of the proposals contained in the United States 
working paper of 1 2  December 1962 are not at aU aimed at reducing 
the risk of war, but mainly at creating conditions for espionage by 
locating observation posts on the territories of States, carrying out 
aerial surveys, setting up mobile observation teams and so forth. 
Moreover, it is proposed to carry out these measures in the conditions 
of the armaments race, and not in conditions of disarmament. One 
can well understand that no constructive results can be achieved on 
the basis of such proposals. No contribution towards reducing the 
risk of war can be made by following that path.

* Documents on Disarmament, 196Z, vol. II, pp. 1214 -̂1225.
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Soviet Proposal Submitted to the Eighteen Nation Dis
armament Committee: Draft Nonaggression Pact 
Between Warsaw Treaty and NATO Countries, Febru
ary 20, 1963 ^

The States parties to the Warsaw Treaty of Friendship, Co
operation and Mutual Assistance of May 14, 1955,̂  on the one hand, 
and the States parties to the North Atlantic Treaty of April 4,1949,® 
on the other hand,

Being firmly resolved to take measures to eliminate international 
tension and to create an atmosphere of confidence in relations between 
States in order to help forward the consolidation of universal peace 
and the speediest possible achievement of agreements on the most vital 
problems of today and particularly on general and complete 
disarmament,

Confirming their intention to comply strictly with the purposes and 
principles of the United Nations Charter in their relations with one 
another,

Have agreed on the following:

Article 1

The States parties to the Warsaw Treaty and the States parties to 
the North Atlantic Treaty solemnly undertake to refrain from attack, 
the threat or use of force, in any manner inconsistent with the pur
poses and principles of the United Nations Charter, against one 
another or in their international relations in general.

Article ^

All disputes that may arise between one or more States parties to 
the Warsaw Treaty, on the one hand, and one or more States parties 
to the North Atlantic Treaty, on the other hand, shall be resolved by 
peaceful means only, through negotiations between the parties con
cerned or by using other means for the pacific settlement of inter
national disputes as provided for by the United Nations Charter.

Article 3

Should situations affecting the interests of both sides arise which are 
likely to endanger the maintenance of peace and security, the States 
parties to the Pact shall consult together, with a view to taking and

* ENDC/77, Feb. 20,1963.
* American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, toL I, pp. 123&-1242.
* IU&., pp. 812-815, 853-854,871-873.
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implementing such joint measures as may, in conformity with the 
United ITations Charter, be considered appropriate for the peaceful 
settlement of such situations.

Article ^

This Pact shall remain in force so long as the Warsaw Treaty of 
Friendship, Co-operation and Mutual Assistance of May 14,1955 and 
the North Atlantic Treaty of April 4,1949, are valid.

Article 6

This Pact shaU be ratified by the signatory States in accordance 
with their respective constitutional processes. The ratifications shall 
be deposited with the United Nations Secretary-General, who shall 
notify all the States signatories to the Pact as well as all the other 
States members of the United Nations, of each deposit.

This Pact shall come into force on the day of the deposit of the last 
ratification.

Article 6

This Pact, of which the Russian, English and French texts are 
authentic, shall be registered and remain deposited wiî h the UN 
Secretariat. Duly certified copies thereof shall be communicated by 
the United Nations Secretary-General to the Governments of the 
States signatories to this Pact.

In  faith whereof the undersigned representatives of the States 
parties to the Warsaw Treaty and the States parties to the North 
Atlantic Treaty have subscribed to this Pact and thereto have affixed 
their seals.

D one  a t ..................................................................................... 1963.

News Conference Remarks by President Kennedy 
{Extracts}, February 21, 1963 ^

Test Ban. Hopes

Q: Mr. President, just before Senator Humphrey left Geneva, he 
said that unless a nuclear test agreement were in final stages of prepa
ration by April, that mankind might lose forever this unique oppor
tunity for agreement.

' The 'Washington. Post and Times Herald, Feb; 22,1963, p. A20.
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Do you thdnk; that April should be more or less the deadline month 
which will determine whether the Soviets ever intend to agree to this?

A : No, I  don’t  thiuk [of] April 1st in the sense of sort of an ulti
matum. I  would hope that we would have progress by April 1st, 
but that is five weeks aWay. There are a good many detailed matters 
to be settled. I  would think by springtime we should know whether 
the Soviet Union is willing to make those arrangements which can 
provide for satisfactory test. But I  wouldn’t  put down the date and 
say by this date we will know finally.

We have been on this business for 15 years. ' I  must say that a 
good many people are opposed to this effort which is beiag directed 
by Mr. Foster in Geneva, and quite obviously it is a matter which we 
should approach with a good deal of care. But the alternative, if we 
fail, of increasing the number of nuclear powers around the world over 
the next five, 10, 15 or 20 years, that alternative which I  think is so 
dangerous keeps me committed to the effort of trying to get a test ba,n 
treaty. I  think it is what motivates Mr. Foster and others who have 
been involved in this for many months. There are, of course, critical 
areas which must be very carefully defined. Biit I  think people who 
attack the effort should keep in mind always that the alternative is the 
spread of these weapons to governments which may be irresponsible, 
or which by accident may initiate a general conflagration. So we are 
going to keep at it, if not by April 1st, beyond April 1st.

Nuclear Proliferation

Q : Mr. President, what basis do you have, sir, for your belief that a 
test ban treaty would inhibit t](ie proliferation of nuclear weapons, 
and if you got a test ban treaty, how would this be used: in the case of 
France ? ,,

A: Well, in my judgment, the major arg-ument for the test ban 
treaty is the limiting affect it might have on proliferation. Quite 
obviously, if it did not have that affect, then the treaty would be 
abrogated, and any treaty would so state, that either side would have 
the right to abrogate the treaty if proliferation resulted.

Now, on the question of France, France has been recognized as a 
nuclear power by the Soviet Union. I t  would be up to the Soviet 
Union to make a judgment as to what action they would take' on the 
treaty, if France continued to test. This is a matter which we will 
have to discuss with the Soviet Union. In addition, we are concerned 
about other countries testing, so that we would have— t̂he Soviet Union 
and the United States and Great Britain would have to make a judg
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ment as to the position of France, after consultation with France, and 
would also make a judgment as to what action we might take if other 
countries tested. There is no guarantee, if we sign a nuclear test ban, 
that it will end proliferation. I t  is, however, our feeling that the 
Soviet Union would not accept a test ban unless they shared our view 
that proliferation was undesirable, and it might be a weight in the 
scale against proliferation, and I  so regard it.

Now we are quite far apart on the details of a test ban treaty. Even 
if we get the test ban treaty, it may not have the desired effect, but in 
my opinion it is very much worthwhile making the efforts and we will 
continue to do so.

Statement by First Deputy Foreign Minister Kuznetsov 
to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: 
Cessation of Nuclear Tests, February 22, 1963 ^

As the representative of the Soviet Union, I  wish to set forth some 
considerations on the question of the prohibition of nuclear weapon 
tests. In  the first place, I  should like to say that we have listened 
with interest to the substantive statement made by the representative 
of Bulgaria. As for the statement of the representative of Italy, as 
was to be expected he continued to sing in tune with the United States, 
both on the question of nuclear weapon tests and on other questions 
which the Committee is discussing. This position of the representa
tive of Italy is unlikely, of course, to help forward the solution of the 
important problems before us.

In  the statements of many representatives which we have heard 
during the debate there was a feeling of concern about the situation 
of the problem of prohibiting nuclear tests. We share these appre
hensions. In  spite of the constructive steps taken recently by the 
Soviet Government with a view to eliminating all the remaining diffi
culties which prevent us from reaching agreement, we unfortunately 
cannot speak of any real progress in the negotiations. On the con
trary, there are reasons to fear, as some representatives have rightly 
pointed out, that the favourable opportunity for reaching agreement 
may be lost.

The Soviet Union has consistently advocated and is still advocating 
the conclusion of an agreement which would put an end to aU ex-

‘ f3NDC/PV.101, pp. J9-34,
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perimental explosions of nuclear weapons. I  shall recall the main 
steps taken in this direction by the Soviet Government.

The Soviet Union was one of the initiators of the preparation of an 
agreement on the prohibition of nuclear tests. The well-known So
viet Union proposals on disarmament of 10 May 1955 included the 
cessation of tests as a priority measure.^ That was eight years ago. 
Incidentally, the Western Powers for a long time refused altogether 
to enter into negotiations on this question.

The Soviet Union agreed to take as a basis for the preparation of an 
agreement the recommendations drafted in 1958 by the Geneva con
ference of experts,® and at the beginning of the negotiations submitted 
a draft treaty on the prohibition of tests.* Nevertheless, the possi
bility of an agreement was destroyed by the stubborn attempts of 
the Western Powers to impose their excessive demands for control and 
to remain free to continue to test nuclear weapons underground.

In an attempt to get the negotiations out of the deadlock, and taking 
into account the advances made in science and technology, the Soviet 
Union proposed in November 1961 the conclusion of an agreement on 
the prohibition of all tests with the use of national means of detection 
for control.® The Western Powers met this proposal with bristling 
hostility. This was done at a time when the I’resident of the United 
States, Mr. Kennedy, and the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, 
Mr. Macmillan, in a joint statement dated 3 September 1961,® admitted 
the possibility and adequacy of using national means of control over 
the cessation of tests in three environments: in the atmosphere, in outer 
space and under water. Our Western partners in the negotiations 
would do well to read over now the statements they made when, 
literally on the eve of the statement by the President of the United 
States and the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, they were 
zealously trying to prove that science did not make it possible to exer
cise control over these types of tests by the use of national means alone.

Subsequently, faced with the need to agree to the use of national 
means of control over the cessation of tests in these three environments, 
the Western Powers now want to make their bargaining point the 
cessation of tests underground, and are trying in fact under the guise 
of control to obtain what they could not achieve in earlier negotiations.

In  this connexion we deem it necessary to state briefly the position 
of the Soviet Union on the question of the prohibition of tests, and

“ Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, p. 462.
' m a .,  vol. II, pp. 1090-1111.
‘ Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of 'Nuclear Weapon Tests: History 

and Analysis of Negotiations (Department of State publication 7258, 1961), 
pp. 313-314.

• Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 664.
• Ibid., V. 351
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to indicate the main points of oui? differences witli the-Western Powers. 
At the same time, this will be an answer to the questions raised here 
during the debate by the representatives of the non-aligned States. 
The Soviet delegation greatly appreciates the desire of these States in 
the Committee to make their contribution towards resolving the dif
ficulties stiU standing in the way of an agreement.. Some interesting 
remarks on this score have been made by the representatives of Brazil, 
Ethiopia, the United Arab Eepublic, India, Mexico and Sweden.

National means alone enmre efectwe control over all types of tests. 
The Western Powers are trying to minimize the significance for 

control purposes of the national means at the disposal of the nuclear 
Powers and, as Mrs. Myrdal, the Swedish representative, reminded 
us at our last meeting, at the disposal of many non-nuclear States.^ 
We should like to draw attention to national means of control and to 
stress that States now have sufficiently effective instruments and suf
ficiently well-organised control services to be able to rely on them 
completely.

An extensive, practically world-wide network, formed by the com
bined national systems of various States, is already exercising de facto 
control over nuclear tests. Is not the efficiency of this control shown by 
the detection of the French underground explosion in the Sahara in 
May 1962, and by the detection in February 1962 of an underground 
explosion in the Soviet Union, which had deliberately not been an
nounced in order to demonstrate the insincerity of those who asserted 
that nuclear explosions could iiot be identified by national means 
of detection? Moreover, it is not out of place to recall the embarrass
ment caused to the organizers of an undergroimd nuclear explosion in 
the State of New Mexico on 10 December 1961. This test was intended 
to prove the possibility of concealment, but was recorded in many 
countries far distant from the United States—in Sweden, Japan, 
Czechoslovakia, the Soviet Union, and others.

All these facts and the practical experience of recent years have led 
to the natural and logical conclusion that, in order to exercise control 
over the observance of an agreement on the prohibition of nuclear 
tests, there is no need to set up a special system with international 
posts, inspection and other elements. I t  is quite enough to use what 
States already have. A number of statements have been made in this 
regard. I  shall confine myself to quoting two of them.

Dr. Don Leet, the leading seismologist at Harvard University, said 
the following in an interview on 2 February 1963:

There are no technical obstacles to the conclusion of an agreement be
tween the United States and the Soviet Union on the prohibition of nuclear 
tests.

' See BNDC/PV.100, pp. 26 fE.
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TH6n Dr. Leet added: '
There is no need for on-site inspections.

This was said by a most experienced, highly-autiioritative specialist 
in seismology, renowned far beyond the boundaries of the United 
States; and his conclusion is confirmed by other sources.

Not long before the resumption of the Committee’s work the New 
Yorh Times writer, John Finney, who specializes in disarmament and 
nuclear weapon test matters, wrote:

Official representatives believe that, due to improvements in detection 
methods, the, United States can fully rely on its own stations outside Soviet 
territory . . . for the purpose of control over clandestine underground explo
sions.

M r. Finney went on to say :

Some of these stations are already working. In conditions of strict secrecy.” 

I t  is well known that several dozen such United States stations are 
situated in th6  territories of States bordering on the Soviet Union, and 
that even representatives of those States have no right of access to 
them.

In  short, no one who is unprejudiced can fail to  adm it th a t States 
have a t their disposal enough scientific and practical data to prove th a t 
compliance w ith an agreement on the prohibition of tests in a l! environ
ments, including underground tests, can be successfully controlled by 
the national means of detection which States have a t their disposal. 
This is a very im portant, one m ight even say a decisive, situation, to 
which the Soviet delegation deems it necessary to draw  the attention 
of members of the Committee.

In  this connexion it should also be borne in mind that at the most 
recent session of the General Assenibly of the United Nations, the 
majority of the States Members of this international Organization 
expressed their support of the memorandum of the eight non-aligned 
countides,® which, as we know, proposes that in carrying out control 
over the cessation of tests we should rely on existing, that is national 
means of detection. By a majority of votes the General Assembly 
approved this memorandum of the non-aligned countries as a basis 
for agreement. The Assembly went even further and recommended 
that, whether ot not an agreement was coiicluded, all nuclear weapon 
tests should cease as from 1January 1963.̂ ®

W e are unfortunately compelled to note, hoVever, that, owing to the 
position o f ‘the U nited States, there is neither an agreement nor a 
cessation of nuclear tests. Nuclear explosions are thuAderihg in the

* YorU Times (Western edition), Feb. 7,1963, p. 3.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 196Z, vol. I, pp. S34r-336.
" voL II, pp. 1029-1033.
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State of Nevada.^^ Although the nuclear bombs are being exploded 
underground, the waves from these explosions are spread all over the 
globe, threatening the world with a new round of competitions in 
carrying out tests.

The number of on-site inspeotwns and automatio seismic statiom 
is not a subject for bargaining.

The Western Powers are trying to justify the delay in concluding 
an agreement by alleging that it is due to lack of agreement on an 
international control system. Here in the Committee the representa
tives of the United States and the United Kingdom have expressed 
the view that the main dement of a system of control over the cessa
tion of tests is on-site inspection. Inspection is represented as a 
panacea for aU imaginable and unimaginable ills, and at the same time 
the significance of national means of control is deliberately minimized.

Since it is quite evident that no special international control is 
needed in order to conclude an agreement, we naturally cannot help 
thinking that hidden behind the demands for international on-site 
inspection are attempts to achieve some other purpose having nothing 
to do with the task of keeping watch on the cessation of tests. Another 
legitimate question which arises is whether these demands are not 
being made for the purpose of frustrating an agreement. After all, 
the United States has in the past put forward the question of control 
as a convenient means of closing the door to an agreement. I t  has 
expended considerable efforts and vast sums on finding a “scientific” 
justification of the need for on-site inspections in all cases. The 
United States has placed on this conference-table a number of reports 
which claim to be highly scientific. In this connexion we might men
tion the “new seismic data”,“  the Berkner report,^^ and the “Vela” 
project.^ These reports have different titles and different prefaces, 
but the trend and intentions are the same: to select, or rather to ar
range, such data and conclusions as confirm the official political line 
concerning the need for on-site inspection. Everything else, whether 
the views of United States scientists or the conclusions of scientists of 
other countries, which have run counter to this line have been ignored 
or simply cast aside. I f  the facts militated against this thesis, then 
according to the advocates of on-site inspection it was just so much the 
worst for the facts.

I  repeat, it is perfectly clear to us what the motives are behind this 
stubbornness of the Western Powers in regard to on-site inspection

“ See ante, p. 16.
“ Geneva Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests: History 

and Analysis of Negotiations, pp. 331-334.
'^Documents on Disarmament, 194S-1959, vol. II, pp. 1378-1392.
“ m a .,  1962, vol. II, pp. 633-035.
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and other international elements of control. Nevertheless, the So
viet Union, with the sole object of speeding up the achievement of 
agreement on the prohibition of all nuclear weapon tests, decided 
to meet the Western Powers and to make an important political con
cession. The Soviet Government agreed that control over the imple
mentation of an agreement on the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests, 
based on the national means of States, should include the following 
three important international elements:

1. Two to three on-site inspections a year on the territory of each 
nuclear Power.

2. The installation of three automatic seismic stations on the terri
tory of each nuclear Power. The stations may also be situated on 
the territories of non-nuclear States, naturally with the consent of 
their governments.

3. The establishment of an iatemational commission of scientists, 
as proposed by the eight non-aligned States members of the Eighteen- 
Nation Committee.

In agreeing to the quota of two to three inspections a year and to 
the installation of three automatic seismic stations on the territory 
of each nuclear Power, the Soviet Government was not making a 
routine concession in the process of bargaining, as some representa
tives have tried, and are still trying, to make out in this Committee. 
No; in actual fact we agreed to something wliich, in view of the effi
ciency of national systems for detecting nuclear explosions, is super
fluous and unnecessary for control over a treaty. But a compromise 
is a compromise, and it is not always the most rational solution when 
one of the sides in the negotiations is deliberately trying to pile up 
obstacles.

The figure of two to three inspections a year on the territory of each 
nuclear Power which we have proposed, like the figures named by 
the Western Powers, is of course the result of a political solution. 
I t  should be borne in mind that the principle of an inspection quota 
was put forward by the Western Powers themselves as a way 
of settling differences. This proposal was first made by Mr. Mac
millan, the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, when he visited 
Moscow in February 1959. Moreover, the United Kingdom has re
garded this approach as a purely political one from the outset.

As for the actual figure of two to three inspections a year, it is not 
a chance one. Before the Soviet Government decided to put it for
ward, the representatives of the Western Powers had given us to 
understand that that figure would suit them completely. During the 
ptesent debate the representative of Bulgaria, Mr. Tarabanov, and 
the representative of the United Arab Kepublic, Mr. Hassan, recalled

[728-674—64------6
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statements by the United Kingdom delegation to'the effect that if the 
Soviet Union were to return to its proposal for an inspection 
quota—and everyone knows that we proposed three inspections a 
year,—then agreement could be reached immediately. Furthermore, 
in priva.te talks the United States representatives mentioned to us the 
figure ()f two to four inspections a year, which wotild fully satisfy the 
United States. Having’ weighed up all these statements by the rep
resentatives of the Western Powers statements, which, I  would stress, 
were made through different channels—the Soviet Government de
cided to put forward its new proposals. .;

These proposals were set forth in the letter from Mr. Khrushchev, 
Chairman of the CouncU of Ministers of the USSR, to the President 
of the United States, dated 19 December 1962.,^

After that concession on our part it might have been expected that 
theipreparation of a final agreement would-be a matter of days, if 
the other side sincerely wished to settle the question. With that in 
mdnd, the Soviet Government accepted the proposal of the United 
States of America to hold negotiations in New York and in this con
nexion to postpone the resumption of the work of the Eighteen- 
N'ation Committee. During the negotiations in New York and 
Waghiiigton we did everything an  our power to achieve positive re
sults. Considering that, a,s, a result of the steps taken by the Soviet 
Union, agreement had in fact been reached oja the basic question of 
the inspection quota, the Soviet Govemment agreed , to an exchange 
of views on a number of questions relating to the practical aspects 
of the organization of control. ,,

We were entitled to expect that the United States would respond 
to the good will which we showed with similar good will. Unfortu
nately, however, the other side responded differently; it put forward 
more and more new demands, with thej obvious intention of diverting 
the question from the cleared way to agreement into an impassable 
quagmire of technical discussions and disputes an^ of haggling for 
as many inspections and automatic stations as possible. Having met 
this opposition from the United States, we were compelled, in order to 
solve the problem of the cessation of nuclear tests, to raise the question 
of transferring the negotiations from the United States to the 
Eighteen-Nation Conmiittee at Geneva. , -

D uring the negotiations in  New York and W ashington, and in our 
Committee, since nothing has yet changed here either, the representa
tives of the U nited States and the U nited Kingdom have .been try ing  
to make a bargaining ppint put of a  question on which we considered, 
judging from  their earlier statements, th a t we had agreed. A pparently

“ /Sid., pp. 1239-1242.
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they take the line that, since the Soviet Union has agreed to their own 
proposal for two or three inspections, they may as well try now to get 
a few more inspections. At our meeting on 12 February Mr. Godber 
stated that, since the Soyiet Union is a very large country, it would 
not embarrassdt to accept a few more and raise the figure of inspec
tions.̂ ® .But this kind of argument can be used, only by those who 
are concerned not about the fate of an agreement on the prohibition of 
nuclear tests, but about other matters which have nothing to do with 
the task of verifying compliance with such an, agreement.

Now let us take up the question of automatic seismic stations. Here 
again, we get the impression that the United States and the United 
Kingdom are trying to complicate the negotiations by putting forward 
demands for the largest possible number of these stations. We pro
posed that automatic seismic stations should be installed, not because 
they are necessary for control over the cessation of tests, but solely 
to f acilitate.the achievement of an agreement.

Before the Soviet Government expressed its willingness to agree 
that automatic seismic stations should be visited by international 
personnel, the representatives of the Western Powers showed no great 
interest in these stations. They talked a lot about their doubts re
garding the usefulness Of setting up such stations, their efficiency, the 
conditions of their operation, and so forth. But when the Soviet 
Union agreed that international personnel should bring the sealed 
instruments to automatic stations on the territory of the Soviet Union 
and should bring them back to the international centre— t̂hat is to say, 
when there opened up possibilities of , sending foreign personnel into 
the Soviet Union—the Western Powers abruptly changed their atti
tude towards these stations. They are now insisting oh. the installa
tion of the greatest possible number of automatic seismic stations in 
the Soviet Union. The legitimate question arises: what purpose is 
served by these! demands ? In  any case, the purpose is not that of 
control over an agreement on the cessation of tests.

The two to three inspections a year and the three automatic seismic 
stations which we propose represent a substantial addition to the al
ready adequate control which can be organized on the basis of the use 
of existing national, systems, as has been sprpposed in particular in the 
memorandum of the eight non-aligned countries.^^ Siieh control 
would fully satisfy us. I f  one looks at things objectively, this propo
sition is also fair to the Western Powers.: But we are faced with the 
Western Powers’ rigid policy and their obvious unwillingness to 
abandon demands which are preventing progresss towards agreement.

“ ENDC/PV. 96, pp. 31^2.’^
" Dooummts on Disarrrwment, ifl(Sa, jE>p. 334-336.
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The position of the Western Powers, if we consider its actual gist, 
can be summed up as follows: “Accept our new conditions, agree to 
increase the number of inspections and automatic stations, or else 
there will be no agreement”. And apparently in order to reinforce 
the gravity of this demand, which is essentially an ultimatum, the 
United States has proceeded to conduct nuclear tests in violation of 
resolution 1762 (X V II) of the United Nations General Assembly.̂ ® 
Statements are being made in the United States—and echoes of them 
can be heard here in the statements of the United States delegation— 
that this is being done in order to bring pressure to bear on the Soviet 
Union. Is this not a policy of “all or nothing”, in its most expressive 
and provocative form? Attempts to represent this United States 
position here in the negotiations as flexible cannot delude anyone. 
But it is those who believe that they can achieve their purpose in this 
way who are profoundly deluding themselves. The language of ulti
matums and attempts to exert pressure on the Soviet Union wiU lead 
to no good. Unreasonable haggling sometimes leads to a situation in 
which those who ask too high a price lose everytliing.

In  order to mislead the members of the Committee and the world, 
the United States and United Kingdom representatives are asserting 
that their position on control over the cessation of nuclear tests, and 
particularly on the number of inspections and the number of auto
matic seismic stations, is based on scientific reasons. These assertions 
by the United States and United Kingdom representatives in no way 
correspond to the facts. As we have said before, the position of the 
Western Powers is dictated by reasons which are very far removed 
from science.

To what I  have already said on this subject, I  can add the follow
ing. The representatives of the United States speak of an equal in
spection quota and an equal number of automatic seismic stations for 
their own territory and for the territory of the Soviet Union. I t  is 
weE known, however, that the territory of the United States is many 
times more seismic than the territory of the Soviet Union. Every 
year considerably more seismic phenomena occur in the United States 
which, according to the position of the United States delegation, 
would call for on-site inspection. This was pointed out, for example, 
by the United States scientist Dr. Latter, who is in the service of the 
United States Atomic Energy Commission, in his report to Congress 
on 19 April 1960.̂ ® I t  can easily be seen that, if we were to follow

“ lU a., vol. II, pp. 1029-1033.
“  See Technical Aspects of Detection and Inspection Controls of a Nuclear 

Weapons Test Ban: Hearings Before the Special Subcommittee on Radiation and 
the Subcommittee on Research and Development of the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy, Congress of the United States, Mghty-siwth Congress, Second 
Session, p t  1, pp. 9&-101.
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the position taken by the United States representatives and make the 
number of inspections depend on the number of unidentified events, 
a greater number of inspections would have to be carried out in the 
United States than in the Soviet Union. But the United States does 
not propose that. As you see, in regard to the quota it refers to sci
ence, but acts according to what is to the advantage of the United 
States. I t  acts on the basis of purely political positions.

At the meeting on 18 February 1963, Mr. Foster in fact confirmed 
that the United States demands in regard to an inspection quota are 
in no way determined by scientific reasons, although he referred to a 
scientific approach. Just look at what—save the mark!—scientific 
arguments were put forward to justify the United States position in 
this matter:

Three would not only be far too small a proportion: it  wonld be patently 
inadequate even if the unidentified earth tremors were many fewer than our 
scientists say.“

In other words, whatever the conclusions of the scientists may be, 
however small the number of unidentified and suspicious events may 
be, the figure of three inspections a year does not suit the United States. 
That is the gist of the matter; that is where the dog lies buried, as the 
saying goes, and not in science.

The demand for as great a number of on-site inspections as possible, 
for as great a number of automatic seismic stations as possible, and 
for the consequent large number of visits by foreign personnel to the 
territories of the parties to the treaty, cannot fail to arouse concern. 
This concern will be particularly intelligible if one considers that the 
military staffs of the Western countries are trying by all possible 
means to obtain intelligence information for the preparation of plans 
to deal blows at the Adtal centres of the Soviet Union and other socialist 
countries.

The guarantee of the success of the negotiations lies in solving the 
'basic issues.

Our Committee has been entrusted with the solution of highly-im- 
portant political problems, which may have exceptionally serious con
sequences for the development of world history and mankind. This' 
alone implies that a fundamental statesmanlike approach is essential 
for the success of our work. Only thus can we lay a firm foundation 
for peace. We appeal to the Western Powers to agree to this.

I t  cannot be denied that the compromise proposals of the Soviet 
Union on the cessation of nuclear tests go a long way towards meeting 
the position of the United States of America and take into account the

“ ENDO/PV.99.P.21.
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interests of both sides. Our proposals both on an inspection quota and 
on the number of automatic seismic stations are fully adequate for exer
cising additional or, so to speak, reinsured control over an agreement 
on the cessation of nuclear tests, over and above the sufficiently effective 
control which can be ensured by national means.

What is now required from our partners in the negotiations, and 
above all from the United States of America^ is to take the first con
structive step and to reach agreement on the basis of the compromise 
which it has itself proposed. The Soviet Union is entitled to expect 
such a step, since in that event the United States would in fact obtain 
what was originally suggested by itself.' ^
: We have heard statements here to the effect that, if agreement could 

not be reached on the basic issues, we should perhaps turn our attention 
to other questions, concerned ^ ith  details of the control system, or 
discuss them all simultaneously. We consider that we should reach 
agreement on all outstanding questions, including procedure for taking 
decisions on the dispatch of inspiection teams, on the composition of 
the inspection teams, on methods of conducting inspections, on the 
area for verification, and so forth. Nevertheless, many years of nego
tiation in this regard have taught us all to be cautious of proposals to 
deal with technical questions while the basic questions remain un
solved. On many occasions in the past, international negotiations 
have ended in failure because, instead of dealing with the basic ques
tions, the participants began to deal with secondary questions and, of 
course, got stuck in them.

In  the light of that instructive experience it may be said that if 
no agreement is reached on the basic questions in our negotiations 
on the cessation of tests, we cannot expect that the discussion of other 
elements of the control system will bring us closer to the desired goal. 
On the contrary, we are profoundly convinced that such an approach 
in the present circumstances, after more than three years of negotia
tions, can only delay the reaching of agreement. We must' guard 
against the erroneous view that technical studies will help us to solve 
the problem of the inspection quota and the number of automatic 
seismic stations. I f  one of the sides wishes to protract the negotia
tions and expects by haggling to obtain as much as possible for itself 
to the detriment of the other side, then differences between specialists, 
particularly when created artificially, may serve as a plausible 
pretext for placing new obstacles in the path of agreement.

We have already had not a few examples ;of this in the negotia
tions on the question of the cessation of nuclear tests. I  shall adduce 
one of them. At the meeting between Soviet scientists and 
their United States and United Kingdom colleagues in November 
and December 1959, the Soviet scientists showed the inconsistency
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of the so-called “ww seismic data” which, the United States us^d 
a,s 9, justification for its, refusal to agree to the prohibition o>f under
ground tests.^  ̂ But what was the answer to thi3 in 1959 ? On 29 
December 1959 the then President of the United States of America, 
Mr. Eisenhower, niade a declaration in which, using as a pretext the 
lack of agreement among the scientists in evaluating data", he said 
that the United States no longer regarded itself as bound by obliga
tions to refrain from conducting nuclear tests.®̂  This was followed by 
well-known events of which I  need not remind you.

The fact I  have menti6ned is not an isolated one. That is why we 
cannot agree that now; in the absence of a^eement on the basic 
questions, the Committee Should be diverted io discussing other 
elements of control. To enter into the disbussion of various kinds of 
administrative and technical' measures before settling the basic 
questions would mean losing perspective and evading the main issue.

The line taken by the represeritatives of the United States and 
the United Kingdom in the negotiations in New York and Washington 
and here in the Committee must be placed in direct relationship 
with the resumption of underground nuclear weapon tests by the 
United States. We have just received- information that yesterday 
two new powerful 'imderground nuclear explosions were carried out 
in the United Staites. This, apparently, is an eloquent reply to the 
following statement made by the Indian representative at our last 
meeting,’ from which !  shall quote briefly as follows:

We all Imow that if  once tests start they lead to other tests. Incidentally, 
I may say that we are grateful that, although there has been one announce
ment of a test since the beginning of the year, for a time thefe has been a lull 
and no tests are being carried out at present. We hope that lull will 
continue “

The answer to this appeal, as you see, was a constructive one. The 
United States Government issued an open challenge to the peoples 
whose will was expressed in resolution i f 62 adopted by the United 
Nations General Assembly at its seventeenth session. The United 
States has thus assumed a grave responsibility. In conducting nuclear 
tests on the eve of the resumption of the work of the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee, the United States Government could not of course fail to be 
aware that it was deliberately dealing a blow to the negotiations. In 
this connexion I  should like to remind the Committee of the reaction

“ For the views of the Soviet scientists, see Documents on Disarmament, 1945- 
1959, vol. l i ,  pp. 1561-1571. 

pp. 1590-1591.
See BNDO/PV. 100, p. 19.
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of the Government of the Soviet Union. The following was stated in 
the Toss communique of 12 February with regard to this challenge: 

[The Tass communique is printed ante, pp. 50-51.]

The Soviet Union remains firm in its conviction that, despite the 
complications created by the actions of the United States at the pres
ent time, there are still possibilities for reaching without delay an 
honest and fair agreement that would satisfy all parties. The Soviet 
Government has made great efforts and has gone far to meet the West
ern Powers, having agreed to their proposal on the number of in
spections, and has agreed to the installation of three automatic 
stations. I t  did so exclusively in order to contribute as much as possi
ble to the creation of favourable conditions for agreement. I f  the other 
nuclear Powers participating in the negotiations will also show a 
constructive approach, it will be possible to reach rapid agreement 
on the cessation of all nuclear weapon tests for all time.

In  conclusion, I  should like to say a few words on the procedure 
for our future work. In  the statements of all representatives in the 
Committee, great attention has been paid to the question of the 
cessation of nuclear weapon tests. In  view of the great interest aroused 
by this urgent problem, which is ripe for solution, it would seem ad
visable after the conclusion of the general debate to continue to discuss 
it in plenary meetings, and not to refer it to the Three-Power Sub- 
Committee at this stage. In  saying this, we base ourselves on the fact 
that the Sub-Committee has quite recently, in January, discussed this 
question in New York and Washington. I t  would therefore be best 
at this stage to discuss the question of the cessation of nuclear weapons 
tests in plenary meetings. This does not mean that the Soviet Union 
is altogether against the Three-Power Sub-Committee.

With regard to the order in which we should consider other problems 
which are awaiting their turn for consideration in the Committee 
and for our decisions, the remarks made by the Soviet delegation in 
this regard at the last meeting, on 20 February, are still valid.^

ACDA Statement on Test-Ban Negotiations, 
February 22, 1963 ^

The Soviet Union’s apparent rejection of any further negotiations 
within the three-power test ban subcommittee is a discouraging de-

’■ See iMd., p. 41.
‘ Department of State Bulletin, Mar. 18,1963, p. 403.
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velopment.® This unfortunate decision brings into sharp focus the 
central issue in these negotiations: I t  is whether the Soviet Union 
is now prepared to reach a fair and sound agreement to halt nuclear 
weapons testing for aU time.

Last December the Soviet Union stated it was prepared to accept, 
once again, two or three on-site inspections annually.^ This, coupled 
with its acceptance earlier of the use of three automatic seismic sta
tions, seemed to be an encouraging development. However, as this 
Government made plain, it considered the actual Soviet numbers in 
both cases to be inadequate. In  informal and formal discussions 
since that time, the Soviet Government has not changed its position. 
That position appears to boU down to th is: Either accept the stated 
figures or there wiU be no agreement.

We have made it clear that we cannot accept these figures. The 
United States is directing its efforts to working out a soimd and re
liable agreement. We are prepared to negotiate on all elements of the 
necessary verification system and it is the system as a whole which 
must be reliable. We regret the unwillingness of the Soviet Union to 
discuss this wider range of questions.

On the matter of on-site inspection specifically, the position of the 
United States is that 8 to 10 on-site inspections is a reasonable range 
for inclusion in a treaty. Kecently, Mr. WUliam C. Foster, on in
structions, indicated to the Soviet Union representatives that, if there 
was a clear understanding of the set of principles governing on-site 
inspection procedures which would insure that each on-site inspection 
was meaningful, the U.S. was willing to consider possible acceptance of 
seven on-site inspections.®

The United States has been, and remains, ready and willing to 
strive to overcome the present difficulties that stand in the way of 
agreement. What is needed now is a similar willingness on the part 
of the Soviet Union.

Mr. Foster returned to Washington for consultation last Thursday. 
He will return to Geneva this weekend to continue negotiations on 
this issue in an effort to further advance toward the conclusion of an 
effective agreement.

* Supra.
* Documents on Disarmament, 196S, voL II, pp. 1239-1242.
* See infra (p. 76) and post, pp. 141-145.
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Statement by ACDA Director Foster to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee: Cessation of Nuclear 
Tests, February 25, 1963 ^

First, although the representative of Burma has been suitably 
welcomed, I  should lil£e to express my personal pleasure at seeing hirp 
here again. Secondly, I  was happy to hear the constructive remarks 
that Sir Paul Mason, the representative of the United Kingdom, made 
this morning in his imtial statement before the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee. ,

I  also listened with interest to the comments made by Mr. Macovescu, 
the Ambassador of Romania, and Mr. Naszkowski, the vice-Minister 
of Foreign Affairs of Poland; but unfortunately I  found very little 
of new moment in those comments. I  believe that most, if not all, of 
the items which they covered have been dealt with on the record by 
some of the Western representatives. I  hope tq deal at future meetings 
with those items which are new. Having returned to Geneva o^y  
yesterday afternoon, which has not given me the opportunity to review 
carefully,the developments since I  left last Wednesday, I  shall confine 
these brief remarks which I  am about to make to certain of the im
portant elemep t̂e covered in my absence, as I  see them now.

I  have read somewhat quickly the proceedipgs of the one hundred 
and first plenary meeting, which took place on Friday, 22 February. 
I  rioted in particular the remarks concerning the nuclear test ban 
problem, to which attention has again been given this morning. I  
was particularly concerned to hear what Mr. Kuznetsov had to, say, 
in order to learn what his approach was to this subject.^ I  did: of 
course also take note of his sudden departure; and I  hope this is a 
temporary departure, since what he said on Friday, I  unfortunately 
must state, did not in my opinion contain much of a contribution to 
our advancement in this very importent area. In  fact, he spoke in 
terms that were so rigid, as I  read the verbatim record, that I  felt 
compelled to ask myself how we can find any way to overcome t̂ he 
obstacles, both substantive and procedural, which appear in those 
comments to be piling up against any progress that we could make in 
this field. In  this connexion I  do fully associate myself with Mr. 
Stelle’s preliminary comments on 22 February.® However, I  should 
also like to add a few observations of my own.

Sovereign Powers can only arrive at mutuaUy-acceptable agree
ments by taking into accoimt the reasonable opinions and positions

* BNDO/PV.102, pp. 21-24.
* See ante, pp. 60-72. 
•BNDC/PV.101, p. 42.
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of each, party to the negotiations, I  use the word “reasonable” de
liberately, since unreasonable positions adopted by any one side will 
not lead to capitulation by other sides but, rather, to a failure to achieve 
the desired accord. Again and again last Friday we of the .West were 
told by the Soviet representative that the present Soviet terms for a 
test ban were not bargaining positions. There could be no flexibility 
in numbers of inspections or of unmanned seismic stations. The 
Soviet figures were offered on a “take it or leavait” basis-; and indeedj 
in one scarcely-veiled passage, Mr. Kuznetsov said that unless the 
West took up the present Soviet offer quickly it might be withdrawn.^

On the other hand, for the past several weeks the United States has 
been seeking to engage the Soviet Union in negotiations on a nuclear 
test ban. We have been pursuing^ this objective publicly, in the ple
nary meetings of this Conference, and privately, at first in the United 
States and more recently here. There is no issue of ours that we have 
declared to be immutable; save the fundamental principle that a test 
ban agreement must be adequately verified. We have not asked of our 
negotiating, partner more than we ourselves are willing to give. We 
have not refused to alter our position until our partner' alters his. 
The records of these meetings testify to the truth of that statement. 
Wliat we have said for the official record has been reinforced in our 
private exchanges with Soviet representatives here and elsewhere. 
There has been no intimation of an ultimatum in anything we have 
said. We are offering and asking for negotiations on a basis of 
equality and for recognition of the fact that agreement is possible 
only if basic national concerns are mutually reconciled. Beyond any 
shado;w of a doubt the Soviet Government knows that, if it waited 
them, fair, rapid and decisive negotiations could begin today.

General statements of good intent do not suffice for the serious busi
ness in which we are engaged. Therefore the United States has given 
proof of its desire to reach agreement. I  reported to this Conference 
two weeks ago that during the private talks in New York and Wash
ington the United States had offered to consider reducing by three the 
number of automatic seismic stations—and I  repeat, automatic seismic 
stations—it proposed should be installed on Soviet territory.® We 
thought the two sides were not far apart on the question, and that 
agreement might at least be reached on that element of the verification 
system,. Oiie would hope the Soviet Government would be able to find 
seven suitable places in the Soviet Union where automatic seismic 
stations could be established without compromising sensitive defence 
installations. As for transit to and from the stations, Mr. Khrushchev

* Ante, p. 68. 
“ Ante, p. 35.
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Mmself suggested a mode of transportation which I  presume would 
satisfy the Soviet Government.® So conditions for genuine negotia
tion on this point certainly exist. Moreover, a concrete United States 
proposal has been made again to bring the two sides closer together. 
This Conference, therefore, it would seem to us, has a right to ask: 
What are we waiting for ?

Last week the United States Government decided to give further 
specific evidence of its desire to advance negotiations on another issue 
which the Soviet Union regards as a key item in these talks. This 
Conference and the Soviet Government knew that the United States 
did not insist upon eight to ten on-site inspections as its immutable, 
rock-bottom figure. We have felt, however, that the number is some
what irrelevant unless and until it is placed within the context of 
a system which would make each inspection effective and reliable. 
Consequently we have urged our negotiating partner to tell us how, 
in general, it envisages using on-site inspections.^ After all, to us the 
Soviet position is completely unknown, except for two numbers which 
stand stark and alone in the middle of a featureless desert. And even 
those numbers may be a mirage unless we can see them organically 
related to some kind of verification system which will give them life 
and meaning.

We appreciate that the Soviet Government made an important de
cision of principle when it re-affirmed its old offer of three on-site 
inspections. We did not want these talks to bog down because one side 
was waiting for the other to move. Accordingly we too took an 
important decision of principle: without waiting to hear the Soviet 
position on other aspects of a verification system, we decided to 
specify a new figure for an on-site inspection quota.

Last week I  met privately the First Deputy Foreign Minister of 
the Soviet Union, Mr. Kuznetsov. In  that talk I  explained the United 
States position on a number of features of the inspection system it 
envisaged. I  shall describe them to the Conference in the near future. 
I  also told Mr. Kuznetsov that, in the context of the verification frame
work I  had described, the United States could accept as an annual 
quota for each side seven on-site inspections.

I  hope that the Soviet Government is now studying that offer. By 
that offer I  mean not only the new United States quota number, but 
also the other matters which I  put to the Soviet representative. As I 
have said many times, we believe that in the absence of prospects for 
immediate agreement on a quota number, the most productive work 
this Conference could do would be to develop the structure of a veri-

' Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 1239-1242. 
’ END0/PV.99, p. 22.
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fication system. We hope that our new quota proposed has brought 
agreement closer on this issue; but in any event we think no further 
time should be wasted on generalities.

We have come, I  think, to a very important stage in the short history 
of the Committee. Ahead of us, if the Soviet Government will permit 
it, lies agreement on a test ban treaty. Beyond that may lie other dis
armament agreements. How shortsighted it would be to lose the 
opportunity we now have to press forward and to create something 
which would be more valuable than all the bombs ever built! That 
opportunity will not be lost, I  can assure the members of this Confer
ence, through any fault of the United States.

Statement by Assistant ACDA Director Long Before the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy (Extracts), March 
10, 1963'

I  am happy to be here as a representative of the U.S. Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency to discuss the application of the results 
of the Vela program to our activities.

You have heard a very full presentation of the technical aspects 
of the program, and I  am sure you wiU not be surprised to hear that 
we have little additional information to offer on this score. In  fact, 
our position, relative to the Vela program, is essentially that of a 
consumer of the information which they and others produce.

The Vela program, as Dr. Euina earlier told you, was set up to 
enhance our knowledge of the basic technical aspects of the detection 
of nuclear explosions so that an effective system to detect, locate and 
identify such explosions could be designed.

Since the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency is charged 
with the responsibility to make studies in the whole spectrum of arms 
control and disarmament, it is clearly our specific responsibility 
to follow the developments of the Vela program and to apply them to 
the particular problem of a nuclear test ban.

In  considering a test-ban treaty, one important question becomes, 
“What constitutes an effective test-ban treaty?” Even this question 
has nontechnical, as well as technical, aspects. The evaluation of the

 ̂Developments in Technical Capabilities for Detecting and Identifying Nuclear 
Weapons Tests: Bearings Before the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, Con
gress of the United States, Eighty-eighth Congress, First Session, pp. 392-416.
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acceptability of any control system depends upon the requirement 
that national security places on this system and the evaluation of 
the alternative risks presented, if there is no treaty at all.

However, since this hearing is specifically focused on the Vela 
program, I  shall restrict myself largely to discussing the technical 
aspects of a verification system and the places where information from 
the Vela program and from associated technical studies relate to this 
problem.

This does not mean, of course, that I  consider the broader questions 
raised by the test ban to be unimportant or outside the responsibility 
of ACDA. On the contrary, we attach very, great importance to a 
proper assessment of the risks both of possible violations of a test- 
ban treaty and of the risks inherent in a continuing arms race in
cluding unlimited nuclear weapons testing. I  understand, from the 
chairman’s remarks at the outset of this hearing that such matters 
are to be dealt with.at subsequent hearings.

• • • • • • •

What we really mean by the word effective is that we want a moni
toring system which will have a capability of detecting with consid
erable confidence nuclear testing of a size which if imdetected could 
ultimately lead to the modification of the balance of power.

The monitoring system ^ould  also be of a character to offer strong 
deterrence to any sta/te that contemplated evasion of the test ban.

Finally, the monitoring system should give confidence to the various 
parties to a treaty that the test ban is being obeyed.

I t  is, I  think, evident that what is involved here is a systems design 
problem. What one must come up with is an overall monitoring sys
tem which is effective in the several senses that I  have just outlined. 
I t  is therefore the specific ACDA responsibility to take all available 
information and put it together in a way which leads to an effective 
monitoring system. A most significant, point here is that there is no 
uniquely effective monitoring arrangement. One can devise several 
kinds of monitoring arrangements which put different emphasis on 
the use of international personnel, contemplate different kinds of de
tection stajtions, and incorporate different, procedures for handling 
data, and yet all come up with effective systems.

I t  becomes a matter of judgment therefore as to which of several 
possible effective schemes is the most desirable pne. In making this 
judgment, it is, I  think, clear that an important component is negoti
ability compatible with the need to have a system that is capable of 
effective verification. I f  we are to have an effective system, it must 
be one which gives confidence not only to us but to all other parties 
to a test ban treaty and it must be one which can be agreed to in de
tail and in the design of a specific treaty.



LONG STATEMENT, MARCH 10 l?9

During the several years, of negotiation toward a nuclear t ^ t  ban 
there have, in fact, ,been geveral monitoring systems proposed; A few 
of these have Kad detailed study by joint United States-United King- 
dom-U.S.S.R. negotiating groups. I t  is therefore important in con
sidering our present notions of what would constitute an effective 
mp^utoring system to consider it in the light of some of these previous 
suggestions. In  oi;der to illustrate this comparison I  have prepared 
a chart which with your permission I  shall now show. All it is, as 
you can see,, is a summary of three proposed detection systems; the 
1958-62 actually covers quite a little bit of negotiating ground. ,

T a b le  I .— H i s t o r y  o f  s y s t e m s  d e i g n s

Date

1958-62
>

August 1062 Present

Type of system............ ........ ^ternational C‘G ^ v a ”)— 

1704*10........................ .......

laternatlonally sup^vlsed 
national.

National.

U.S. choice. 
National."

Do. 
U.S. choice.

What I  have here,’ as you can see, are three systems. The first, 
1958-62, is the one that we most commonly refer to as the Geheva 
type.^ The one that we presented last summer is next,^ and the third 
coiuinn gives the present; I t  is a little unfair to ti^  to say too much 
about the one of last summer because it was never really negotiated 
about in any detail. The fine points of the sysfem were not in fact 
developed. I t  was, I  think, a kind of monitoring system which was 
characterized, compared to the Geneva system, as involving si^ifi- 
cantly mbre national emphasis. As we studied that we found that 
was a good direction to go and it was going down farther that same 
path that has led us tci the preserif system which is discusssed in the 
third column and which, to summarize it very hastily, really focixses 
very much more on a national ^stem  than the original Geneva. ‘ ‘

When the Geneva network of monitoring was being set up,,a prime 
item which determined station location was the problem of detecting 
uadergroimd tests. Even here, however, the separatiob. distances 
were not completely ideal.' The distances, if you recall, were I  think

2 I.e., the control system recommended by the Geneva Conference ol Experts 
in 1958 (Documents on Disarmament, 194^-1959, vol. II, pp. 1090-^1111);

” iSea,  vol. II, p. 792-804.
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a thousand kilometers in seismic areas and 1,700 kilometers in other 
areas. Those in the main are not quite close enough to give you first 
zone detection, at least to a major degree, so the Geneva location dis
tances were “distant stations” in the same sense that we have used in 
previous discussions.

A point that I  had made in the previous paragraph, and I  think I  
should pick up which is a somewhat important one, is that also in the 
Geneva system collocation was complete. That is to say, every land 
station, and there were 170, had every detection mode, whether it be 
for space, imdergroimd, or atmospheric testing. From a technical 
standpoint this was not a particularly sensible business. The facts 
are that a geographic location which is best for seismic detection on 
the average will not be a superior one for another mode like acoustic 
or space detection. So collocation of them all at the same spot was 
not ideal.

I  don’t mean to say that the Geneva system would not have worked. 
I t  imdoubtedly would have worked. I  think the only thing I  am 
really trying to say is that it would have been an expensive system and 
I  think, equally seriously, it would have been a relatively awkward 
one to maintain at good operating efficiency.

In  searching for system designs which would be more effective, more 
immediately available and with components more directly under our 
own control, the emphasis of the recent ACDA studies has been on 
systems which involved national design and national operation of the 
detection stations and of the overall system. This greatly minimizes 
the task of reaching an agreement on an optimal detection system in an 
international forum. This emphasis is partly in the second system and 
significantly more in the third system. The third system goes con
siderably along the direction of what is sometimes called reciprocal 
inspection which very crudely could be paraphrased as: “You monitor 
me and I ’ll monitor you.” I t  clearly places prime responsibility, for 
the detection system of concern to us, on detection stations, designed 
and operated or supervised by the United States and the United King
dom, using stations whose locations, characteristics and equipment are 
entirely under our control. This would mean we would run as elab
orate or simple detection system as we felt our national security 
demanded.

Clearly this type of proposal has many desirable features. I t  max
imizes the amount of control which each country can have over its 
detection systems. I t maximizes the flexibility which each country has, 
and it permits any country to incorporate the newest, best and most 
useful equipment.

There are a couple of significant drawbacks. One is the obvious 
one that getting these nationally operated stations in the territory of
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an adversary party, for example, one of our nationally operated 
stations in the territory of U.S.S.R., may be difficult.

Secondly, one must give special consideration to the problem of 
getting information from these systems into the hands of a commis
sion, in case it is necessary to do this.

I  don’t  think, and I  hope to show later, that either of these disad
vantages is very serious. Specifically, I  don’t  think that they out
weigh at all the very real and very significant advantage which comes 
from utilizing detection systems which are to a first approximation 
entirely under one’s own control.

. . .  In  order to point up a comparison between the proposals for a 
Geneva-type system and the kind of system that is currently envisaged, 
I  should like to show a table which rather roughly indicates expected 
systems capabilities of that system and our present proposal.

I  have another table which goes with that. Tables 2 and 3 are the 
ones that I  want to talk about. In  view of the emphasis of the hearings 
so far on problems of seismic detection I  have lumped several of the 
other media together and, as you see, am simply commenting that cur
rent capabilities for these are rather similar to those envisaged for 
the Geneva system.

With respect to high altitude and space I  think these were well 
covered by the morning discussion. In  making estimates of system 
capabilities you will realize that I  am discussiQg hypothetical systems. 
However, I  caimot overstress the fact that the data on which the 
analysis of the national system depends are real data, specifically, data 
generated by the ongoing United States-United Kingdom effort in de
tection of nuclear tests. The importance of this is the following. 
Whereas the original Geneva system discussions were based on the 
most tentative sorts of estimates of numbers of earthquakes and detec
tion capabilities and as a consequence often changed, our current 
understanding of these items is based upon extensive knowledge.

One can, of course, and the previous speakers have emphasized this 
point, expect gradual and continued improvement in the technical 
capabilities. However, it is, I  think, quite reasonable to assimie that 
there will not be sharp modifications in expected numbers of earth
quakes or in detection capabilities in a way as to make the system look 
less effective. From this standpoint then, one can go about designing 
a United States-United Kingdom operated system with a considerable 
degree of confidence.

These are the two charts that I  thought were relevant to a describing 
of U.S. position developments. The first is on the far side and is table 
I I I ; this describes the history, more or less, of the development.

(T28-674-^«4— 7
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Then finally table II, this rather lengthy dispussion of assessment of 
system capabilities.

T able 11,— Comparison of system capabilities

Type of test 1960-61 rnteraational Currently envisaged

1. Atmospheric ___
2. Medium high altitude.
3. High altitude— ........ 1
4. Space-.............-....... —
5. Underwater................

6. Underground.

1
 Comparable capabilities for high altitude space. Geneva 

ground-based system somewhat superior at altitudes from, 30 to a 
few thousand 'kilometers. New techniques now available for 
ground stations. More data now available on high ̂ titude effects.

1 KT global-

(d) Detect 1 KT tuff after 4 
years. Identify small 
fraction of earthquakes.

(6) Provision for 20 on-site in- 
' L spections by international 

team. (Estimated about. 
70 inspectable unidenti
fied events, all above 
WET size.)

(c) No inspection of events be
low size equivalent to 19 
kilotons.

1-6 KT capability in northern 
oceans from seismic system. 
Could be improved with 
hydrophones.

(o) Detect 2 KT tufl̂  immedi
ately. Idaatify substan
tial fractionof earthquakes.

, : Detect IKT after 4 years.
(6) 7 on-site inspections by pri

marily United States- 
United Kingdom team. 
(Of inspectable events, 
about 30 are of Si:  ̂ over 
19 KT; over half of these 
give indications of being 
earthquakes.)

(c) U.S. ciioice of inspection of 
any aetected event not 
meeting identification 'cri
teria.

T able III.— U.S. position developments

Year

196& 61 August 1962 Present

170 plus 10........... Not definite but 
fewer.

Not limited by 
treaty.

None
170.

10 percent plus 
partial identi
fication of 46 
percent.*'

7.

20 KT 1.............-
Expected annual number of U.S.S.R. earth

quakes above 2 KT.i. 2
Fracticm of U.S.S.R. earthquakes iden

tified.*

600....................... 170.........

10 percent plus 
partial identi
fication of some 
others.

20, then 12 to.20 
‘ depending on 

number, of earth 
tremors.

10 percent plus 
partial identi
fication of 46 
percent.*

8 to 10_ -

1 Equivalent yield for tests in tuff with Rainier coupling.
2 Earthquakes in continental area, excluding those with depth established,as greater than 60 kilometers.
3 Partial refers to the presence of some seismic Indication of an earthquake but insufBdent to meet oriteria 

described by United States in Teciniced Working Group II report.
* With no utilization of any data from stations within U.S.S.R. Jn addition a number of events would 

be of less interest for inspection because their location renders them relatively less suspicious.
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The essential point of this discussion has been the question of new 
technical information. I  think from our standpoint, the kind of data 
and discussions which you have been hearing about for the last 3 days 
have entered in three important ways.

First of all, the development and proving out of new techniques 
have enabled us to consider alternative monitoring systems and to 
assess their capabilities. Sinc&this kind of subject has really already 
been covered, let me only mention one example. The discussions by 
Commander Ghandler, Dr. Schardt, and Dr. Pierce all were in the 
direction of saying that there have been some very interesting and 
useful new techniques developed for use at ground stations to moni
tor tests at high altitude and in outer space. An important specific 
development has been aii increase in the number of techniques which 
can be" usedj for so-called “beyond-the-horizon” detection. What this 
specifically refers to is detection techniques where the signals follow 
the curvature of the earth, which do not need line-of-sight vision for 
detection purposes, and which therefore can be used outside of the 
Soviet Union to detect tests over the Soviet Union. As I  am sure you 
gathered from the testimony of Drs. Press, DeNoyer, and others, there 
have been similar developments of new techniques in the field of un
derground events.

There is still another one. I t  was not until this morning that I  
realized that optical fiuoresctoce had a significant over-the-horizon 
capability. This is something I  had not been aware of, until Dr. 
Hoerlin testified.

One must realize that to a considerable degree the estimates made 
by the now famous committee of experts back in 1958 were really in
formed guesses. In the main these guesses were quite suprisingly 
accurate; however, in many cases they were simply not based on very 
solid data for the reason that only limited data were available. The 
very considerable change is that now we do have a very large body of 
data available to Us so that when we make assessments now they 
have a very much greater probability of being firm assessments. There 
is, of course, a spectrum in this. The two media where there have been 
large numbers of nuclfear tests and where, therefore, the information is 
particularly extensive are the atmosphere and imderground. There, 
of course, continue to be earthquakes so that we have also accumu
lated a good deal of data on these.

The areas that we particularly know most about are atmospheric 
tests and underground tests. When one turns to the question of tests 
in sp^e, the situation is somewhat otherwise. There have been a 
number of tests at medium and intermediate altitudes, ranging from 
50 to 500 kilometers, and in th^t altitude region we know a great deal, 
certainly, more thdn ia 1959 or 1960.
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At the same time there have been scientific explorations in outer 
space which have increased our knowledge of the background levels 
of various radiations in outer space. There have, however, not been 
to our knowledge any nuclear tests in far space and even though this 
is an area where calculations are particularly straightforward to make, 
our actual assessments of systems capabilities are inevitably somewhat 
theoretical. However, the important thing to point to is the very con
siderable increase in our knowledge since 1959 so that our general con
fidence in our detection capabilities in these various areas is certainly 
much enhanced.

Of equal importance have been some of the new assessments which 
have been made in recent months. These new assessments have been 
of particular consequence in the area of underground detection. You 
have heard about these in some detail and hence I  need only recall 
them to you. A first new assessment of importance has been that the 
number of earthquakes which occur in the U.S.S.R. of a magnitude 
equal to or greater than that of a given explosion is smaller than pre
viously expected by a factor of around 21/̂ . This is important because 
it means that any search for possible nuclear tests is made against a 
smaller background of comparable natural events than had previously 
been expected.

The related new assessment which has been of importance in a de
sign of a system has been improvement in our capability to detect 
seismic events from great distances; that is, of the capability of so- 
called “third zone” systems, from 2,500 kilometers on out. The signifi
cance of this development is that with an adequate number of stations 
outside the Soviet Union we have very good detection capability of 
Soviet seismic events larger than magnitude 4.0 in addition to some 
capability below this level. This permits design of a more efficient but 
still fully effective system.

There is another aspect of the new technical information which 
merits comment. Even though it was not directly emphasized in the 
testimony of the Vela participants, one of the most significant results 
of the Vela program is that there is a great variability in almost all 
of the Vela-related phenomena. Some seismic stations show below 
average sensitivity for certain directions. In contrast the relatively 
unsophisticated Mould Bay station in the Canadian Arctic often de
tects 3 Mloton tests in dry alluvium at Nevada. Tests that were 
carefully designed not to vent radioactivity have in fact vented. Tuff 
shows variability in signal size; so does salt; so does alluvium; so 
doubtless do other media. This of course perturbs our ability to 
detect and identify. But it is a most significant fact that it also 
greatly complicates the problem of a potential violator. He cannot 
make calculations based on averages. He must, for safety sake, plan
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his testing to produce signals severalfold less than the presumed de
tection threshold. Even then he can never be sure that his evasion 
will be successful.

Viewed from this standpoint it is not precise to say that a potential 
violator can “get away with” this or that. A more precise statement 
is that there is a spectrum of probability of evasion and the prob
ability is greater as the size of test goes down and as the evader works 
to cover evidence of activity.

APPLICATION o r  NONSEISMIC INFORMATION IN  A NUCLEAR TEST BAN

The particular focus of these hearings has been on the accomplish
ments of Project Vela. I t  is not surprising, therefore, that attention 
has been heavily oriented toward information gained by purely 
seismological means. I t  is, however, a perfectly obvious point that 
information highly relevant to the monitoring of nuclear tests will 
be obtained from other sources. In fact, our planning would be re
miss if it did not take into account the role in a test ban of the large 
scale and intensive collection of various other kinds of nonseismic 
information. When all other types of sensitive information are inte
grated, and completely analyzed, they are lumped under the collective 
heading of “National Intelligence.” Intelligence capabilities, of 
course, cannot be predicted with confidence and should not be re
garded as a substitute for formal control systems. Nevertheless, any 
objective discussion of the test ban environment must recognize the 
strong and pervasive influence of U.S. intelligence on the actions of 
the other party to the treaty. I  would suggest, however, that detailed 
exploration of this aspect of the problem be done in executive session.

I f  a state should decide to cheat, it would be operating in several 
areas of uncertainty. One would be the lack of assurance with respect 
to the lower detection limit of both the open and undisclosed detection 
systems. Another would be uncertainty as to the extent to which 
activities associated with the conduct of an underground test can be 
carried on without detection by information from other nonseismic 
sources. The capabilities of these sources would not appear to be 
easily calculable. We can assume that a test ban treaty would result 
in a high priority being given to the collection of information aimed 
at detecting violations. This fact would be expected to add to the 
uncertainty of the evader since information breaks are attributable in 
no small degree to the amount of effort applied.

The United States-United Kingdom analysis center established for 
the processing of epicenter reports provided by the seismic system 
would be equipped to follow a sequence of investigations involving 
information from other sources, all aimed at selecting candidates for 
on-site inspection. The first and basic step would be the creation of a
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travel folder which would include all the available mapping material 
covering the area of the epicenter. This step would be accomplished 
rapidly by a good retrieval system. A large fraction of epicenters 
would, we know, fall in areas characterized by remoteness, inacces
sibility or close proximity to international waters or borders. On the 
other hand, such data as geological maps and past seismic records 
might indicate the presence of mines, underground caverns, good 
logistic support, or an aseismic area, facts which would enhance suspi
cion in an overall assessment of the event.

In summary, under favorable conditions there could be a significant 
contribution from U.S. intelligence sources to the problem of selecting 
candidates for on-site inspection. Let me mention one specific ex
ample : The point was made that there are considerable difBculties in 
observing direct light from a nuclear test in space, and one reason is 
that one builds detectors which have very wide angles so that daylight 
in particular interferes. If, as somebody earlier in the testimony in
dicated, one really does have information on a rocket launching and 
one knows that launching goes out into space and one has a good cal
culation on its trajectory, then you can quite imagine that using a 
visible light detector with a very small angle of view which could be 
focused where that thing was as it went on in space, I  would suspect, 
although I  hkve not done the calculation, that this would very greatly 
enhance the sensitivity of this system. I  would like this to be indi
cated only as a way in which two rather different kinds of technical 
information could be integrated with one greatly helping the other. 
I  think it is a worthy example.

As an example of the application of some of these ideas, let me 
consider the analysis of seismic events. You have heard testimony 
that, on the average, there will be 170 shallow continental earthquakies 
larger than magnitude 4.0 within the Soviet Union each year. In 
arriving at this figure we have already applied a portion of the process 
of identification because we have already excluded events in the Soviet 
Union which the seismic data indicate were 60 kilometers deep or 
deeper— t̂oo deep for a clandestine nuclear test. There are other 
factors, both seismic and geographic, by which we can order these 170 
events in terms of their relative degree of suspicion.

To do that I  have a map which illustrates something about the 
seismicity of the U.S.S.E.. What this map does is simply give you 
a very rough outline of the area. The cross hatched regions are the 
regions which, on maps of this sort, are normally labeled as seismic 
in the U.S.S.E. One rather interesting point is that the great heart
land of the U.S.S.R. belongs in the category of what is called aseismic. 
Earthquakes occur only along the southern and eastern borders, with 
the exception of a band of low seismicity going across Siberia.
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IfortiiSea
USSR Seismic i^ieas and. 
Eartkjuâ BsicoiJcâ

I  t.Tiirlr it is important .to realize how many of the earthquakes are 
along the eastern border, along the Kurile Islands-Kamchatka Penin
sula. The center of density of the earthquakes her© is in the water to 
the east, where the water depths dip down sharply to deep depths. 
A good many of the earthquakes that occur in this area are in the 
water to the east of the pehinsula and the islands. From a seismicity 
standpoiat this area is a 6ontinuation of . our own Aleutian Islands 
chain.

Of these 170 that I  inentioned, there are about 55 percent that give 
some seismic indications of natural origin, leaving an average of 75 
events for which there is no seismic evidence of natural origin. On 
the basis of our average year, a large nimiber of these events, in the 
neighborhood of 30, will be in areas which are quite unlikely for 
clandestine undergroiind tests. These events will have a 75 percent 
or greater probability of lying more than 10 kilometers across the 
borders of adjoining countries or more than 10 kilometers into the 
sei from the coastline of the U.S.S.E.

On the basis of .a typical year, another 15 would be in areas ia which 
testing is niore conceivable but which are either so remote as to make 
the, technical problems of clandestine underground testing difficult or 
sufficiently close io.the outside world—on the Kuriles or on the eastern 
coast of Kamchatka—as to present severe inhibitions to a clandestine 
operation. For our average year, this would leave a hard core of about 
30; the vast majority of these would be in the central Kamchatka or
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the Pam ir M ountain area. The latter area is bounded by A fghanistan 
and is very close to Pakistan.

Everything I  have said has to do only with information that 
one might get completely from stations outside the U.S.S.E. One 
might, as Dr. Press indicated, have data available from automatic 
recording stations which might help on these.

I  do need to put in the qualifier that these 30 are only the most 
suspicious of the seismic events and specifically we would have the 
right to inspect any of the unidentified events, including the group 
which gave some but not wholly convincing evidence of being earth
quakes. When we integrated in all the information that we might 
have, including the nonseismic information, we might well decide 
that one of these others was particularly suspicious. I  have used 
average figures on this, but if the committee at some time would want 
to discuss this in executive session, we could go into further detail.

Let me turn now to specifically how we would envisage a U.S. de
tection system. I t  would be a group of stations owned and operated 
by the United States or United Kingdom perhaps in some cases op
erated by other personnel and supervised by the United States or 
United Kingdom, but in any case all under direct United States- 
United Kingdom control.

All stations, stations for space, for high altitude, for underground 
detection, would be located at sites of maximum sensitivity. There 
might be some modest variations in the position of one de
tection technique or another in order to maximize operating efficiency 
and minimize communication problems. The overall system would 
be coordinated with a central data analysis center, quite probably 
located in the Washington area. An important component of this 
center would be training arrangements to be sure that the 
operators for the various detection techniques were fully trained. 
I t is a well-known fact that systems by no means always operate at 
their real capability, and almost invariably the problem comes back 
to one of inadequate training or inadequate management.

In  our discussions about how to get an effective, efficient system, 
people have returned to this point over and over again; that is, the 
importance of having a tightly controlled system with firm manage
ment and well-trained people. I t  is this that we think that we could 
assure if we had a U.S. designed and operated system. We would 
in the initial installation use to the fullest extent possible existing 
United States-United Kingdom stations. Our initial emphasis would 
quite probably be on the use only of ground-based detection g^stems 
for high altitude and space. However, we would assume, and would
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strongly urge, that research and development headed toward a prac
tical satellite detection system go ahead vigorously. The position that 
we thiak the country should be in is one of being able to put such a 
system in rapidly if there seemed to be significant reasons to do it.

I t  is worth noting that under this type of United States-United 
Kingdom operation and control there is for the most part no par
ticular reason to give full details of the United States-United King
dom system to the outside world. This, I  think, is advantageous 
since lack of knowledge of detection capabilities by another party 
wiU constitute a significant item of deterrence to a nation contemplat
ing evasion.

When one turns to the problem of the specific design of the seismic 
component of an overall detection system, there are two aspects that 
merit special comment. One is the necessity of having at least a 
partly open system for this component. The other point concerns 
the utility of supplementary data. With respect to the first, the 
point is simply that it is in the particular area of detection and 
identification of seismic events that one must have available the ulti
mate possibility of on-site inspection. For such an inspection one 
must present data indicating where the particular epicenter is and 
showing also that the event is not an earthquake according to certain 
definite treaty criteria. Since the United States-United Kingdom 
will be requesting on-site inspection in accord with the agreed quota, 
it seems clear that there needs to be a seismic component to the detec
tion system which is free from classification, the data from which 
can be freely transmitted to the International Commission for ulti
mate transmission to the state on whose territory the unidentified 
event occurred.

As Dr. Komney indicated in previous testimony, this can be done. 
His discussion concerned a network of some 15 stations and he noted 
that our very high class Vela stations at such places as Wichita 
Mountain and Vernal, Utah, could form the core of this system.

Let me turn very briefly to another item which enters specifically 
for the seismic detection problem. This is the possible role of data 
from supplementary stations. As you have gathered, prime reliance 
will be placed on a United States or United States-United Kingdom 
operated seismic detection system. However, I  think you will have 
gathered from the discussions of people like Professor Herrin, Dr. 
Press and Dr. DeNoyer that there is a modest role for supplemen
tary data which could come from stations either in or very cloSe to 
Eussia. As one item, data from normal U.S.S.B. seismic stations 
such as those operated by their universities can be useful in supply
ing the kind of data that Professor Herrin discussed and which can
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be used over a period of time to increase knowledge of the seismicity 
of the U.S.S.K. and to establish better travel time curves.

Automatic recording stations can also play a role, particularly in 
identification, the best guess being (a conservative guess) that a group 
of perhaps seven automatic recording stations of the character you 
heard described earlier by Mr. Hamilton could increase identification 
capability by at least 15 to 20 percent if they were located in some of 
the areas of high Kussian seismicity.

Finally, there is a role for seismic stations located in adjacent 
countries, countries which might not agree to . having stations imless 
they were under commission supervision and operation. In  our system 
design studies we have normally based our assessment of the capa
bilities of the seismic system solely on the capabilities of the nation
ally operated United States-United Kingdom system. From this 
standpoint the bjnd of information that these supplementary stations 
would bring would be essentially a bonus. ' <

Another aspect of the systems design problem is the interaction 
of various national detection systems, ours and others, with the pro
posed International Commission^ One function of the International 
Commission would be to play a coordination and data transmitting 
role. For example, it will be helpful that definitions; of magnitude 
scales for earthquakes as used by various detection systems are clearly 
understood by each other. I t  is also important that the various 
groups know rather precisely what are the kinds of time scales and 
calibration procedures that the other groups use. Requests for clarify
ing data for a particular seismic event would also be forwarded 
from one party to another via the commission as would requests for 
on-site inspections under the agreed quotas.

With respect to parties to thei treaty other than the United States, 
United Kingdom, and U.S.S.R., the Commission would have a somter 
what more substantial role. Inspections which were done on the 
territory of these other parties would be done by inspection teams 
organized and managed by the Commission. As I  have already noted, 
another function of the Commission would be to operaite seismic sta
tions in countries which were agreeable but which requested Commis
sion operation. All this adds up. to a significant role for the Com
mission but a role which is quite substantially less than has been 
envisaged in previous treaties which the United States has proposed.

A  particu lar illustration of the changed role of th e  Commission 
concerns the problem of on-site inspection. O ur desire in this area 
has been to  arrive a t conditions such that on-site inspections w ithin the 
territory  of the U.S.S.K. would be done by teams whose equipment, 
organization and management were under our control. A  rather
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detailed discussion of the on-sjte inspection problem and of the way 
in which the presently proposed system would handle it is given in 
the next section.

As a preliminary to a discussion of on-site inspections, I  would like 
to comment briefly on the utility of various numbers of on-site inspec
tion .̂, , My main reason for wishing to do this is that in discussion of 
on-site inspection the implication is often present that the utility of 
inspections is essentially proportional to their number, i.e., that 20 
inspections are twice as good as 10, and so forth. I  think it is almost 
self-evident that this is not the case and I  should like to develop the 
reasons. One can develop an argument of this sort from two stand
points. One standpoint is a probability argument.

I  would like to submit that kind of argument for the record;. . .*
Let me, however, make a purely qualitative argument for the mo

ment. Eecall that the reasons ,for needing on-site inspections result 
from th® inability to identify all underground events and that they 
are therefore important as a deterrent against clandestine testing, 
as a way to secure-mutual confidence that the treaty is being obeyed 
and finally to. obtain evidence of a violation in case one has occurred. 
Given these points, I  think it is very clear that the Very existence of 
the right tp conduct on-site inspections changes the position of a coun
try that contemplates clandestine underground testing from one of 
almost busmess^as-usual to one in which tests must be made with 
elaborate precautions to cover up the evidence and to avoid detection 
of signals from i,t if at all possible. What this means, of course, is 
that testing becomes both slower and.much more expensive than other
wise and the size of thfe test will need to be limited to small values. All 
this, will clearly deter the potential violator. Additional inspections 
will clearly assist in these various requirements, i.e., will enhance the 
deterrence, will increase the probability of detecting a violation and 
so on. But I  do think it is clear that as one has more and more 
on-site inspections the utility of each successive individual inspection 
becomes less and less. Put another way, there is quite clearly a level- 
ing-off effect.

What all this means to us is that we can get a substantial amount of 
deterrence, of possibility to detect violations and of increase in our 
confidence that a treaty is being obeyed without a very large number 
of on-sate inspections. There is, of course, one most important proviso, 
however. That is that the on-site inspections which one does make 
must be technically welj organized} well operated, and must use the 
best available techniques. You have already heard from Mr, George 
abput the Yela studies of various techniques. What I  should like to

* See appendix (infra) .
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do filially is to discuss rather briefly both, the scenario of a more or 
less typical on-site inspection and our current views on the character 
of the inspection operation.

First, I  want to describe what is thought to be a reasonable schedule 
for gathering data about a seismic event, determining that the event 
is sufficiently suspicious to justify using one of the allotted number 
of annual inspections, and getting the inspection team onto the suspect 
site.

I  have a chronology, which is table IV  in the statement. The point 
of this table is just to make the case for the kinds of steps that we 
would envisage happening. There is on a particular day an unidenti
fied seismic event. Analysis of the United States-United Kingdom 
data ia the first place puts it in Eussia, and presumably rather quickly 
shows, with all the information available, there is no evidence that it 
is an earthquake, in accord with treaty criteria.

I t  is at this point that all the other kinds of available information 
would be used in the assessment of it, and in several days presumably 
the United States and the United Kingdom would decide that this par
ticular event was sufficiently worrisome as to probably merit use of 
one of its quota of inspections.

The United States and the United Kingdom would notify the com
mission and formally ask for clarification. This clarification would 
give the commission and any other party, including the party on whose 
territory the event had occurred, an opportunity to send in its data. 
I t  would be during this same period that, if people wanted data from 
the autoihatic stations, they would be picked up.

We assume that in something like the first 8 or 10 days one would 
have this clarification data and that by about 10 days there would 
be a final United States-United Kingdom decision about requesting 
an on-site inspection.

Then, at this point, one would presumably alert the inspection team, 
in fact the members might have been very well alerted a few days 
earlier, and ask the U.S.S.E. to put together traveling arrangements 
to take them to the site. On our part we would move the team over 
to some pickup point close to the U.S.S.E. border. Hence, team trans
portation would start after something less than a week. This par
ticular schedule involves getting the inspection team onto the site of 
the event after about 18 days. You will realize that this will vary, 
depending upon the particular geography and so on.

• • • • • • •

I f  all members of the inspection team cannot arrive at the site 
together, we expect that the visual observers on the team will be among 
the first arrivals. This brings us to the composition of a typical in
spection team in men and equipment.
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T able IV

TYPIC A L T IM E  SCHEDULE FOR IN IT IA T IN G  ON-SITE  
INSPECTIONS

Unidentified Event

Analysis of US-UK data ....... UD to 60 days

Notice to International *
Commission —  Request for
Clarification

Receipt and Analysis of
other non-USSR data

International Commission
obtains automatic station
data from USSR

Receipt of clarification *

and data from USSR

Decision reached to --------- up to 7 days
request inspection

Inspection requested, *
team alerted

USSR presents travel *
arrangements

Team transportation to .. ..
entry point, then to site

Inspection begins(approx.) . . . . jjS . .

0 5 10 15 20

Days Elapsed Since Event

I  hope you realize that this will most clearly vary with geography. 
I f  you go to an inspection in the far north, the equipment needed will 
be different from the south.

This table V contains information on a typical team. This we 
have worked out with a good deal of interaction with the Vela peo
ple and with a good many consultants to get as good an idea as we 
can of what would constitute an effective, useful team of inspectors. 
I  don’t  tliink I  need spend much time on it. As you see, it involves 
a team of some 20 men divided between visual inspection groups, 
gamma spectrometry groups, seismic monitoring, shocked rock sam
pling, and the last two groups of technicians and logistic support. 
The host nation would be expected to provide transportation to, at,
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T able V.— Typical inspection team composition and functions

Bispectlon tasks Personnel Functions performed, etc.

Visual inspection (air and ground)— 3 natural scientists__________

Gamma spectrometry (air and sur- 
, face).
Broad-spectrum photography Mid 

magnetometOT survey.

2engineers (plus21ocallaborers).

1 photo interpreter, 1 geophysi
cist, I'helicopter pilot.

Seismic monitoring ____    1 seismologist, 2 technicians.

Team leadership, aerial and sur
face conventional photography, 
scientific detective work.

Aerial radioactivity survey fol
lowed by surface inspection. 

Coverage flown during airborce 
visual inspection, , Data re
duced on ground. Pilot is 
operations officer.

Seismic monitoring of aftershock

Shocked rock sampling........... ........

Technical support and maintenance. 

liOgistic support__________

1 phj^icist (plus 1 local laborer).

-^mechanics/technicians, 2radio 
men, specialists,

1 interpreter, 1 medical techni
cian, 2 coolffl and bakers.

Host nation support..:.

Gathering and inspection of rock 
samples for crystal deforma
tion.

Maintenance of equipment and 
.power units. Communications 
and recordkeeping.

Provide liaison, administration, 
health services, assist on in
spections, provide 'lamillOT 
food, etc., receive and use 1,000 
kilograms of food and fuel per 
week. ,

Transportation to, at, and from 
the site. IndigMious labor at 
site. Permit courier commu
nication service* r ,

and from the site and indigenous labor at the site. The treaty would 
permit courier communication service from the site to outside labora
tories so that rock samples could be sent out and more careful photo
interpretation made if necessary.

Again, perhaps I  can save a little time by not going into this in 
detail. There are a couple of points to make, however. We made 
fairly careful analyses of what inspection teams would have to' do 
in various parts of the world. With a team of this sort, Avith, of 
course, the stipulation that the people be well trained, that they have 
their equipment available, that they know what to do with it when 
they get there, such a team spending about 6 weeks at the site should 
be able to conduct a thorough inspection, commensurate with not a 
large mmiber of on-site inspections per year.

For the overall operation, there might be some tons of equipment 
involved, particularly if one had to carry tents, stoves, and everything 
else for Arctic living to a far northern place.

Of further interest, there might be something like a ton per week 
of material flown in and out, food and supplies in and rocks samples 
and other samples on the way out. This is the kind of systems design 
that we get after studying the sort of thing that Mr. George told you 
about the other day. Drilling to obtain dejBnite evidence that a 
nuclear explosion had indeed occurred would involve a much larger
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logistic operation and would extend over a longer period o>f time. 
Yet we would retain this option to drill because it remains the only 
way to get incontrovertible evidence of a fully contained nuclear ex
plosion, that is, to get an actual sample of radioactive debris from the 
explosion.

An important qualifying phrase here, I  might note, is the phrase 
“fully contained.” One of the major points of Mr. George’s testimony 
was to point out that there can be micro leakage of radioactive mate
rials from an explosion through the fractures and that gamma 
ray spectrometry looks like a useful technique for getting evidence 
of this. I t  does not follow, by any mannfer of means, that what looks 
like a contained nuclear explosion does not let some of these radio
active isotopes escape.

What I  have attempted to do is to show to you how the Arms 
Control Agency has utilized the kinds of data that we have been 
getting from project Vela and other sources. I  have tried to illus
trate the kind of detection system which, we propose based on these 
data, and I  believe, or I  hope, I  can persuade you that the resulting 
system, is an advantageous one for the United States, that it will be 
flexible, efficient, and, generally responsive to U.S. needs.

One can still ask <;he question: What of the future? A major part 
of , the future clearly concerns the problem of negotiation, which is 
not part of this discussion, and another part concerns the problem, 
the continuing problem, of the assessment of the overall uses and 
risks of a test ban treaty. Again I  take it that is not part of this 
discussion.

From a techjucal standpoint I  think the point that has come out 
from these meetings, or at least the point I  have gathered, is that there 
are a number of techniques which are under study by Vela contrac
tors which look prom;ising but which are not yet fully established. 
I  think it is clearly ACDA responsibility to maintain a very close 
study of these developments and be in a position to incorporate new 
useful ideas into an optimum system whenever this is appropriate. 
I f  there are further substantial improvements in earthquake identi
fication, we n;ust ]^ow this and be in a position to reflect it in our 
negotiations.
, Last of all, we must at all costs try to design a system which permits 
improvements in detection, identification and on-site inspection tech
niques to be incorporated as rapidly and as effectively as possible. 
I  do believe, that the system which I  have been discussing would 
permit this.

I  should not end i;he statement without one final comment, and that 
is to say that we have had, I  think, really , excellent cooperatipn and 
assistance from both the Vela people in Washington and their con
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tractors, and that has played no small role in the work that we have 
been doing.

Appendix

SOME PROBABILITT CONSIDERATIONS IN  A TEST BAN

In  the detection and identification of seismic events, as in other 
hum an activities, one m ust deal w ith the probable consequence of 
certain events and cannot erpect absolute certainty. The following 
discussion of the probability of detecting an underground nuclear 
explosion and of identifying i t  through an on-site inspection shows 
the kinds of probability statements that are appropriate in connection 
w ith a nuclear test-ban detection system.

I. The probability of detection
There has been much discussion during these hearings of the detec

tion threshold. In this section I  want to discuss briefly the meaning 
of this concept and its relation to the probability of detection.

A basic element in any detection process is the fact that the signal 
from the event to be detected—say, an explosion—is not the only signal 
received by the detector. There are in addition continuous fluctua
tions called background noise arising from natural occurrences that 
affect the detector in the same way as would signals from a real 
explosion. For instance, the earth’s crust is continuously undergoing 
small vibrations called micro-seisms which are picked up by seismom
eters. Similarly, detectors of outer space explosions are continuously 
exposed to disturbances due to solar flares, auroral phenomena, or 
cosmic rays. The existence of this background noise places a limit 
on the magnitude of the signal that can be detected. I f  this signal 
is too weak, it will be indistinguishable from the background noise and 
will not be detected. Thus, for instance, if the background noise were 
constant, there would be a firm lower limit to the magnitude of the 
signal that could be detected.

However, noise is not constant but fluctuates in a random manner. 
This is illustrated in figure 1, taken from the article by Latter, Herbst, 
and Watson in Annual Reviem of Nuclear Science^ volume 11, 1961. 
This figure shows, for a not-particularly-quiet seismic station, the 
probability that, at any time, the amplitude of the background noise 
will be less than some given amplitude. A common criterion for 
detectability is that a signal will be detected if its amplitude is twice 
as great as the noise amplitude at the moment of detection. Thus the 
dependence of the probability of detection on the signal amplitude is 
a curve exactly like that in figure 1 but shifted to the right by a factor 
of two. For instance, if this criterion is adopted, there is a 90-percent 
probability that a 24-millimicron signal would be detected in a locale
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where the noise distribution was as pictured in figure 1. The detec
tion threshold of the station may be defined as the signal amplitude 
which could be detected with 90-percent probability so that, for such 
a station, the threshold would be 24 millimicrons. Tliis would usually 
be converted to an equivalent earthquake magnitude in giving the 
station threshold.

The important point to recognize from figure 1 is that there is a 
substantial probability of detecting signals having a smaller ampli
tude than the threshold. For instance, using figure 1 there would be 
a 56-percent probability of detecting a 12-millimicron signal, half the 
threshold value.

Two further points concerning background noise are worth men
tioning. First, the noise level varies from location to location, and 
one naturally attempts to find the quietest possible sites for locating 
seismic stations. Second, it has been pointed out in these hearings 
that it is possible by various means to reduce the effective noise level 
at a given site. For instance, one can use an array, that is, a series 
of seismometers distributed over about 10 square kilometers, and can 
with modem data analysis techniques increase the signal-to-noise ratio 
over that attainable with a single seismometer. One can also locate 
the seismometers in deep wells where the noise level is reduced. Each 
of these increases the probability that a signal of a given magnitude 
will be detected.

II. Probability of identifying an underground explosion
I f  a seismic event is detected but is not positively identified as an 

earthquake, it would be eligible for onsite inspection. When the 
annual number of such unidentified events is greater than the number 
of inspections that is permitted each year, a choice must be made of 
the events to be inspected. I f  information on these events is incom
plete, as it is in the actual situation, there will be some probability 
that a natural event is selected from inspection and, if tests are occur
ring, some probability that an explosion is selected.

Suppose that a series of tests is taking place. The probability that 
at least one in this series will be selected for inspection can be com
puted if some assumption is made as to the method that will be used 
in selecting events for inspection. This can involve a random selec
tion or, if additional information is available, a choice based on the 
degree of suspicion that exists concerning each event. In  the case of 
random selection the result is immediately calculable. I t  is illus
trated by the solid line in figure 2 for the case of 10 tests and 75 
natural events, the mean number of events occurring each year in the 
Soviet Union which show no seismic indication of being earthquakes.

In  general there will be additional sources of information which 
will permit a ranking of events in terms of relative suspicion. The

728-S74— <64--- 8
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probability of selecting a test will be increased if this information is 
properly used. To indicate the generiil effect of this information, the 
dashed line in figure 2 shows tlie result if this information reduces 
by 25 percent probability that a natural event rather than a test will 
be selected for inspection.

One tiling clearly revealed by these results is that the probability 
does not vary in proportion to the number of on-site inspections. For 
instance, if under some conditions the probability of selecting at least 
one test is 75 percent, then this probability will be reduced only to 50 
percent if the number of inspections is cut in half.
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Statement by ACDA Director Foster Before the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy, March 11, 1963 ^

Thank you Mr. Chairman.
I  appreciate this opportunity to appear before the Joint Committee.
Last week’s testimony was for the most part confined to the VELA 

program and the technical issues involved in systems to monitor ad
herence to a nuclear test ban treaty. Today, with the permission of the 
committee, I  would like to consider the broader policy questions raised 
by our latest nuclear test ban proposals, and at the outset, the funda
mental question of whether it is in the interest of the United States 
to seek agreement on a nuclear test ban.

In  considering whether a test ban treaty would be in the national 
interest, the issue is not whether it would involve risks. The issue is 
whether these risks would be outweighed by the advantages. The ad
vantages of a test ban treaty are several.

First, the President and his key advisers in the national security 
area believe that a treaty of the kind we are proposing would pre
serve for a longer period our present nuclear advantages. With con
tinued unlimited testing by both the U.S. and the U.S.S.E., there 
would be further increases by both in the efficiency of weapons of 
higher yield. Our advantage in low-weight, high-yield weapons 
would most probably diminish. Both sides would certainly increase 
their knowledge of weapons effects. In  the field of tactical weapons, 
the Soviets would probably be able to match our more diversified and 
numerous arsenal.

I t  is in the nature of the nuclear weapons race that unlimited test
ing on both sides would tend to produce equality. In  fact, if Presi
dent Eiseiihower’s repeated efforts to secure a test ban treaty from 
1958 to 1961 had been successful, we would probably be in a better 
position today than we are.

With a treaty, improvements in yield-to-weight ratios would come 
more slowly through laboratory work alone. Our advantage in 
smaller weapons would last for a longer period. Some weapons effects 
phenomena would remain unknown by both sides.

The development of missile defense systems would be slbwed down 
on both sides. Our tactical weapon superiority would persist longer. 
In  general, our present nuclear advantages would last for a consider
ably longer period.

 ̂Developments in Technical OapatMities for Detecting and, Identifyinff Nuclear 
Weapons Tests: Bearings Before the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, Congress 
of the United States, Eighty-eighth Congress, First Session, ppi 435-440.
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Secondly, a nuclear test ban would constitute a significant first 
step in achieving control over the further spread of nuclear weapons. 
This is a problem of special concern to this conunittee, and it certainly 
could be a grave threat to our future security. This also could be a 
threat to the security of the Soviet Union, and I  believe the mutuality 
of interest in this area is relatively strong.

A test ban would by no means solve the problem of the spread of 
nuclear weapons. But it would place the principal nuclear powers in 
a position to come to grips with the problem more effectively, and in a 
position from which further steps in the same direction could be taken 
more easily than at present.

I f  a nuclear test ban treaty were concluded it would be to the inter
ests of both sides to seek to obtain as broad participation among 
present and potential nuclear powers as possible. The difficulties of 
obtaining the adherence of France and Communist China to the treaty 
cannot be underestimated.

However, there are a number of other coimtries likely to develop 
nuclear weapons in the absence of a test ban adhered to by the United 
States, the United Kingdom, and the U.S.S.K. With unlimited test
ing, the incentives to other powers to secure nuclear weapons are 
greatly increased. With a treaty and relatively broad participation, 
our ability to persuade other nations to accede should be substantially 
increased.

A third advantage of a nuclear test ban treaty is the effect it would 
have in eliminating radioactive fallout. The extent of the danger to 
ourselves and future generations from fallout has been the subject of 
a good deal of controversy and the question has not been completely 
answered.

However, there is general agreement in the scientific conmnmity 
that any increase in the general level of radioactivity is harmful to 
some degree. Moreover, the danger of radioactive fallout is a sig
nificant political issue in many countries of the world, and is a source 
of real concern to many people in the United States.

A final advantage is that a nuclear test ban treaty would consti
tute a first step in the direction of bringing the arms race imder con
trol. I t  would at the same time constitute an opportunity for the 
United States to demonstrate to the Soviet Union that some recipro
cal control in our relations does not necessarily mean less security for 
the Soviet Union.

I t  would give both sides experience with inspection and permit us to 
appraise their cooperation, and in the light of that appraisal, to esti
mate the cooperation which we might receive in the verification of 
broader agreements. I t  could lead to the development of a basis for 
confidence in such other agreements.
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Against these advantages must be balanced two risks.
The first risk is that of clandestine testing. Here I  would like to 

point to Dr. Long’s statement to the effect that there is no precise 
detection threshold below which an evader could be sure of getting 
away with clandestine testing.

As he said:
There is a spectrum of probability of evasion and the probability is greater 

as the size of the test goes down and as the evader works to cover evidence of 
activity.’

There are, of course, areas where a determined violator might be 
able to make advances through underground testing without detec
tion, although he could probably never be sure of doing so, consider
ing both seismic and other methods of detection. Certain principles 
involved in the development of possible pure fusion weapons and in 
reducing weight-to-yield ratios are in this category.

However, it is the view of the executive branch that for the weapons 
development and knowledge of weapons effects of most concern to 
us, and which might make a substantial change in the military balance 
in a way imfavorable to us, underground testing of the kind which 
might evade detection would be unsatisfactory.

Moreover, the most significant improvements in yield-weight ratios 
have probably already been made. And, pure fusion weapons would 
be of less advantage to us than to the Soviet Union because such 
weapons would constitute for us primarily a cheaper substitute for 
the explosive component in our larger stockpile of fission weapons.

Hence, any inhibitions on the development of fusion weapons would 
appear to be our net advantage. Moreover, as you know, we have al
ready made significant advances in the direction of weapons with a 
Smaller fission as compared with fusion component.

Based on the foregoing considerations, there is general agreement 
within the executive branch that a test ban adequately verified so as 
to provide reasonable assurance against evasion would be in the in
terest of the United States.

The second risk which would be assumed by the United States if it 
entered into a nuclear test ban treaty with the Soviet Union would 
stem from the possibility that the Soviet Union might suddenly 
abrogate the treaty after extensive secret preparations for a series of 
tests. We believe that by maintaining our own readiness to test this 
risk can be minimized.

In  fact, an announced national policy of maintaining our readiness 
to test could act as a deterrent to Soviet abrogation. I  am aware that 
President Kennedy on March 2, 1962, in explaining to the American

“ Supra.
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people why it was necessary for us to resume our own nuclear testing 
in the atmosphere following the Soviet series of tests, discussed some 
of the difficulties involved in keeping our weapons laboratories open 
and in keeping the necessary scientific personnel on the job for ex
tended periods of time when testing was impossible.^

President Kennedy on that occasion, however, was addressing him
self to those who were arguing that in spite of the Soviet test series 
w;e should continue to refrain from testing ourselves. We believe that 
it is possible to maintain standby readiness to test in the event a nu
clear test ban treaty was concluded and it would be the intention of 
the Government to do so to the best of its ability.

The advantages and risks involved in a test ban have been weighed 
by the President and his key advisers in the national security area 
on a number of occasions since the negotiations began in 1958. Each 
time the conclusion has been that the advantages outweighed the 
risks.

The usual forum for these considerations is a meeting of the Presi
dent with members of the Committee of Principals. This Gommittee 
includes, among others, the Secretaries of State and .Defense, the 
Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, the Director of Central 
Intelligence, the Special Assistants to the President on National Se
curity Affairs and on Science and Technology, and myself. These in
dividuals, without dissent, recommended that the President approve 
our present position.

I  would like now to place the problem of verification in perspective. 
Nuclear weapons can be tested in four environments: in the atmos
phere, in space, underwater, and underground. There seems to be 
general agreement on methods for verifying the cessation of nuclear 
weapons tests in the first three of these environments: the atmosphere, 
space, and underwater. Effective verification of tests in these three 
environments can be accomplished by national detection systems 
alone. Detection pf tests in the atmosphere is comparatively simple, 
and this can be followed by positive identification of radioactive dust 
or cloud samples which can be obtained after these particles drift 
beyond the borders of the Soviet Union. Detection of possible nuclear 
explosions occurring in space presents different problems. But you 
have heard testimony about the methods of verification which would 
provide us with adequate assurance that significant clandestine testing 
in space would not escape detection.

A large majority of the nuclear tests carried out to date by both 
sides has been in the atmosphere. This has been particularly true of 
the Soviet Union. Moreover, most of the significant developments in

’ Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. I, p. 74.
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nuclear weaponry and in the effects of nuclear weapons have thus far 
resulted from atmospheric testing.

I  am not suggesting that in the event of a test ban treaty the Soviet 
Union might not increase its underground testing activities if there 
was no reasonable chance of our discovering such activities. Nor 
should it be implied that significant gains cannot be achieved by a 
well-planned program of underground nuclear tests. But I  do wish 
to place the issues in perspective, and in this connection I  believe our 
past experienciB is relevant.

The area of dispute between ourselves and the Soviet Union is to be 
found in the requirements for monitoring a prohibition of under
ground nuclear explosions. Even with respect to tests underground 
the worrisome problems are involved in the detection and identification 
of nuclear detonations of comparatively small yield.

Under the present U.S. proposal for a nuclear test ban treaty, the 
verification system for monitoring underground nuclear explosions 
would be based primarily on a network of seismic stations operated or 
supervised by the United States and United Kingdom and located in 
various parts of the world outside the Soviet Union. Each such 
station would be located, designed, instrumented, and operated so as to 
provide us with the maximimi amount of relevant scientific and tech
nical data of the highest possible quality. This is the main set of 
considerations in reaching our present position. Let me list for you 
some other key elements of that position. •

First, we propose that the United States and United Kingdom 
themselves designate 14 key members of an inspection team sent to 
the Soviet Union, a team which might consist of 20 members. The 
other members would be from the international staff of the interna
tional organization. They would not be Soviet nationals. The leader 
of the team would be a United States or United Kingdom national

Our August 27,1962 comprehensive draft treaty provided that these 
teams would be composed so that no national could inspect itself.^ 
This meant, for example, that Soviet nationals would not inspect 
the Soviet Unioii. However, that treaty draft permitted the execu
tive officer of the international organization to select the members 
of the inspection team and did not explicitly require him to include 
any United States or United Kingdom nationals within the member
ship of a team going to the Soviet Union.

Second, as I  have indicated, we propose to rely for detection on 
stations the United States and United Kingdom would provide out
side the Soviet Union. These stations would not be internationally

* See art. VIII (10) of the draft treaty {ibid,., vol. II, p. 800).
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supervised as proposed in our August 27,1962, draft treaty ® nor would 
the staff be one-third composed of Soviet nationals as proposed in the 
1958 to 1962 “Geneva” system.®

Third, since we are proposing national systems we need no longer 
be bound by fixed numbers or locations for control posts as in the 
“Geneva” system of 180 land- and ship-based posts designed to moni
tor the entire world. We plan a system focused on the Northern 
Hemisphere, and in particular, on the countries of greatest interest. 
We can undoubtedly arrange for a number of control posts outside 
the Soviet Union.

A fourth key element is the on-site inspection quota. You have 
heard testimony that our estimate of the annual number of earth
quakes in the Soviet Union equivalent to a particular explosion yield 
has been reduced by about 2 ^ . You have also heard of our improving 
ability through seismic means to discriminate at a distance between 
earth tremors resulting from explosions and those resulting from 
earthquakes.

You heard Dr. Long’s statement about the further discrimination 
which can be made using geographical and other information. Be
cause of improvements in detection and because of extension of the 
treaty ban to smaller underground explosions, the system must now 
deal with the identification of many smaller earth tremors than before.

Weighing all these considerations we believe that a reduced figure is 
sufficient, and we have proposed seven. Moreover, since we no longer 
would bar inspection of tremors below seismic magnitude 4.75, any 
detectable earth tremor which we regarded as suspicious and could 
locate could be selected for inspection within the quota.

This would provide a far greater deterrent against clandestine 
tests below 4.75 than would the earlier drafts which did not ban such 
tests but, instead, contemplated an uninspected moratorium on them.

Moreover, the reduced quota, in the context of our other proposals, 
will provide at least as great a deterrent against tests above 4.75 as 
the larger quotas proposed in the context of the “G«neva” system.

Fifth, we propose that earth tremors be “located” for on-site inspec
tion purposes by the United States and United Kingdom, and that 
this be done on the basis of data which they, and not the Soviet Union 
would provide.

Under our pre-August 27, 1962, proposals, the location of earth 
tremors in the Soviet IJnion would have been determined by the execu
tive officer of the international organization from data supplied from 
all stations, including those in the Soviet Union.

' See art. I l l  of the draft treaty (itid,., pp. 793-794).
• See art. 9 (Hi) of the 1961 draft treaty (ibid,., 1961, p. 89).
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Under the August 27,1962, draft treaty, data from Soviet stations 
could not be used “to render ineligible for inspection” eartb tremors 
detected by outside stations but the executive officers could consider 
data from such stations in determining location.

Broadly speaking, these proposals have two basic advantages over 
earlier ones. First, control over both the detection network and the 
carrying out of on-site inspections on Soviet territory is more com
pletely vested in the United States and United Kingdom than under 
previous proposals.

The “Geneva System” called for the control network to be interna
tionally manned, operated and controlled. Although we remain firmly 
convinced that, just as many nations not directly involved in the con
flict between the Soviet bloc and the West have contributed signifi
cantly to the negotiations toward a test ban, all nations should have an 
important part to play in making any nuclear test ban treaty a success. 
However, as a result of the VELA program, as well as other research 
of ours, I  believe that we would gain a higher level of confidence from 
a verification system which was basically under our ovm national 
control.

Second, our present proposals, by placing verification on a more 
reciprocal basis between ourselves and the Soviet Union would facili
tate greater use of a broad range of intelligence factors in addition to 
seismic information in determining whether the Soviet Union was 
honoring its treaty obligations than would have been possible under 
the Geneva system.

The results of the VELA program have enabled us to make many 
of the improvements in our present proposals. Another factor which 
has motivated many of the modifications in our previous positions has 
been the better understanding of the general problems involved. The 
extensive negotiations have been helpful in clarifying many of the 
issues.

In  concluding, Mr. Chairman, let me say that two great and ines
capable challenges of our time are whether the free world will be able 
ejffectively to deal with the threat of Communist expansion and at the 
same time bring the spiraling arms race under control.

Both these challenges are inextricably intertwined, and we must 
meet both simultaneously.

We must maintain our military capacity to deter Communist aggres
sion wherever and on whatever scale it may occur. On the other hand, 
we must make every effort to persuade the Communists that the sur
vival of their own society as well as our own may well depend on our 
mutual willingness to take steps together to reverse the trend of more 
arms and less security.
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The search for an agreement on a safe^arded nuclear test ban is 
a first step toward these objectives. My judgment is that our present 
proposals provide a sound basis for such an agreement.

These are the reasons for our talks with the Soviet representatives 
in New York and Washington on the subject of the test ban, and why 
Geneva is important for continuing discussions.

As you know, the Soviets have so far refused to discuss toy test 
ban provisions at Geneva except the number of on-site inspections 
and the number of unmanned seismic stations.

While the chances of an early agreement do not look promising 
now, major Soviet shifts of position have often come unexpectedly. 
We will continue to press for serious negotiations because we firmly 
believe that a test ban treaty such as we are proposing would be in 
the U.S. national interest. Thank you  ̂Mr. Chairman.

Statement by Secretary of State Rusk Before the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee: Negotiations for a Test- 
Ban Treaty, March 11, 1963^

Mr. Chairman, I  am very glad to have this opportunity to talk with 
the committee today about a most important aspect of our foreign 
policy, our long-continued effort to achieve, agreement on a safe
guarded nuclear test ban treaty.

Since the summer of 1958 the United States Government has con
sistently adhered to the view that a safeguarded cessation of nuclear 
weapons testing would be in our national interest. Periodic policy 
reviews in the light of shifting patterns of foreign policy, of changes 
in the negotiating situation, and of technical developnients have al
ways produced the same answer: that an effective test ban treaty is 
in our national interest.

indeed, it is worth recalling that in 1945-^6, at the very birth of 
the nuclear age, it was clearly perceived that a nuclear arms race 
would create the greatest dangers for all mankind. Consequently, 
President Truman directed the most serious and diligent effort to 
prevent such a race by bringing atomic energy under international 
control. UnhappUy, the Baruch proposals did not succeed.^

' Department of State Bulletin, Apr. 1,1963, pp. 485-489.
“For the Baruch proposals, see Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, 

pp. 7-16.
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Today, I  would like to discuss a nuclear test ban with you from the 
stahdpoint of bur reilations with the Soviet bloc and with couhferies 
outside the bloc, including our allies. I  would also like to discuss 
what I  believe to be the basic requirements for a nuclear test bah 
treaty to be effective. For it is clear that an illusory set'of obligations 
on this sensitive subject ought never to be entered into by the United 
States. ' '

In  my judgment, the ; conclusion of an effective nuclear test ban 
treaty would haiVe'three advantages of primary impijrtance in our 
relations with the Soviet Union.

First, a nuclear test ban treaty would constitute a significant step 
in the direction of slackening the pace of the arms race. Once this 
step had been taken with satisfactory results, hew opportunities for 
further steps toward turning the arms race downward might well be 
more within the realm of reality than at present. For the past 16 
years during which the cold war has been waged we have experienced 
the effect of an almost unlimited arms race on our national security 
and on our position in relation to the Soviet Union in the world arena. 
Although our position has been preserved and Communist aggression 
has been effectively deterred to a large extent by the buildup and 
deployment of our military forces  ̂ our security in that position has 
not necessarily been improved. Indeed, our military position might 
well be more secure today if we had successfully' achieved agreement 
on a test ban treaty several years ago, earlier in the negotiations.

Because of the extensive history of past negotiations on this par
ticular question, the narrowing of the issues that has resulted from 
these negotiations,'and the worldwide interest, I  believe that this 
problem may be more ripe for solution than perhaps any other first 
step in the arms control and disarmament fieldv I t  is clear that unless 
at some point we are able to step off in a new direction, the upward 
spiral of the arms race will continue unabated. The prospects of such 
a future for both ourselves and the Soviet Union are not attractive.

Second, an effective nuclear test ban treaty would be to the military 
advantage of the United Statesi At the present time we feel confi
dent in our nuclear capabilities. We have today a stockpile of nuclear 
weapons which ranges from a few tens of tons of TNT equivalent to 
many megatons. These weapons are useful for a variety of strategic 
and tactical uses. The Soviet Union has a Stockpile of its own. In 
certain areas of the: spectrum of explosive power, namely the extremely 
large yields, the Soviets have developed weapons for which I  am in
formed we do not have a present military requirement. In other 
areas, namely in the development of intermediate and lower yield 
weapons, we believe that > we have' a more varied arsenal than the 
Soviet Union. The President and his chief national security advisers.
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including myself and the Secretary of Defense, believe it doubtful that 
either side would, through further testing, achieve major advances in 
any significant area which could be translated into a military advan
tage without the other side making either a similar or offsetting gain.

There is one propositioij which we must keep in mind despite con
fidence and understandable national pride: Nature does not yield up 
its secrets with political favoritism. The list of Nobel Prize winners 
in the sciences over the past half century shows that major break
throughs in knowledge come from many directions and have little to 
do with national frontiers. I f  our present assessment of the military 
situation is correct, and I  believe it is, now would be an opportune 
time from our point of view for the conclusion of a treaty to halt fur
ther nuclear weapon testing.

The third primary advantage of an effective nuclear test ban treaty 
to the United States in relation to the Soviet bloc is a political one. 
I  have repeatedly emphasized in my public statements in the United 
States and at the Geneva disarmament conference, and in previous 
statements before this committee, my conviction that disarmament and 
secrecy are incompatible. The Soviet Union has reasons of its own 
for its penchant for secrecy. Regardless of the merits of their case, 
however, it is clear that a closed society breeds suspicion and distrust 
on the part of other nations. Such an atmosphere is not conducive 
to taking steps to treat the symptoms of international tensions or to 
come to grips with the causes of these tensions.

A nuclear test ban treaty would obviously not lift the veil of secrecy 
from the Soviet Union. I t  would not even result in any substantial 
opening up of Soviet society. I t  could, however, have a very im
portant impact on the Soviet attitude toward secrecy, especially as it 
relates to problems of arms control and disarmament. The carrying 
out of on-site inspections on Soviet territory would provide the United 
States with not only the necessary assurance that unidentified seismic 
signals were not underground nuclear explosions but also additional 
advantages. I f  a test ban treaty can operate effectively and in ways 
which demonstrate that the inspection connected with it does not jeop
ardize Soviet security or result in any particular embarrassments to 
the Soviet Union and its people, then the Soviet leadership may be 
more inclined to enter into other similar agreements. The first step 
seems to be the most difficult. I f  it can be made successfully then fur
ther steps in the same direction might be taken with less difficulty than 
the first.

Therefore, in our relations with the Soviet Union I  believe that a 
nuclear test ban treaty would have both political and military advan
tages. In addition, an effective nuclear test ban would have advan
tages in our relations with countries outside the Soviet bloc.
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D a k g e r  o p  S p r e a d  o f  N u c l e a h  W e a p o n s

Among the dangers to the United States from continued testing by 
both sides I  would consider the danger of the further spread of nuclear 
weapons to other countries of perhaps primary importance. Unlim
ited testing by both the United States and the Soviet Union would 
substantially increase the likelihood that more and more nations would 
seek the dubious, but what some might consider prestigious, distinction 
of membership in the nuclear club. The risks to the security of the 
free world from nuclear capabilities coming within the grasp of gov
ernments substantially less stable than either the United States or the 
Soviet Union are grave indeed.

A test ban would not of itself solve the problems of proliferation of 
nuclear weapons. I t should be recognized that at least one present 
nuclear power and one power apparently bent on developing nuclear 
weapons might not be persuaded to subscribe to the test ban treaty from 
the outset. However, many potential nuclear powers might at this 
stage be induced to accede to the treaty.

Moreover, a nuclear test ban could lead to further steps which would 
deal more directly with the proliferation problem. I  am referring 
here to the possibility of an agreement on the one hand by the nuclear 
powers not to transfer control of weapons or to give assistance in 
weapons development to countries not already possessing them and, 
on the other, by the nonnuclear powers not to produce or acquire nu
clear weapons of their own. Another possibility would be an agree
ment to halt further production of fissionable materials for use in 
nuclear weapons and to transfer agreed quantities of such materials 
to peaceful uses. What should be emphasized here is that while a 
nuclear test ban by no means offers a total solution, it would be a nec
essary first step.

What I  have just said is, I  believe, applicable both to the problem pf 
the spread of nuclear weapons outside the North Atlantic alliance and 
to the problem of the development of additional national nuclear capa
bilities by NATO members. I  believe that a nuclear test ban would 
be fully consistent with the possibilities for increased participation 
in the multilateral control of nuclear forces dedicated to NATO by 
our partners in the alliance.

P r o b l e m  o f  FAiiLOUT

Of secondary, but nevertheless significant, importance is the prob
lem of radioactive fallout. In large part because of real or assumed 
dangers from fallout, nuclear testing has become a key political issue 
in a great many countries around the world. Our relations with those 
countries are sometimes adversely affected when our tests produce faU-
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out outside our own borders. On the othey hand, our initiatives in 
seeking a test ban agreement have been well received by not only our 
allies but by the uncommitted countries.

I  have pointed out what I  believe to be the primary advantages to 
the United States in an effective nuclear test ban treaty in terjns of 
our relations with the Soviet Union and with other countries around 
the world. However, I  would like to make it clear that I  believe there 
may also be advantages to the Soviet Union in a nuclear test ban.

A certain degree of mutuality of interest is an obvious prerequisite 
for any agreement.

I  have stated that an effective nuclear test ban would be to the niili- 
tary advantage of the United States. This should hot exclude the 
possibility that the Soviet Union could at the same time have valid 
military reasons for entering into a nuclear test ban treaty with the 
intention of carrying it out. The United States and the Soviet Uriion 
have to date apparently pursued somewhat different objectives in their 
testing programs. This difference in emphasis appears attributable 
to different strategic concepts, as well as technological considerations. 
Therefore, while we may be assured that our own retaliatory capability 
in the event of nuclear attack is sufficient to deter such an attack, the 
Soviet Union could at the same time believe that it has a sufficient nu
clear capability for its own security requirements without the need of 
further testing. Similarly, the possibility of the further spread of 
nuclear weapons is a legitimate concern not only to ourselves but to 
the Soviet Union as well.

W h a t  M a k es a  T est B a n  E ffeooxve

I  have thus far attempted to demonstrate -sVhy and how an effective 
nuclear test ban treaty would serve the foreign policy interests of the 
United States. I  would now like to address the question of what 
makes a nuclear test ban treaty effective.

Three requirements are, in my judgment, basic to an effective nuclear 
test ban treaty.

First, the verification arrangements must provide an adequate de
terrent to violation on the part of the Soviet Union. However, no 
verification system, no matter how elaborate or intrusive, could be 
foolproof. Therefore, the second requirement of an effective treaty 
is that the scope of any violation which might escape detection must 
not be so extensive that it would substantially affect the military bal
ance. Finally, a nuclear test ban treaty will be adhered to only so 
long as a mutuality of interest in the agreement persists. I f  the So- 
viet) Union were ever to conclude that a test ban were no longer in its 
interests, we can be sure that the Soviet leadership would not hesitate 
to abrogate the treaty and resume testirig. Therefore, an effective
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test ban treaty must not leave the United States in a state of unpre
paredness in the event of a Soviet change of attitude.

In  my opinion, our present test ban proposals meet these three re
quirements for an effective treaty.

£)EV1JL0PME^S in  iDETEctrON

Last week the Joint, Cp^nmittee on Atomic Energy held a series of 
illuminating hearings on developments in the field of detection and 
identification of nuclear explosions and their relationship to the 
nuclear test ban negotiations. These hearings explored in consider
able depth the scientific and technical basis for the present United 
States position with respect to a nuclear test ban. The efficacy of the 
technical underpimiuig for our test ban proposals is certainly an im
portant factor in determining the overall effectiveness of a treaty 
based on these proposals. However, the effectiveness pf the verifi
cation arrangements associated with a test ban do not depend entirely 
upon numbers or locations of detection stations. Nor is any particu
lar number of on-site inspections the key to effectiveness. The verifi
cation arrangements must .be considered as a totality. The effective
ness of the total system should be judged in the light of the entire 
geographic, technical, military, political, an,d economic environment 
in .Tŝ hich it would operate.' ,
' The increase in our technical ability to detect seismic events at 
long distances permits us to rely upon seismic stations outside the 
Soviet Union to detect undergro,und, nuclear explosions inside the 
.Soviet; Union. Moreover, a deci;ease by a factor of 21/̂  in a previous 
estimate of the number of earthquakes of a given seismic magnitude 
occurring annually in ;the Spviet Union , has enabled us to reduce 
the number of on-site inspections on Soviet territory to seven. But 
perhaps more important than a particular number of on-site inspec
tions ^  determining its effectiveness as a deterrent to cheating is the 
manner in which an on-site inspection would be carried; out.. i Our 
present position with respect to the number of on-site inspections 
which would be acceptable to us has, therefore, been very clearly 
stated by Mr. Foster in discussions with the Soviet representatives 
to be conditional upon further agreement on such important matters 
as the -method of, selecting particular earth tremors for inspection, 
the size and composition of inspection teams, the area and duration 
of search, and logistical arrangements.

Finally, an -effort has been made to increase the effectiveness of 
our present proposals over previous positions by vesting control over 
the. ins^tallatipn and pperatipn of the , detection network, and control 
oyer the cariying put of on-site inspections in the Soviet Union, more 
completely in the hands of the United States and United Kingdom.
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TMs has resulted in a proposal for a simpler and more economical 
system. I t  would also permit us to evaluate a greater range of 
factors in determining whether the Soviet Union was honoring its 
treaty obligations than would be the case imder a treaty providing 
for more complete international operation and control of the verifica
tion system.

I  will leave to officials of the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency the discussion of the details of this proposal. But it is the 
conclusion of the President and his chief advisers in. the national 
security area that clandestine testing which might escape detection^ 
in spite of the verification system, would not result in developments 
which would significantly alter the military balance.

Finally, an annoimced national policy of maintaining our readiness 
to test will minimize the risks to the United States stemming from 
the possibility of Soviet abrogation of the treaty and an open resump
tion of testing. Indeed, such a policy woidd be a deterrent to abroga
tion and would reinforce the effectiveness of the treaty itself.

In  conclusion, I  believe that the cessation of nuclear weapons tests 
would advance the interests of the foreign policy of the United States, 
and that the present proposals of the United States for a nuclear test 
ban provide a sound basis for negotiation of an effective treaty. In 
reaching this conclusion I  am aware of the risks involved in an im- 
detected Soviet violation of the treaty or its surprise abrogation. I  
am also aware, however, of the graver risks to our security and the 
security of the free world implicit in a future without any multilateral 
restraint on the development of nuclear weapons. In  addition to 
the risks with and without a test ban which must be carefuUy weighed 
against each other, we should also consider the opportunities created 
by taking a step in the direction of controlling the arms race. I  
believe that if these new opportimities are placed in the scale, it will 
be tipped decisively in favor of our present proposals for a ban on 
the further testing of nuclear weapons.

News Conference Remarks by President Kennedy on 
Nuclear Testing {Extract), March 21, 1963 ^

Test Ban Hopes

Q : Mr. President, after all of the years of failure in attempting to 
reach a nuclear test ban agreement at Geneva, and in view of the cur-

‘ The Washington Post and Times Merald, Mar. 22,1963, p. A16.
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rent stalemate at the Geneva conference, do you still really have any 
hope of arriving at a nuclear test ban agreement ?

A: Well, my hopes are somewhat dimmed, but nevertheless, I  still 
hope. The fact of the matter is that the Soviet Union did accept in 
December a position which it had denied over the past two years or 
so, of inspection.^ Now, what we are disagreeing about are the num
ber of inspections, but at least the principle of inspection is ac
cepted. Now, the reason why we keep moving and working on this 
question, taking up a good deal of energy and effort, is because per
sonally I  am haunted by the feeling that by 1970, unless we are success
ful, there may be 10 nuclear powers instead of 4, and by 1975,15 or 20.

With all of the history of war—and the human race’s history un
fortunately has been a good deal more war than peace—-with nuclear 
weapons distributed all through the world, and available, and the 
strong reluctance of any people to accept defeat, I  see the possibility 
in the 1970s of the President of the United States having to face a 
world in which 15 or 20 or 25 nations may have these weapons. I  
regard that as the greatest possible danger and hazard.

Now, I  am not even talking about the contamination of the atmos
phere which would come when all of these nations begin testing, but 
as you know, every test does affect generations which are still away 
from us. So I  think we are now talking, the Soviet Union and the 
United States, about whether we will have seven or three (inspections). 
We have come this far, and I  think that we ought to stay at it. So I  
am not discouraged at all by those who attack every effort we make 
to get a nuclear test ban.

The fact of the matter is when the treaty is signed, if it ever is 
signed, and I  hope it is, it must go to the Senate and it must be 
approved by two-thirds of the Senate. Therefore, it seems to me 
great protection to all of us. Now, the other point I  want to make 
is that we test and test and test, and you finally get weapons which 
are increasingly sophisticated. But the fact of the matter is that 
somebody may test 10 or 15 times and get a weapon which is not 
nearly as good as these megaton weapons, but nevertheless, they are two 
or three times what the weapon was which destroyed Hiroshima or 
Nagasaki, and that was dreadful enough.

So I  think that we have a good deal to gain if we get a test agree
ment, and so we are going to keep at it. Now, members of Congress 
who may object to that will have their chance to vote “yea” or “nay” 
if we are successful in a treaty and we present it to the Senate. In 
the meantime, we are going to stay at it.

® See Documents on Disarmament, 196$, vol. II, p. 1241. 
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Tass Statement on French Nuclear Tests,
March 23, 1963'

On 18 March 1963 France carried out another nuclear test explosion 
in the Sahara, in the territory of the People’s Democratic Eepublic 
of Algeria. Leading Soviet circles consider that this step of the 
French Government constitutes a challenge to world public opinion.

As is well known, as far back as 1959 the United Nations called 
upon France to refrain from carrying out nuclear tests in the Sahara.^ 
In 1961 the General Assembly of the United Nations appealed to 
States to regard the African continent as a nuclear-free zone and, 
in particular, not to carry out nuclear tests in Africa.® The seven
teenth session of the General Assembly of the United Nations, express
ing the desire of many millions of people, urged that all nuclear test
ing cease as from 1 January 1963.̂

However, the Government of France has remaiaed deaf to these 
humanitarian appeals. In  its policy aimed at the increasingly active 
participation of France in the universally loathed nuclear armaments 
race, the French Government does not hesitate to trample on the most 
elementary rights of the peoples of Africa, including the natural 
human right of the Africans to breathe uncontaminated air.

For this reason the indignation now felt by the people of Algeria 
and other African States in connexion with the actions of the French 
Government is perfectly natural and comprehensible. The Algerian 
Government has rightly branded these actions as a manifest encroach
ment on the independence of Algeria. In  Algeria it has been pointed 
out with complete justification that, in making a mockery of the sov
ereignty of the yoimg Algerian Eepublic, the Government of France 
seems to have especially timed its latest nuclear explosion on Algerian 
soil to coincide with the first anniversary of the signing of the agree
ment on Algerian independence.

The French nuclear explosion in the Sahara is not an isolated event; 
it is directly related to the test explosions of United States nuclear 
weapons at the testing site in Nevada. The United States of America 
and France are allies in the NATO military bloc and the nuclear 
weapon tests conducted by them cannot be regarded otherwise than 
as links in the common chain of the peace-jeopardizing military prep
arations of this aggressive bloc. The actions of these Powers are

 ̂ENDO/80, Apr. 5, 1963.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 19^5-1959, vol. II, pp. 1546-1547.

1961, pp. 647-648.
*IUd., 1962, vol. II, pp. 1029-1033.
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pushing the world towards a new round of the nuclear armaments 
race and are constantly creating new obstacles to the solution of the 
problem of disarmament and the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests.

I t  goes without saying that the continuation by the United States 
of America and France of nuclear weapon tests makes it necessary for 
all States concerned with strengthening their security and with the 
maintenance of peace to draw the appropriate conclusions.

Statement by the Acting Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) 
to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: 
Nuclear Delivery Vehicles and Verification, March 27, 
1963"

The statements made by various representatives at our meeting on 
22 March, when we discussed the question of general and complete 
disarmament, were a graphic demonstration of their profound interest 
in the Soviet Government’s proposal that the Soviet Union and the 
United States should retain, during the first and second stages of 
general and complete disarmament, a strictly limited, agreed number 
of certain types of missiles.^ This fact shows that the members of 
the Committee recognize that this Soviet proposal opens up wide 
possibilities for overcoming our differences and solving one of the 
main problems of general and complete disarmament. Such interest 
in our proposal was manifested, in particular, by the representative of 
India, Mr. Lall, who pointed out that tMs new Soviet proposal was 
a compromise.®

That is undoubtedly a correct evaluation. The Soviet Govern
ment’s proposal was indeed put forward with the aim of finding a 
mutually acceptable solution to this problem. What is the gist of the 
compromise proposed by the Soviet Union ? I t  is assumed that the 
members of the Committee remember that at the very beginning of 
the work of the Eighteen-Nation Committee there was a clash between 
two points of view, two approaches, with regard to establishing the 
scope and order of priority of disarmament measures in stage I  of the 
programme of general and complete disarmament. The Soviet Union 
proposed a radical approach to disarmament, while a diametrically 
opposite approach was put forward by the Western Powers.

 ̂ENDC/PV.114, pp. 2S-41.
 ̂Documents on, Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 904-905.

“ BND0/PV.112, p. 33.
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The Soviet Government considered and still considers it essential 
that all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles without exception diould be 
eliminated in the very first stage of disarmament. This radical ap
proach to disarmament, as proposed by the Soviet Union, makes it 
possible to eliminate without delay the principal danger now hanging 
over all peoples— t̂he danger of a thermonuclear war. Once this is 
achieved, we shall have created favourable conditions for a speedy 
and effective implementation of the entire programme of general and 
complete disarmament. No considerations or arguments can obscure 
the simple and obvious fact that a real guarantee against the outbreak 
of a nuclear war can be provided either by the elimination of the 
nuclear weapons themselves or by the destruction of the means of 
their delivery. No intermediate steps or halfway measures and no 
palliatives can lead to the achievement of this aim.

Much has been said here to the effect that disarmament and the 
strengthening of confidence between States must go hand in hand. 
In this matter, however, we must not lose sight of the fact that dis
armament in itself will foster and generate confidence. Indeed, when 
a State sees that its neighbour or another State, the relations with 
which at present leave much to be desired, is likewise destroying its 
armaments at the same time and is dismantling its military establish
ment, then of course this fact in itself will undoubtedly generate 
mutual confidence between States. But all this is true only in the 
case of real measures of general and complete disarmament.

But if the disarmament programme is drawn up in such a way that 
there are no guarantees that the disarmament process will not be in
terrupted at some point and that the world will not return to the 
present tense situation and to a new round of the desperate armaments 
race, then of course it would be difficult to expect mutual confidence 
to emerge. Can we really expect any growth of confidence if the ma
terial means for waging a nuclear missile war are not eliminated at 
the very beginning of disarmament and, consequently, if the danger of 
an outbreak of nuclear war is not removed and if the peoples of the 
world continue to live as before under conditions of constant fear of 
a nuclear catastrophe? Of course not. Now no one can aay longer 
deny that a successful solution to the problem of disarmament requires 
the elimination at the very outset of everything that creates a threat of 
nuclear war. This indeed is now the criterion and yardstick by which 
we can judge unerringly whether any given plan or programme guar
antees a solution to this problem. Anyone who has had a chance to 
study the Soviet proposals^ objectively and without prejudice will

* Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 913-938.
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say that they fulfil this requirement completely. That is their merit 
and their advantage.

Of course, the best thing for a successful solution to the problem 
of general and complete disarmament would be for the Western 
Powers, having realistically evaluated the existing situation, to ac
cept the Soviet proposals. We can say frankly that no one would 
lose anything by this, that everyone would only stand to gain. After 
all, the Soviet proposals have been worked out in such a way that 
they correspond equally to the interests of all peoples without excep
tion—the peoples of the non-aligned countries, the socialist countries, 
as well as the American, British and other peoples. All the peoples 
demand the radical elimination of the threat of a nuclear missile war.

Unfortunately, the Western Powers are unwilling to agree to the 
complete elimination of all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles in the 
first stage of disarmament. There is no need to dwell again in detail 
on their objections. Enough has been said about them already. How 
unfounded and far-fetched are the objections of the Western Powers 
to the complete elimination of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles in the 
first stage of disarmament has been exhaustively shown in our pre
vious statements and in the statements of a number of representatives, 
in particular in the statement of the representative of Poland.

I  should now like to dwell on another matter. Desiring to con
tribute as much as possible to the rapid progress of our negotiations, 
the Soviet Union decided to take an important step towards meeting 
the Western Powers which would help them dispel their doubts and 
fears, although, speaking frankly, we do not consider these doubts 
and fears well-founded. Our step towards meeting the position of 
the Western Powers, as we have already indicated, took the form of 
agreement by the Soviet Government that in the first and second 
stages of disarmament the Soviet Union and the United States should 
keep at their disposal an agreed, strictly limited number of intercon
tinental missiles, anti-missile missiles and air-defence missiles in the 
“ground-to-air” category.

In  the earlier stages of our negotiations, the Western Powers stated 
in the Committee that they could not agree to the elimination of 
nuclear weapon delivery vehicles at the beginning of the disarmament 
programme unless additional security guarantees were provided. 
Speaking frankly, what would constitute a better security guarantee 
for all States, including the Western States, than the neutralization 
or, rather, the complete immobilization of all nuclear weapons? But 
the Western Powers will not accept this. In  order to break the dead
lock, the Soviet Union decided to meet the Western Powers and made 
corresponding changes in its proposals. Our Western colleagues can 
now have no grounds for objecting to an agreement to eliminate in
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the first stage nuclear weapon delivery vehicles apart from an agreed 
number of missiles to be retained until the second stage. After all, 
the Soviet proposal for the retention by the Soviet Union and the 
United States until the second stage of a strictly limited number of 
intercontinental missiles, anti-missile missiles and air-defence missiles, 
is a concession by the Soviet Union to the position of the Western 
Powers for the sake of achieving an agreement on disarmament. This 
concession—and we deem it appropriate to emphasize this again—was 
made by us in answer to the statements of the Governments of the 
Western Powers that in order to agree to this Soviet proposal they 
would require additional guarantees for the security of States during 
the process of disarmament.

So, for the sake of achieving an agreement, the Soviet Government 
agreed to a compromise with the Western Powers. But this com
promise of ours is not contrary to the basic idea of our proposal, 
namely, to avert the threat of a nuclear missile war. Naturally we 
will not agree to any concessions which would be contrary to this 
basic idea and which would in fact reduce it to nought. In this mat
ter there can be no weakening. The danger of a nuclear war must be 
eliminated without delay, and it is to this aim that the programme 
for the first stage of disarmament must be devoted.

I f  we examine the United States proposals in the light of this cri
terion, we inevitably come to the conclusion that they avoid the solu
tion of the main problem—the elimination of the threat of nuclear 
war.® If  the United States disarmament plan were to be accepted 
and carried out, the result would be that the possibility for waging 
a nuclear war would be retained for ever. The United States ap
proach, as you see, is a basically false one. That is what makes the 
United States disarmament plan unacceptable to all those who really 
wish for peace and disarmament.

At a previous meeting the United States representative, Mr. Stelle, 
made great efforts to prove that the main advantage of the United 
States proposals was their simplicity and their uniform approach 
to the various types of armaments. In  his search for arguments to 
justify this approach, Mr. Stelle made an excursion into history. 
He called our attention to such a doubtful argument as the following:

. . . the military establisluneiits of various States have evolved in response
to each country’s own assessment of its own military requirements.

In stating that thesis, however, Mr. Stelle omits to mention that the 
“military requirements” of the Western Powers are determined by 
their imperialistic policy, the policy of a position of strength, and

® For the U.S. proposal, see iltid., vol. I, pp. 351-382.
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not at all by considerations of national security. That is why we can
not at all agree with Mr. Stelle’s assertion th a t:

Different nations place different reliance on the various types of armaments— 
whether they be nuclear capable or conventional—in safeguarding their na
tional security.®

I t  is no mere chance, therefore, that Mr. Stelle, in describing the 
so-called advantage of the United States approach, tried to speak 
ia general terms, avoiding as far as possible any specific reference 
to the United States plan. We understand the reasons for such 
precaution on the part of the United States representative. Anyone 
who carefully examines the United States Outline of Basic Provisions 
of a Treaty can see that it is not at all conspicuous for its consistent 
and impartial approach, as Mr. Stelle has tried to make out.

Our approach to the solution of the problem of general and com
plete disarmament is well known, and there is no need for us to 
prove that the so-called principle of percentage reductions would 
not substantially change the existing state of affairs. We consider 
it to be unsatisfactory and if we have agreed to this principle in re
spect of conventional armaments, we have done so only as a concession 
to the Western Powers for the sake of speeding up agreement. In 
doing so, of course, we took into consideration the fact that con
ventional armaments cannot, by their nature, be compared with nu
clear weapons—that is, weapons of mass destruction—or with the 
means of delivering them. In view of this fact, we consider that our 
concession to the Western Powers in regard to the application of 
percentage reductions to conventional armaments will not prejudice 
the solution of the main problem.

Since we have already touched upon the arguments of the Western 
Powers, it will be appropriate to draw the attention of the Members 
of the Committee to the obvious lack of correspondence with reality 
of the assertions of Mr. Stelle and his United Kingdom colleague, 
Sir Paul Mason, that the Western Powers propose a proportional and 
equal reduction of the military establishments of States. In  reality, 
their plan contains nothing of the kind. On the contrary, this plan 
would lead to disproportion and inequality, which would increase 
with each stage of disarmament.

We shall not say much about the fact that the United States is re
treating from the principle of proportional reduction in respect of 
the number of armed forces. Apparently it considers that the appli
cation of this principle for the reduction of the number of armed 
forces would not be advantageous to the United States. This zigzag 
approach of the United States to methods of disarmament is so ob-

“ EN D C /PV .lll, p. 13.
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vious that one can only marvel at the ease with which Mr. Stelle and 
Sir Paul Mason gloss over and disregard this fact, when they extol 
before the Committee their method of a so-called equal and propor
tional reduction of the military establishments of States.

Now let us turn to the question of nuclear weapons. In regard to 
these weapons, the Western Powers not only do not apply their own 
percentage method, but they even forget about it altogether, leaving 
nuclear weapons completely untouched right up to stage 3. Under 
the United States plan—and this has been confirmed by the former 
representative of the United States in the Eighteen Nation Committee, 
Mr. Dean, as well as by Mr. Stelle— n̂o disarmament measures in re
gard to nuclear weapons are envisaged, either in the first or in the 
second stages. The United States envisages dealing with nuclear 
weapons only in the third stage of disarmament. Moreover, it pro
poses that first there should be carried out a complete inventory of all 
nuclear weapons in the possession of States. I t  is characteristic that 
this inventory of nuclear weapons under the United States plan is 
to be carried out in the absence of a firm obligation under a treaty 
regarding the actual destruction of existing stockpiles of nuclear 
weapons. Nowhere, in no section of the United States Outline of 
Basic Provisions of a Treaty will you find a firm and unconditional 
obligation to eliminate nuclear weapons or to prohibit their use. But 
there are reservations of various kinds, and more than enough. In 
order to avoid the actual destruction of nuclear weapons, the United 
States plan provides at least two loopholes, which strike one as soon 
as one begins to study the United States document. One of these 
loopholes is the possibility of transferring nuclear weapons to an 
international force. The other is the possibility of retaining these 
weapons in the national arsenals of States.

What grounds have we for saying this? The fact that the United 
States document makes the solution of the problem of eliminating 
nuclear weapons from the national armaments of States dependent 
on the findings of a group of experts studying the question of control 
over such elimination. That means that the experts from a country 
which is not disposed to give up nuclear weapons will always be able 
to assert under one pretext or another that they are not altogether 
sure of the reliability of control and on that ground they may refuse 
to adopt a decision, and, consequently, reject also the implementation 
of practical measures to eliminate nuclear weapons from national 
arsenals.

I f  we take into consideration all the above-mentioned circumstances, 
we see how completely groundless are Mr. Stelle’s assertions that the 
United States is anxious to maintain the balance of forces in the course 
of disarmament and to avoid the creation of any unilateral advantage
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for any particular party to an agreement on disarmament. No, from 
the beginning to the end the United States outline of a treaty is aimed 
at ensuring advantages to the States possessing nuclear weapons. As 
regards nuclear weapons the United States plan would have the result 
that as its implementation proceeded the military advantages of the 
nuclear Powers would increase more and more in comparison with 
other parties to the agreement.

What a paradox! I t is clear to everyone that the real threat of a 
nuclear war lies in the stockpiling of nuclear weapons, in the nuclear 
armaments race. Consequently, effective disarmament measures 
aimed at eliminating this threat must begin with the great Powers 
which possess nuclear weapons. But in the United States plan every
thing is arranged the other way round. As a result of its implemen
tation the militarily strong nuclear Powers would become even 
stronger, while the smaller and militarily weaker States would go 
on disarming. The United States Outline of Basic Provisions of a 
Treaty is planned in such a way that, as time went on, the danger of 
a nuclear war would constantly increase and at the third stage, when, 
under the United States plan, all the smaller countries would be dis
armed and conventional armaments would be destroyed, nuclear war 
would become the only possible type of war. Is this not paradoxical ? 
Let us imagine the situation that would have come about by the end 
of stage 2 under the United States plan. The armed forces and con
ventional armaments of all States would be reduced by 65 per cent, 
and the manufacture of conventional armaments would be prohibited, 
as would the development of new types of such armaments. At the 
same time, the entire nuclear arsenal and most of the military bases 
on foreign territory, which are now at the disposal of the United 
States and the NATO military bloc, would remain intact. We would 
sin against the truth, if we said without any reservation that the nu
clear arsenal would remain unaffected. That is not so. In fact it 
would grow. After all, under the United States plan, whereas in 
the first and second stages of disarmament the military establishments 
of the other non-nuclear States would be reduced, the United States 
would be able to continue manufacturing nuclear weapons and thus 
continue the stockpiling of weapons of an immense destructive force. 
Is it not dear that in such conditions wide possibilities would be 
opened up for the policy of a position of strength, for political black
mail and pressure on other States? That is the significance of the 
United States plan for “balanced” disarmament, for “disarmament 
in a peaceful world”. I t looks more like preparing the conditions for 
the establishment of the undisputed dictatorship and military and 
political domination of the nuclear Powers.
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Now let US look at what the United States disarmament plan would 
lead to in the field of control. The United States representative, Mr. 
Stelle, assured us that the method of progressive reduction of arma
ments facilitated the task of solving the problem of control and made 
feasible the creation of a system of control which “would not require 
undue disclosure of information pertaining to national security of 
States.” ^

That is what Mr. Stelle said. However, when Mr. Stelle came to 
describe the procedure of control under the United States plan, the 
picture he painted completely upset all these assertions of his. In re
ality, the United States is trying to obtain the utmost possible infor
mation about the defence systems of other States while carrying out 
the minimum of disarmament measures. Let us see what Mr. Stelle 
said as it appears on page 14 of the verbatim record of the one hundred 
and eleventh meeting. Mr. Stelle said:

The reduction would take place in three steps, each consisting of one year.

That means that the first stage of disarmament would in fact com
prise three separate stages. Thus, under the United States Outline of 
Basic Provisions, one year after the beginning of disarmament certain 
categories of armaments—conventional armaments and certain nu
clear weapon delivery vehicles—would be reduced by only 10 per cent. 
At best, the military power of States would be reduced by 10 per cent 
and at the worst, even that would not take place, because used and 
obsolete weapons and military equipment could be got rid of under 
the guise of reduction. As for nuclear weapons, their stock-piles 
could even be increased to the amount produced during that year in 
accordance with the allowance laid down in the United States plan.

Let us see what else Mr. Stelle had to say. I  quote his words:
The reductions would be subject to agreed arrangements for verification by the
international disarmament organization, including arrangements to assure the
parties that the agreed levels of retained armaments were not exceeded.®

The first part of that sentence does not give rise to any doubts. I t  
concerns verification of the 10 per cent reduction of armaments. No 
one can have any objection to these control measures.

But let us now consider the second part of Mr. Stelle’s sentence, 
namely “. . . including arrangements to assure the parties that the 
agreed levels of retained armaments were not exceeded.” What 
would that mean in practice ? I t  means that control must be exercised 
over the entire remaining 90 per cent of armaments. Eeferences to 
the possibility of so-called zonal control do not alter the substance of 
the matter, because it remains a fact that the party interested in gath-

’ E N D C /PV .lll, p. 13. 
"im .
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ering intelligence information on the defence potential of the other 
party would have the possibility of demanding inspection of a con
siderable part of the territory of that State. All this could be covered 
up with the pretext that it was not completely certain that the levels 
of remaining armaments—missiles, for example— ĥad not been ex
ceeded. That is how the real picture would look under the United 
States plan: armaments would be reduced by 10 per cent, but control 
would apply to the whole, that is 100 per cent. In  practice it would 
be nothing but unrestricted military espionage and, moreover, legal
ized by the disarmament treaty.

Thus the system of control which Mr. Stelle has described to us in 
no way corresponds to the real tasks of control over disarmament 
measures, and it would be more correct to call it a system for finding 
out, a system for collecting intelligence information, a system for se
lecting the targets in which NATO is interested in order to deliver a 
blow. In this respect the United States plan is, as it were, an instru
ment of the policy which is being discussed so openly in the West at 
the present time. We have already had occasion to read in articles by 
various Western correspondents that the re-construction of the mili
tary strategy of NATO in connexion with the plan to create a multi
lateral or multi-national nuclear force requires the pin-pointing of 
the targets for nuclear blows. Even leading statesmen of NATO 
member countries are now openly speaking about this. Speaking in 
the NATO Council on 20 March, only a week ago, the Foreign Min
ister of the United Kingdom, Lord Home, stated the following, ac
cording to The Times;

European members would have a bigger part in target policy, and could in
fluence tbe choice of targets to which they attaich importance. Targetting
policy, he suggested, could also cover a v(dde range of tactical nuclear weapons.
This was no mere paper exercise, he said.®

No great perspicacity is needed to realize that in the matter of selecting 
and pin-pointing the targets for the delivery of a nuclear blow, these 
Western leaders do not assign the least important role to inspection on 
the territory of the Soviet Union and other socialist countries. Any 
particular disarmament proposal should be considered not in a vacuum 
but with due regard to the actual policy pursued by its authors. Of 
course, in evaluating the proposals of the Western Powers we cannot 
leave out of account their actual policy and plans which have been 
revealed, in particular, by the Foreign Minister of the United King
dom, Lord Home, in his statement in the NATO Council which I  have 
just cited.

Those are the characteristic peculiarities of the United States dis
armament plan. That plan as a whole bears the undisguised marks

“ The Times (London), Mar. 21,1963, p. 7.
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of militarism. But modern militarism is much more destructive to 
mankind than the militarism which prevailed in world politics in the 
second half of the last century and in the first half of the twentieth 
century. I f  that militarism led to two world wars which cost hu
manity many tens of millions of lives, the militarism of today—imless 
it is stopped in time, that is to say right now—will inevitably lead to 
the monstrous Armageddon of a nuclear missile war. No one has any 
doubt that in the conflagration of such a war, should it break out, 
hundreds of millions of people would perish in a few minutes and 
flourishing countries and nations would vanish from the face of the 
earth.

Everything must be done to prevent that happening. The great 
historic responsibility for the fate of the world demands of us coura
geous and resolute action aimed at destroying as quickly as possible 
the machinery of war. That was precisely the consideration by which 
the Soviet Union was guided in working out its disarmament pro
posals. Only radical, far-reaching measures from the very outset 
can prevent mankind from sliding dangerously and with ever increas
ing speed towards the abyss of war. We know the argument of the 
Western Powers in favour of their disarmament plan. Here it is. 
They insist on a gradual, balanced plan of disarmament which—as 
the representative of the United States, Mr. Stelle, stated—would not 
require any significant change in the pattern of the existing mix of 
armaments and would maintain unchanged the existing military 
balance. We have just shown by a concrete analysis of the factual 
material that the United States plan would lead to bringing about 
in the world a situation fraught with great possibilities for unleashing 
a nuclear war in all the stages of disarmament. What disarmament is 
there if, even after its completion, nuclear war remains possible? 
Such is the disarmament plan proposed by the United States, and the 
words of the United Kingdom representative. Sir Paul Mason, at the 
meeting on 22 M arch,really  sounded like a mockery of disarmament 
when he urged us to accept these Western disarmament proposals.

The aforementioned characteristics of the United States disarma
ment proposals confirm that they cannot serve as a useful basis for an 
agreement on general and complete disarmament. I t  is impossible 
to take as a basis for disarmament proposals which in substance deny 
disarmament itself. On the other hand, the Soviet Union’s proposals 
aimed at ridding the world as quickly as possible of the threat of war 
are a soimd basis for working out an agreement on general and com
plete disarmament.

“ ENDC/PV. 112, pp. 5-6.
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During the discussion which took place last year we made many 
endeavours and efforts to enable the other parties to the negotiations 
to understand fully the substance of the Soviet Government’s pro
posal that the Soviet Union and the United States of America 
should retain an agreed number of certain types of missiles up to 
the end of the second stage. The document submitted by us on this 
subject and the explanations we have given provide a sufficiently clear 
and complete picture of the substance of our proposal. For this 
reason we consider that there is already a possibility for reaching an 
agreement in principle, after which the way will be open for discussing 
and working out all the practical details.

Frankly speaking, we are somewhat surprised by the attitude of the 
representative of the Western Powers, who continue to insist on 
additional explanations of the Soviet proposal. This attitude seems 
all the more strange, as the principle of the Soviet proposal is per
fectly clear. However, in order to speed up the work of the Committee, 
we are ready to assist them and to answer again the questions which 
they put to us at a previous meeting.

The representatives of the Western Powers asked us, in particular, 
to explain what quantity of missiles we envisaged being retained by 
the Soviet Union and the United States of America during the second 
stage of disarmament. Our answer is that we prefer first to reach 
an agreement with the Western Powers in regard to the principle 
of the matter. For such a solution the Western Powers already have 
all the necessary data. We have already submitted to them the main 
information on the principle underlying this proposal. We have 
already pointed out and consider it necessary to emphasize once more 
that the Soviet proposal envisages an agreed number of intercon
tinental missiles, anti-missile missiles and anti-aircraft missiles in the 
groimd-to-air category. The main criterion which we suggest as the 
guiding principle in determining the number of missiles to be retained 
is that the quantity should be minimal so that, while being an ad
ditional guarantee against aggression, it could not at the same time 
serve the purposes of war or make possible the implementation of 
aggressive designs. The quantity of missiles to be retained should 
correspond to the needs of such a guarantee against a breach of the 
peace by one side or the other, or against the violation of commitments 
under the treaty on general and complete disarmament. We proposed 
a principle or, if you like, an approach, a criterion, guided by which 
we would have no particular difficulty in determining jointly a 
specific number of missiles of the types we have mentioned which 
would be retained by the Soviet Union and the United States, until 
the end of the second stage. In this connexion we should like to 
remind members of the Committee once more that the remaining
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agreed number of missiles should be located only on the territory 
proper of the Soviet Union and the United States and nowhere else. 
We are ready to listen to the views of the Western Powers on the 
question of the number of remaining missiles of the types we have 
mentioned, but, of course, only on the basis of the criteria we have 
indicated.

That is our position of principle. On that basis we are ready 
to seek agreement with the Western Powers and to hear their views 
on the subject.

As the representatives of the Western Powers have stated on many 
occasions, they attach great importance to the question of control. 
When considering the Soviet Government’s proposal of December 
1962, the representatives of the United States and the United Kingdom 
persistently emphasized that their Governments’ attitude towards this 
proposal would be determined to a great extent by whether the Soviet 
Union envisaged effective control over the remaining missiles. Thus, 
for instance, at the meeting of 10 December 1962, Mr. Stelle, when 
asking us what the control measures would be, stated:

. . .  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."

At a previous meeting the representatives of the United States and 
the United Kingdom again asked us what control we envisage over 
the missiles which, under the Soviet proposal, would remain tem
porarily in the Soviet Union and the United States. We are ready 
to make that quite clear so that no one should have any doubts 
about it.

In the interests of reaching agreement the Soviet Union is ready 
to take a considerable step to meet the position of the Western Powers 
on this issue as well. The Soviet Union is willing to agree to the 
establishment of control over the remaining missiles directly at the 
launching pads. I t  considers that such launching pads should not 
be more numerous than the remaining missiles. Of course, the 
launching pads should be eliminated at the end of the second stage 
together with the missiles themselves.

The Soviet delegation has given clear and direct answers to the 
questions put to us by the Western Powers. Now there can be no fur
ther reference to a lack of clarity in our proposal or to a lack of 
clarity in regard to the conditions of control. Thus, the Western 
Powers have all the necessary information to determine their position 
in regard to the Soviet Union’s proposal which was submitted by 
the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Soviet Union, Mr. Gromyko,

Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, p. 1202.
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at the United Nations General Assembly on 21 September 1962.̂  A 
positive answer by the Western Powers will open up for the Committee 
the possibility of making considerable progress in reaching agree
ment on the first stage of general and complete disarmament. A 
successful outcome of the negotiations on measures for the first stage 
of disarmament depends now on the answer of the Western Powers.

Statement by the Acting United States Representative 
(Stelle) to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Commit
tee: Reduction of the Risk of War, March 29, 1963

My delegation would like to discuss today the question of reduction 
of the risk of war by accident, miscalculation or failure of communica
tion. I  am sure that most members of the Committee will have felt 
that there was in that field an area of potential agreement that was 
indeed promising. In  both the United States and Soviet disarmament 
plans there are three measures in that area that are quite similar. 
They relate to the establishment of direct and more secure communica
tions, the exchange of military missions and advance notification of 
major military movements.^

In  the past there have been indications that the Soviet Union recog
nized that it would be valuable to put into effect measures in this 
area at an early date. In  his statement in the First Committee of the 
General Assembly on 6 November last year Mr. Zorin noted the fact— 
which the United States welcomes— t̂hat the Soviet Union had added 
to its disarmament plan measures to reduce the risk of accidental war. 
Mr. Zorin said:

It will be clear to all, in the light of recent international events, that all 
this may be of the utmost importance for the maintenance of i>eaee during 
disarmament.'’

The United States regarded that as a hopeful sign.
For the purpose of affording delegations and their Governments an 

opportunity to study our thinking on this subject in greater detail 
during the year-end recess, the United States delegation on 12 Decem
ber last, submitted its “Working paper on reduction of the risk of war 
through accident, miscalculation or failure of communication.”  ̂ I t

 ̂Ibid., pp. 904-905.
“  ENDO/PV. 115, pp. 13-20.
“ See Stage I, part F, of the U. S. treaty outline {Documents on Disarmament,

1962, vol. I, pp. 361-362) and art. 17a of the revised Soviet draft treaty (ibid., 
vol. II, p. 924).

*76i(J.,pp. 1011-1012.
‘ m a .,  pp. 1214r-1225.
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was our hope that after the recess we would be able to move forward 
in negotiation of specific arrangements for at least certain measures in 
that area. Unfortunately, the earlier hopes of the Conference in that 
connexion have not yet been fulfilled. At our meeting on 20 March 
Mr. Tsarapkin referred to the three risk of war measures that are 
common to both plans, and said:

Obviously measures of that kind would acquire definite significance only if 
carried out within the framework of general and complete disarmament. 
Taken by themselves, in Isolation from disarmament measures, they wotild 
not only be useless but, what is more they could be turned against the security 
interests of particular States."

I  wish to say to Mr. Tsarapkin that the United States Government 
does not believe that that is a correct assessment of the measures which 
we have suggested to reduce the risk of war. At the same time I  wish 
to assure the Soviet delegation that the United States Government is 
not interested in leading the Soviet Union to enter into any agreement 
in this field that the Soviet Union is not convinced will lessen risks and 
increase confidence, for that would be directly contrary to the purpose 
of our efforts. We hope to be able, by removing any misconceptions 
that may exist in the minds of the Soviet delegation and through 
further discussion in this Committee and at informal meetings^ to 
convince the Soviet Union of the value of measures in this field as 
initial steps. I t  is, then, in that spirit that I  should like to set forth 
today some thoughts for consideration by this Committee and, if I  
may say so, for consideration particularly by the Soviet delegation.

Every delegation here has spoken of the dangerous condition that 
has resulted from the growth of modem armaments and of the para
dox that exists of less and less security as the arms race goes on. The 
purpose of this Conference is to stop that arms race and to achieve 
through general and complete disarmament measures the removal of 
the weapon systems which today pose a threat to the survival of civili
zation. At the same time, however, we all know that the problem of 
working out arrangements for a balanced and verified programme to 
remove the present confrontation of weapons is complicated and will 
take time.

What has all this to do with the question of measures to reduce the 
risk of war? Simply stated, it is that we must all recognize that, 
while the dangers may be reduced by the political and psychological 
effects of some collateral measures of disarmament or of steps in the 
disarmament process itself, they will continue to exist during some 
collateral measures that might be agreed upon; they will continue to

= EXDO/PV. I l l ,  p. 29.
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exist during disarmament and during the negotiation of all. of 
those measures. We cannot wave a magic wand and suspend those 
dangers while our negotiations proceed and while disarmament takes 
place. I t  is that fact that sets apart the type of measures we have 
suggested to reduce the risk of war. I t  is that fact that imposes an 
obligation of great responsibility upon the principal military Powers 
to do what can be done easily and quickly to lessen the possibility of 
unintended war. Because there are some things that can be done 
quickly and easily and do not involve questions of “balance” or “ade
quate verification”, the Powers that are in large measure responsible 
for the destiny of the world should act responsibly.

The United States would hope that in time a wide range of meas
ures to reduce the risk of unintended war might be agreed upon. 
Various possible areas of agreement are discussed in the working 
paper submitted by the United States delegation. I t  is of course 
true that for the moment there are only three measures which are 
common to both disarmament plans and it is those measures which 
offer hope for earlier agreement. We would hope that all of those 
measures could be agreed to at an early date, for they tend to rein
force each other’s effectiveness. Nevertheless we for our part are 
prepared to undertake them separately. I  should like at this time 
to say a few words about each of them.

Mr. Tsarapkin, in his statement at our meeting on 20 March, took 
certain exceptions to the United States proposal for advance notifi
cation of major military movements, and I  might, therefore, begin 
with some comment on that measure. The United States views it 
as a measure which would provide a degree of reassurance by per
mitting States to have the opportunity for calm appraisal of military 
activities which might give rise to misinterpretation as threatening 
the imminent outbreak of hostilities. In  a sense that would be an 
extension and improvement of the practice of certain States that 
even today give a certain amount of advance information of military 
movements. As the United States has indicated in its working paper, 
the criteria for determining the military activities of interest are to 
a certain extent subjective and are dependent upon the general situa
tion in which a particular activity might occur, the States and the 
areas involved, and the level of tension at any particular time. Thus 
substantial reliance may of necessity have to be placed upon the judge
ment of the State initiating the activity.

This point— t̂he reliance on the judgement of what in this connexion 
we might call the “host country’’, to use a familiar phrase—is an 
important concept which runs throughout the three measures I  shall 
discuss today. I t  may be that the true significance of that concept 
has not been fully recognized so far in this Committee. All three 
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measures are designed primarily not to impose obligations on a “host 
country” but to afford it opportunities to utilize the arrangement for 
purposes of clarification and reassurance.

I t  is of course true that if arrangements were to be effective certain 
practical understandings would have to be agreed upon. That is par
ticularly true in the case of advance notification of major military 
movements, where the parties would wish to know not merely what 
information could be expected on a continuing basis but also the type 
of information that would not be reported regularly. The types of 
activities which the United States suggests be discussed for possible 
inclusion in such an agreement are set forth in the United States 
working paper, and I  shall not go into them in detail today. I  do 
want to say, however, that they are presented for purposes of dis
cussion, and we should be happy to have comments by the Soviet 
delegation or other delegations regarding our suggestions. I  should 
add that we believe States should be free to provide advance notifica
tion in any additional cases not covered by the agreement if that were 
deemed by them to be warranted. The United States has made addi
tional suggestions in its working paper with respect to the procedures 
that might be followed in giving advance notification.

The point I  wish to emphasize at this time, however, does not con
cern the specifics of the proposal; those can be worked out by experts 
and need not take the time of this Committee. The point I  wish to em
phasize is the purpose of the measure. The purpose is not to es
tablish arrangements which would enable one State to acquire from 
another State information which the latter would regard as sensitive; 
the purpose is to afford to States a mechanism that would facilitate 
the transmission of agreed types of information which would give 
reassurance and lessen the danger of unintended war.

As the United States has indicated in its working paper, the risk 
of unintended war does not involve merely the question of the un
expected character of certain military activities. There are broader 
factors which are important in this connexion. States may miscal
culate the possible response of another State, or they may misinterpret 
the true character of some military activity. States will proceed not 
only on the basis of what facts are available but also in the light of 
their own past experience, assessment of over-all military relationships 
and the military and political evaluations of the intentions of the 
other side. The over-all interpretations of those broader factors are 
more likely to be accurate if they are based on extensive rather than 
narrow contacts. The United States believes that the exchange of 
military missions is a possible approach to that aspect of the prob
lem, for direct contacts between military establishments of many 
States are at present relatively narrow. The missions would also be
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available to assist the host State, to the extent that the host State de
sired, in clarifying ambiguous situations where lack of authentic in
formation might prove disquieting.

Here again the Committee will observe the theme that reappears 
throughout the three measures I  am discussing today: the arrangement 
would be for the purpose of use by the host State to the extent that 
the host State wished to use it. I  would ask members of this Commit
tee to look at the proposed functions of the military missions as set 
forth on pages 9 and 10 of the United States working paper.® They 
will see that in every case the discretion regarding use of the mission 
rests with the host country. In  a very real sense the mission exists 
primarily to serve the host country. As we have indicated, in our 
view the missions would be very small in terms of personnel, although 
they should be headed by an officer of high rank. I t  goes without 
saying, of course, that the members of the mission would be fully 
accredited and woiild have such privileges and immunities as might 
be agreed.

I  should like to turn now to the third measure which is com
mon to the Soviet and the United States disarmament plans— t̂he 
establishment of more direct and secure communications. There are, 
of course, extensive technical means of communication in existence 
today. However, we are faced with the implications arising from the 
existence of modern weapons systems, the speed of which I  need not 
discuss, for it has been referred to many times by members of this 
Committee. There is therefore room to question whether the arrange
ments for communication that exist between major States today are 
sufficiently rapid and sufficiently reliable to enable them to serve the 
essential task of communication in a period of military emergency or 
crisis— t̂he transmission of information in time.

The people of the world can hardly be expected to believe that the 
governments which share the major burden of responsibility in this 
particular matter have met their responsibilities when, after the 
demonstration of need for improved communication afforded by recent 
events, those governments have failed to take the relatively simple 
steps required to assure continuous reliable communication. For its 
part the United States Government is prepared to act quickly to 
assure that that need is met. I  might also add that awareness of the 
availability of direct and secure communication would itself prove re
assuring both to peoples and governments concerning the intentions 
of other governments.

The United States does not believe it would be necessary or desirable 
to specify in advance all types of situations in which a special com-

® Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 1221-1222.
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munications link might be used. We do believe, however, that there 
should be a common understanding concerning the general purposes 
and the broad circumstances under which use of such a link would 
be most helpful. We believe that as a general matter such a link 
should be reserved for emergency use; for instance, for coromunications 
concerning a sudden change in the military situation or the emergence 
of a military crisis which might appear to threaten the security of the 
States involved where such developments were taking place so fast as 
to preclude the use of normal consultative procedures. We do not 
believe the use of the link should be diffused through use for other 
matters.

With respect to the technical arrangements, the primary criteria 
should be that the link be continuously effective and as rapid as 
practical. As we have indicated, we believe the use of teletype sys
tems might, on balance, be the most desirable method. A line reserved 
for teletype messages could be used, of course, also for voice commimi- 
cations if that proved desirable.

The simplest arrangement and also the most effective would be for 
each State to be responsible for arrangements within its own territory. 
Thus each State would determine the terminal, or originating, point 
of the link. Each would also be responsible for its own arrangements 
with respect to assuring effective internal distribution of messages to 
appropriate officials. In the case of the United States we have indi
cated that it might be practical for the link at our end of the circuit to 
be in the National Command Center, which maintains continuing con
tact with the principal officials, including the President, who would be 
concerned with crisis situations. The route for connecting the two 
end points would have to be agreed, of course, but recent progress in 
connexion with agreements concerning the transmission of weather 
data would indicate that that should prove to be a very small problem 
indeed. Similarly simple to resolve should be arrangements for con
tinuous manning of the link and, of course, for acting on messages 
which might be received.

Once again I  would point out that the same theme recurs in this pro
posal as occurred in the other two we have discussed, for the proposal 
concerns an arrangement which would be for such mutual benefit as 
the parties desired. Indeed, in this arrangement no exchange of per
sonnel would be involved, though I  should point out that if this ar
rangement were combined with the exchanges of military missions, 
such missions would be available for consultation, should that prove 
desirable, in connexion with matters that might require the use of the 
conmiunication link. As we have also indicated previously, while the 
arrangements should be undertaken directly between the States con
cerned, the States might at their discretion wish to notify the Secre
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tary-General of the United Nations of the circumstances that war- 
ra,nted the use of the communication link.

The United States delegation would like to hear the views of the 
Soviet delegation and of other delegations on these proposals. We 
recognize that genuine negotiation in this area must of necessity take 
place primarily among those States possessing the most modern weap
ons. We also recognize that, perhaps particularly in this area, nego
tiations would be most fruitful if carried on, at least initially, in in- 
forinal discussions. We hope that, following exchanges of views in 
this Committee and further informal discussion, an informal technical 
working group or groups could be established to explore the modalities 
of these arrangements. Such working groups of experts could for
ward their reports to this Conference and to the governments con
cerned. We could then have political and legal experts draft docu
ments setting forth precise arrangements and those documents could 
be referred quickly to governments for approval.

We believe all the foregoing steps could be accomplished in a short 
period of time. Moreover, they need not compete in this Committee 
with the discussion of other proposals. The major military Powers 
have a heavy responsibility to their own peoples and to other nations 
to take those relatively simple steps that would reduce the danger of 
unintended war. To do less, when so little is required, would be in
compatible with the exercise of the responsibility which rests upon the 
major military Powers.

Statement by the British Representative (Godber) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee (Extract), 
March 29, 1963'

I  should like now to comment on the main theme of our Soviet col
league this morning, which appeared to be the draft declaration on 
renunciation of the use of foreign territories for stationing strategical 
means of delivery of nuclear weapons.^ He prefaced his statement 
by a great deal of comment about NATO, to which I  shall return in 
a few moments, but it was the draft declaration, I  understand, to which 
he was seeking to draw our attention. The United Kingdom delega-

' END0/PV.115, pp. 36-^5. 
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tion. has now had time to study that document in more detail than had 
been possible when I  gave my first reaction to it. I t  might therefore 
be helpful to the Committee if today I  were to analyse it in some 
detail in order to bring out some of the implications to which, if I  may 
say so, in spite of his speech this morning, Mr. Tsarapkin has cer
tainly not done full justice.

First, however, I  should like to remind the Committee briefly of 
the reasons why nuclear weapons came to be deployed in Western 
Europe. I  think it is very necessary that I  should do so in order to 
set the record straight.

We should not make any pretence about the facts, and facts they 
are. As I  pointed out at the meeting on 20 February:

. . . NATO arose as a defensive alliance against Russian expansion at a time 
when the Western Powers had drastically reduced their armed forces from 
the levels of the last war buit when the Soviet Union had at that same time 
maintained its forces at a very high level.”

The size of Russian forces coupled with Russian actions and statements 
during that period created grave instability and, I  say seriously to this 
Committee, constituted a serious threat to peace at that time in a criti
cal part of the world.

When I  spoke in these terms before, Mr. Kuznetsov, who was then 
with us, took issue with me. He claimed th a t:

NATO came into existence as a result of the aggressive policy of the Western 
Powers, a policy which recognized only force in dealing with contentious 
issues and considered that such issues could only be resolved by the use of 
force.*

I  submit that Mr. Kuznetsov’s reconstruction of post-war develop
ments in Europe was, to say the least, distorted. Let me recall just 
one event during the post-war period which gave rise to considerable 
anxiety in Western Europe, and which showed only too clearly that, 
in this particular instance, it was not the Western Powers which 
adopted “a policy which recognized only force in dealing with conten
tious issues”. I  refer to the Soviet blockade of West Berlin. I t 
began, as we all know, in June 1948 and lasted until May 1949. Dur
ing that period it seemed all too likely that Western Europe was the 
next target for Russian expansion. I t  is necessary to recall those facts 
in the light of the speech to which we have just listened, for facts they 
are and they are incontrovertible. Was it surprising, then, that the 
North Atlantic Treaty was signed on 4 April 1949 during that period 
of extreme tension ? And was it surprising that the progressive de
ployment of nuclear weapons subsequently by NATO to ensure the 
threat of retaliation to any possible attack stabilized the situation and

" ENDC/PV.lOO, p. 42. 
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thus reduced the threat to peace ? Our NATO alliance was entirely 
defensive. In  its very creation it was defensive in character and was 
established solely to counter a massive Soviet threat. The power of 
the United States was combined with that of its smaller European 
allies, and that was the basis for setting up NATO. NATO is still an 
entirely defensive alliance.

In  the course of his speech this morning our Soviet colleague in
dulged in a very considerable tirade against Western Germany. I  
submit he has given us a distorted, extravagant and untrue picture of 
Western Germany today. I  reject that picture completely, and in 
passing I  would comment that it always strikes me as strange that it is 
only the inhabitants of Western Germany who are so dangerous, while 
those unfortunate Germans still under Soviet control are peace-loving 
citizens, of course, in Soviet eyes. Our Soviet colleague said, if I  
noted his words correctly, that we were now witnessing a fatal repe
tition of the happenings of the past. That is precisely what is not 
happening in this context. Probably the greatest factor in the emer
gence of H itler to a position of dominance in the inter-war years was 
the attempt of the victors of 1918 to keep Germany ostracized. Mod
em Germany, I  submit, is entitled to a place in the order of things, and 
Western Germany is a loyal member of the defensive NATO alliance 
I  hope, therefore, we shall not continue to have these charges which 
are so frequently being thrown about in this Committee.

I  have given a little historical background, and if any justification 
for it were needed, then the speech which preceded mine gave ample 
justification. Until a sufficient measure of trust and confidence has 
been established between East and West, we must examine any pro
posal put forward here in the harsh light of reality. I  should like to 
do that now by going through the Soviet draft declaration carefully. 
In doing so I  think it is necessary to consider what would be involved 
for each side, what each side would gain and what each side would lose. 
I  do this because the object of our negotiations in this Conference 
is surely to reach a mutually advantageous agreement by way of con
cessions on both sides. I  think it is important for us to remember 
that. Too frequently we are asked to make concessions on the West
ern side. How does the Soviet draft declaration balance concessions 
between the two sides ?

May I  take, to begin with, the first operative paragraph, which asks 
the signatories

To dismantle bases located in foreign territory for submarines carrying 
. nuclear and rocket weapons and to renounce the use of foreign ports as bases

for such submarines.
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Wliat would that entail ? We in the United Kingdom have at present 
a base in the Holy Loch in Scotland, which our Soviet colleague 
referred to this morning, and which is used by United States sub
marines. So far as I am aware, the Soviet Union now has no foreign 
bases for submarines, whether carrying nuclear and rocket weapons 
or not. In other words, the measures proposed in that paragraph 
would not affect the Soviet Union in any way at all. We in the West, 
on the other hand, would have to give up one most important base, and 
it is certainly not one being held against the wishes of the country 
on whose territory the base is. Thus, in the very first paragraph of 
the declaration, we have a clear example of imbalance: that is to 
say, its operative paragraph 1 amounts to a demand of a unilateral 
concession by the West and no concession by the Soviet Union.

While I  am on the subject of submarines, perhaps I  could just revert 
for a moment to the subject of the risk of war by miscalculation, 
about which I  was talking earlier. One of the military factors which 
might contribute to such a miscalculation is the existence of vul
nerable systems for delivering nuclear weapons. While there was 
nothing more advanced available, we in the West had to deploy de
livery systems which were not ideal from that point of view. I 
am referring to delivery systems such as the Jupiters and 
the Thors. When those were first deployed in Europe we had no 
alternative means of countering the presence of very large Soviet 
forces poised on the borders of NATO member States. Since then 
the United States has developed a delivery system, Polaris, which 
because of its degree of invulnerability is much more appropriate to 
a defensive policy. That is a very important point— t̂he relevance be
tween vulnerability and defence—and I  do ask my colleagues to study 
it.

The first opportunity is now being taken to replace the Jupiters and 
Thors by seaborne Polaris missiles, and the great value of that system 
stems from its invulnerability to surprise attack. I  submit that it 
gives not only to the West but to the whole world two important 
advantages. First, it makes much less likely any miscalculation about 
the possible success of a surprise attack directed against the West; 
and if the calculation is that the attack is not worth while then the 
odds are that the attack does not take place. Second, it removes any 
necessity for split-second reactions on the part of the West, and it 
does give the tremendous advantage of time for careful assessment of 
the situation in those periods of great stress which hold the real 
danger of the outbreak of a nuclear war.

I t  cannot be too strongly emphasized that the more invulnerable 
a nuclear weapons delivery system is, the less risk there is of war 
arising through miscalculation. My Government has no doubt what
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ever that this Polaris delivery system is becoming, despite what our 
Soviet colleague may say here, a majdr factor in maintaining the peace, 
however uneasy a peace it is, which exists today. The replacement of 
Jupiters and Thors by Polaris is, in fact, a most substantial move in 
the direction of choosing a delivery system which makes war by 
accident, or war by miscalculation, far less likely. Of course, until 
we can succeed in our labours here for general and complete disarma
ment, which is our main task, I  submit that this is a development of 
positive value, for the reasons I  have given, in relation to the whole 
question of risk of war by miscalculation.

So, quite apart from the one-sidedness of operative paragraph 1 of 
the Soviet draft declaration, the Soviet proposal that we in Western 
Europe should no longer continue to defend ourselves as and where 
we see fit, using the best system at present available—namely, the 
Polaris system, which of course, as everyone knows, is based on the 
Holy Loch base—seems to us, in the light of the existing political situa
tion and until such time as we achieve a treaty on general and complete 
disarmament, a retrograde step for our own security, and not only for 
our own security but for the safety of the world as a whole.

May I  now go from paragraph 1 to paragraph 2 of the Soviet draft 
declaration, which asks the signatories—■

To withdraw from foreign ports aircraft carriers having on board aircraft
armed with nuclear weapons.

The Committee is no doubt well aware that the Soviet Union in fact 
does not have aircraft carriers. Any restriction, therefore, on the 
deployment of those ships, and the aircraft they carry, once again 
amounts to a demand by the Soviet Union for a unilateral concession 
by the West with no—I  repeat, no—^balancing concession by the Soviet 
Union. Having looked at only two of its operative paragraphs, I 
submit that the Soviet draft declaration begins to seem—at least it 
does to me—distinctly one-sided. I  hope that our Soviet colleague 
will be able to agree with that assessment so far.

What is really happening here is that the Soviet Union is attempt
ing, as I  have said before, to exploit to the Western disadvantage a 
fact of geography. I  refer of course to the fact that the Soviet Union 
and its Warsaw Treaty allies constitute one single, homogeneous geo
graphical entity. The NATO alliance does not. Until the state of 
confidence between nations is such that we need no longer consider 
the balance of power between East and West, we must take account 
of such factors, and we must accept the consequences which flow from 
them.

Having said that, let me now turn to operative paragraphs 3 and 4. 
In our view, taken together with operative paragraphs 1 and 2, they
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are not only one-sided, they are positively dangerous. W hy do I  say 
th a t ? Because they ask the signatories

To dismantle strategical rocket installations located in foreign territory and 
to transfer to their own national territory rockets of 1,500 km range and over 
and the corresponding nuclear warheads.

They also ask the signatories—
To withdraw strategical aircraft designed for delivering nuclear bombs to 

their targets as well as these nuclear bombs, from bases located in foreign 
territory to within their own national boundaries.

That is what those two paragraphs say.
I  must emphasize again th a t we have to examine these proposals in 

the light of reality today. I  speak, as is well known, as a representa
tive of a European NATO Power. I  should therefore like to study 
these proposals from  the point of view of Europe.

At the meeting on 20 February I  pointed out that the Soviet Union 
holds on its own territory sufficient medium and intermediate range 
ballistic missiles and medium range bombers to devastate Western 
Europe. I  reminded the Committee that

Those particular weapons are directed only at Western Europe for they do 
not have the range to reach the United States or any other part of the 
American continent.'

I  am speaking of those particular weapons and not of the very long 
range weapons to which our Soviet colleague paid such attention this 
morning. They are actual weapons which exist and which are pointed 
at Western Europe.

To give some background to that evaluation, I  should like to quote 
some figures from a recently published booklet provided by the Insti
tute for Strategic Studies, entitled The Corrmmnist Bloc and the 
Western ATLiamces; The. Military Balamce 1962/1963. According to 
table I I  on page 26 of that document, the Soviet bloc possess some 
YOO medium range ballistic missiles, that is to say, missiles with a 
range of between 700 and 2,000 miles—or roughly between 1,000 and 
3,000 kilometres—and armed with nuclear warheads. Page 3 of the 
booklet points out th a t:

These are deployed in sufficient numbers to deal with strategic and semi- 
tactical targets—such as fighter airfields— în Western Europe, including 
Britain, and in the Far East.

The booklet goes on to sa y :

It is likely that this build-up is continuing. It is clear that Soviet policy is to 
site them near the western, southern and eastern borders of the Soviet Union, 
on the Pacific coast and in Siberia.

'ENDC/PV.100,.p. 43.
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That is the sort of reality which we ia the West must take note of 
when considering the Soviet proposals. We must note that under the 
terms of the draft declaration not one Soviet missile of the immense 
armoury to which I  have referred need be removed; not a single one. 
Since they fall below the 1,500 kilometre range specified in operative 
paragraph 3, the 700 mile missiles could, if the Soviet Government so 
desired, be placed on the territory of the Warsaw Treaty countries to 
threaten all of Western Europe. On the other hand, the 2,000 mile 
missiles can threaten the whole of Europe from the Soviet'homeland, 
and they of course would not be subject to the provisions of operative 
paragraph 3. But such missiles are no less of a threat to us in West
ern Europe because of that fact. That was the point that I  was 
trying to make at the meeting on 20 February when I  said:

This . . .  is not a matter of foreign bases alone, if  a domestic base in the
Soviet Union can threaten Britain in exactly the same way as he [Mr.
Kuznetsov] claims the Holy Loch base threatens the Soviet Union.®

With the permission of the Chairman, I  should like for a few 
moments to dwell on the question of home and so-called foreign bases 
because, at the meeting to which I  have referred, the Soviet represent
ative tried to distort the remarks wliich I  made and which I  have just 
quoted. Mr. Kuznetsov alleged at that time that I  saw “no differ
ence . . . between foreign military bases and national armed 
forces”.'' ‘Well, it all depends on what Mr. Kuznetsov meant by 
“national armed forces”. I f  he meant, among other things, bases in 
Western Eussia with missiles armed with nuclear warheads and aimed 
at targets in my country and elsewhere in Western Europe, then it is 
certainly true that in that respect I  do see no difference. I f  there is 
a difference, I  should be very happy if Mr. Tsarapkin were to follow 
up Mr. Kuznetsov’s kind offer to explain it to us. But I  do hope that 
he will not try to convince me that I  shall feel much less dead if I  am 
hit by a nuclear missile which comes from his home territory and not 
from a foreign base. I  hope also that he will remember that nuclear 
missile bases in NATO countries have been set up openly by binding 
international agreements freely entered into by the countries con
cerned. Those countries felt that such bases were essential for their 
defence and security and I  do not therefore think that the Soviet 
delegation here is entitled to object. I  hope the Soviet delegation 
will study the reasons why those bases were set up and then help us 
to dismantle all bases everywhere. I  hope that Mr. Tsarapkin will 
reassure us that no one is threatening the security of NATO Member 
States. But I  did note that while Mr. Kuznetsov emphasized at that

" l u a .
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meeting that “no one is threatening the United States”,® he failed to 
mention that no one is threatening Western Europe. I  trust that that 
omission was purely accidental, but he will understand my concern.

In  general, what the Soviet draft declaration boils down to is th is: 
the Soviet Union asks us to refrain from defending ourselves by 
deploying weapons which, unfortunately, are necessary for our 
defence, while itself making no corresponding move towards reducing 
the obvious threat to Europe which our weapons are designed to 
counter. Such a proposal, I  submit, is one-sided. I t  is so unrealistic 
that I  wonder why it was put forward; and also it is dangerous, 
because if it were to be implemented its implementation could lead in 
time to temptation to military action in Europe. I t  would be such a 
situation, and not the present state of mutual deterrence that would be 
the greatest threat to world peace. Indeed, the consequences of the 
potential instability which would arise after the implementation of 
the draft declaration could be disastrous for the Soviet Union as well 
as for Europe, for the United States and, indeed, for the whole world.

May I  remind my Soviet colleague in that connexion of a Russian 
proverb which in English runs as follows—I  hope I  have it right, but 
no doubt he can correct me if I  have not—“Make yourself into a sheep 
and you will meet a wolf nearby.” We do not propose to make our
selves into sheep unless and until—-and I  hope this will be so—we and 
our Soviet colleagues can become sheep together. In that connexion, 
our Soviet colleague talked a lot about NATO militaristic develop
ments, but I  hope he also reads what his own colleagues say back in 
Moscow, because I  see that Marshal Koniev, in an interview with 
TASS on 19 February, is quoted as saying th a t:

The Soviet armed forces have been reorganized, strategic rocket forces have 
been set up and are constantly being strengthened. These forces are pro
vided with the most powerful missiles, which have ruled out the concept of 
a geographical invulnerability of an enemy for ever from military theory. 
The USSE firmly holds the lead in rocketry and space exploration; nuclear 
weaiKJns are being improved.

That being so, I  hope that he feels secure and that we can therefore set 
about reducing our weapons rather than blaming one another for the 
present state of affairs.

The Soviet proposals seek in fact to make propaganda capital out of 
the geographical fact that the Russian bloc consists of one large land 
mass and the NATO alliance consists of widely spread parts held 
together only by our sea and air communications. They seek also to 
conceal the fact that at this very moment hundreds of medium range 
missiles are pointing at us in Europe from Soviet territory and that

p. 32.
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not one of them would be affected by the proposals in any way what
soever. That is a clear attempt to capitalize on the facts of geography.

We in the West are just as anxious as the Soviet Union and its allies 
to remove the threat and possibility of nuclear war in the world. We 
propose to do so by orderly, balanced and progressive schemes of dis
armament. But we must be realistic. We would not advance our 
common aim by agreeing to this Soviet draft declaration, if anything, 
we should increase the dangers and the risks by undertaking measures 
which could lead only to an imbalance of forces and to all the dangers 
which flow from that.

In conclusion, it seems to me that if we are to make progress in 
this Committee, we really must refrain from putting forward meas
ures calculated to give all the advantage to one side and none to the 
other, measures which upset radically the present balance of power. 
Concessions have to be made on both sides if they are to lead to agree
ment. We would have a better chance of progress if we were to con
centrate on measures of mutual benefit, in connexion with which there 
seems to me to be a potential area of agreement between both sides, 
and on which, I  still firmly believe, agreement can, with good will, be 
reached. I  hope we shall devote our thoughts and efforts more to that 
sort of thing than to making charges against one another. What I  
want to do is to get down to serious negotiation. I  do submit that in 
this field of collateral measures there are a number in respect of which 
we can do that. I  hope that the proposal put forward by our United 
States colleague this morning wiU be considered ca.refully.’̂ I  am 
perfectly willing to look at other measures but I  have spent more time 
on this particular one this morning because I  thought it important 
that my colleagues around this table should realize its one-sided nature 
and therefore the reason why we could not possibly accept it.

Anglo-American Memorandiim Submitted to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee: Position Concerning 
the Cessation of Nuclear Weapon Tests, April 1,1963

During the course of the present session of the Conference of the 
Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament the United Kingdom 
and the United States have presented their new position for the pur
pose of arriving at agreement on a treaty ending all nuclear weapon

 ̂See supra.
“  ENDO/78, Apr. 1, 1963.
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tests. This position is outliaed in this memorandum. They empha
size IQ particular the importance of the arrangements concerning the 
conduct of on-site inspections. This memorandum deals with ar
rangements for inspections only on territory under the jurisdiction or 
control of the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and the United 
States. The treaty would, of course, have to deal with inspections on 
the territories of other parties.

I. General Principles

1. There now exists a new basis for agreement on a nuclear weapon 
test ban arising from the exchange of letters between Chairman 
Khrushchev and President Kennedy.^ Under this basis for agree
ment each nuclear side would place primary reliance on its national 
detection stations for the collection of seismic data, supplemented by 
the use of automatic seismic stations. Each nuclear side, would use 
a small number of on-site inspections to check the nature of poten
tially suspicious unidentified events. I t  is a system which differs from 
the kinds of systems under discussion by this Conference before the 
last recess.

2. The United Kingdom and the United States have also indicated 
that, under certain conditions related to the conduct of inspections, 
they would accept an annual quota of seven on-site inspections in the 
territory of each nuclear power. This reduction in the number of in
spections emphasizes the need to maximize the deterrent effect of each 
on-site inspection. This, in turn, will enhance the feeling of confi
dence each nuclear side will have in the verification system, and con
sequently, in the fact that treaty obligations are being observed.

3. With this end in view, the present position of the United King
dom and the United States is strongly influenced by the concept of 
reciprocal inspection, ia accordance with which each nuclear side plays 
a primary role in the arrangements concerning on-site inspection in 
the territory of the other. Members of the international staff of the 
comimission would also participate in the inspection.

II. On-Site Inspection Arrcmgements

1. A state would have up to sixty days from the time a seismic event 
took place to designate that event as one which it may later wish to 
inspect. Under the designation process the designating state would 
send a statement to the international commission for transmission to 
the country in which the event occurred. The statement submitted 
by the designating state would indicate the location of the event and 
the time of its occurrence. Accompanying data would include four

“ Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 1239-1242, 1277-1279, and ante, 
pp. 1-4.
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clearly measurable and mutually consistent arrival times. These 
would have to include P-wave arrival times at three different stations. 
The data would have to meet certain location criteria listed in the 
treaty. The statement would also have to indicate that the event 
could not be identified, from the data submitted by the designating 
state, as an earthquake by the use of agreed criteria. These agreed 
criteria would also be listed in the treaty.

2. F o r the purposes o f the precediag paragraph, location criteria 
such as those contained in A rticle V I I I  of the U K /U S  d raft compre
hensive treaty  of A ugust 27, 1962 (ENDC/58) ® would be used.

3. The state on whose territory the event took place would have one 
week to provide any data which it might wish to make available con
cerning the designated event. Such data would be made available to 
the international commission for transmission to the designating state.

4. During the one-week period the designating state would have 
the right, if it so desired, to send its personnel, accompanied by mem
bers of the international staff, to retrieve and examine the data col
lected by the recording instruments in the sealed vaults of the auto
matic seismic stations in the territory of the receiving state.

5. The designating state would then be given an additional week to 
analyze the information which might be received concerning the 
event, iacluding that from the automatic seismic stations. I f  the 
designating state wished to initiate an on-site inspection of the event 
it would have to submit a further statement to the international com
mission for transmission to the receiving state. I f  this one-week 
period passed without the event being selected for inspection, it would 
no longer be eligible for inspection. '

6. A  state selecting an event for on-site inspection would have to 
indicate in its further stateinient the location and boundaries of the 
area selected for inspection. The area may be an ellipse with a semi
major axis of no more than fifteen kilometers, with a maximum area 
of 500 square kilometers.

7. The statement selecting an event for inspection would also include 
information on the proposed time and place of arrival of the inspection 
team at a point of entry in the receiving state. The receiving state 
would then have a period of five days to reply, setting forth, the 
arrangements it would make for the reception of the inspection team.

8. In  its reply, the receiving state would also have the right to 
indicate the presence in the inspection area of a sensitive defense in
stallation, consisting of buildings or similar f acilities. The designat
ing state would then decide whether to continue with the inspection, 
excluding the defense installation from the area to be inspected, oi

^Documents on Disarmament, 19€Z, vol. II, pp. 798-800.
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to cancel the inspection without chargiag the inspection to the annual 
quota.. If, in its judgment, a party felt this procedure was being 
abused, it could invoke the withdrawal procedures of the treaty.

9. The/receiving state would be responsible for transporting the team 
and its equipment to the site of the inspection. I t  would be permitted 
to institute all safeguards it considered necessary to assure the security 
of military and other sensitive defense installations, subject only to 
the condition that the inspection team arrive promptly at the inspec- 
tion area. These safeguards coiild include the use of its own aircraft 
and pilots to transport the inspection team, measures to prevent the 
inspection team from being able to view the territory of the receiving 
state en route to the inspection area, and the use of flight routes to avoid 
passing over certain portions of the receiving state.

10. The inspection team would consist partly of persons from the 
inspecting nuclear side and partly of persons from the international 
staff. The. leader of the team would be one of the team members from 
that nuclear side. To ensure that certain functions of the team are 
carried out by highly trained technical personnel so that the maximum 
deterrent and confidence-building effect of each on-site inspection 
would be achieved, at least fourteen technical experts from the desig
nating nuclear side would be necessary for a typical inspection in the 
Soviet Union, the United Kingdom or the United States.

11. Personnel of the inspection team could be accompanied by offi
cial personnel, including observers, designated by the receiving state 
to assure itself that the on-site inspection and the activities of the team 
members were carried out in accorda;nce with the terms of the treaty.

12. The inspection process would include low-level aerial flights to 
examine the area both visually and photographically for any evidence 
of a nuclear weapon test. Members of the team would have access 
throughout the area for the purpose of surface inspection and would 
be permitted entrance to any sub-surface cavities, such as mines, to 
look for evidence of a nuclear weapon test.

13. Inspection teams would have, unless drilling were required, a 
maximum of six weeks to complete the inspection, a period which 
could be extended by mutual agreement.

14. I f  it were determined that drilling was necessary, the team 
leader would be obliged to notify the receiving state. This notifica
tion would state what persons and equipment would be required and 
their length of stay.

15. The team leader would be responsible for submitting a report to 
the commission on the findings of the inspection no later than thirty 
days after completion of the inspection.
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III . Automatic Seismic Stations

1. Automatic seismic stations, with the exception of certain instru
mentation, would be built by the Soviet Union and the United States, 
each in its own territory, in accordance with agreed specifications. 
The other nuclear side would then supply recorders and other neces
sary instruments, some of which would be sealed in the vaults of these 
stations. The United Kingdom and the United States propose that 
there be seven such stations in the territory of the Soviet Union and 
seven such stations in the territory of the United States.

2. At each automatic station data would be produced and recorded 
in both a sealed vault and a separate structure. The information 
recorded in the unsealed structure would be forwarded by host country 
nationals to the international commission and the other nuclear states 
at frequent intervals.

3. Personnel from the other nuclear side accompanied by personnel 
from the international staff would have the right to visit each station 
a maximum of eight times per year. These visits might be used in 
order to obtain the data from the instruments in the sealed vault in 
one or more stations in connection with the clarification of a particu
lar event. Automatic stations could also be visited within the annual 
limit for routine recovery of data, maintenance, calibration of instru
ments, installation of improved instrumentation or checking of 
seismic noise levels.

News Conference Remarks by President Kennedy on 
Arms Shipments to the Middle East (ExtractJ, April 3, 
1963"

Q. Israel has been evidencing growing concern over the manufacture 
of missiles by Egypt and unofficially has asked the United States to use 
its good offices with Bonn to discourage the use of German scientists in 
this endeavor. Can you tell us anything about that point, and, 
secondly, can you tell us anything about Israel’s request for more arma
ments from this country ?

A. Well, as you know, the German Government itself has indicated 
its displeasure, and there’s some question of whether it may be a breach 
of the law— t̂he German scientists who are working on missiles, air 
engines and air frames for the U.A.R.

 ̂ York Times, Apr. 4,1963, p. 10. 
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There are not a great number of them but there are some of them, 
and, of course, they do affect the tensions in the Middle East. So, I  
think this matter has been very strongly brought to attention by the 
Israeli Government, and by other interested parties, who are seeking 
to diminish, rather than increase, the arms race in the Middle East.

Now, on the question of what military assistance we would give the 
Israelis. As you know, the United States has never been a supplier 
of military equipment directly to the Israelis. We have given eco
nomic assistance. The Israelis themselves have bought equipment, a 
good deal of it from France.

We’ll just have to see what the balance of military power may be in 
the Middle East as time goes on. We are anxious to see it diminished 
rather than participate in encouraging it. On the other hand, we 
would be reluctant to see a military balance of power in the Middle 
East which was such as to encourage aggression rather than discourage 
it. So this is a matter which we will have to continue to observe.

We have expressed our strong opposition to the introduction or 
manufacture of nuclear weapons in the Middle East, and have indi
cated that strongly to all of the countries. So, we have to wait and 
see as time goes on.

At the present time, there is a balance which I  think would discour
age military action on either side. I  hope it wiU continue.

Statement by the Acting United States Representative 
(Mark) to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Commit
tee: Nuclear Delivery Vehicles, April 3, 1963 ^

This is the third week in which our Committee finds itself dealing 
with one aspect of the problem of general and complete disarmament, 
namely, the measures to be adopted in stage I  for the reduction of 
nuclear delivery vehicles and other forms of armaments. The West
ern point of view has been set forth quite clearly, and it was further 
elaborated this morning by the representatives of Canada and the 
United Eangdom, who also made very pertinent observations about the 
reticence of the Soviet delegation in coming forward in depth with 
the facts necessary for a sensible discussion and evaluation by all dele
gations of the Soviet Union’s latest proposals in this field.

‘ ENDC/PV.117, pp. 17-26.
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A perusal of the statements which have been, made in the past two 
weeks by most of the delegations from the Warsaw Pact countries has 
left us with the unmistakable impression that they have ranged some
what far afield. Their speeches have sounded very similar to those 
which we were hearing when we discussed item 5(a) of the agenda 
last year ̂ —that is to say, an overall appraisal of the first stage, and 
in some cases of all three stages, of the Soviet and United States plans.® 
Only a little attention has been devoted to the particular problems 
covered by items 5 (b) and 5 (c) themselves, and most of that has been 
focused on Foreign Minister Gromyko’s proposal of last September.*

This morning we should like to try to strike a somewhat happier bal
ance by adverting both to the general considerations of disarmament, 
which have been so much stressed by the Soviet delegation and its 
associates, and to certain important factors related to the narrower 
question of reduction of armaments. In  this way we hope that we 
shall make it possible, before too long, to refer items 5(b) and 5(c) 
to the co-Chairmen for an intensive review of draft treaty texts in 
anticipation of a move to item 5 (d) and to subsequent items in plenary 
discussions.

I t  is clear by now that the main argument advanced unanimously 
by the Communist countries on stage I  of general and complete dis
armament is not an argument based on world realities or political 
experience. Rather, it appears to involve an incessantly repeated 
appeal to popular emotions intended to build up pressure on the West 
to adopt a Soviet disarmament plan favouring the military, political 
and strategic interests of the East in an entirely one-sided fashion.

That Soviet argument states flatly that the indispensable first step 
in disarmament must, in and by itself, completely eliminate the dan
ger of the outbreak of a nuclear war by disposing of all, or almost all, 
nuclear delivery vehicles duriug a first stage of twenty-four months. 
In other words, mankind is to be saved from its present serious pre
dicament by an ingenious remedy sponsored uniquely by the States 
of the Soviet camp.

I t  is not at all evident why the Communist countries think that they 
alone appreciate the disaster for humanity that would arise from a 
nuclear war, and that they alone are anxious and ready to prevent 
that disaster. We in the West are just as aware of that supreme 
political challenge of our era as are our Eastern colleagues. I t  is 
our desire, just as much as it is their claimed desire, to advance as 
rapidly towards complete disarmament as is safe, sane and possible.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, p. 680.
® The revised Soviet draft treaty appears Hid., pp. 913-938. For the U.S. treaty 

outline, see ibid., vol. I, pp. 351-382, vol. II, pp. 718, 728-730.
Ibid., vol. II, pp. 904-905.
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In the matter of global life and death, ideology and economic or 
social structure have no legitimate role to play. General and com
plete disarmament is almost universally recognized as a sensible goal 
which, when reached, will provide a way out of our global predica
ment. But disarmament can neither be worked out, agreed upon, 
carried out or consummated in a vacuum of theory divorced from prac
tical considerations.

I t  has been generally acknowledged that States will agree to disarm 
themselves only under conditions which satisfy their basic requirement 
to preserve their national identity and security. Some of the most 
fundamental of those conditions have, indeed, been committed to 
written form and approved by all Members of the United Nations. I  
am referring to the Soviet-United States Joint Statement of Agreed 
Principles worked out in September 1961.® Those principles envisage 
a disarmament agreement covering a number of stages in which the 
world will be led progressively towards a zero level of national arma
ments, except for internal police forces and for manpower needed 
for an international peace force. The principles prescribe that the 
process shall be accomplished without disturbing the international 
military balance by giving any participating State advantages at 
the expense of other States. They say nothing about the need, now 
insistently alleged by the Soviet bloc delegations, to accomplish the 
great bulk of disarmament in the very first stage. The clear implica
tion of the joint principles is that the objective of eliminating all 
types of nuclear and conventional armaments, ammunition and armed 
forces, is to be achieved over several stages.

In spite of those common sense considerations, we find that the 
Soviet disarmament plan requires that all, or virtually all, of the most 
powerful weapons existing today—^nuclear delivery vehicles—shall be 
liquidated within two years from the entry into force of a disarma
ment treaty. The representative of Poland confirmed on 22 March 
that:

There can be no doubt that at present the most important element in this 
balance—•

here he was referring to an overall strategic balance between East 
and West—

is constituted by strategic nuclear weapons with special emphasis on intercon
tinental missiles.®

Nevertheless, in disregard of the existing world situation and of its 
many other unresolved problems, the Soviet Union would dispose of 
that balance in one fell swoop, or at least change its terms drastically.

''lUd., 1961, pp. 439—442. 
' BNDO/PV. 112, p. 27.
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I t  would do that without regard to the consequences of such a move 
for world-wide military and political stability, which could thereby 
be seriously and dangerously upset. Indeed, it tells us that if it 
cannot have its way in that, then we can have no start at all on gen
eral disarmament. Either we adopt the Soviet programme for sup
posedly ending the threat of nuclear war right away, or we shall have 
to live with that threat for the indefinite future.

The United States delegation has never been able to believe that 
that Soviet approach could be explained solely as an example of 
Soviet attachment to humanitarian motives. I t  has always appeared 
to us more as a plan to use the disarmament process to the greatest 
extent possible to change the world strategic balance radically in 
favour of the Soviet Union. I t  has seemed to us that the Soviet 
Union has been guided much more by its own immediate political 
interests than by any total commitment to immediate and radical 
steps towards general and complete disarmament.

Our impression was much reinforced by a passage in the East Berlin 
speech of Chairman Khrushchev on 16 January this year. His 
words, in informal translation, were the following:

Take a basic question, such as disarmament. Until a German peace treaty 
is concluded it is obviously difficult to count on serious progress in the matter 
of reaching agreement on disarmament. These two questions are not jurid
ically connected with one another. They are Independent questions. How
ever, disarmament is possible only with the clearing up of the international 
atmosphere, that is, with the strengthening of confidence between States, and 
with the creation of those conditions which will not drive us on to ever newer 
appropriations for armaments and to the increase of armies. And it is just 
the lack of settlement of the German question which drives forward the 
growth of armed forces and the increase of military expenditures.’

We do not say that Chairman Khrushchev is wrong in stating that 
progress in disarmament must inevitably be related to the general state 
of world affairs. We do say, however, that such an approach—and, 
indeed, the subordination of disarmament to such issues as the Soviet 
project for a German peace treaty—is entirely inconsistent with the all 
or nothing Soviet proposals for the first stage with which we are con
fronted here. On the other hand, how much more in keeping with 
a pragmatic consideration of realities is the United States plan for a 
systematic and continuing percentage reduction of armaments towards 
zero through three stages of reasonable length. That time period 
would also, incidentally, allow the world time for the major readjust
ment in dozens of political, military, economic and psychological 
inter-relationships which total disarmament would entail.

As I  suggested a moment ago, the basic motive of the Soviet plan 
appears to be to advance the narrow interests of its Soviet sponsors.

’’ Of. ante, p. 10.
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The plan would be unfair enough if it only proposed that nuclear 
delivery vehicles, which the Polish representative Mr. Blusztajn called 
the main element of the strategic balance, should be eliminated rapidly, 
while there was only a thirty per cent reduction in conventional arma
ments, thus drastically altering in stage I  the existing military mix of 
national armed forces. Even worse, however, is the Soviet pro
gramme’s demand that the remaining conventional forces on the 
Western side should be disunited and fragmented, whUe the main force 
on the Eastern side, the Soviet armed forces, remained a unified and 
centralized military machine.

That result would arise from Soviet insistence (ENDC/2/Eev.l. 
Art.9) on the first stage liquidation of all so-called foreign military 
bases, including the restriction of naval vessels to territorial waters and 
the prohibition of any joint military manoeuvres by two or more coun
tries. Mr. Dean outlined very clearly on 14 December last just why 
NATO cannot and will not allow itself to fall into any such trap, and 
it is disheartening now to find that the delegations of the socialist 
countries are still blithely ignoring our firm position.® Indeed, they 
even continue to expound the old line that it would be unfair for such 
bases to remain in existence as an allegedly offensive threat to the 
TTSSK, after the USSE, had, in the first stage under its own plan, dis
posed of all, or almost all, of its nuclear delivery vehicles which are, 
it is claimed, the sole defensive counter to such bases.

Apparently, it has done no good for us to point out to our Eastern 
colleagues, as we have done many times, that if their plan for the first 
stage liquidation of delivery vehicles were adopted then foreign mili
tary bases would also be deprived of such vehicles. I f  the bases then 
remained solely as bases for conventional forces they could not possibly 
pose a threat to the unified and concentrated conventional forces of 
the USSE, but would merely serve to bolster and unify the defensive 
deployment of Western conventional forces.

On the other hand, if the Western programme for progressive re
ductions of each type of major armaments were adopted, the situation 
in stages I  and I I  would continue, from a narrow military-strategic 
point of view, to be similar to that already existing, and would thus 
pose no new risk for the East. In any event, however, from the 
broader political point of view the situation would of course be much 
changed for the better owing to the new international confidence that 
would arise from the major reductions in armaments in stages I  and
I I  and from the general implementation of a treaty dedicated to total 
disarmament in due course.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 1225-1231.
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We have not found a single argument in all of the recent speeches of 
the Soviet bloc delegations which would tend in any way to indicate 
any unfairness to them arising from the implementation of the United 
States disarmament proposal. For them to claim to prefer their own 
first stage approach on delivery vehicles proves nothing, of course, 
about whether the United States approach, though different, would be 
fair to them. We are convinced that it would be completely fair.

I f  there is now a general de facto balance of military power or, 
at least, deterrence, between East and West, why should we not capi
talize on that situation and start from that fact rather than complicate 
our task by seeking to negotiate a new balance during each stage of 
disarmament? Yet that is exactly what the Soviet plan would have 
us do. The de facto balance has arisen because each great Power 
has been uninhibited in applying its economic and industrial resources 
to building up the kind of military machine which suited its needs. 
Each of us has arrived at a self-chosen mix of armaments, and each 
side feels its own mix to be in some sort of approximate balance with 
that of the other side. Let us therefore start from that point by 
freezing the situation where it is. Our plan would not only prevent 
any further upward spiral but would, on the contrary, start all of 
our military establishments on the downhill path to zero.

That is the essence of the United States plan, and it accomplishes 
it logically, realistically and persistently in aU military fields. Its ap
proach on the progressive reduction of armaments covered by items 
5(b) and 5(c), in relation both to past stockpiles and to future 
production, is entirely straightforward, and, as the exchange between 
Mr. Tsarapkin and Mr. Stelle at the meeting on 27 March brought 
out clearly, that is equally true of the United States provisions for 
reducing nuclear weapons, which will be discussed at subsequent meet
ings under item 5 (d).

The representative of Czechoslovakia was mistaken when he said 
at that meeting that the United States proposal for a 30 per cent re
duction would merely meet the Pentagon’s supposed desire to dispose 
of its obsolete armaments.® Our proposal, in fact, would permit no 
such thing since it would require a cut of 30 per cent in each and 
every type of nuclear delivery vehicle and in all significant types of 
conventional armaments. The most modem weapon systems would be 
affected equally with older systems.

Similarly, there appears to be no foundation either for the fears 
expressed at the same meeting by the representative of Bulgaria that 
the United States proposal would somehow lead to a postponement 
in the start of disarmament because each side would speed

” BNDO/PV. 114, p. 20.
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up the arms race in order to get an optimum mix of armaments 
before signing the treaty.^® The United States is, in general, quite 
satisfied right now with its own mix, and we assiune that the Soviet 
Union also must be satisfied with its mix. If  it were not we would 
be at a loss to explain all of the self-confident statements in recent 
months about Soviet military might by Chairman Khrushchev, Mar
shal Malinovski, Marshal Koniev and other Soviet leaders.

Given this situation, we can see that the United States plan would 
basically maintain the same satisfactory mix on each side, though in 
steadily decreasing quantities throughout stages I  and II. There
fore, we cannot understand Mr. Tarabanov’s conclusion that the 
United States disarmament programme would enable certain Powers 
to . . at some stage enjoy a decisive military advantage over their 
opponents.” I f  he knows of any such problem involving some mili
tary advantage for the West over the East or, for that matter, for the 
East over the West, let him come forward with specific facts rather 
than with generalized allegations.

While, in our view, the United States first stage programme adopts 
a reasonable, fair, practical and politically realistic approach to gen
eral disarmament, we cannot say the same for the Soviet plan. Quite 
apart from its fundamental defect of gross imbalance and favouritism 
to the Soviet side, which I  have already discussed, there are other 
features which raise grave doubts about its feasibility. Those doubts 
have all been noted in past analyses of the Soviet plan by Western 
delegations, but have never received a serious response from the Soviet 
delegation.

First, there is the problem of defining nuclear delivery vehicles. It 
does not arise under the United States proposals since all major arma
ments, whether they were delivery vehicles or not, would be reduced in 
the same way. However, under the Soviet programme it is essential 
to know which arms would be subjected to the 100 per cent first-stage 
cut and which arms would be diminished by only 30 per cent.

Of course it is easy to say that certain weapons, such as interconti
nental ballistic missiles, are clearly in the category of nuclear delivery 
vehicles. The same can be said for recognized dual-purpose arma
ments, designed to be used with either conventional or nuclear war
heads. But what are we to say of the many conventional types of 
armaments which probably could be easily converted to fire nuclear 
warheads? I f  they were not to be included under the Soviet plan 
there would be a serious gap in the Soviet scheme to dispose of all, 
or almost all, nuclear delivery vehicles in the first stage. On the other 
hand, if they were to be included it would mean putting virtually all

p. 8.
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artillery pieces, tanks and almost all aircraft into the category ear
marked for 100 per cent, or almost 100 per cent, destruction, and that 
would vastly overload stage I. In fact, for all practical purposes, 
stage I  would then become a substitute for a three-stage disarmament 
programme, even without the additional Soviet suggestion of last 
autumn to dispose of all nuclear warheads themselves in stage I. In 
those conditions we would have to devise a sequence of three or more 
steps for the all-embracing Soviet stage I  which would amount to 
what we have in the past called three separate stages.

That leads to another defect of the Soviet proposals, which the rep
resentative of Canada mentioned this morning. By exactly what 
process does the Soviet delegation envisage the implementation of its 
scheme for the 100 per cent, or almost 100 per cent, reduction of certain 
types of armaments in stage I  ? Whether we have that liquidation in 
one stage or spread it over three stages we must ensure that it takes 
place in such a manner as to ensure that all parties are moving in step 
and at an equal pace while they go from the situation of being com
pletely armed to the goal of being completely disarmed. Obviously it 
is much more difficult to solve that problem and to carry out a coherent 
programme when varying percentages of reduction are being applied 
to different categories of armaments than when all major armaments 
are being treated in a like manner.

Soviet first-stage proposals on cutting back armaments production 
are equally unsatisfactory. Only certain factories are apparently to 
be shut down, while others will remain completely unaffected. Yet 
controls are to be installed only at those production facilities which 
are shut down; the rest are to remain untouched by any verification 
measures and imvisited by international inspectors. That is an in
vitation to stepped-up production at the remaining plants. More
over, no arrangements are offered for guarding against any possible 
clandestine production in violation of such treaty commitments as 
would exist.

Finally, we are led again to the failure of the Soviet Union to offer 
any new idea at all on the problem of how to ensure that first-stage 
commitments to reduce to agreed levels would really be fulfilled. 
There is no plan for guaranteeing that forces and armaments would 
in fact be at the levels at which they are supposed to be.

We are aware of Soviet criticisms of the Western plan for zonal 
inspection, which we still think to be a reasonable and minimally bur
densome approach because it would give progressively greater assur
ance, by means of the sampling method, that commitments were being 
met. In any case we have heard of no Soviet alternative proposal to 
deal with the undoubted problem of agreed levels of remainders, 
which has been recognized here by all non-Soviet bloc delegations
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and which would exist in an aggravated form under the Soviet plan 
for the total or almost total first, stage elimination of nuclear delivery 
vehicles.

That brings me back to Mr. Gromyko’s proposal of September 
1962 for retaining a few missiles of agreed categories on Soviet and 
United States territory until the end of stage II. At our meeting on 
27 March Mr. Tsarapkin said that that idea was meant to be a con
cession to Western views, but he undermined his own thesis when 
at the same time he denied that the plan would in any way compro
mise the basic approach of the Soviet programme.^^ I f  the latter 
proviso is true, then it would seem that the Gromyko plan is not really 
intended to change anything essential, and all the serious defects in 
the Soviet programme which have been enumerated would tend to 
apply with equal force to the modest modification by Mr. Gromyko.

That would, for example, be particularly true of the continuing 
Soviet demand that all so-called foreign military bases still be liqui
dated in the first stage, with wholly one-sided harm to the Western 
alliance. In  addition, to the extent that the retained missiles would 
really be at a very low minimal level, as the Soviet delegation has im
plied even though it refuses to provide us with any figures, the con
sequences to the world military equilibrium would not differ too 
substantially from what they would be under the first Soviet plan.^“ 
Finally, as in the case of other plans involving retained levels of arms, 
the Gromyko programme would create serious problems of effective 
control arrangements to make sure that those missiles actually retained 
corresponded fully to the numbers which were authorized to be 
retained under the treaty.

The representative of the Soviet Union, one week ago, to his credit, 
did make an attempt to deal with the last-noted problem. For the first 
time in these negotiations, he admitted that retained arms do pose a 
verification difficulty that can legitimately be of concern to some dele
gations. In contrast to his statement on 20 March, when he had denied 
that there was any real risk of violation of an agreement to retain only 
specific limited numbers,“  Mr. Tsarapkin proposed on 27 March 
some degree of verification to cope with the problem.^^

For our part, we earnestly hope that that new-found awareness on 
the part of the Soviet delegation of the need to verify remainders will 
soon be extended to other areas of general and complete disarma
ment, where it is equally important. We do not wish in the slightest

“ Ante, p. 118.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol I, pp. 103-127. 
“ EN D C /PV .lll, p. 34.
“ Ante, p. 126.
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degree to discourage that necessary evolution of Soviet thinking. 
However, we must point out, as the United Kingdom and Canadian 
representatives have doiie this morning, that the remedy offered 
by Mr. Tsarapkin at the meeting on 27 March did not answer the 
problem.

The real issue is whether each side can be sure that the missiles 
retained by the other side correspond to the agreed figures. The 
Soviet delegation has suggested that inspectors verify that the num
ber of missiles at declared missile launching sites do indeed cor
respond to the agreed limits. That hardly moves us very far ahead, 
inasmuch as, for our part, we have little doubt that matters will 
turn out to be quite correct and proper at the declared sites.

What we would be anxious to know is whether there were any un
declared launching sites which had been built or retained clandes
tinely in violation of the treaty. We should also want to leam whether 
there was any clandestine stockpile of missiles or any clandestine pro
duction of such armaments. To have adequate assurance on those 
points would require a much more extensive and carefully devised 
arrangement than the mere inspection of declared sites. As the 
Canadian and United Kingdom representatives have pointed out, satis
faction on the matter of precise verification arrangements is the key 
element of any scheme such as the Gromyko plan for reciprocal, 
mutual, minimal deterrence.

We still hope that further clarifications will be forthcoming from 
the Soviet delegation on the various ramifications of the Gromyko 
proposal. Such explanations might serve both to allay our entirely 
justified doubts and to reply to the very important and still unan
swered questions posed by the United States and other Western dele
gations at a number of past meetings, in particular at the meeting 
on 10 December 1962.̂  ̂ Such a response, together with some evi
dence that the Soviet Union had taken into account the many other 
serious criticisms of its first-stage disarmament plan, would provide 
us with some encouragement that our efforts here were beginning to 
bear some fruit. At this juncture, encouragement is a much-needed 
commodity.

“ See Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 1197-1207.
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Statement by the Acting Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) 
to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee 
(Extract}: Reduction of Risk of War, April 5, 1963 ^

Now I  should like to deal with the proposal submitted to the Com
mittee by the United States on reduction of the risk of war through 
accident, miscalculation or failure of conmiunication.^ Speaking at 
the meeting of the Committee on 29 March, the United States repre
sentative, Mr. Stelle, asserted that this proposal answers the purpose 
of reducing international tension.^ He also tried to convince us that 
the measures provided for in the United States proposal could easily 
be carried out. He also pointed out that the plans of the United 
States  ̂ and the Soviet Union ® relating to general and complete dis
armament include three measures from among those which the United 
States is proposing and that they are very similar in both plans. I t 
is true that the Soviet Union, in going forward to meet the position of 
the Western Powers, included in its draft treaty on general and com
plete disarmament, an obligation for States, during the disarmament 
process, to provide the international disarmament organization with 
advance information on all launchings of rockets for peaceful pur
poses, as well as on all movements of military aircraft and military 
vessels. The Soviet draft also provides for the exchange of military 
missions and for the establishment of more direct and reliable means 
of communication between States. Furthermore, in order to reduce 
the danger of war during the disarmament process, the Soviet Gov
ernment agreed to include in its draft treaty a provision prohibiting 
military aircraft and vessels capable of carrying weapons of mass 
destruction from leaving their national territories.

Thus in the Soviet d ra ft there is no lack of measures specially 
designed really to avert the outbreak of a thermonuclear war, includ
ing some of the measures contained in the U nited States proposals on 
the prevention of war through accident, miscalculation, error and so 
forth.

B ut Mr. Stelle is wrong when he tries to build up his proof that 
the United States proposals for measures to avert the danger of war

‘ END0/PV.118, pp. 48-53.
’‘Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 1214^1225.
® Ante, pp. 127-133.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. I, i>p. 351-382, vol. II, pp. 718, 

728-730.
^lUd., pp. 913-938.
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through accident coincide with proposals contained in the Soviet draft 
treaty on general and complete disarmament. That is far from being 
the case. The United States proposals, when taken out of the context 
of general and complete disarmament, cannot reduce the danger of 
an accidental outbreak of war, whereas the corresponding Soviet 
measures, being tied to the implementation of important disarma
ment measures envisaged for the first stage of a treaty on general and 
complete disarmament, would have a positive significance. This in
terdependence is not accidental. I t  derives from the very causes of 
the risk of war by miscalculation, failure of communication and so 
forth.

As long as the implementation of a programme of general and 
complete disarmament has not begun, and as long as the production 
of new and ever more devastating and rapidly effective means of mass 
destruction has not been stopped, the ground for the possibility of 
war by accident will remain.

I t  seems to us that Mr. Stelle, judging by his remarks on the lack 
of stability in the world in the conditions of the armaments race to 
which we referred earlier, understands this and realises what the 
world has to expect if the armaments race is not stopped.

At the present time, in a world saturated with atom and hydrogen 
bombs, one false move would suffice for a tornado of nuclear destruc
tion to sweep over the earth. The only thing that could prevent such 
a catastrophe would be measures imposing specific obligations on 
States, measures leading to a real and not to an imaginary reduction 
of the danger of war.

I t  cannot be doubted that the measures proposed by the United 
States are unlikely to prevent an outbreak of war through accident. 
Essentially changing nothing, such measures would only create the 
unjustified and very dangerous illusion that some sort of real obstacle 
to an outbreak of war had been created, whereas in reality the threat 
of a general war of annihilation being unleashed would continue to 
grow as before.

What result can be expected, for example, from a measure proposed 
by the United States for the prevention of war by accident such as 
advance notification of the launching of missiles—about which Gen
eral Burns spoke today, it seems—or of the flights of strategic bombers 
or the movements of naval forces? That kind of measure in the 
conditions of an accelerated armaments race and intensive measures 
in preparing for war, cannot, of course, eliminate the risk of war 
through accident.

Furthermore, in the conditions of increasing international tension 
and the atmosphere of war psychosis, notification of the launching 
of missiles or the flights of bombers or the movements of naval forces
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cannot serve as a guarantee against surprise attack. On the con
trary, such information could be used by the side planning aggression 
as a diversionary manoeuvre or as a means for lulling and deceiving 
the intended victim of aggression, while the side supplying such infor
mation was preparing to deliver a surprise attack.

The possibility of matters taking such a turn is all the more likely 
since modern armed forces, with their means of waging war, particu
larly with their very considerable strategic means such as long- and 
medium-range missiles, strategic bomber aircraft and the nuclear 
missile means of naval vessels, do not require much time for combat 
readiness. They are practically always in a state of combat readiness. 
Notification of such movements could in fact be used by a potential 
aggressor in order to conceal his preparation for delivering a surprise 
attack against a State or group of States chosen for that purpose and 
to divert attention from the direction of the main blow.

A thoroughly objective examination shows that the other measure 
proposed by the United States—an exchange of military missions be
tween General Staffs or groups of states—can have no concrete value. 
In the conditions of an armaments race and intensive military prepa
rations, with a wide network of foreign military bases in alien terri
tories and provocative flights of aircraft with nuclear bombs, such a 
measure would be more likely to have harmful consequences. There 
is no doubt that in the present circumstances such missions would try 
to gather mtelligence information on the defence system of the other 
country and its condition. An exchange of missions under these cir
cumstances would only contribute to an increase of suspicion between 
States and would in no way contribute to a cessation of the armaments 
race. There is no guarantee that the activity of the military missions 
would not be used by the side planning aggression for the purpose of 
deception in order to camouflage the preparation of an attack. Only 
when there is a treaty on general and complete disarmament, that is, 
in a situation where a stop has been put to the armaments race and 
military preparations, will the measures indicated in the United 
States draft be justified and, possibly, have some significance. But 
what could really contribute to preventing the outbreak of war 
through accident would be the implementation of the measures pro
posed by the Soviet Union, such as the declaration on renunciation of 
the use of foreign territories for stationing strategical means of de
livery of nuclear weapons.®

We should like to stress once more that the removal of the means 
of delivery of nuclear weapons from foreign territories would reduce 
the danger of local or accidental conflicts being turned into a war

” Ante, p. 49.
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with the use of nuclear weapons. At the same time, the presence of 
such weapons on foreign territories creates a situation in which any 
local conflict might rapidly develop into a general thermonuclear war.

An important role in reducing the risk of war through accident 
would also be played by the conclusion of a non-aggression pact be
tween the States parties to the North Atlantic Treaty and the States 
parties to the Warsaw Treaty as proposed by the Soviet Union. Of 
course, that measure, just as the draft declaration, has a completely 
independent significance. The creation of a more favourable inter
national situation as the result of the conclusion of a pact and the 
introduction of the practice of consultation between the States parties 
to the non-aggression pact would undoubtedly contribute to a con
siderable extent to reducing the risk of war through accident.

I t  is obvious from what we have said that the Soviet Union is un
doubtedly in favour of an agreement on measures which would really 
contribute to the prevention of war through accident. The Soviet 
Union is prepared to explore all ways and means that would make it 
possible to bring about a reduction of international tension.

From that point of view the Soviet delegation is also ready to con
sider some of the proposals of the United States, for example, the 
proposal to establish a direct line of communication between the 
Governments of the Soviet Union and the United States.'  ̂ For all 
its inadequacy, that measure might have certain positive results. The 
Soviet Union is ready to agree immediately, without waiting for gen
eral and complete disarmament, to the establishment of a direct 
telephone or teletype communications line between the Governments 
of the Soviet Union and the United States. The Soviet Union is also 
willing to accept the United States proposal that each government 
should itself be responsible for the installation of such a line on its 
own territory and decide for itself the location of the terminal point 
of the line, in so far as its own end of the communication line is con
cerned. In  other words, if the United States intends to install the 
end of such a channel a;t its National Command Center, we have no 
objection, since the Soviet Union will itself decide on the location of 
the end of the line on its own territory. Accordingly, each State 
must take the necessary steps to guarantee the transmission of infor
mation within the country to the government departments designated 
for that purpose. Of course each State will itself carry out the ap
propriate measures to ensure the permanent functioning of such a 
means of communication and to retransmit the information received. 
Periodic testing and verification of this means of communication could 
also be carried out. Of course, it will also be necessary to agree upon

' Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 1222-1224.
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the direction and the place where the two terminal points of the com
munication line would be linked. We assume, however, that the solu
tion of that problem will not meet with any difficulties which might 
hinder the achievement of an agreement.

Thus, as you see, the Soviet Union by no means takes the attitude of 
indiscriminately rejecting the measures proposed by the Western 
Powers for reducing international tension and, in particular, for 
preventing war through accident. I  think that now the representative 
of Italy, Mr. Cavalletti, is satisfied. He has received an answer to 
the question in which he was so much interested, and which he touched 
upon in his statement today.

In  that regard the attitude of the Soviet Union is really flexible 
and radically different from the attitude of the United States and the 
United Kingdom, which either reject or avoid discussion of the Soviet 
proposals relating to collateral measures aimed at helping to improve 
the international situation and to reduce the risk of war. We assume, 
however, that in the future the Western delegations will adopt a 
more constructive attitude towards the Soviet proposals, and we hope 
that we shall reach agreement on them.

ACDA Statement on Direct Communications Link 
Between Moscow and Washington, April 5, 1963 ^

The United States welcomes the Soviet Government’s acceptance of 
the American proposal for improved communications between the 
Soviet Union and the United States.^ In order to reduce the risk 
of war occurring through failure of communications, the United 
States has sought to reach agreements on measures which would 
improve communications between governments.

The specific purpose of a direct teletype link between the Soviet 
Union and the United States would be to have a channel available for 
immediate use during times of crisis. On its part, the United States 
would expect to establish a central terminal point in Washington. 
From this terminal point, the President can always be reached im
mediately. Since there will be technical details to agree upon before 
the teletype link can be established, the United States anticipates 
that there will be private technical talks with the Soviet Union on this 
matter in the near future.

* Department of State Bulletin, Apr. 22,1963, p. 600. 
 ̂See supra.
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Soviet Note to the United States on Proposed Multilateral 
Nuclear Force, April 8, 1963 ^

The Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics deems 
it necessary to state the following to the Government of the United 
States.

For some time now the members of the North Atlantic Treaty 
Alliance (NATO) have been working out plans for the creation of 
a combined nuclear force of this bloc. As is evident from published 
official statements, it is proposed to gather together in a single con
centrated force, called a “multinational force”, the nuclear forma
tions of the United States and Britain, together with the correspond
ing contingents of the Federal Republic of Germany and, possibly, 
several other NATO members. I t  is further intended to create 
special naval and nuclear missile forces “in multilateral possession 
and under multilateral control”. Special emphasis is being placed on 
the creation of naval forces armed with nuclear weapons, including 
surface vessels equipped with Polaris missiles and camouflaged as 
merchant ships. Moreover, the Government of the United States 
has announced its intention to station United States nuclear sub
marines equipped with Polaris missiles in the Mediterranean Sea and 
in other waters of Europe and Asia already now, v/ithout waiting 
for the creation of a combined NATO nuclear force. All these 
plans are being tied in with an accelerated build-up of conventional 
armaments, primarily in the Western European countries of NATO, 
including the small ones.

Thus, there are being worked in NATO armament programmes for 
decades ahead, in which it is stipulated, down to the smallest details, 
who is to place nuclear missile and other formations under the NATO 
flag and in what numbers, what resources each country is to spend 
additionally on preparations for war, etc.

Whatever the final form the plans for the creation of a NATO 
nuclear force may take—whether it will be “multinational” or “multi
lateral”, or combined—from what has already been made known one 
thing is perfectly clear: it is the intention of the United States and 
other NATO powers to give the Bvmdeswefir and the armed forces of 
other countries access to nuclear missile weapons, to widen still fur
ther the scope of the preparations for a thermonuclear war and to

^ENDO/84, Apr. 17, 1963. The 'Soviet Union sent similar notes to the 
United Kingdom and the Federal Republic of Germany. Copies of the Soviet 
note were also sent to other NATO countries. The United States replied on 
May 18 impost, pp. 184-187).
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unleash a nuclear armaments race knowing neither national nor geo
graphical bounds.

In  the era of nuclear missile weapons, concern for universal peace 
is the first commandment of mankind, and this places a great responsi
bility on the governments in power. To them is addressed the unani
mous demand of the peoples: prevent a thermonuclear war, do not 
allow it to break out.

For many years the Soviet Government has been trying to secure 
the adoption of agreed solutions which would eliminate the threat of 
a nuclear missile war and extinguish the sources of possible conflicts. 
The Soviet Union offers to all countries and peoples peace, good- 
neighbourly co-operation and economic competition. I t  is prepared 
to advance consistently and steadfastly towards the establishment of 
relations of confidence and mutual understanding.

How do the NATO powers respond to the peaceloving policy of 
the socialist countries ? They oppose to it the policy of the “cold war”, 
a policy aimed at frustrating international co-operation and at devel
oping in depth and in breadth the competition between States in 
creating and stockpiling ever more lethal means of waging war. One 
has only to turn to the events of recent weeks to realize how dangerous 
is the path into which the NATO powers are pushing the world.

Ignoring the will of the peoples and the resolution of the United 
Nations General Assembly, the United States, followed later on by 
France, resumed the testing of nuclear weapons.

The Government of France concluded an openly militaristic pact 
with the Federal Republic of Germany.^ The Government of the 
Federal Republic of Germany, for its part, has once again demonstra
ted that the interests of peace and security in Europe are profoundly 
alien to its policy.

In  recent weeks the world witnessed new hostile acts on the part of 
the United States against the freedom-loving Republic of Cuba and 
new violations of the principles of the United Nations Charter and the 
universally-recognised principles of international law with regard to 
freedom of navigation.

Dangerous provocations on the part of the German militarists fol
low one after another in West Berlin.

I t  is true that the Governments of the United States and other 
NATO countries participate in international conferences for the 
settlement of controversial issues and from time to time vote in the 
United Nations for the adoption of constructive solutions. But, un-

“ The Franco-German treaty of Jan, 22,1963, may be found In Current History, 
4pr. 1963, pp. 237-239.
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fortunately, this is far from determining the main, trend of the policy 
of the Western Powers.

The facts show that in their strategic calculations the governments 
of the Western Powers rely not on a peaceful settlement of the main 
problems which foster international tension, but on achieving some 
kind of superiority in the armaments race and, ultimately, on the 
use of force. The plan for the creation of a NATO multilateral force 
is the latest expression of the policy “from a position of strength,” 
a policy of pressure and dictation, of which nuclear weapons are pro
claimed as the main factor and core.

I t  is well known that the former United States Government under 
Mr. Eisenhower not long before its exit from the political scene, had 
been strenuously putting forward the idea of turning NATO into a 
sort of nuclear power. A t that time there was much talk about each 
of the fifteen participants in this bloc being able to keep its finger on 
the push button of a nuclear missile war. The Government of the 
United States was in fact accepting the spreading of nuclear weapons 
inside NATO and was already close to satisfying the demands of the 
Government of the Federal Kepublic of Germany which was clamour
ing for “equality” in nuclear armaments.

At one time there were grounds for thinking that the present 
Government of the United States was aware of the dangers involved 
in the implementation of the plans to turn NATO into a nuclear 
power. I t  had given repeated assurances that it attached exceptional 
importance to the achievement of an agreement to prevent the 
spread of nuclear weapons, and that the United States, in 
conformity with its national policy, would never hand over nuclear 
weapons to any country. However, judging by everything, neither 
its own assurances nor the warnings voiced by many States, includ
ing a number of NATO countries, concerning the dangerous con
sequences of the spreading of nuclear weapons, have stopped 
the Government of the United States. At the Nassau meeting 
of the Heads of Government of the United States and the United 
Kingdom, it was decided to create a NATO nuclear force according 
to almost exactly the same pattern as had been proposed three or 
four years previously.^ One can only be amazed that the Nassau 
decision which obliges States to plunge deeper into the vortex of 
nuclear missile armaments, is described by those who took it almost 
as a service to their peoples, and even to the world.

The Governments of the United States and of some of its allies try 
to make out that the principle of the non-dissemination of nuclear 
weapons and the plans for the creation of a multilateral nuclear force

® See Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 1274-1276.
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are consistent with one another. Moreover, one can hear it 
said by the most high-ranking representatives of the NATO countries 
that the actual plans for the creation of a multilateral nuclear force 
are engendered by the desire to eliminate concern at “the unlimited 
dissemination of nuclear weapons among all States”.

But here only two distinctly differentiated approaches are pos
sible: either to adhere unswervingly to the principle of the non-dis
semination of nuclear weapons and consequently to prevent other 
States from having access in any way to these weapons; or to take 
the course of handing over nuclear weapons to one’s allies, and then 
the question of the form in which this is done—whether bilateral or 
multilateral—does not play any substantial role. I t  is impossible 
to invent some sort of “intermediate” approach without starting a 
chain reaction with all the dangerous consequences deriving there
from. The Western statesmen are not so naive as not to realize this.

I t  appears that those people are not far from the truth who see 
one of the reasons for putting forward plans for the creation of a 
NATO multilateral force in the striving of the United States Govern
ment to gear the economic resources of the West European countries 
more fully to the armaments race, and to compel the West European 
allies to disburse an additional 5-10 thousand million dollars. 
But no matter how complicated may be the accountancy with regard 
to the distribution among the NATO members of the expenditures 
involved in the armaments race, in the final analysis one hundred per 
cent of the burden of these expenditures falls on the peoples. It 
is they who would have to pay for the consequences of this race—if 
matters came to the worst—vdth countless human victims and with 
cities and villages reduced to ashes.

What other arguments are advanced to justify the plans for the 
creation of a multilateral nuclear force? The first argument called 
upon to sanctify and legalise everything is security requirements. 
But, apart from the fact that no one is threatening the NATO coun
tries, the creation of multilateral and multinational nuclear forces 
cannot make any change in the existing balance of forces in the world. 
So many nuclear weapons have been prepared by both sides that, 
speaking metaphorically, one might say that there are more than 
enough of them to chum up the earth and splash the oceans out of 
their shores. The transfer by the NATO powers of part of their 
nuclear weapons from one arsenal to another, where, among others, 
the generals of the Bwndeswehr and the war lords of some other 
States would be in control, would merely increase to a great extent 
the danger of a thermonuclear conflict. In addition to the existing 
ones, there would be extended to the war machine new driving belts 
which could set it in motion.
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Then will the security of the Member States of the North Atlantic 
Alliance gain anything from the fact that some new corporal would 
be in a position to touch off the conflagration of a third world war ? 
Will the peoples of Western Europe feel more at ease because of the 
fact that submarines and camouflaged vessels with nuclear missile 
aboard, are lurking off the coasts of their countries, that NATO nuclear 
troops comprising various nationalities are stationed on their terri
tories, or that the NATO strategists are preparing to make the whole 
world the battlefield of a new war ?

To anyone with common sense it is clear that if the plans of the 
NATO leaders were put into effect, nuclear weapons with their in
evitable concomitant— t̂he danger of war—would spread over our 
planet like a spot of oil over water. The extension of the area from 
which a nuclear attack could be launched would naturally extend the 
geographical sphere of application of the retaliatory measures inevita
ble in such cases. Let no one try to find a threat in this statement of 
the Soviet Government. All this is almost a copybook truth, a simple 
noting of what can already be accurately assessed today. The Soviet 
Government considers it to be its duty to raisei a warning voice in 
this connexion.

In the event of a conflict the laws of modern warfare would make 
it necessary to use every means to crush the aggressor immediately and, 
in particular, to put out of action the stationary and mobile 
bases aimed at the vital centres of peace-loving States. Ports 
used as anchorages for submarine and surface missile carriers, whether 
they be in the North Sea, Mediterranean, the Baltic or in other areas, 
would not survive even the first minutes of war. What the con
sequences of this would be for the entire territory of such countries 
is obvious without any comment.

The countries against which the military preparations of the North 
Atlantic bloc are directed would be compelled to keep the sights of 
their means of retribution constantly trained also on the most utilized 
sea routes, where ships carrying nuclear missiles might lurk dis
guised as peaceful mercantile vessels. Incidentally, under the 
Hague Convention, even in war time it is forbidden to arm a merchant 
ship secretly and thus to convert it into a warship.^ The NATO 
staffs, however, want to put into practice such treacherous devices 
even in peace-time. Thus in the plans for a NATO multilateral 
force the ethics of mediaeval pirates are interwoven with the latest 
achievements of nuclear missile technology. I f  NATO warships were 
to slink about the seas under cover of the mercantile flag, that would 
be practically tantamount to an undeclared state of war.

‘ 100 British and Foreign State Papers, 377.
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The opinion is expressed in the West that the plans for the crea
tion of a multilateral nuclear force are also designed to exert pressure 
on the Government of France, whose position on a number of military 
and economic questions does not coincide with the position of the 
Powers that determine policy within NATO. The Soviet Govern
ment has no intention of going into the question of the principles on 
which the relations of the members of the North Atlantic bloc are 
based. But it cannot overlook the fact that within NATO, the Gov
ernment of the United States, on the one hand, and the Government 
of France, on the other—although for motives that do not fully coin
cide—are playing up to West German militarism and, in order to make 
certain of its support, are conniving at the most aggressive aspirations 
of the ruling circles of the Federal Republic of Germany. And all 
that these circles are waiting for is that in the end they will succeed 
in opening either the French or the American gates to nuclear weapons, 
or both simultaneously.

The plans for the creation of a NATO multilateral nuclear force 
have, in effect, been devised with a view to satisfying the ever growing 
demands of the Federal Eepublic of Germany. The United States 
Government is trying to solve the contradictions within NATO at 
the price of concessions to the militaristic and revenge-seeking circles 
of the Federal Eepublic of Germany.

Usually, whenever the Soviet Union draws attention to the dangers 
of encouraging militarism in the Federal Eepublic of Germany, peo
ple in the West hasten to throw up a smokescreen of talk about the 
Soviet warnings being dictated by excessive suspiciousness towards 
the West Germans. I t  would be difficult to find anything farther from 
the truth than such assertions. I t  is by real facts and by facts alone 
that the Soviet Union is guided in its policy.

Eevision of the results of the Second World War, revision of the 
existing German frontiers, brazen hostility to the Socialist German 
State—the German Democratic Eepublic—such are the officially pro
claimed tendencies of the foreign policy of the Federal Eepublic of 
Germany. I t  is a policy of revenge and a policy of war. Hence the 
striving to be on a par with the other NATO Powers in the field of 
armaments and, above all, nuclear armaments.

Is the United States Government unaware of this ? Or has it some 
other explanation of the fact that it is precisely the Federal Eepublic 
of Germany which welcomes with enthusiasm any plan for the dis
semination of nuclear weapons within NATO ?

The Government of the Federal Eepublic of Germany voted with 
both hands for the previous plans to equip the forces of the North 
Atlantic Bloc with nuclear missile armaments. I t  also was the first to 
sing praises to the Nassau agreement, and is now egging on the Gov-
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ernments of the United States and Britain to spread “multilateral” 
nuclear armaments in NATO and to station them not only at sea but 
also on land. The Government of the Federal Eepublic of Germany 
announced its readiness to provide German crews for the ships carry
ing Polaris nuclear missiles, and to include immediately in the nuclear 
force Bimdeswehr air units capable of carrying nuclear weapons. I t  
has been reported in the foreign press that the United States and the 
Federal Republic of Germany are now coming to an agreement on 
the use of the West German ports in the Baltic and the North Sea 
as bases for United States nuclear submarines.

The Government of the Federal Eepublic of Germany has declared 
that it can assume a third of the entire expenditure involved in the 
creation of a multilateral nuclear force. Moreover, according to pub
lished reports it insists that the say of each member country in taking 
decisions on questions relating to nuclear weapons should be deter
mined by the size of its financial contribution to the NATO multi
lateral force. And this demand, it appears, is meeting with favour 
in influential circles in the United States and in some other NATO 
coimtries. Consequently, just as in a joint stock company, decisions 
will be determined by the size of the capital of the shareholders. Only 
this time it will not be methods of contending with commercial rivals 
that will be put to the vote, but questions of war and peace, and the 
dividends will be expressed not in dollars, pounds or marks, but in 
millions of human lives.

The rivets have not yet been driven into the hulls of NATO’s mis
sile-carrying ships, but already the West German militarists are 
stretching out their fingers towards the trigger of the NATO nuclear 
mechanism, pushing aside those whose purse is not so fat and who have 
a less adventurous spirit.

The Western Powers, descending step by step to meet the demands 
of the Federal Republic of Germany, present the case each time as 
though this were the last concession. After the creation of the Federal 
Republic of Germany, the Governments of the United States, Britain 
and France gave assurances that this child of theirs would have no 
army at all and would be provided only with police units. But only 
two years later there appeared a plan to create a “European army” 
and to include in it a German contingent half a million strong.® At 
that time many words were expended in the West in order to prove that 
the purpose of this plan was only to keep the arming of Western Ger
many under control and to prevent the creation of independent armed 
forces of the Federal Republic of Germany.

‘ American Foreign PoUoy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 1107 ff.
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The same motives were advanced also when the Paris agreements 
were signed in 1954, agreements which paved the way for the Federal 
Republic of Germany to join NATO.® In the parliaments and from 
the rostrums of international conferences the Paris agreements were 
described as a guarantee that the arming of Western Germany would 
be confined within very strict limits and that the Bundeswehr would 
not be provided with many types of conventional armaments, let 
alone weapons of mass destruction.

But what happened in reality? A Bundeswehr 400,000 strong is 
now under the command of former Hitlerite generals. Plans are 
being prepared to bring its strength up to 760,000 men. Relying on 
its growing military power the Federal Eepublic of Germany is seiz
ing one position after another in NATO. Restrictions on the build
ing of warships, heavy types of armaments and several categories of 
missiles have long since been forgotten. Now, in putting forward their 
plan for a NATO multilateral nuclear force, the Western Powers are 
ready to allow the Federal Eepublic of Germany to circumvent the last 
obstacles in the way to the actual possession of nuclear weapons.

Thus, having started with police formations thirteen years ago-, the 
Government of the Federal Eepublic of Germany is now knocking 
loudly on the door of the atomic club. “We want”, declared Chancel
lor Adenauer in the Bundestatg on 6 February 1963 “to bear full re.- 
sponsibility together with others for the NATO effective nuclear 
deterrent forces”. ’’

More than a hundred States Members of the United Nations have 
no nuclear weapons and nevertheless they do not regard this as a gap 
in their sovereign rights. In the Federal Eepublic of Germany, how
ever, the possession of nuclear weapons is declared to be a criterion 
of its sovereignty.

I t  is obvious that a concession to militaristic forces entails further 
concessions, and, of course, no one will guarantee that the present 
plan for a NATO nuclear force would be the last “yes” in answer to the 
demands of the most adventure-minded circles of Western Germany. 
The case reminds one in many ways of the days preceding the Second 
World War, when for the sake of “appeasing” Hitlerite Germany 
those who were then steering the policy of the Western Powers sacri
ficed the security and freedom of one country after another. Because 
of this, the appetites of the German militarists became all the greater 
and the disaster of the Second World War came ever closer.

“ London and Paris Agreements, Septemler-OGtoher 1954 (Department of State 
publication 5659, 1954).

’ Cf., New York Times (Western edition), Feb. 7, 1963, p. 3.
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As a result of the NATO plan to widen the circle of nuclear powers 
and to make it easier for the Federal Republic of Germany to have 
access to nuclear weapons, the prospect of the triumph of reason in 
international affairs may prove to have been seriously impaired. A fa
vourable outcome cannot be expected when ever new stimuli are being 
given to the armaments race and its forms are being endlessly diversi
fied. This development is pushing mankind towards the fatal line.

The governments of the Western Powers assert that they agree with 
the idea of general and complete disarmament and are ready to seek 
ways to achieve an international agreement on disarmament. The 
Western Powers protest when the peace-loving States accuse the 
NATO countries of using the disarmament negotiations as a screen to 
cover up the armaments race. But how else can the position of the 
Western Powers be assessed, if they put on the brake with one hand 
so as to prevent the Eighteen-Nation Committee in Geneva from 
making progress, and with the other hand they draw up plans for a 
NATO nuclear force, the implementation of which would mean ruling 
out disarmament negotiations for at least ten years ahead ? The pur
pose of this policy is obviously to gain time and to confront the peace- 
loving States with the fact of the implementation of the NATO plans 
for the spreading of nuclear weapons.

I f  the United States, Britain and France were to take the path of 
spreading nuclear weapons, the Soviet Government would, of course, 
be compelled to draw the appropriate conclusions and, in view of the 
new situation, to take measures which would ensure the maintenance 
at a proper level of the security of the Soviet Union, its friends and 
allies. The Soviet Government is certain that such defensive actions 
would meet with understanding on the part of all States and peoples 
who have the cause of peace at heart.

The representatives of the United States present the case as though 
the alternative to a NATO multinational and multilateral nuclear 
force would be for the Federal Republic of Germany to create its own 
nuclear potential. Well then, the inference is that the United States 
and its allies are even now not in a position to control the course of 
the arming of the Federal Republic of Germany and to resist the 
pressure and blackmail emanating from that country. Therefore the 
logical conclusion is that after gaining access to nuclear weapons, the 
militaristic circles of the Federal Republic of Germany would for all 
the more reason pay no heed to anyone within NATO.

The genuine alternative to the nuclear arming of the Federal Re
public of Germany and to any spreading of nuclear weapons is quite 
different. I t  is general and complete disarmament imder strict inter
national control, the banning of nuclear weapons, their elimination 
from national armaments and the destruction of stockpiles, the dis
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mantling of foreign military bases, and tlie cessation for all time of 
all types of nuclear test explosions.

I t  is the elimination by agreement between both sides of the vestiges 
of the Second World War and the conclusion of a German peace treaty 
together with the normalization of the situation in West Berlin on the 
basis thereof.

I t  is the taking of measures to ease international tension and to 
strengthen confidence between States and as the first of such measures 
the conclusion of a non-aggression pact between the NATO countries 
and the Warsaw Treaty coimtries.

The implementation of each of these measures, and especially of 
all of them together, would strengthen the foundations of peace on 
earth.

The Soviet Government urges the Government of the United States 
to contribute likewise to the settlement of the aforementioned problems 
and to make joint efforts to stop the nuclear missile armaments race. 
The Soviet Government is in favour of settling at a conference table 
the questions that have been brought to the fore by the development of 
international relations.

The Soviet Government would like to hope that the Government 
of the United States will give all due attention to the considerations 
which have been set forth in the present Note.

Third Interim Progress Report of the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee to the Disarmament Commis
sion and the General Assembly, April 10, 1963 ^

REPORT TO THE UNITED NATIONS

The Conference of the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament 
transmits herein to the United Nations Disarmament Commission 
and to the General Assembly, a further interim progress report on 
the Committee’s deliberations on all questions before it for the pe
riod 26 November 1962 to 10 April 1963. This report is submitted in 
response to Resolution 1767 of the General Assembly.^

’̂ ENDC/83, Apr. 10, 1963, and Corr. 1, Apr. 11, 1963. The documentary an
nexes are not printed here. The first two interim reports of the Committee 
appear in Doouments on Disarmament, 1962, vol. I, pp. 577-581, and vol. II, pp. 
865-871. The fourth report is printed post, pp. 428-432.

“ Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 1072-1073.
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I. Organization of Conference

A. P artidpm ts m the Cm.fereme

Kepresentatives 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, Romania, Sweden, Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, United Arab Republic, United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, and the United States of America.

B. Procedural Arrcmgenbemts

1. Upon recommendation of the Co-Chairmen, members of the Com
mittee reconvened the Conference on 26 November 1962.

2. At its 92nd meeting on 14: December 1962, the Conference decided 
to recess from 21 December 1962 to 15 January 1963. Subsequently 
the members of the Committee adopted the recommendation of the 
Co-Chairmen that the Committee reconvene on 12 February 1963.

3. Thirteen plenary meetings took place between 26 November 1962 
and 20 December 1962.

4. Twenty-five plenary meetings took place from 12 February 1963 
to 10 April 1963.

II. Nuclear Test Ban

The Committee considered the problem of a nuclear weapons test 
ban at a number of plenary meetings while it was in session between 
26 November 1962 and 20 December 1962. In  addition, six meetings 
of the Subcommittee on a Treaty for the Discontinuance of Nuclear 
Weapon Tests, and a number of meetings of the representatives of 
the Soviet Union and of the United States, as Co-Chairmen, were 
held during this phase of the negotiations.

On 7 December 1962 the Committee submitted a report to the 
United Nations General Assembly on the progre^ of these 
negotiations.^

When the Committee reconvened on 12 February 1963, it had the 
benefit of the exchange of letters between Mr. N. S. Khrushchev, 
Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the Union of Soviet Social
ist Republics, and Mr. John F. Kennedy, President of the United 
States of America.^

Although there have been no meetings of the Subcommittee on a 
Treaty for the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests, the Commit
tee is continuing to devote a substantial proportion of its efforts to

"iMa., pp. 1171 £E.
pp. 1239-1242, 1277-1279, and ante, pp. 1-4.
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this problem. Accordingly, of the twenty-five plenary meetings lield 
since reconvening on 12 February 1963, the Committee has devoted 
eighteen meetings, including one informal meeting, in whole or in 
part to the consideration of this question.

On 1 April 1963, at the 116th meeting, the United Kingdom and the 
United States submitted a Memorandum of Position Concerning the 
Cessation of Nuclear Weapon Tests.®

In addition to the plenary meetings, there were a number of meet
ings between the Soviet and United States Co-Chairmen.

III. General and Complete Disarmament

The Committee has continued consideration of general and com
plete disarmament and in accordance with the agreed agenda,® Stage 
I  measures regarding nuclear weapons delivery vehicles and conven
tional armaments were discussed. These discussions gave primary 
consideration to a revised draft treaty on general and complete dis
armament submitted by the Soviet Union on 26 November 1962,̂  and 
to 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.=

On 10 December 1962, at the 90th meeting, the United States sub
mitted a draft treaty article for Stage I  Eeduction of Armaments.®

IV. Measures aimed at the lessening of international tension, the con
solidation of confidence among States, and facilitating general 
and complete disarmament

Although there have been no meetings of the Committee-of-the- 
Whole, the Committee continued consideration in its plenary meetings 
of such measures as could be agreed to prior to, and as would facili
tate the achievement of, general and complete disarmament.

On 12 December 1962, at the 91st meeting, the United States sub
mitted a Working Paper on Eeduction of the Eisk of War through 
Accident, Miscalculation or Failure of Communication.^" On 12 Feb
ruary 1963, at the 96th meeting, the Soviet Union submitted a draft 
Declaration on Eenunciation of Use of Foreign Territories for Sta
tioning Strategical Means of Delivery of Nuclear Weapons.^^ On

® Ante, pp. 141-145.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 679-681.

I.e., the Soviet proposal previously submitted to the General Assembly on 
Sept. 22,1962 (ibid., pp. 913-938).

® m a .,  vol. I, pp. 351-382, vol. II, pp. 718,728-730.
"Ihid., pp. 1181-1183. 

pp. 1214^1225.
“  Ante, p. 49.
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20 February 1963, at the 100th meeting, the Soviet Union submitted a 
draft Non-Aggression Pact between the States parties to the Warsaw 
Treaty and the States parties to the North Atlantic Treaty.

V. Meetings of the Co-Chairmen

During the period covered by this report, the Representatives of the 
United States of America and of the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub
lics, in their capacity as Co-Chairmen of the Eighteen Nation Com
mittee on Disarmament, have held numerous meetings. The schedule 
and procedure for the work of the Conference, general and complete 
disarmament, cessation of nuclear weapon tests and measures aimed at 
the lessening of international tension, the consolidation of confidence 
among States, and facilitating general and complete disarmament 
were discussed.

VI. Conference Documents

Transmitted herewith as Annex I I  to this report is a list of all 
documents and verbatim records of the plenary meetings and the 
Subcommittee on a Treaty for the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon 
Tests.

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 Republics United States of America

S. K. Tsarapkin Charles C. Stelle

Interview of Premier ELhrushchev With the Editor of 
11 Giorno {Extract}, April 20, 1963

Question: Since the change in the Cuban situation, the world, which 
is genuinely horrified at facing a war, has followed with great hopes 
the lines of Kennedy and Khrushchev, which appeared the most suit
able for both the Western and the communist world for the defense of 
peace and the achievement of the aim of peaceful coexistence. Numer
ous reactions recently brought about by rumors emphasize definite new 
facts and particular difficulties which have arisen recently for the 
two leaders in implementing their activities. What do you think of 
this concern, which is felt particularly after so much hope, and within

“ Ante, pp. 57-58.
“ Moscow radio broadcast, Apr. 23, 1963.
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what realistic framework do you see the problem of the difficulties of 
Khrushchev and Kemiedy in their respective worlds ?

Answer; The liquidation of the crisis in the Caribbean has truly 
given rise to great hopes for mankind for a change in international 
relations from the “cold war,” which is fraught with the danger of an 
explosion, to the settlement of disputed international problems by 
means of negotiations. Unfortunately these hopes are not being 
justified. You say that the general public is concerned over the 
difficulties in settling unsolved problems. One cannot but agree. The 
point, of course, is not some kind of rumors about “difficulties which 
have arisen before the leaders,” as you put the question, but in the 
fact that there are forces in the United States which are continuing 
their “positions of strength” policy. They are trying to test, so to 
speak, our “resilience,” to exert pressure on us, endeavoring to force 
solutions convenient to the West upon us. I t  must be said right away 
that this course cannot lead to a relaxation of tension and to an im
provement in the international situation. Surely the unbridled cam
paign of the “madmen” in the United States against a sovereign state, 
the Eepublic of Cuba, and the support which certain circles in the 
United States lend to piracy on the high seas and piratical actions in 
the Caribbean are actual manifestations of this policy.

Or take another issue, the issue of disarmament. Surely, to speak 
candidly, the main efforts of the United States and its partners in 
NATO are aimed not at concluding an agreement on universal and 
complete disarmament but at further intensifying the arms race, at 
setting up aggressive nuclear forces of NATO. Only this can explain 
the fact that the 18-nation conference in Geneva is virtually marking 
time and has so far arrived at no decision which would lead to a solu
tion of the problem of universal and complete disarmament.

Even on such an issue as the banning of nuclear weapon tests, the 
governments of the United States and Britain are doing everything 
to hinder a positive outcome in the talks. As is known, at one time the 
Soviet Union stated that it was prepared to sign an agreement on the 
banning of nuclear weapon tests, with control of such an agreement 
to be carried out by national means of detection. We believe—and 
scientists confirm this—that such means of control are quite sufficient.

The other side told us that it could not see its way to signing the 
agreement because without accord on the minimum number of on-the- 
spot inspections it is allegedly impossible to persuade the U.S. Senate 
to ratify the agreement. To speed up the solution of this problem, 
we decided to meet the position of the United States and consented to 
two to three inspections a year. We did this only to eliminate the 
remaining differences, for the sake of reaching an agreement. But as 
soon as we agreed to two to three inspections, the United States again
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raised a demand to conduct eight to ten inspections a year, although 
the official U.S. representatives, in talks with Soviet representatives, 
had been saying hitherto that they would agree to two to four inspec
tions a year.

And thus it happens that as soon as we take a step forward to meet 
the position of the United States, they in effect repudiate what they 
themselves proposed to us. Now, in Geneva, U.S. representatives are 
naming the figure of seven inspections and are presenting this as a 
considerable concession on their part. But how can this be a conces
sion when in actual fact this means returning to the previous U.S. 
proposal and even stepping backward? The crux of the matter, of 
course, is to be found not in the fact that the U.S. Senate constitutes 
an insurmountable barrier in the way of an agreement, but in that 
certain American circles would like, under the guise of the inspections, 
to set up reconnaissance centers on the territory of the Soviet Union.

We, of course, cannot follow the path of satisfying those circles 
whose demands are not dictated by the interests of international con
trol but by the aims of espionage.

Therefore, on our side there may now arise the question of whether 
we too should not return, as did the United States, to our own former 
positions and withdraw our assent to the holding of two to three 
inspections a year, since we are firmly convinced that national means 
are sufficient for the detection of aU kinds of nuclear tests.

And is it not significant about the positions of the United States 
and Britain that, despite the decision of the U.N. General Assembly to 
stop aU nuclear weapon tests from 1 January 1963, the U.S. Govern
ment is continuiug these tests ? They are also being continued by an 
ally of the United States in NATO, France.

I f  this is the essence of the “Kennedy line” about which you are 
speaking, then it must be said frankly that such a course can only 
exacerbate the international situation and not relieve it. This con
clusion is confirmed also by the situation which has arisen on the issue 
of the conclusion of a German peace treaty. Surely here, too, the 
governments of United States and Britain are in fact hindering the 
solution of this question and are aiming at maintaining the hotbed of 
international tension in Europe.

These are the difficulties in the way of solving international prob
lems. You ask about the real prospects for eliminating these diffi
culties. These prospects exist. They are to be found in settling by 
by means of negotiations the key problems on the solution of which 
depends the elimination of the existing tension. We are all living on 
an earth on which two socioeconomic systems are in existence and we 
cannot get away from the complex but indispensable task of settling 
problems disputed if we want to preserve pea«e.
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However, talks are a bilateral process. Their point of departure is 
the balance of power which has developed in the world today. This 
must also be acknowledged once and for all by our Western fellow 
negotiators in their approach to problems of a German peace treaty, 
disarmament, and other outstanding issues. Tension in central Eu
rope cannot be removed without the conclusion of a German peace 
treaty and the normalization on this basis of the situation in West 
Berlin. Without calm in Europe there will be no calm in the world. 
Conversely, stabilization of peace in Europe, including a treaty of 
nonaggression between countries of NATO and the Warsaw Pact, 
would help the reaching of agreement on other fundamental issues 
on which universal peace depends, primarily on the problem of dis
armament. Then the hopes of mankind for a stable peace will not 
remain simply hopes.

In  our time, when such devastating instruments of warfare have been 
created, there is no middle way between war and peace. The issue 
stands as follows: Either a quest for agreed decisions and a direction 
in the development of international relations which will head to a genu
ine stabilization of peace, or an ever-growing aggravation of interna
tional tension leading ultimately to a world thermonuclear war.

I t  is on this choice that the future of the peoples depends. Our 
foreign policy is a policy of peace and we Soviet people spare no 
effort and energy to attain this great aim, the deliverance of mankind 
from the horrors of a thermonuclear war.

Statement by the Acting United States Representative 
(Stelle) to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Commit
tee: Nuclear Delivery Vehicles and Verification, April 
24, 1963'

Along with my United Kingdom colleague, I  noted the opening re
marks of the representative of the Soviet Union. Mr. Tsarapkin pro
fessed sadness at what he called the silence of the West with regard to 
Soviet proposals on the item we are discussing today. However, I  
thought I  detected certain crocodile tears ia that sadness, particularly 
when Mr. Tsarapkin went on to quote and to repeat at length the 
points which had been put forward by the delegations of the United 
Kingdom, Canada, Italy and the United States.® While complaining

‘ ENDO/PV.124, pp. 32-36.
2 nia., pp. 15 ff.
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of silence—which he said was obstruction on the part of the West and 
boded ill for the future of the Conference—he paid us the compliment 
of saying that we were loading the Conference table with a “pile of 
questions.”  ̂ Mr. Tsarapkin may not agree with all our words, but 
he can hardly accuse us both of silence and of loading the Conference 
table with a “pile of questions”.

I  should like to associate myself with the answers given by our 
United Kragdom colleague to the three questions posed by the repre
sentative of Poland.^ Without dwelling on them, I  want to say a 
little more in that connexion about the quotation which the Polish rep
resentative made from a statement by a former Secretary of State of 
the United States, Mr. Dulles.® Mr. Dulles said that the factors in
volved in military balance were so complex that it was not really 
possible to arrive at a dependable equation which would balance those 
factors against each other. I  think that is a very good quotation from 
a very penetrating statement; and it is precisely because of that fact 
that the United States believes—as do other Western Powers—that 
the general approach to disarmament which it has proposed is a valid 
one. We do not think that we can arrive at a mathematical formula 
of the degree of military balance at the present time. All we can say 
is that each of the major sides has had the opportunity to use its re
sources to develop the kind of military strength which it believes suit
able to its own political, economic, geographical and strategic circum
stances. We, for our part, are confident that the military strength 
and the military mix which we have built, and which we are con
tinuing to improve, are adequate. From statements that we fre
quently hear from the Soviet delegation and from Soviet leaders, it is 
clear that the Soviet Union at least professes to believe that the mili
tary strength and the military mix which it has built are adequate.

While we cannot reach a mathematical equation indicating the mili
tary balance at this time, it is a balance which has been brought about 
through the free and unfettered exercise of our respective judgments 
and resources. That is where we start from. Our proposal rests on 
the assumption that if you start from a given situation, in which both 
sides have a given mix and given levels of military strength, and go 
down from that on a percentage basis, you will retain the balance with 
which you started. If, on the other hand, you try to work out each 
step in terms of an equation, you run into very great difficulties in 
negotiating each stage of the reduction and trying to agree on a hypo
thetical balance for each stage of the reduction. We 'believe that by

3 i M d . , p. 19.

‘ S ee  iftiaS., pp. 11, 21 ff.
® F o r  t h e  P o l is h  s ta te m e n t ,  s e e  iMd., p. 5 . T h e  s ta te m e n t  b y  S e c r e ta r y  D u lle s  

m a y  b e  fo u n d  i n  Documents on Disarmament, I9i5-1959^ yoi. n ,  p. §28.
728-674— 64-------13
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percentage across-tlie-iboard reductions we can reduce our respective 
strengths eventually to zero and have neither side gain military ad
vantage in the process of disarmament—which is, after all, the sense 
of the key phrase in the paragraph so frequently cited from the agreed 
principles for disarmament negotiations.® I t is for that reason that 
we have advocated, as have the other Western coimtries here an ap
proach to reduction of armaments which calls for progressive and 
balanced across-the-board percentage reduction of all major arma
ments in stage I. We believe that such an approach is the simplest, 
the most feasible and the most equitable.

As the Canadian representative has pointed out, we have not had 
any satisfactory answers to the questions we have asked the Soviet 
delegation about the proposal made by Mr. Gromyko in the General 
Assembly .■' As Mr. Bums said, for the most part we have no more 
information about what the Gromyko proposal means than we re
ceived when it was first presented in the United Nations.® In view 
of the lack of detailed information it is of course, difGlcult if not im
possible to give any really sound assessment of the proposal. How
ever, while admittedly lacking information, I  think there are certain 
preliminary conclusions that we might reach.

The Soviet proposal, unlike the percentage reduction that we ad
vocate, seems to call for an immediate and drastic reduction, perhaps 
even at the very outset of stage I, of one of the most important com
ponents of both Eastern and Western military forces. I t  seeks, in 
the very first stage of disarmament, to produce with respect to this 
most important component a result which under any well-balanced 
proposal could be obtained somewhere only very close to the end of 
the whole process of general and complete disarmament—a process 
in which other elements of national military power would also have 
been reduced and the necessary peace-keeping arrangements estab
lished. The Soviet proposal provides for no gradual time-table of 
how we should get to the goal set, and it seems to be aimed at accom
plishing this task in one fell swoop. Apart from all other relevant 
considerations, the Soviet Union’s approach obviously raises a number 
of problems of a strictly practical nature, because it is quite clear that 
a task of such major proportions as that envisaged in the Soviet pro
posal, and the arrangements necessary to verify the implementation 
of that task, could not be carried out within the short period sug
gested by the Soviet Union.

‘ lUA., 1961, p. 441.
’ m a . ,  i m ,  vol. i i ,  pp. 904-905.
* BNDC/PV. 124, p. 32.
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Moreover, the Soviet proposal, as stated in article 5 of the Soviet 
draft treaty,® provides for the retention of certain categories of nuclear 
delivery vehicles which seem to have been selected arbitrarily, as the 
United Kingdom representative pointed out in one instance this morn
ing.̂ ® I t  completely disregards the present mix of armaments or 
composition of national forces in relation to what are loosely described 
as nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, on which nations possessing 
such vehicles have come to place so much military reliance within the 
framework of the totality of their forces. The Soviet proposal pro
vides for the total elimination of those categories of nuclear weapon 
delivery vehicles on which the West, because of its particular geo
graphic and strategic situation, is relying for defence to a greater 
extent than the Soviet Union seems to be; and, conversely, it calls 
for the retention of those vehicles on which the Soviet Union seems to 
be placing its primary reliance. Thus, in addition to proposing a 
radical alteration of the overall armament mix which nations have 
developed for their defence in accordance with their particular needs, 
the Soviet Union also seeks to modify in its favour even the residual 
mix of what could be generally classed as nuclear weapon delivery 
vehicles. We believe that the inequity and imbalance of such an ar
rangement is obvious.

The Soviet proposal contained in article 5 of the Soviet draft treaty, 
dealing with the question of missiles capable of delivering nuclear 
weapons, is intimately linked to the proposals contained in articles 6, 
7 and 8 of that draft, calling for the total elimination respectively of 
military aircraft capable of delivering nuclear vehicles, of all surface 
and naval vessels capable of being used as vehicles for nuclear weapons 
and all submarines regardless of class or type, and of all artillery 
systems capable of serving as means of delivering nuclear weapons.

Thus, as we have often said before, the Soviet proposals would 
entail a tremendous reduction in armaments even beyond those arma
ments which are primarily thought of as nuclear weapon delivery 
vehicles. The Soviet proposals would in effect eliminate practically 
all military aircraft and all surface warships—not to speak of sub
marines, which would be totally eliminated regardless of their class 
or type. The same applies to a large extent, under the Soviet pro
posals, to artillery systems and to armoured forces. All in all, the 
Soviet stage I  proposal, even with the Gromyko modification, pro
vides for a vast and wholly impractical overloading of stage I, and 
that at a time when peace-keeping measures would not have been 
at all expanded to cope with the new international situation.

'‘Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 916-917. 
“ ENDO/PV. 124, p. 29.



180 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1963

The same is true of verification, where the Soviet proposal also 
falls short of what the United States believes to be necessary for any 
sound proposal. We welcome even the timid step the Soviet Union 
has made towards meeting the need for providing assurance that 
agreed levels of armaments to be retained are not exceeded.^  ̂ But, 
as my delegation has previously stated, however welcome that step 
is, it is not adequate to provide sufficient assurance, because it leaves 
out the most important problem of giving the parties the assurance 
that no armaments are clandestinely retained or produced over and 
above the levels agreed for each of the steps on the way to our ultimate 
goal of general and complete disarmament. My delegation has called 
upon the Soviet Union to extend the principle of verification of agreed 
levels to all measures involving the maintenance of such levels at the 
various stages of the disarmament process, and we hope to explore 
that general question further.

In  addition to everything else, the Soviet proposal for the reten
tion of an agreed and strictly limited number of certain delivery ve
hicles until the end of stage I I  is linked to such unacceptable proposals 
as those for the dismantling in stage I  of all so-called foreign military 
bases and for the withdrawal of so-called alien troops from foreign 
territories, as provided in articles 9 and 10 of the Soviet draft treaty. 
Those two proposals, we believe, are quite clearly designed to under
mine the defensive capabilities of the free world alliances and to alter 
the military balance in favour of the Soviet Union. My delegation 
has explained its position on them on a number of occasions, and I 
shall refrain from dwelling further on them today.

On the basis of those considerations with regard to Foreign Minister 
Gromyko’s proposal we believe that the proposal as now formulated, 
taken alone as well as in the context of other measures proposed in 
stage I  of the Soviet draft treaty, would, if implemented, create grave 
imbalances in favour of the Soviet Union and to the disadvantage of 
the West. Consequently it conflicts, as we have said, with one of the 
basic principles set forth in the United States and USSK joint state
ment of agreed principles adopted in 1961, namely:

All measures of general and complete disarmament should be balanced so 
that at no stage of the implementation of the treaty could any State or 
group of States gain military advantage and that security is ensured equally 
for all.“

Our comments today are of necessity based on the extremely lim
ited amount of information available to us about Foreign Minister 
Gromyko’s proposal. We would much prefer to appraise that pro-

“ See ante, pp. 126.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 441.
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posal with full knowledge of the Soviet position. However, we have 
felt it useful to put forward our preliminary assessment, even on the 
basis of such insufficient information, hoping that any further clari
fication and elaboration which the Soviet delegation might give us 
would tend to attenuate the negative impression we now have of the 
proposal.

We are prepared to explore the subject further. However we be
lieve, with our United Kingdom colleague, that perhaps the time has 
come for the Committee to move on to the next item of its agenda 
on general and complete disarmament.^® We might refer items 5(b) 
and 5(c) to the co-Chairmen for further discussion, in accordance 
with our agreed procedure,^^ after which they might again come back 
to the Committee. They have now been discussed for some time, and 
although my delegation is not satisfied that the Soviet delegation has 
yet explored them fully with us, we believe coming plenary meetings 
on general and complete disarmament might be appropriately de
voted to item 5(d) of our agreed agenda, which deals with nuclear 
measures in stage I.

News Conference Remarks by President Kennedy on the 
Test-Ban Negotiations (Extract}, April 24, 1963

Test Ban Proposal

Q. Mr. President, there were reports from Moscow earlier today 
that the British and American ambassadors during their meeting 
with Chairman Khrushchev had presented a new proposal on in
spection in an effort to break the deadlock on the nuclear test ban 
treaty negotiations.

Is it correct that the United States has presented such a proposal 
and is there anything that you can tell us about prospects now on 
this issue?

A. The United States made proposals for intensification of the 
negotiations and suggested some procedures by which those nego
tiations might be speeded up. I  am not overly sanguine about the 
prospects for an accord. We have been caught, really, since De-

1962, vol. II, pp. 679-681.
“  nid,., vol. I, pp. 176-177.
“ The Washinffton Post amd Times Berald, Apr. 25,1963, p. A20.
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cember, on the disagreement between the number of tests that 
should take place in any one year, the United States discussing seven 
and the Soviet Union three. No movement from the Soviet Union 
has taken place. In  addition, there are other details which are 
still unresolved, not so much the matter of tests, but the area of 
inspection, the means by which the inspection will be carried out, 
the freedom of the teams, and what will be the composition of the 
inspection teams; all these questions are still unresolved.

As we feel time is running out, the Prime Minister and I  wrote 
to Chairman Khrushchev in an effort to see if we could develop some 
means by which we could bring this matter to a climax and see if we 
could reach an accord, which we feel to be in. the interest of the 
nuclear powers, the present nuclear powers, to prevent diffusion. 
But, as I  say, I  am not sanguine and this represents not a last effort 
but a very determined effort to see if we can prevent failure from 
coming upon us this spring.

Five-Power Declaration on the Denuclearization of 
Latin America, April 29, 1963 ^

The Presidents of the Republics of Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Ecuador 
and Mexico,

Deeply concerned about the present turn of events in the inter
national situation, which is conducive to the spread of nuclear 
weapons,

Gonsidermg that, in virtue of their unchanging peace-loving tra 
dition, the Latin American States should unite their efforts in order 
to turn Latin America into a denuclearized zone, thus helping to 
reduce the dangers that threaten world peace,

'Wishing to preserve their countries from the tragic consequences 
attendant upon a nuclear war, and

Sfwrred by the hope that the conclusion of a Latin American re
gional agreement will contribute to the adoption of a contractual 
instrument of world-wide application.

In  the name of their peoples and Governments have agreed as 
follows:

1. To announce forthwith that their Governments are prepared 
to sign a multilateral Latin American agreement whereby their

'A/5415/Kev. 1, Nov. 14, 1963. The declaration was also circulated as 
ENDC/87, May 6, 1963.
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countries would undertake not to manufacture, receive, store or test 
nuclear weapons or nuclear launching devices;

2. To bring this Declaration to the attention of the Heads of 
State of the other Latin American Republics, expressing the hope 
that their Governments will accede to it through such procedure 
as they consider appropriate;

B. To co-operate with one another and with such other Latin 
American Republics as accede to this Declaration, in order that 
Latin America may be recognized as a denuclearized zone as soon 
as possible.

News Conference Remarks by President Kennedy on the 
Test-Ban Negotiations {Extract}, May 8, 1963 ^

Q. Mr. President, on the test ban issue, are you—do you join the—• 
what seems to be the general feeling that prospects for a test ban at 
this time are zero, that the Moscow atmosphere is still chilly, or is 
there something in your private correspondence that Chairman Khru
shchev would give you some hope ?

A. No, I ’m not hopeful, not hopeful. There doesn’t seem to be 
any sense of movement since December on the offer of two or three 
[inspections] that the Soviets have made. We’ve tried to see if they 
wiU change that figure. We have, as you know, reduced our require
ments. We’ve indicated a willingness to negotiate further. We’ve 
tried to get an agreement on all the rest of it and then come to the 
question of the number of inspections, but we were unable to get that. 
So, I  would say I ’m not hopeful at all.

Q. Mr. President, does it mean, then, that we’re going to have 
another round of testing by both the Soviet Union . . .

A. I  would think if we don’t  get an agreement, that’s what will 
happen, and I  would think that that would be a—personally, I  would 
thmk that would be a great disaster for the—in the interests of all 
concerned, if we don’t  get an agreement this year. They almost had 
one in ’58 and ’59—at least in retrospect it seems it might have been 
possible. We thought maybe we were moving towards it in December. 
Now we seem to be moving away from it. I f  we don’t  get it now, I  
would think perhaps the genie is out of the bottle and we’ll never 
get it back in again.

 ̂New York Times, May 9,1963, p. 16.
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United States Note to the Soviet Union on Proposed 
Multilateral Nuclear Force, May 18, 1963 ^

The Embassy of the United States of America presents its com
pliments to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the USSK and has 
the honour to refer to the Ministry’s note of April 8, 1963, which sets 
forth views of the Soviet Government in. connexion with plans now 
under discussion in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization relating 
to evolution in the organization of nuclear defence forces of NATO.^

The Soviet Government, in the course of its observations, makes a 
series of groundless charges concerning the measures which the free 
countries of Europe and North America have been obliged to take 
to protect their security. I t  characterizes these actions as lacking in 
justification, as increasing the threat of outbreak of thermonuclear war, 
and as nullifying in advance any progress in the field of disarma
ment negotiations.

The United States rejects these charges. I t  is important to recall 
once again the need to judge the activities of NATO in the light of 
the circumstances which gave birth to the Western Alliance and of its 
purely defensive character, both in conception and in fact. The fact 
of postwar history show incontrovertibly that NATO came into being 
ia 1949 as a free and spontaneous effort among the free countries of 
Europe in association with the United States and Canada to organize 
jointly their self-defence. The motivation of these countries was to 
insure that they would avoid the fate of those nations which, in the 
period before NATO was organized, fell one by one under Soviet 
domination. Since that time, the countries of Western Europe and 
NATO have successfully preserved their freedom and national inde
pendence without changing the purely defensive and unaggressive 
character of the Alliance.

The United States believes that the NATO Alliance has both the 
right and the responsibility to insure the continued preservation of the 
freedom and independence of its members. This right and this 
responsibility includes the maintenance of the modem armaments 
required to counter any threat from a nation or nations possessing 
similar armaments. The United States rejects any implication that 
an alliance including countries of Europe which are within striking 
reach of hundreds of Soviet nuclear missiles and nuclear-equipped 
aircraft should be denied similar forces. I t  is preposterous to main
tain that the Soviet Union should itself be privileged to deploy

 ̂ENDC/90, May 24,1963. 
pp. 161-170.
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nuclear weapons in positions whicli threaten the cities of Western 
Europe and to hold that reciprocal defensive measures cannot properly 
be taken by NATO.

NATO’s decisions in 1957 to arm itself with nuclear weapons were 
made only in response to repeated threats by the Soviet Union to 
use nuclear arms, and in the face of tremendous efforts of the Soviet 
Government to build up its armoury of nuclear weapons and missiles. 
Thfe Soviet Government has since not given any indication that it 
intends to slow down its buildup of nuclear strength and has con
tinued its unwarranted and dangerous threats to use its nuclear 
potential and to destroy the NATO coimtries. To cite but one 
example, the United States draws the attention of the Soviet Govern
ment to the speech made by its Minister of Defence Marshal 
Malinovsky on the occasion of the 45th anniversary of the Soviet 
Army on February'22,1963.® His speech is one example of the justi
fication for the efforts of the NATO countries to build up their 
defensive strength in order to safeguard peace and to protect their 
freedom. The note of the Soviet Government seems to imply that 
only the Soviet Union has the right to build up its military and in 
particular its nuclear strength while corresponding efforts of the 
NATO countries to improve their defensive potential are a “threat 
to world peace” and an expression of the “policy of cold war”. I t  
is obvious that the United States cannot accept such an argument, 
which is contrary to the professed desire of the Soviet Government 
to establish relations of trust and mutual confidence with the NATO 
countries.

The statements in the Soviet noî e concerning the policy of the 
United States on the question of nuclear weapons are as baseless as 
the charges concerning Western defence,, measures in general. The 
United States has steadfastly opposed the ^ read  of nuclear weapons 
to the ownership of individual nations and has taken numerous steps 
to prevent such a development in the context of disarmament negotia
tions, defence policy and international co-operation in the peaceful 
uses of atomic energy. Unfortunately, United States efforts to reduce 
the possibility of war by accident or error pursued in disarmament 
negotiations have so far been for the most part rebuffed by the 
USSR, although the United States is encouraged by Soviet acceptance 
of the proposal for a direct communications link. Attempts to orga
nize safeguards on atomic programmes through the International 
Atomic Energy Agency have been rejected by the USSE. However, 
as regards steps for reducing the risks of war which can be taken

® See Prav4a, Feb. 23, 1963, p. 4 j Owrent Digest of the Soviet Press, Mar. 21,
1963, p. 22.
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unilaterally by the United States and its partners in defence, the 
most stringent safeguards have been instituted against the unauthor
ized or accidental use of nuclear weapons and ensure responsible con
trol over atomic weapons at all times.

All defence programmes with which the United States has been 
or will be associated, whether within NATO or any other free 
world alliance, are wholly consistent with these long-standing ob
jectives. The Soviet Government has raised the question of the multi' 
lateral force which is now under discussion within NATO. Such 
a force would be fully consistent with the objective of preventing 
the development of new national nuclear weapons programmes. 
Such a force would be multilaterally owned and manned and not at the 
disposal of any one government. The organization of such a force 
would tend to prevent, rather than encourage, the proliferation of 
independent nuclear capabilities. I t  would be subject to the same 
safeguards as other NATO nuclear forces to prevent its use in an 
unauthorized or accidental manner. In this connexion it is necessary 
to clarify that, contrary to the Soviet charges, vessels would not be 
“disguised” as merchant ships. They would be warships, in law and 
in fact, clearly identified as part of the Western defensive armoury 
and no attempt would be made to camouflage these vessels as com
mercial ships.

The United States notes that the Soviet Union has once again made 
a series of unrestrained and unfounded accusations against the Fed
eral Republic of Germany, whose democratic, freely elected govern
ment has joined with the other free nations in collective self-defence. 
The defence framework of the Federal Republic has been conceived 
and executed within the framework of NATO and is designed for the 
sole purpose of contributing to the Atlantic Alliance’s defensive re
quirements to meet any possible threat to members of the Alliance. 
All objective observers understand that tensions and dangers in Europe 
do not result from the policies of the Federal Republic but, rather, 
from the unnatural division of Germany which is manifested in its 
most grotesque and inhuman form by the waU through the centre of 
Berlin—and from the refusal of the Soviet Government to agree to 
grant the German people their inherent right of self-determination. 
I t  is to the correction of these injustices that the Soviet Government 
should devote itself, if it genuinely seeks a normalization of the situ
ation in Central Europe.

The Soviet Government lists a number of problems in whose settle
ment it professes interest. The opportunities open to the Soviet 
Government to demonstrate a genuine willingness to achieve equitable 
solutions to international problems are manifold. To cite but one 
example: an agreement on a treaty to end the testing of nuclear weap
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ons would have a profound effect on the international scene, would 
contribute materially to the slowing up of the arms race, and to the 
prevention of the further spread of nuclear weapons. Other fully 
practical steps to reduce the risk of war could be taken without delay 
along with the establishment of a direct communication link. The 
United States for its part will persevere in its efforts for progress in 
disarmament and a nuclear test ban.

The United States and its allies cannot and will not be diverted by 
threats from taking all steps necessary to safeguard their security. 
At the same time, the United States remains determined to pursue 
all paths which offer promise to reducing tension and of enlarging the 
prospects of peace.

Soviet Note to the United States on Nuclear-Free Zone 
in Mediterranean, May 20, 1963 ^

The Government of the Soviet Union deems it necessary to state 
to the Government of the United States the following:

Quite recently the Soviet Government was compelled to utter a 
warning against the plans for the creation of a NATO nuclear force 
which would give the West German Bimdeswehr access to atomic 
weapons and unleash a nuclear armaments race knowing neither State 
nor geographical bounds. Today the peoples are witnessing the fact 
that the Governments of the United States and certain other NATO 
members are taking further steps in the same direction.

The point in question is the already started implementation of plans 
for the deployment of United States nuclear submarines equipped 
with Polaris nuclear missiles in the Mediterranean area. As possible 
bases for these submarines, ports in Spain and British military bases 
in Cyprus and Malta have been mentioned. There are reports that 
submarines equipped with Polaris missiles will also use ports in 
Turkey, Greece and Italy. Two such nuclear submarines have 
already entered the Mediterranean and are settling down in the coastal 
waters of Greece and Turkey.

Thus the United States and some of its allies are demonstrating once 
again that concern for the prevention of a thermonuclear war or at 
least for the reduction of the danger of its outbreak is alien to their

 ̂ENDO/91, May 27, 1963, and Corr. 1, May 30, 1963. The note was delivered 
to the State Department by the Soviet Embassy at Washington. Similar notes 
were sent to the United Kingdom and all Mediterranean conntries except 
Tugoslavia and Albania. The United States replied on June 24 (post, pp. 242r- 
243).
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policy. Instead of joining in the efforts of those States which, in 
anticipation of the implementation of a programme of general and 
complete disarmament, are already striving to narrow the field of 
preparations for a nuclear war, the Powers in the lead in NATO are 
bringing within the orbit of these preparations yet another extensive 
area with a population of approximately 300 millions.

What will be the result of turning the Mediterranean Sea into a 
gigantic reservoir filled with scores of missiles having megatons of 
nuclear load? What does it mean to turn the Mediterranean basin 
into a kind of missiledrome where every mile of the sea’s surface can 
be used by an aggressor as a launching site for nuclear weapons ?

In  the first place, it increases immeasurably the danger that the 
Mediterranean and the adjacent countries may become the theatre of 
devastating military operations. Even States which neither have 
nor wish to have anything to do with the aggressive preparations of 
NATO—and these are the overwhelming majority in the Mediter
ranean—in fact fijid themselves in a situation where the right to con
trol their future is appropriated by those who command the nuclear 
submarines cruising in the vicinity of their coasts. Under their 
security and sovereignty are being spread the trammels of the same 
dangerous policy in which the countries which have made their 
territories available for the location of NATO military bases have 
been caught.

The alarm of the Arabs, Yugoslavs, Albanians and Cypriots, and 
of other peoples as well, cannot be allayed by assertions that the send
ing of United States missile-carrying submarines into the Mediter
ranean is no more than a “technical” operation to replace the land- 
based Jupiter missiles on the territory of Turkey and Italy with other, 
more improved ones. No, the replacement of United States fixed 
missile bases by floating ones which is now being carried out entails 
far-reaching political and military consequences: the spectre of 
nuclear war which at first set foot on the land of those countries which 
are themselves actively participating in the military arrangements of 
NATO has now been given an entry visa on all the shores of the Med
iterranean Sea. Submarines equipped with Polaris missiles cruising 
along the shores of the Mediterranean countries would extend the area 
from which a nuclear attack could be launched and, consequently, 
would also enlarge the geographical sphere of application of the inevi
table counter-measures for the purpose of neutralizing the bases of 
aggression.

I t is obvious that the countries in which these submarines are based 
permanently or from time to time, would expose themselves to the 
greatest danger. But there is no guarantee, nor can there be any, 
that a nuclear submarine will not release its death-dealing load from
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international waters and then try to hide off the coast of a State not 
forming part of the ISTorth Atlantic bloc, or that it will not fire a salvo 
directly from the territorial waters of that State. The likelihood of 
such a course of events cannot be excluded, especially as many States 
of the Mediterranean basin are without practical means to prevent 
nuclear submarines from entering their waters and only a few minutes 
would be required for the irreparable to be accomplished.

The introduction into the Mediterranean Sea of NATO military 
vessels with nuclear weapons on board makes it necessary for the 
States whose security is being threatened by the North Atlantic bloc 
to carry out effective defensive counter-measures in order to be in a 
position to repulse any encroachment upon the peaceful life of their 
peoples and not to leave the NATO Powers a free hand to use the 
Mediterranean as a spring-board for possible aggression. The peace- 
loving States will have no other choice than to keep their means of 
neutralization trained on the routes along which the nuclear sub
marines move, as well as on the coasts of NATO members and those 
countries which make their territories available to this bloc as 
permanent or periodic bases for nuclear missile weapons.

I t should be clear to everyone that the NATO military staffs are 
leading matters to the point where the Mediterranean, instead of 
being the shortest commercial sea route linking West and East 
and a traditional place of rest and international tourism, would 
become the lair of the carriers of nuclear death and yet another area 
of dangerous rivalry and conflict.

What have the countries of the Balkan Peninsula, North Africa, 
the Near and Middle East, all countries situated along the perimeter 
of the Mediterranean or even in the depths of the continents, to gain, 
if missile-bearing nuclear submarines rove along their coasts ? Will 
tliis increase their security or help to improve their lives? Is it pos
sible to think that the Greeks, Turks, Italians, Frenchmen, Spaniards 
and other peoples of the Mediterranean will feel safer if foreign mis
siles and atom bombs over which they have no power or control are 
put in firing position on their very thresholds? Even in the event 
of an accidental combination of circumstances, against their will and 
desire the peoples of this area may become the victims of a deadly 
catastarophe.

The peoples of the Mediterranean have had to suffer many things in 
the course of their history. From the innumerable conflicts which 
shook ancient Egypt, Greece, Eome and Carthage to the two World 
Wars in this century, this area has experienced all the vicissitudes of 
armed rivalry between States. But even in the Second World War, 
which rapidly spread to the African continent and across the Near and 
Far East, there was no weapon even remotely comparable in destruc
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tive power with the one now hiding in the waves of the Mediterranean 
Sea or with the one which would be used to deliver a counter‘-blow to 
an aggressor if this sea were used as a centre and hiding place for an 
aggressor. I f  the worst came to the worst in these days, the Mediter
ranean Sea would become a dead sea in every sense of the word. 
Many centres of civilization and culture would be threatened with 
a fate similar to that of Pompeii. Even people who have no religious 
views can understand the feelings of millions of Christians and Mos
lems in connexion with the fact that in the implementation of the 
plans of the NATO leaders nuclear weapons would be almost under 
the walls of the Vatican, Jerusalem, Mecca and Medina.

The Governments of the Western Powers try to justify their plans 
to station Polaris submarines in the Mediterranean Sea on the grounds 
that it is an open sea and that whether or not to make ports avail
able for missile-carrying vessels is a domestic affair of the individual 
States. But by what right are four or five States, which have linked 
themselves with the policy of NATO, without considering the inter
ests of the other Mediterranean countries, prepared to throw open 
the gates of Gibraltar to a stream of nuclear weapons? If, for exam
ple, the Governments of Turkey, Greece, Italy or Spain allow sub
marines or surface vessels with nuclear weapons on board to shelter 
in their waters, they will not only be trifling with the fate of their 
own countries but will also endanger the security of neighbouring 
countries.

The Governments of the United States and the other NATO coun
tries have not been lacking in assurances that the United States 
Polaris submarines are being sent to the Mediterranean Sea for 
“defensive purposes” and even for the “protection” of the countries 
of this area. I t  would be no exaggeration, however, to say that of 
all the existing ineans of waging war the United States weapon now 
being stationed in the Mediterranean Sea is the least fitted to serve 
defensive purposes but, on the other hand, it is the most suitable for 
any kind of provocation. The distinctive feature of the use of nu
clear submarines as mobile missile bases is that they are designed to 
conceal preparations for, and to ensure the sudden delivery of, a 
nuclear attack.

Furthermore, in the SoAdet Union, and no doubt in other countries 
as well, one remembers the recent statements of highly placed per
sons in the United States to the effect that under certain circum
stances the United States might take the initiative in a nuclear con
flict with the USSR. The Soviet Government could not fail to pay 
attention also to the statements of leading military personalities in 
the United States to the effect that the United States submarines
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which have been sent to the Mediterranean Sea have been previously 
assigned certain targets in the Soviet Union.

I t  will not be superfluous to note further that it has also often been 
said that the purpose of the United States Sixth Fleet, which has 
been roaming about the Mediterranean Sea from year to year, is to 
help the Mediterranean countries to protect their independence and 
security. But in the log-book of the Commander of this Fleet there 
is not a single entry of any operation in support of the sovereign 
rights of independence of the countries of North Africa or the 
Near East.

On the contrary, the ships of the Sixth Fleet participated in pre
paring for an attack on Syria in 195Y, which was frustrated as a result 
of the decisive action, in the first place, of the Soviet Union. With 
the forces of this Fleet the United States occupied the coast of Lebanon 
in the summer of 1958. United States Navy ships covered foreign 
intervention in Jordan. I t  was within sight of the Sixth Fleet that 
the United States NATO allies, the United Kingdom and France, 
together with Israel, carried out an aggression against Egypt and 
bombed Cairo and Port Said.

Those are the facts. They depict quite definitely the true state of 
affairs.

What are United States Navy ships seeking in the Mediterranean 
Sea, thousands of miles away from the national boundaries of the 
United States ? What are the real aims that are being pursued when, 
in addition to surface vessels, nuclear submariaes with nuclear weapons 
are now being sent there ? The NATO measures for spreading nuclear 
weapons to new areas speak for themselves. And further light on 
the intentions of the United States is shed by the statements of United 
States military leaders who recently justified the need to station United 
States nuclear weapons in Canada by saying that in the event of war 
this would make it possible to draw part of a nuclear counter-blow 
away from the United States and divert it to Canada. This was said, 
it is true, in respect of Canada and not the Mediterranean Sea. But 
what is concerned in both cases is preparation for a nuclear war, which 
is being carried out within the framework of one and the same policy, 
and one and the same strategy.

Some people may consider it almost the summit of military thinking 
to hide their nuclear missile bases as far away as possible from their 
own vital centres and closer to the borders of other countries. But 
can the millions of people living in the Mediterranean area be content 
with the position of hostages in which the leading Powers of NATO 
are trying to f)lace them ? Everything shows that the military plans 
of these Powers—today more than ever—include the intention, in the 
event of a conflict, to divert to States wholly innocent in such a conflict.
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part of the nuclear counter-blow which would be duly delivered to the 
aggressor.

There is yet another circumstance which cannot be disregarded. As 
is well known, the United Nations General Assembly adopted a reso
lution declaring Africa a denuclearized zone.  ̂ This resolution was 
aimed at saving the African continent from the dangers connected 
with a further spread of nuclear weapons. Not a single NATO State 
dared vote against it. But by setting out to turn the waters washing 
the shores of North Africa into a nuclear missile base, the United 
States and its allies are flagrantly flouting this resolution of the 
United Nations.

Obviously, it is no mere coincidence that the plans for sending 
United States submarines with Polaris missiles to the Mediterranean 
Sea appeared simultaneously with plans for the creation of a so-called 
“multi-national” and “multilateral” NATO nuclear force,_ in which 
a significant role is assigned to the West German revanchists and 
militarists. These are elements of one and the same policy—the policy 
of an unbridled armaments race and the spreading of nuclear weapons.

The Soviet people is engaged in peaceful labour and wishes only 
peace and prosperity to other peoples. The SoAdet Government firmly 
believes in the principles of peaceful co-existence—it is prepared to 
settle on the basis of these principles all questions of its relations with 
any other countries, regardless of social differences, without any inter
ference in the internal affairs of other States.

Faithful to the policy of peace and peaceful co-existence, the Soviet 
Union has repeatedly proposed the adoption of measures to prevent the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons, giving its support to proposals for 
the creation of denuclearized zones in various parts of the world; for 
the elimination of military bases on foreign territories, and the im
mediate reduction of armaments and armed forces in the areas where 
the possibility of a conflict is particularly great. The Soviet Govern
ment advocates renunciation of the use of foreign territories and ports 
for the stationing of any type of strategic weapon, including sub
marines with nuclear missile weapons.

The Soviet Union has submitted specific proposals on all these ques
tions to the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament at Geneva. 
The implementation of these proposals would strengthen mutual con
fidence between States and facilitate the solution of the main problem 
of our time—general and complete disarmament.

But what the United States and its allies are now doing in creating a 
concentrated NATO nuclear force and taking the course of spreading 
nuclear missile weapons to other continents and seas is placing addi
tional obstacles in the path to disarmament.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 647-648.
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In the interests of ensuring international security, the Soviet Gov
ernment proposes that the whole area of the Mediterranean Sea should 
be declared a zone free from nuclear missile weapons. I t  is prepared 
to assume an obligation not to deploy any nuclear weapons or their 
means of delivery in the waters of this area provided that similar obli
gations are assumed by the other Powers. I f  this area is declared 
a zone free from nuclear missile weapons, then, jointly with the United 
States and the other countries of the West, the Soviet Union is pre
pared to give reliable guarantees that in the event of any military 
complications the area of the Mediterranean Sea will be considered as 
outside the sphere of use of nuclear weapons.

Implementation of these proposals would contribute to mutual 
understanding and friendship in the relations between the countries 
of the Mediterranean area; it would enable the States of the Mediter
ranean basin to devote more of their forces and resources to the solu
tion of their economic and social problems. I t  would at the same 
time be a substantial contribution towards lessening the general inter
national tension and towards ensuring peace in Europe, Africa and 
throughout the world.

The Soviet Government expresses the hope that the Government 
of the United States will consider with due attention the considera
tions set forth in this note.

News Conference Remarks by President Kennedy on the 
Test-Ban Negotiations (Extract}, May 22, 1963 ^

Q. Mr. President, I  have a question about the nuclear test ban pro
posal. Mr. Harold Brown has said before a Senate committee that we 
could accept as few as six on-site inspections.® Do you think that there 
is further ground for us to move now to approach the Soviet Union 
in the test ban situation ?

A. Well, that—the position we’ve taken more publicly has been 
seven. There’s been discussion of six. Mr. Brown, whose judgment
I  value highly, has not set the official Government position. He was 
giving his judgment as a scientist.

There are a good many other questions that must be settled. We’ve 
suggested to the Soviet Union that we would consider the make-up of

 ̂Hew York Times, May 23,1963, p. 18.
‘ See WasMtvgton Post om& Times Herald, Apr. 30,1963, p. A12.
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the inspection team, the rules under which the inspection team would 
operate, the area where there could be drilling—all these other ques
tions—and then, if we could get those settled, we could then come, 
finally, to the question of the number of tests.

The Soviet Union has refused, however, to consider these other 
matters until we agree with their position of three. Now that’s not— 
has not been an acceptable negotiating position. We should feel that 
we ought to try to wind up all the other questions which divide us, 
then we could finally come and decide what would be—^given the 
arrangements we’ve made for these other matters—^what would be a 
responsible number of tests. But we are back and forth with the 
Soviet Union, and we’re still hoping that we can find a—perhaps an 
easing of their position.

Q. The genie, sir, is it out of the bottle or in the bottle ?

A. Well, it’s neither in nor out right now, but I  would say that we 
ought to—we’ll know by the end of the summer whether it’s finally out.

I ’ve said from the beginning that it seemed to me that the pace of 
events was such in the world that, unless we could get an agreement 
now, I  would think the chance of getting it would be comparatively 
slight.

We are, therefore, going to continue to push very hard in May and 
June and July, in every forum, to see if we can get an agreement, 
which I  regard as of— b̂ut I  will say, as of now, that since December 
there has been no change in the Soviet position on the number of tests, 
nor willingness to discuss, in any way, any of these other questions 
until we accept their position of December, which is not a satisfactory 
position for us.

Q. Are we about to move, sir ?

A. We’re not going to move on the question of the number of tests, 
as I  had indicated. What we are proposing is: we settle the other 
matters, and then come to the number of tests. So, in answer to your 
question, we’re not moving at this time on the number of tests.

Q. Thank you, Mr. President.

A. Thank you.
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African Summit Conference Resolution on General and 
Complete Disarmament, May 25, 1963 ^

The Summit Conference of Independent African States meeting in 
Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, from 22 May to 25 May 1963:

Having considered all aspects of the questions of general disarma
ment;

Unanimously convinced of the imperious and urgent necessity of co
ordinating and intensifying their efforts to contribute to the achieve
ment of a realistic disarmament programme through the signing, by 
all States concerned, of a treaty on general and complete disarmament 
under strict and effective international control;

Home agreed unanimously to concert and co-ordiaate their efforts 
and action in these various fields, and to this end have decided on the 
following measures:

1. To affirm and respect the principle of declaring Africa a De
nuclearized Zone; to oppose all nuclear and thermo-nuclear tests, as 
well as the manufacture of nuclear weapons; and to promote the 
peaceful uses of nuclear energy;

2 . The destruction of existing nuclear weapons;
3. To undertake to bring about, by means of negotiation, the end 

of military occupation of the African continent and the elimination 
of military bases and nuclear tests, which elimination constitutes a 
basic element of African Independence and U nity;

4. To appeal to the great Powers to :

(a) reduce conventional weapons;
(b) put an end to the arms race; and
(c) sign a general and complete disarmament agreement under 

strict and effective international control;

5. To appeal to the great Powers, in particular to the Soviet Union 
and the United States of America, to use their best endeavours to 
secure the objectives stated above.

’ BNDO/93/Rev.l, June 18,1963.
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Address by ACDA Director Foster Before Racine Collo
quium: The Economics of Arms Control and Disarma
ment, June 6, 1963 ^

I t  is indeed encouraging to observe that a group of distinguished 
citizens and community leaders of the north Middle West have taken
2  days from their busy schedules to study and discuss the problems 
of arms control and disarmament. We are grateful to the Univer
sity of Wisconsin and the Johnson Foundation for sponsormg this 
conference. In doing so, they are contributing to public understand
ing of a fundamental problem that confronts us. Peace is the great 
unfinished business of our generation, as it has been for all preceding 
generations, and a just and lasting peace wilLeventually be achieved 
only if our policy proposals have the benefit of the consideration and 
counsel of thoughtful men and women in all sectors of our national life.

Some of my ablest associates have come here to discuss with you 
what we are doing in Washington, at the United Nations, in Geneva, 
and at research centers throughout the country. They will delve into 
some of our current problems and in doing so will, I  am sure, gain the 
freshness of insight and clarity of perspective that often result from 
a trip outside Washington.

They have come to learn, as well as to inform, and they will give 
eager attention to the ideas, suggestions, and critiques which are ex
pressed in the course of these deliberations. For this is a developing 
field and the challenge is vast. We need the assistance of American 
businessmen and scholars, scientists and professionals. Our door is 
always open; we welcome new ideas. Last year we spent about $4 
million on contract studies. Over and above these, we received first- 
rate assistance from published and unpublished material produced 
under other auspices. We regard these 2 days of discussion at Wing- 
spread as a two-way street; we expect to take home as much as we 
brought with us.

In discussing some of our problems, you will note that they cannot 
be isolated compartments but must be faced in relation to many other 
aspects of our foreign relations and of our defense program. Indeed, 
one of the reasons an independent agency was created to deal with 
arms control and disarmament was the fact that the subject matter 
with which we deal cuts across the concerns of many different Govern
ment agencies, each of which has a special responsibility and a special 
form of expertise. I t  is our job to coordinate these efforts and to 
develop for the President’s consideration policies and programs which

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, July 1,1963, pp. 7-11.
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harmonize our long-range national desires with the steps we must take 
to meet immediate necessities.

I  ask you to remember, however, that arms control and disarmament 
are not only distant and remote goals. They are also subjects of on
going international conferences which are in the center of the diplo
matic stage. These negotiations have an immediate impact upon our 
relations with our allies, with the nations on the other side of the 
bargaining table, and with nonalined countries. Positions taken at 
these conferences affect these relations and sometimes affect them 
dramatically.

Our studies in arms control have current values to us also because 
they impart new insights into the management of our military 
resources.

I  ask you to remember, too, that the arms race grows more intense 
every year and that, at each new stage of technology, control and dis
armament become more difBcult. The need for action, therefore, is 
urgent.

So that there will be no misunderstanding among us, I  should like 
to make clear that I  do not advocate arms control and disarmament 
at any price. My Agency is as much concerned with maintaining 
the national security of our nation as any other department or agency 
in Government. Indeed, the enabling act which established the U.S. 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency states that arms control and 
disarmament policy, and I  quote, “must be consistent with national 
security policy as a whole.” ̂

Obviously any agreement on measures of arms control and disarm
ament must be accompanied by those measures of verification that 
would provide us the assurance that such agreements are being ad
hered to.

I  shall address myself today to the subject of the economics of arms 
control and disarmament within the framework of that understanding.

M is c o n c e p t io n s  o n  E o le  o f  D e f e n s e  S p e n d in g

Eegrettably the subject has not often been discussed since our 
Agency was established. I t  is one which I  believe has a very direct 
interest to all of us, including individuals and communities in this 
part of the cquntry. I t  is my hope that increased discussion will lead 
to the removal of any doubt that arms reduction and disarmament are 
strongly to our economic advantage. We should be able as informed 
citizenry to recognize that adjustment, even though temporarily dis
locating, is not to be shunned if it clearly enhances our general welfare.

You will not be deprived of hearing from my associates develop
ments in all other aspects of arms control and disarmament in which 
the Agency is involved. However, I  would urge you in the question-

Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 482.
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and-response period to feel free to question me at will on any aspects of 
the activities of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. I  will 
be pleased to try to answer aJl questions raised in the period allotted 
me.

One might ask if this is the time to talk about the economics of arms 
control and disarmament. I t  has, as you know, very pertinent im
plications for maintaining demand, production, income, and jobs 
in the economy.

I  think it is the time. When could it be better to consider, the role 
of defense expenditures in the economy than when there is a sort of 
national searching of the economic soul? I t  provides a unique oc
casion to overcome any misconceptions which may be developing as 
to that role and its meaning for the economic adjustments to disarma
ment.

I  am referring to inclinations to rationalize, in one way or another, 
our huge defense expenditures as necessary or desirable for the main
tenance of production, employment, and incomes in the economy. To 
those who already may have succumbed to these inclinations, the 
present debate on taxes and on general economic policy offers the 
temptation to pose this question: I f  we cannot fully utilize our re
sources expending some $55 billion for defense, how shall we avoid 
substantial additions to the unemployment of men and machines under 
disarmament?

This, of course, is a provocative question although it is not yet a 
matter of public debate or discussion. The economic consequences 
of disarmament as a question still lie mostly on the surface of men’s 
thoughts and feelings. But to the extent that the issue is raised, 
reactions often indicate deep concern and skepticism, not relief and op
timism. Does this reaction reflect simply fear of painful dislocations 
of adjustment ? Or does it in any way reflect a more deep-rooted fear 
of longer range economic difficulties ? Are we, in other words, in dan
ger of developing a sense of permanent economic dependence upon 
large defense expenditures ?

I  believe we could be vulnerable to such danger. There are many 
reasons for this, including recent economic history. The greatest de
pression of our country ended only with our entrance into World War 
n .  In the postwar period we have seen—coincidentally with huge 
expenditures for defense— l̂evels of production, employment, and in
come greatly exceeding those of the prewar period. Thus one might 
conclude that the economy is better off with a large measure of defense 
spending than without it.

Moreover we have been able to finance our own defense expendi
tures in such a way that their burden on the individual has not been 
too apparent. I  am not suggesting that we have paid for the defense
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program primarily by deficit financing. We have been paying for 
it very largely out of current income. Our taxes are high. But we 
have not found it necessary or desirable for some time to increase 
taxes—at least at the Federal level—and we have managed to main
tain stability in prices. Finally, we have been able to provide the 
individual with an increasing real disposable or after-tax income. 
This has been accomplished even with a less than satisfactory rate 
of economic growth. In  these circumstances it is difficult for our 
society to sense any profound tangible denial as the result of the 
defense program. I t  is not in the nature of man to question too 
sharply his environment as long as things continue to get even a little 
bit better.

The magnetic attraction of defense spending as a supposed eco
nomic panacea is enhanced also by the extent to which a significant 
segment of the population has developed a fairly direct economic 
interest in it. Some 6  percent of the civilian labor force is employed 
in providing defense goods and services or in defense-related activities 
in the Government. In  addition, in numerous areas of the Nation, 
the incomes of many persons depend, for the moment, quite directly 
on the disbursements of local defense facilities. These direct ajid in
direct dependencies are by no means momentary; for many persons 
they have evolved over a considerable number of years. That these 
people should find it difficult to envisage an equally satisfactory eco
nomic future in a defense-free economy is quite understandable.

The relatively high wages paid in defense industry and the relatively 
greater prosperity of defense-oriented areas tend further to cultivate 
the notion that defense business is economically healthy. Geographic 
competitive interest in defense contracts is intensifying. One can 
expect that areas now heavily dependent upon defense facilities or 
installations might find it difficult to perceive opportunities for eco
nomic development in directions other than defense.

All this suggests our vulnerability to the danger of developing a 
sense of permanent economic dependence upon defense spending. 
That danger is present. Moreover, it is of profound significance for 
our future welfare. I t  threatens our sense of economic values. I t  
poses a threat to our capacity to recognize and deal with the real 
problems of the economy in this new age of supertechnology. I t  
threatens to weaken confidence in our free enterprise system and our 
resistance to the evils of the so-called “warfare state.” These, in turn, 
threaten our position of prestige and leadership in the world.

A l t e e n a t t v e s  to  D e f e n s e  S p e n d in g

What action shall we take, then, to impede the drift toward a sense 
of indefinite economic dependence on the arms race? Certainly much
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greater analysis and public discussion of the real issues are in order. 
Thought needs to be given to the role arms spending plays in the 
economy and to the alternatives to such spending in a disarmament 
environment.

Initially one might inquire whether there is any reason to change 
the view long accepted by reasonable men—and traditionally accepted 
in American thinking—that arms and armies do not make good eco
nomic investments. I t  need take no second thought to recognize that 
weapons and military services do not, by and large, serve our material 
needs and wants. Admittedly there are surface economic benefits. I 
certainly do not wish to minimize the contribution to the so-called 
“state of the arts” that derives from research and development on 
weapons. On the other hand, current studies suggest that caution 
is in order in evaluating the actual contribution which military re
search and development make to the evolution of new products and 
processes in the civilian sector. In  any case, few would argue that 
the money spent for such research and development plus that spent 
for procuring and maintaining the weapons—a total amount equal to 
about one-third of the entire Federal budget—is at all commensurate 
with that contribution.

There should be little difficulty in concluding that, if the eco
nomic returns on defense spending are marginal, such spending 
represents a dissipation of resources. Manpower and machines em
ployed on defense could be employed for purposes which would 
provide economic returns of substance. I t  clearly is not true, as 
some of the discussion on defense spending appears to assume, that 
military programs absorb only manpower which otherwise would be 
idle. Thus military spending cannot be justified simply as a means 
of maintaining high levels of production, income, and employment.

For production, income, and employment are a function of demand 
for goods and services. Such demand arises from a capacity to 
spend—either by individuals, businesses, or public entities. Our 
capacity to spend today for nondefense goods and services clearly is 
limited by what we spend for defense goods and services. As I 
have noted, we have been financing the defense effort primarily out 
of current income rather than by the creation of additional debt. In 
the absence of defense spending we would be disposing that portion 
of income which goes for defense for some pattern of personal con
sumption and private and public investment which would create 
demand for the services of men and machinery. Not only would 
we create thereby output, income, and employment, but we would 
also create goods and services which would add to our general welfare.

Some may be disposed to say that the significance of defense de
mand is that it is certain. The past decade would seem to bear them
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out, although many defense producers and employees would be in
clined to note that that certainty relates only to the total pie and 
not to its individual parts. As for myself, I  see greater possibility 
for certainty in nondefense patterns of spending than in defense 
spending. There is no reason why, for example, we could not use
fully devote on a continuing basis a higher proportion of our re
sources to such needs as education, public health and welfare, 
transportation and communications, natural resources, and urban 
development. I  find a certainty of continuous improvement in our 
education, health, and welfare infinitely more significant from the 
economic and social long-range viewpoint than an improvement in 
our weapons. Moreover, I  see the same certainty in regard to per
sonal consumption. The proportion of personal disposable income 
going for consumption has been quite consistently in the range of 
92 or 93 percent in the years since the Korean war. In  the years 
prior to that war the proportion tended to be slightly higher.

Some may wish to argue that defense spending generates greater 
employment than other forms of spending. I  shall not endeavor 
to prove otherwise, but I  should be interested to listen to any con
vincing evidence that shows that a billion dollars spent for defense 
produces greater employment than a billion dollars’ worth of the 
production of nondefense goods.

L iM rrA T ioN s o f  D e f e n s e  S pejstding

I t  would appear, in fact, that defense spending of the type we 
now have has no intrinsic merit in terms of its ability to create pro
duction and income as compared to other forms of demand. For 
one thing, there is an inherent limitation on the widening of invest
ment in the weapons industry in response to new procurement de
mands. A substantial portion of the plant and capital equipment 
used in the industry is already owned by the Government. I t  can 
be shifted around in accordance with the dictates of the procurement 
program. The uncertainty of the defense business mitigates strongly 
against the willingness of the weapons producer to risk large amounts 
of his own capital.

Defense demand also absorbs, relative to its contribution to na
tional income, a far too high proportion of skills and talent in the 
economy. This is particularly true in the case of scientists and engi
neers, who are drawn to defense work by the higher salaries which 
are offered. I t  is unquestionably true that inability to compete for 
the services of these persons has affected substantially the applica
tion of research and development in the industrial sector.

There would also appear to be unavoidable economic waste in the 
defense effort. This results from the factors of uncertainty and in
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stability in weapons procurement. I t  is difficult for a weapons pro
ducer to gear his labor force to the point of optimum cost. Therefore 
overmanning tends to be frequent. Large amounts of money also 
are dissipated in competing for defense contracts. Sums over $100 
million can be spent by the “losing” firms collectively in bidding 
for a particularly lucrative contract. Sudden changes in military 
programs result in severe local economic dislocations which may 
take years to overcome. The geographic distribution of defense con
tracts itself tends to create imbalance in the economy in regard to 
the dispersion of employment and income and in regard to economic 
development.

The discussion thus far might tend to provoke the response, “All 
that is well and good. Yet how could we manage to replace the defense 
effort in the economy without serious economic repercussions?” I  
would reply, first, that if we can apply to the resolution of that prob
lem only a modicum of the talent which we have applied to defense 
and space problems, we should manage the replacement with only 
minor and temporary discomforts. Defense spending either is a good 
thing economically or it is not. I f  it is not, the sooner our national 
security interests permit us to reduce or eliminate it the sooner shall 
we be able to enjoy the benefits of allocating our resources to more 
productive use.

Our national security interests do not now permit us to rid ourselves 
of defense spending. Then, how is our attitude toward it pertinent, 
you may ask. I  am not suggesting, of course, that we bear the financial 
burden of defense ungraciously. Rather, I  am suggesting that we 
should guard ourselves against developing a permanent taste for such 
spending. There always will be enormous difficulties in surveying 
our own interests objectively in disarmament. Any self-delusion on 
the economic aspects could only add significantly to the responsibilities 
of the Government to insure properly the country’s interests.

I  should also like to add that the sooner we fully appreciate the 
long-term economic benefits to be derived from disarmament, the 
sooner shall we be able to plan intelligently for an adjustment process. 
Such a process will involve not only the conscientious efforts of the 
Government but the imagination, initiative, and foresight of the 
private sector as well. Much of the success of our post-World W ar I I  
conversion was due, I  believe, to the fact that it was carefully and long 
planned and it was carried out in an atmosphere of hope and expecta
tion. A buoyant psychology on the part of business and consumers 
could, in itself, do much to facilitate the transition away from a de
fense-oriented economy. I t is not too early for the private sector to 
begin serious consideration of how to use effectively the resources re
leased by disarmament. This would be particularly appropriate in
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those cases where resources are now devoted exclusively to military 
research and development. Such consideration would facilitate 
greatly the rapid application of new technology in civilian industry. 
This, I  am sure, would result in substantial improvements in products 
and processes.

President Kennedy has stated our willingness to engage with the 
Soviet Union in a “peace race.” Thus far there is little evidence that 
the Soviets are ready to meet this challenge. But if or when they do, 
it would behoove us to be adequately prepared on the all-important 
economic front—prepared psychologically as well as physically to 
make the economic adjustments such a transition would require and 
which are within our means to carry out successfully.

Joint Memorandum Submitted by Ethiopia, Nigeria, and 
the United Arab Republic to the Eighteen Nation Dis
armament Committee: Question of the Cessation of 
Nuclear Weapon Tests, June 10, 1963 ^

The Delegations of Ethiopia, Nigeria and the U.A.E.. to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee:

In  fulfilment of the policies and wishes of their respective Govern
ments;

In  the light of the historic meeting of the Heads of Independent 
African States and Governments, held at Addis Ababa from 2 2  to 25 
May 1963 in which they gave close attention to the urgent problem 
of the cessation of nuclear weapon tests which has been a source of 
deep concern, particularly to the African peoples and Governments;

And in furtherance of the aims and the spirit of the African Sum
mit Conference’s Resolution on the problems of General and Com
plete Disarmament;®

Now address the following thoughts and considerations to the Nu
clear Powers:

1. They are firmly convinced that the nuclear powers can agree to 
end all further nuclear testing, under satisfactory and safeguarded 
conditions, in the immediate future. Present day circumstances, as 
well as technical, military and economic considerations, all favour the 
immediate conclusion of a test-ban treaty. The positions of the nu-

 ̂ENDO/94, June 10,1963. 
' Ante, p. 195.
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clear powers have never been closer than at present. The whole world 
has pinned its hopes on the sense of Wisdom and practicality of the 
nuclear powers. The world will not understand or condone their 
failure to bridge the residual final gap on such a vital and far-reaching 
issue as the cessation of nuclear tests.

2. The conclusion of a test-ban treaty is likely to bring about a gen
eral improvement in international relations, to herald the settlement 
of other pendmg problems, to inhibit the further spread of nuclear 
weapons and to contribute to the slackening of the nuclear armaments 
race. I t  will certainly put an end to radiation hazards and to the 
poisoning of Man’s environments. I t  will save humanity and posterity 
from untold worries and suffering. I t  will release the nuclear powers’ 
much needed energy, fimds, and technical knowhow and channel them 
to peaceful endeavours, to more profitable enterprises which are badly 
needed by the majority of mankind, especially by the African, Asian, 
and Latin-American peoples.

3. The three aforementioned Delegations are convinced that direct 
contacts between the nuclear powers, for example on the Foreign 
Ministers’ level, and possibly direct communications and contacts 
between the Heads of the nuclear states and Governments, may prove 
of great value in reaching a quick and adequate solution of this 
problem.

I t  is for this reason that the Heads of African States and Govern
ments meeting at Addis Ababa have appealed to the nuclear powers 
to spare no diplomatic effort and to work imceasingly towards reaching 
an immediate agreement fulfilling the hopes and dreams of mankind, 
without letting political problems inhibit the progress of their nego
tiations. In  the light of present circumstances, time is of the essence. 
The nuclear powers should not let this propitious moment slip away 
for want of a resolute and determined effort to reach an agreement 
which all the world, including the nuclear powers, needs and aspires 
to.

4. Various non-aligned delegations to our Committee, during the 
last three months produced many valuable ideas and thoughts which 
are well-known to the nuclear powers, and which aimed at breaking 
the deadlock in the Geneva test-ban negotiations about the number 
of inspections as well as about the method of discussing the quota- 
figures in relation to the study of the modalities of inspections.

The three African Delegations earnestly appeal to the nuclear 
powers to give attention to those non-aligned ideas and thoughts as 
well as to their continued attempts at finding practical honourable 
and equitable compromises, which, in the last analysis, may prove to 
be good and lasting solutions to the test-ban problem.
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5. Chairman Khrushchev and President Kennedy’s exchange of 
letters in December and January on the cessation of tests has given 
proof of the existence, on both sides, of a welcome spirit of construc
tive compromise and mutual accommodation, and above all, of courage 
and goodwill.®

6 . I t  may very well be that science may, in the future, show beyond 
doubt that on-site inspections may no longer be needed to identify 
suspicious seismic events or to adequately control a test-ban treaty. 
For the time-being, however, the 3 African Delegations recognize that 
three, four or so, yearly truly eifective inspections—or an adequately 
proportionate figure spread over more years—may be needed to dispel 
mutual suspicions, to help build up confidence between the nuclear 
powers, and, no less importantly, to facilitate their reaching a practi
cal political settlement.

7. After having maintained that there was no need for any obli
gatory inspections, Mr. Khrushchev’s offer last December, of three on
site inspections must therefore, be taken as a sign of moral courage 
and good faith. In  a like manner, the current British-American de
marches at Moscow, and their offer of the possibility of further com
promise should be encouraged and taken as a sign of political courage 
and goodwill.

8 . The three African Delegations are convinced that they speak not 
only for their own people and all the African peoples, but for the 
whole world, when they urgently appeal to the nuclear powers to give 
more proof of a much needed sense of practicality and of a necessary 
spirit of constructive compromise and goodwill. The World will 
hail and appreciate any show of compromise as evidence of great 
moral courage, political acumen and love for peace. On the other 
hand, the world cannot but consider their failure to compromise over 
the last few remaining differences, as unwillingness on their part to 
end nuclear testing and the nuclear armaments’ race, essential condi
tions for any constructive and realistic discussion of general and 
complete disarmament.

9. Since there is general agreement, however, that the number of on
site inspections is less relevant than the terms of the modalities or 
conditions for the adequate and effective conduct of such on-site in
spections, the three Delegations therefore exhort the nuclear powers 
to rise above quarreling on an insignificant difference of one or two 
inspections, and to accept a reasonable compromise-quota of inspec
tions contingent upon adequate and effective modalities on inspection.

1 0 . Agreement on the latter should be sought, inter alia, in these 
illustrative areas;

® Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 1239-12^, 1277-1279, and ante, 
pp. 1-4.
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(a) The location of the epicentre of the seismic event;
(b) criteria for the eligibility of the seismic event for inspection;
(c) composition of the International Scientific Committee and 

its role in the establishment of the criteria and the supervising of their 
proper application;

(d) agreement on the initiation of inspections according to agreed 
criteria and to the data submitted to the International Committee;

(e) the composition of the Inspection teams in such a way as to 
obviate self-inspection and to ensure the effectiveness and the ade
quacy of the visit;

(f) agreement on the criteria and relevant details of the actual 
conducting of the inspection;

(g) agreement on the shape and size of the inspection area;
(h) safeguards against abuse and against the utilization of such 

facilities and inspection personnel in any manner that might be ex
traneous to the purpose of identifying the event concerned or that 
might endanger the security of the receiving state.

In  the name of the African peoples and in the name of all humanity, 
the three African Delegations address this urgent appeal to the nuclear 
powers to give the world proof of their goodwill, of their seriousness 
of purpose, and of their sense of responsibility, by issuing the neces
sary instructions to their representatives in the test-ban negotiations 
to come to the quick and equitable compromise solutions which the 
whole world is expecting of them, and whose groundwork has already 
been laid during the last three months of negotiations at Geneva.

Synopsis of Suggestions by the Nonaligned Members of 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee Concern
ing a Treaty on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon 
Tests, February 12-June 10, 1963 ^

PART A — STATEMENTS
I. Method of Work

1. Timing, 'priority and, methods of discussion
B kazil— The widening of areas of agreement depends on both tech

nical and political factors. The technical questions should preferably 
be studied by specialized technical methods.^

' ENDO/96, June 19, 1963. This paper was prepared by the Conference Sec
retariat and circulated at the request of the Swedish delegation.
‘ENDO/PV.98, p. 19.
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Brazil proposed the creation of a sub-committee of technicians or 
experts, because it was of the opinion that there should be a technical 
body which, without participating in the political debate, might give 
clarification on the scientific implications inherent in any treaty that 
the parties might attempt to sign.®

Brazil considers that the discussion of technical details is directly 
linked with the question of the number of inspections. The solution 
of one of these questions necessarily depends upon the solution of the 
other, and the cessation of tests depends on both of them. Perhaps it 
would be possible for the Conference to consider alternately the ques
tion of the number of inspections and automatic seismic stations, and 
the question of the organization of inspections and the operation of the 
stations. Thus two parallel but not simultaneous lines of discussion 
would be established. Moreover, this system could be adopted for pri
vate talks between the nuclear Powers.^

BuRitA—In regard to on-site inspection it would be difficult to come 
to agreement on numbers without an understanding being reached 
simultaneously on the fundamentals of the modalities of inspection.® 

In d i a —The remaining unresolved issues, having been reduced to an 
agreed minimum, might be brought together on the basis of simul
taneity of consideration. Those minimum issues might include the 
number of inspections, the triggering and area of inspections, the num
ber of inspectors, the composition of inspection teams, and the number 
of automatic seismic stations.®

U n it e d  A eab  R epublic—Quite a few possible compromise solutions 
may be found in order to eliminate the difference about which should 
take place first—agreement on the quota of inspections or the defi
nition of what constitutes inspection and agreement on the modalities 
therefor. First, a party might be inclined to submit a new draft test 
ban treaty incorporating its ideas and formulations. Another sug
gestion might be to ask each party to submit first a working paper 
elaborating the outlines of its thinking on the question of a test ban. 
As another alternative, the different proposals about the quota number 
could 'be discussed prior to and simultaneously with other pertinent 
components of a draft test ban treaty. Failing an early or prelim
inary possible agreement on the quota number, the suggested quota 
numbers could be left between one, two, or three brackets. That 
could allow the study of the other pertinent components of the system 
to go on under a natural built-in limitation, in time and space, due to

= ENDC/PV.137, pp. 40-41.
* ENDO/PV.103, p. 11.
' ENDO/PV.105, p. 10.
• BNDC/PV.100, p. 15.



208 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1963

the size and nature of the paper itself. A time-limit might even be 
set on the duration of such a discussion J

2. Conditional acceptance of quota of on-site inspections

E th io pia— A  minimum of three on-site inspections a year, with the 
possibility of increasing this number to an agreed maximum figure of 
eight on-site inspections, depending on the inspection arrangements 
that were formulated and agreed upon, could provide a reasonable 
basis for further negotiations. Such a basis for negotiations would 
allay any apprehensions that the United States might have that the 
on-site inspection quota and system would not have a significant de
terrent value. I t  would also allay any anxieties the Soviet Union 
might have that inspection visits could be used for non-agreed 
purposes.®

U nited  A rab K epublic—The idea that the nuclear Powers should 
accept the quota figure conditionally upon agreement on modalities is 
not a new one. As a matter of fact both parties have suggested the 
idea in the past. I t is to be expected that, once the quota issue was 
satisfactorily disposed of in the foregoing manner, it should not be 
difficult to attain agreement on the criteria and arrangements for 
inspection.®

3. ’■'‘Pachage" 'proposal

(a) For discus&mg test ham, treaty

U nited  A rab R epublic—^The various suggestions and thoughts 
contained in the Joint Memorandum of Ethiopia, Nigeria and the 
U A R  constitute an interdependent and well-balanced indivisible en
tity which, taken as a whole, should be a satisfactory way out of the 
present impasse.^^

(b) Imier-relation between test ham, mid other measures
E th io pia— I t  is evident that, unless measures to lower tension are

agreed to and a test ban concluded, the obstacles will prove insur
mountable. We therefore support all delegations that have given 
priority to those questions.^^

U n it e d  A rab R epublic—^Agreement on the cessation of tests would 
be facilitated if, in their present contacts, the nuclear Powers gave 
some thought also to the possibility of simultaneous agreement on

’ ENDC/PV. 99, pp. 15-16.

“ ENDC/PV. 100, p. 22.

* ENDC/PV. 142, pp. 12-13.

“ Supra.
“ ENDC/PV. 142, p. 11.

I2END0/PV. 100, p. 21.
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a few other ripe and practicable collateral measures such as an agree
ment to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons and the spreading 
of information relative to their manufacture or uses directly or in
directly, bilaterally or multilaterally, to other States which at present 
do not possess them. Another measure could be a reaffirmation by 
States of their officially declared policy of shunning nuclear arma
ment and a consolidation of the foundations of the projected “non
nuclear club.” I f  this were truly envisaged, a whole series of other 
preliminary and partial measures could easily fit in and bolster a 
well-balanced and practicable package deal, obviously built around 
a test-ban agreement. They could also easily come to an understand
ing on the inclusion in any future package deal of measures such as 
the reduction of the risk of accidental war, as proposed by the United 
States, a “peaceful co-existence” accord, and the non-aggression pact 
proposed by the Soviet Union.^^

4. General A ffroach

S w eden—^Through the statements by the non-aligned nations, a 
model does lie prepared if the great Powers wish to combine the 
various suggestions made by different non-aligned nations at the 
Conference. I f  the nuclear Powers were interested in moving for
ward, in a needy case like this, with the aid of a tertium datw, if 
they combined the five or more elements which are available in the 
records of this Conference, they would have a compromise model to 
discuss. I t  would, of course, not surpass their ability to improve on 
this model as they might deem fit.̂ ^

U n it e id  A r a b  R b p t j b l ic —It should not be beyond the resourceful
ness and realism of the nuclear Powers to find a mutually satisfactory 
agreement, based perhaps, on a quota number which is near 
the number offered by the Soviet Union and on effective modalities 
which might take into consideration the areas proposed by the United 
States for agreement on the modalities and which would guarantee 
that inspections should be more than a mere symbol.̂ ®

II. Quota of On-Site Inspections

1 . Suggested nvmber for armual quota

E th io p ia — A. te st ban  trea ty  cou ld  be elaborated  d ea lin g  w ith  a ll 

asp ects o f  a test ban  and in c lu d in g  quotas o f  o n -site  in sp ection s p er  

annum  fro m  a m inim u m  o f  th ree to  an  agreed  m axim u m  o f  e igh t.

“ ENDO/PV. 142, pp. 15-17.
ENDO/PV.135, p. 32.

“ ENDO/PV.142, p. 13. 
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The maximum number would, of course depend on the extent of 
inspection arrangements, and it might well be less than eight.̂ ®

U nited  A rab E epublic— Îs not the acceptance of two or three 
inspections per year tantamount to admitting that they can be made 
consistent with a State’s national security and that they need not 
necessarily represent harmful interference ? Could it not prove pos
sible or within a State’s capabilities to accept for example a maximum 
of four to five visits under the same security arrangements ? 
And, conversely, does not the acceptance of the theory and principle 
of inspection of only a fraction, let us say one-fifth, of unidentified 
events amount in fact to tacitly admitting that the acceptance of one- 
seventh or one-eighth of unidentified events, let us suppose five or 
four visits, should not very much affect the general picture of a few 
surprise-deterrent visits.^^

2 . Sliding scale over period of years

S w eden—^There is the possibility of some kind of sliding scale 
of inspections between the numbers three and eight, as those are 
the numbers suggested by the two sides, perhaps starting with three 
inspections during the first year and gradually stepping up the 
number during subsequent years. Or there might, on the contrary, 
be reason to start with some higher number and move downwards, 
motivated by the hope that mutual confidence would increase with 
time. Or again the quota might be tied to a longer time-period than 
a year.̂ ®

3. Quota for period of years

S w eden—The quota might be tied to a longer time-period than a 
year.̂ ®

4. Beoonsideration of quota figure

I ndia— I f  there is difficulty of any kind in reaching an agreed figure 
of inspections, then why should not both sides agree that the treaty 
should contain a clause providing for the reconsideration of the 
number of on-site inspections after a period of one year, which num
ber should be changed only if both sides agree ? That is to say, the 
treaty is not to be temporary; it will be firm and permanent, and 
the number of inspections will be there and will not be altered unless 
both sides agree.̂ ®

“ ENDO/PV.lOO, pp. 22-23.
” ENDO/PV.99, p. 13.
“ BNDC/PV.lOO, pp. 28-29. 

p. 29.
^ m d .,  p. 17.
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III. laitiation of On-Site Inspection

U nited  A rab REPxreLic— T h e  U A E. re ite ra te s  its  e a rlie r  suggestion  

m ade on  15 A u g u s t 1962 ®̂ th a t  th e  n u c lea r P o w ers shou ld  tu r n  to  

th e  s tu d y  o f  th e  q u e s tio n : “W h en  shou ld  on-site  in spection  be nec

essary  in  p rac tice  ?” “

IV. Automatic Seismic Stations

I ndia— P e rh ap s  th e re  cou ld  be a  p a r ity  o f re la tio n sh ip  betw een 

th e  n u m b er o f au to m atic  seism ic s ta tio n s an d  th e  n u m b er o f  seism ic 

areas. T h a t w ou ld  p ro v id e  a c e rta in  flex ib ility , a c e rta in  logic, 

because w h a t h a s  been ag reed  is th e  location  o f ce rta in  au to m atic  

seism ic s ta tio n s  in  c e rta in  seism ic areas.^®

V. Technical Questions

1. Arrangements f  or control machinery
S w eden— T here  a re  a  num ber o f p ra c tic a l m a tte rs  w hich  m u st be 

stu d ied  a n d  se ttled  ou tside th e  tw o o r th re e  prob lem s w hich  ap p e a r 

to  be th e  p re se n t c ru x  o f  an  agreem ent. F o r  exam ple, th e re  a re  deci

sions to  be m ade on o p tim a l in s tru m e n ta tio n ; th e  selection  o f seism ic 

s ta tio n s, n o t ju s t  in side  b u t also ou tside th e  te rr ito r ie s  o f  th e  n u c lea r 

P o w e rs ; th e  a rran g em en ts  fo r  adequate  d a ta  tra n sm iss io n s ; th e  p ro p e r 

m eans a n d  m ethods fo r  th e  analy sis o f d a ta , a n d  so fo r th . A ll these 

are  tim e-consum ing  ta sk s  w hich  a re  u n p o litic a l in  n a tu re  an d  m ig h t 

w ell be p e rfo rm ed  a t  an  ea rly  p re -b an  stage. T h e re  a re  also  questions 

o f a  m ore ad m in is tra tiv e  ch a rac te r, stiU  to ta lly  a -p o litica l, such as th e  

p lace fo r  th e  sea t o f th e  cen tra l agency, th e  p ro p e r con tac ts w ith  ex 

is tin g  in te rn a tio n a l scientific a n d  techn ica l netw orks, a n d  so fo rth . 

Som e o f these  m a tte rs  m ay  w ell be se ttled  d ire c tly  b y  th e  m a jo r n u 

c lear P o w ers concerned, b u t o th e r m a tte rs  w ould  no  d o u b t benefit by 

th e  co -operation  also o f o th e r S ta tes , o r m ig h t even s ta n d  in  need  o f 

such co-operation.^^

U nited  A rab E efdblic— T he  C om m ittee shou ld  h av e  every  reason  

to  expect th a t, once th e  quo ta  issue w as sa tis fa c to rily  d isposed  of, i t  

shou ld  n o t be difficult to  a tta in  ag reem en t on  im p a r tia l a n d  adequate ly  

selected in spection  team s, a n d  on th e  choice o f  in te rn a tio n a lly  recog 

n ized  sound  an d  re a lis tic  c r ite r ia  fo r  d e te rm in in g  th e  e lig ib ility  o f 

events fo r  in spection , an d  fo r  th e  loca tio n  o f th e  ep icen tres o f  th e  

events in  q u ^ tio n . C onsid era tio n  m ig h t a lso be g iven  to  th e  rec ip rocal 

aspect o f in spection  a rran g em en ts  u n d e r in te rn a tio n a lly  accep tab le  an d

® ENDO/PV.70, p. 24.

“ BNDC/PV.99, p. 14.
BNDO/PV.lOO, pp. 17-18, ■ ,

“ m a .,  p. 25.
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supervised criteria. Agreement might also be sought on realistic and 
meaningful delineation of the shape and size of the areas which might 
be opened for inspection, as well as on adequate and practical safe
guards which should guarantee the security of the host state under the 
aforesaid circumstances.^®

2. International scientifiG commAssion
S w eden—The scientific co-operation which will necessarily accom

pany a test ban should be initiated as early as possible. On this 
ground Sweden reiterates the suggestions that certain steps, such as 
the setting up of the international scientific commission on an interim 
basis, be taken immediately. As practical experience shows how diffi
cult it is to recruit prominent scientists on an international basis at 
short notice, it will not be considered unduly pressing to suggest that 
plans for the recruitment of a nucleus of a scientific commission be 
initiated at once. As the commission is envisaged as an impartial and 
not a bilateral one, the non-aligned countrips perforce take an active 
interest in its creation.̂ ®

U n it e d  A rab K eptiblic— T̂he nuclear Powers should find the inter
national scientific commission able and ready to help them in the estab
lishment and the proper implementation of criteria and arrangements 
for on-site inspection.^’’

3. Oo-operationwithscienti'fiG bodies
S w eden— Ît would seem expedient to start now selection of the sites 

of co-operating control stations outside the territories of the nuclear 
Powers. For that purpose one would have to contact the international 
scientific unions and, of course, the governments concerned. These 
suggestions refer more directly to stations in seismically-quiet areas. 
For the monitoring of earthquakes in seismic areas local networks are 
required. For these tasks, a unique opportunity is opened up by reso
lution 912 (XXXIV) of ECOSOC on “International Co-operation in 
the Field of Seismological Research” which aims at expanding and 
re-equipping existing stations in seismic regions and at the establish
ment of an earthquake-warning system. An inter-governmental con
ference on this matter is planned to take place in 1964. This presents 
the Conference with a timely opportunity to join forces.̂ ®*

In  matters concerning the scientific aspects of test ban control it is 
highly advisable to co-plan and co-operate with the international

“ ENDC/PV. 142, p. 14.
ENDO/PV.100, p. 27.
ENDC/PV.142, p. 14.

^ Economic and Social Council Offloial Records: Thirty-fourth Session, S July- 
2 August 1962, Resolutions, Supplement No. I  (E/3671), p. 25.

® ENDO/PV.lOO, p. 26.
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scientific unions concerned. The Swedish delegation has approached 
the International Council of Scientific Unions (ICSU) on this matter, 
and ICSU is ready to consider such co-operation if that be the unani
mous desire of the Committee.^"

VI. Interim Arrangement

B tjb m a—^Nuclear tests in any form are incompatible with serious 
negotiations on a test-ban treaty. A suitable interim arrangement, 
offering reasonable protection to both sides, can be arrived at, and 
arrived at quickly, if the parties are really determined to reach such 
an agreement.®^

M e x ic o — I f , contrary to all hope and despite all oiir efforts, a perma
nent and comprehensive treaty is not concluded for the time being, 
then we must have—as requested by the General Assembly—a pro
visional agreement to suspend underground tests, which will permit 
of a prohibition of tests in the other three environments where no 
international control is required, since the national means are suffi
cient to identify explosions. The provisional agreement referred to 
in resolution 1762 A (X V II would not be an uncontrolled mora
torium, as the principle of on-site inspection has been accepted; and 
that would enable us to set in motion the complicated machinery of 
the international scientific commission proposed in the Eight Power 
Joint Memorandum.®* We should at the same time be able to acquire 
experience which, coupled maybe with further developments in science 
and technology, would provide us with a firm basis for a definite agree
ment to prohibit underground nuclear weapons tests.®̂

N ig e r ia — General Assembly resolution 1T62 (X V II) is almost out 
of date at the present stage of negotiations. The goal is a final and 
lasting treaty ending all tests in all environments.*®

PART B — DOCUMENTS

I. Method of Work

Joint Memorandvm of Ethiopia, Nigeria, and the Umted Arab 
(10 June 1963)

Since there is general agreement that the number of on-site inspec
tions is less relevant than the terms of the modalities or conditions for 
the adequate and effective conduct of such on-site inspections, Ethiopia,

p. 27.
“ ENDC/PV.113, pp. 11-12.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 1029 £f. 

vol. I. pp. 334-336.
“ BNDC/PV.109, p. 23.

ENDO/PV.110, p. 17.
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Nigeria and the United Arab Eepublic exhort the nuclear Powers to 
rise above quarreling on an insignificant difference of one or two ia- 
spections, and to accept a reasonable compromise-quota of inspections 
contingent upon adequate and effective modalities on inspection.^®

II. Quota of On-Site Inspections

Joint Memorandvm of Ethiopia, Nigeria and the United Arab 
Repuhlic (10 June 1963)

Science may, in the future, show beyond doubt that on-site inspec
tions may no longer be needed to identify suspicious seismic events or 
to, adequately control a test-ban treaty. For the time-being, however, 
three, four or so, yearly truly effective inspections—or an adequately 
proportionate figure spread over more years—^may be needed to dispel 
mutual suspicions, to help build up confidence between the nuclear 
Powers, and, no less importantly, to facilitate their reaching a practical 
political settlement.

III. Modalities for On-Site Inspection

Joint Memoramdvm of Ethiopia, Nigeria and the United Arab 
Repuhlic (10 June 1963)

Agreement on modalities of inspection should be sought, inter alia, in 
these illustrative areas:

(a) the location of the epicentre of the seismic event;
(b) criteria for the eligibility of the seismic event for inspection;
(c) composition of the International Scientific Committee and its 

role in the establishment of the criteria and the supervising of their 
proper application;

(d) agreement on the initiation of inspections according to agreed 
criteria and to the data submitted to the International Committee;

(e) the composition of the inspection teams in such a way as to 
obviate self-inspection and to ensure the effectiveness and the adequacy 
of the visit;

(f) agreement on the criteria and relevant details of the actual 
conducting of the inspection;

(g) agreement on the shape and size of the inspection area;
(h) safeguards against abuse and against the utilization of such 

facilities and inspection personnel in any manner that might be ex
traneous to the purpose of identifying the event concerned or that 
might endanger the security of the receiving State.

“ Supra,, par. 9.
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Address by President Kennedy at American University, 
June 10, 1963'

“There are few earthly things more beautiful than a University,” 
wrote John Masefield, in his tribute to the English universities—and. 
his words are equally true here. He did not refer to spires and towers, 
to campus greens and ivied walls. He admired the splendid beauty 
of the university, he said, because it was “a place where those who 
hate ignorance may strive to know, where those who perceive truth 
may strive to make others see.”

I  have, therefore, chosen this time and this place to discuss a topic 
on which ignorance too often abounds and the truth is too rarely per
ceived—yet it is the most important topic on earth: world peace.

What kind of peace do I  mean ? What kind of peace do we seek ? 
Not a Pax Americana enforced on the world by American weapons 
of war. Not the peace of the grave or the security of the slave. I  am 
talking about genuine peace, the kind of peace that makes life on 
earth worth living, the kind that enables men and nations to grow 
and to hope and to build a better life for their children— n̂ot merely 
peace for Americans but peace for all men and women, not merely 
peace in our time but peace for all time.

I  speak of peace because of the new face of war. Total war makes 
no sense in an age when great powers can maintain large and rela
tively invulnerable nuclear forces and refuse to surrender without 
resort to those forces. I t  makes no sense in an age when a single 
nuclear weapon contains almost 10 times the explosive force delivered 
by all the Allied air forces in the Second World War. I t  makes no 
sense in an age when the deadly poisons produced by a nuclear ex
change would be carried by the wind and water and soil and seed to 
the far comers of the globe and to generations yet unborn.

Today the expenditure of billions of dollars every year on weapons 
acquired for the purpose of making sure we never need to use them 
is essential to keeping the peace. But surely the acquisition of such 
idle stockpiles—which can only destroy and never create—is not the 
only, much less the most ef&cient, means of assuring peace.

I  speak of peace, therefore, as the necessary rational end of rational 
men. I  realize that the pursuit of peace is not as dramatic as the 
pursuit of war, and frequently the words of the pursuer fall on deaf 
ears. But we have no more urgent task.

Some say that it is useless to speak of world peace or world law or 
world disarmament—and that it will be useless until the leaders of

 ̂Towa/rd a Strategy of Peace (AODA pub. 17; 1963).
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the Soviet Union adopt a more enlightened attitude. I  hope they do. 
I  believe we can help them do it. But I  also believe that we must 
reexamine our own attitude, as individuals and as a nation, for our 
attitude is as essential as theirs. And every graduate of this school, 
every thoughtful citizen who despairs of war and wishes to bring 
peace, should begin by looking inward—by examining his own atti
tude toward the possibilities of peace, toward the Soviet Union, 
toward the course of the cold war, and toward freedom and peace 
here at home.

THE POSSIBILITrES OF PEACE

F irst: Let us examine our attitude toward peace itself. Too many 
of us think it is impossible. Too many think it imreal. But that is 
a dangerous, defeatist belief. I t  leads to the conclusion that war is 
inevitable, that mankind is doomed, that we are gripped by forces 
we cannot control.

We need not accept that view. Our problems are manmade; there
fore they can be solved by man. And man can be as big as he wants. 
No problem of hiunan destiny is beyond human beings. Man’s reason 
and spirit have often solved the seemingly imsolvable, and we believe 
they can do it again.

I  am not referring to the absolute, infinite concept of universal 
peace and good will of which some fantasies and fanatics dream. I  
do not deny the values of hopes and dreams, but we merely invite 
discouragement and incredulity by making that our only and im
mediate goal.

Let us focus instead on a more practical, more attainable peace, 
based not on a sudden revolution in human nature but on a gradual 
evolution in human institutions—on a series of concrete actions and 
effective agreements which are in the interest of all concerned. There 
is no single, simple key to this peace, no grand or magic formula to 
be adopted by one or two powers. Genuine peace must be the product 
of many nations, the sum of many acts. I t  must be dynamic, not 
static, changing to meet the challenge of each new generation. For 
peace is a process, a way of solving problems.

With such a peace there will still be quarrels and conflicting inter
ests, as there are within families and nations. World peace, like 
community peace, does not require that each man love his neighbor; 
it requires only that they live together in mutual tolerance, submitting 
their disputes to a just and peaceful settlement. And history teaches 
us that enmities between nations, as between individuals, do not last 
forever. However fixed our likes and dislikes may seem, the tide 
of time and events will often bring surprising changes in the relations 
between nations and neighbors.
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So let us persevere. Peace need not be impracticable, and war 
need not be inevitable. By defining our goal more clearly, by making 
it seem more manageable and less remote, we can help all peoples 
to see it, to draw hope from it, and to move irresistibly toward it.

COMMON INTERESTS OF THE U.S. AND THE SOVIET UNION

Second: Let us reexamine our attitude toward the Soviet Union. I t  
is discouraging to think that their leaders may actually believe what 
their propagandists write. I t  is discouraging to read a recent authori
tative Soviet text on military strategy and find, on page after page, 
wholly baseless and incredible claims—such as the allegation that 
“American imperialist circles are preparing to unleash different types 
of wars“ . . . that <iiere is a very real threat of a preventive war 
being unleashed by American imperialists against the Soviet Union “ 
. . . [and that] the political aims of the American imperialists are 
to enslave economically and politically the European and other capi
talist countries . . . [and] to achieve world domination* . . .  by 
means of aggressive wars.” ®

Truly as it was written long ago: “The wicked flee when no man 
pursueth.” ® Yet it is sad to read these Soviet statements-^to realize 
the extent of the gulf between us. But it is also a warning—a warn
ing to the American people not to fall into the same trap as the Soviets, 
not to see only a distorted and desperate view of the other side, not 
to see conflict as inevitable, accommodation as impossible, and com
munication as nothing more than an exchange of threats.

No government or social system is so evil that its people must be 
considered as lacking in virtue. As Americans we find communism 
profoundly repugnant as a negation of personal freedom and dignity. 
But we can still hail the Russian people for their many achieve
ments—in science and space, in economic and industrial growth, in 
culture and in acts of courage.

Among the many traits the peoples of our two countries have in 
common, none is stronger than our mutual abhorrence of war. Al
most unique among the major world powers, we have never been at 
war with each other. And no nation in the history of battle ever 
suffered more than the Soviet Union suffered in the course of the 
Second World War. At least 20 million lost their lives. Coimtless 
millions of homes and farms were burned or sacked. A third of the

“Marshal V. D. Sokolovskii (ed.), Soviet Military Strategy (Englewood Cliffs: 
Prentice-Hall, 1963), p. 170.

‘ m a . ,  p. 162.

* m a . ,  p. 149.

' m a . ,  p. 152.

• Prov. 28:1.
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xiatioh’s territory, including nearly two-thirds of its industrial base, 
was turned into a wasteland—a loss equivalent to the devastation of 
this country east of Chicago.

Today, should total war ever break out again— n̂o matter how— 
our two countries would become the primary targets. I t  is an ironical 
but accurate fact that the two strongest powers are the two in the 
most danger of devastation. All we have built, all we have worked for, 
would be destroyed in the first 24 hours. And even ia the cold war, 
which brings burdens and dangers to so many countries—including 
this nation’s closest allies—our two countries bear the heaviest bur
dens. For we are both devoting massive sums of money to weapons 
that could be better devoted to combating ignorance, poverty, and 
disease. We are both caught up in a vicious and dangerous cycle in 
which suspicion on one side breeds suspicion on the other and new 
weapons beget counterweapons.

In short, both the United States and its allies, and the Soviet Union 
and its allies, have a mutually deep interest in a just and genuine 
peace and in halting the arms race. Agreements to this end are in 
the interests of the Soviet Union as well eis ours, and even the most 
hostile nations can be relied upon to accept and keep those treaty 
obligations, and only those treaty obligations, which are in their own 
interest.

So let us not be blind to our differences, but let us also direct atten
tion to our common interests and to the means by which those differ
ences can be resolved. And if we cannot end now our differences, at 
least we can help make the world safe for diversity. For in the final 
analysis our most basic common link is that we all inhabit this planet. 
We all breathe the same air. We all cherish our children’s future. 
And we are aU mortal.

THE PtrE SU IT  OF PEACE

Third : Let us reexamine our attitude toward the cold war, remem
bering that we are not engaged in a debate, seeking to pile up debat
ing points. We are not here distributing blame or pointing the finger 
of judgment. We must deal with the world as it is and not as it 
might have been had the history of the last 18 years been different.

We must, therefore, persevere in the search for peace in the hope 
that constructive changes within the Communist bloc might bring 
within reach solutions which now seem beyond us. We must conduct 
our affairs in such a way that it becomes in the Communists’ interest 
to agree on a genuine peace. Above all, while defending our own 
vital interests, nuclear powers must avert those confrontations which 
bring an adversary to a choice of either a humiliating retreat or a 
nuclear war. To adopt that kind of course in the nuclear age would
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be evidence only of the bankruptcy of our policy—or of a collective 
death wish for the world.

To secure these ends, America’s weapons are nonprovocative, care
fully controlled, designed to deter, and capable of selective use. Our 
military forces are committed to peace and disciplined in self-restraint. 
Our diplomats are instructed to avoid unnecessary irritants and 
purely rhetorical hostility.

For we can seek a relaxation of tensions without relaxing our guard. 
And, for our part, we do not need to use threats to prove that we are 
resolute. We do not need to jam foreign broadcasts out of fear our 
faith will be eroded. We are unwilling to impose our system on any 
unwilling people, but we are willing and able to engage in peaceful 
competition with any people on earth.

Meanwhile we seek to strengthen the United Nations, to help solve 
its financial problems, to make it a more effective instrument of peace, 
to develop it into a genuine world security system—a system capable 
of resolving disputes on the basis of law, of insuring the security of 
the large and the small, and of creating conditions under which arms 
can finally be abolished.

At the same time we seek to keep peace inside the non-Communist 
world, where many nations, all of them our friends, are divided over 
issues which w^eaken Western imity, which invite Communist inter
vention, or which threaten to erupt into war. Our efforts in West 
New Guinea, in the Congo, in the Middle East, and in the Indian sub
continent have been persistent and patient despite criticism from both 
sides. We have also tried to set an example for others— b̂y seeking to 
adjust small but significant differences with our own closest neighbors 
in Mexico and in Cajiada.

Speaking of other nations, I  wish to make one point clear. We are 
bound to many nations by alliances. Those alliances exist because our 
concern and theirs substantially overlap. Our commitment to defend 
Western Europe and West Berlin, for example, stands unditninished 
because of the identity of our vital interests. The United States will 
make no deal with the Soviet Union at the expense of other nations 
and other peoples, not merely because they are our partners but also 
because their interests and ours converge.

Our interests converge, however, not only in defending the frontiers 
of freedom but in pursuing the paths of peace. I t  is our hope—and the 
purpose of Allied policies—to convince the Soviet Union that she, 
too, should let each nation choose its own future, so long as that choice 
does not interfere with the choices of others. The Communist drive to 
impose their political and economic system on others is the primary 
cause of world tension today. For there can be no doubt that, if all
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nations could refrain from interfering in the self-determination of 
others, the peace would be much more assured.

This will require a new effort to achieve world law, a new context for 
world discussions. I t  will require increased understanding between 
the Soviets and ourselves. And increased understanding will require 
increased contact and communication. One step in this direction is 
the proposed arrangement for a direct line between Moscow and Wash
ington, to avoid on each side the dangerous delays, misunderstandings, 
and misreadings of the other’s actions which might occur at a time of 
crisis.

We have also been talking in Geneva about other first-step measures 
of arms control, designed to limit the intensity of the arms race and to 
reduce the risks of accidental war. Our primary long-range interest 
in Geneva, however, is general and complete disarmament, designed 
to take place by stages, permitting parallel political developments to 
build the new institutions of peace which would take the place of arms. 
The pursuit of disarmament has been an effort of this Government since 
the 1920’s. I t  has been urgently sought by the past three administra
tions. And however dim the prospects may be today, we intend to 
continue this effort— t̂o continue it in order that all countries, includ
ing our own, can better grasp what the problems and possibilities of 
disarmament are.

The one major area of these negotiations where the end is in sight, 
yet where a fresh start is badly needed, is in a treaty to outlaw nuclear 
tests. The conclusion of such a treaty—so near and yet so far—would 
check the spiraling arms race in one of its most dangerous areas. It 
would place the nuclear powers in a position to deal more effectively 
with one of the greatest hazards which man faces in 1963, the further 
spread of nuclear arms. I t  would increase our security; it would de
crease the prospects of war. Surely this goal is sufficiently important 
to require our steady pursuit, yielding neither to the temptation to give 
up the whole effort nor the temptation to give up our insistence on vital 
and responsible safeguards.

I  am taking this opportunity, therefore, to announce two important 
decisions in this regard.

First: Chairman Khrushchev, Prime Minister Macmillan, and I 
have agreed that high-level discussions will shortly begin in Moscow 
looking toward early agreement on a comprehensive test ban treaty. 
Our hopes must be tempered with the caution of history, but with our 
hopes go the hopes of all manJdnd.

Second: To make clear our good faith and solemn convictions on 
the matter, I  now declare that the United States does not propose to 
conduct nuclear tests in the atmosphere so long as other states do not 
do so. We will not be the first to resume. Such a declaration is no
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substitute for a formal binding treaty, but I  bope it will help us achieve 
one. Nor would such a treaty be a substitute for disarmament, but I  
hope it will help us achieve it.

PEACE A iro  HtJMAN EIGHTS

Finally, my fellow Americans, let us examine our attitude toward 
peace and freedom here at home. The quality and spirit of our own 
society must justify and support our efforts abroad. We must show 
it in the dedication of our own lives, as many of you who are graduat
ing today will have a unique opportunity to do, by serving without 
pay in the Peace Corps abroad or in the proposed National Service 
Corps here at home.

But wherever we are, we must all, in our daily lives, live up to the 
age-old faith that peace and freedom walk together. In  too many of 
our cities today the peace is not secure because freedom is incomplete.

I t  is the responsibility of the executive branch at all levels of gov
ernment— l̂ocal, State, and national-—to provide and protect that free
dom for all of our citizens by all means within their authority. I t  is 
the responsibility of the legislative branch at all levels, wherever that 
authority is not now adequate, to make it adequate. And it is the 
responsibility of all citizens in all sections of this country to respect 
the rights of all others and to respect the law of the land.

All this is not unrelated to world peace. “When a man’s ways 
please the Lord,” the Scriptures tell us, “he maketh even his enemies 
to be at peace with him.” ’’ And is not peace, in the last analysis, 
basically a matter of human rights— t̂he right to live out our lives 
without fear of devastation, the right to breathe air as nature pro
vided it, the right of future generations to a healthy existence?

WhUe we proceed to safeguard our national interests, let us also 
safeguard human interests. And the elimination of war and arms is 
clearly in the interest of both. No treaty, however much it may be to 
the advantage of all, however tightly it may be worded, can provide 
absolute security against the risks of deception and evasion. But it 
can, if it is sufficiently effective in its enforcement and if it is suffi
ciently in the interests of its signers, offer far more security and far 
fewer risks than an unabated, uncontrolled, unpredictable arms race.

The United States, as the world knows, will never start a war. We 
do not want a war. We do not now expect a war. This generation of 
Americans has already had enough—^more than enough—of war and 
hate and oppression. We shall be prepared if others wish it. We 
shall be alert to try to stop it. But we shall also do our part to build 
a world of peace where the weak are safe and the strong are just.

’ Prov. 16: 7.
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We are not helpless before that task or hopeless of its success. Con
fident and unafraid, we labor on— n̂ot toward a strategy of annihila
tion but toward a strategy of peace.

Interview of Premier KJirushchev With Pravda 
and Izvestiya Editors, June 15, 1963 ^

President John Kennedy of the United States on 10 June made a 
speech at American University in Washington which touched upon 
a mmiber of important international problems.^ This speech has been 
published in the Soviet press. The editors-in-chief of Pravda and 
Izvestiya Nikita Khrushchev, chairman of the USSE Coimcil 
of Ministers, to comment on the speech by the U.S. President. The 
following is the full text of Nikita Khrushchev’s replies:

Question: In  his speech President John Kennedy of the United 
States laid special emphasis on the problem of war and peace. In 
doing so, he stated that in our age “total war makes no sense,” and that 
“peace need not be impracticable and war need not be inevitable.” 
He also said that “both the United States and its allies, and the Soviet 
Union and its allies, have a mutually deep interest in a just and gen
uine peace and in halting the arms race.” How do you assess these 
pronouncements of the U.S. President?

Reply: The statement made by President John Kennedy of the 
United States attracted attention both in the United States and other 
countries of the world, including the Soviet Union. In this speech the 
President touched upon the most important issue of our time: war and 
peace in conditions when nuclear weapons assume a colossal destruc
tive force and their stockpiles are continuously increasing. I  think 
that the Soviet people have been interested in familiarizing them
selves with the speech of the U.S. President since this speech was a 
step forward in a realistic appraisal of the international situation and 
stressed the need of finding ways to rid mankind of the arms race and 
the. threat of a thermonuclear world war.

World opinion and all the Soviet people know full well that the 
Soviet Government in its foreign policy has always proceeded from 
the Leninist principle of the peaceful coexistence between states witli 
differing social systems. Our government made specific proposals on 
an end to the arms race, general and complete disarmament, a nuclear

* Moscow radio broadcast, June 14,1963.
* Swpra.
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test ban, the setting up of nuclear-free zones in various regions of the 
world, the withdrawal of foreign troops from alien territories, the 
conclusion of a peace treaty with Germany and the solution on this 
basis of the problem of West Berlin, and the conclusion of a nonag
gression pact between the members of the North Atlantic bloc— 
NATO^—and the parties to the Warsaw Pact.

Many instances could be cited of the specific, purposeful activity of 
the Soviet Government both within the framework of the United 
Nations and in various commissions, committees, and subcommittees, 
where practical proposals were made on the aforementioned and many 
other disputed and outstanding issues.

President Kennedy in his speech emphasizes the presence of a real 
threat to the world, including the United States, arising from the arms 
race and the stockpiling of a vast amount of nuclear weapons. He 
rightly says that in present conditions a world war makes no sense 
since it inevitably implies tremendous human losses and the destruction 
of material values created by the labor of many generations. He also 
rightly remarks that the arms race, if it is not checked, can lead to a 
military catastrophe. Nuclear bombs are not cucumbers which can be 
stored and kept for quite a long time if preserved.

Noteworthy also is the President’s statement that a world war is not 
inevitable in present conditions. I t  is common knowledge that we have 
long since drawn this conclusion. I t  follows from this that the speech 
contains a number of positive factors bearing out a sober approach to 
the real state of affairs.

Reading the speech of the U.S. President, nevertheless, one cannot 
but draw attention to some contradictory theses it contains. The 
President stresses the need of ending the “cold war.” However, in 
declaring this, does the U.S. President seek to eliminate the sources of 
the “cold war?” This does not follow from the speech.

Let us take, for instance, one of the major problems—the conclusion 
of a German peace treaty. President Kennedy declares: “Our com
mitment to defend West Europe and West Berlin, for example, stands 
undiminished because of the identity of our vital interests. The United 
States will make no deal with the Soviet Union at the expense of other 
nations and other peoples, not merely because they are our partners, 
but also because their interests and ours converge.” The impression is 
being created that the U.S. Government does not seek to explore 
avenues for an agreed solution of the German problem and remains on 
this question practically on the old positions which essentially merged 
with the positions of the most reactionary aggressive forces of West 
Germany, headed by Adenauer, Brandt, and other revenge-minded 
persons. One of the main sources of the “cold war” is thus not being 
eliminated.
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The Soviet Government would like to sign a German peace treaty 
and on this basis solve the problem of West Berlin jointly with its 
former allies in World War II. I t  is well known from the Soviet 
Government’s repeated statements that a solution of this problem does 
not aim at creating advantages for one or disadvantages for the other 
side.

Signing a German treaty will benefit the entire cause of peace, will 
benefit all peoples, including the American people. The Soviet pro
posals on the German question are specific and clearcut. They rest on a 
recognition of the obtaining situation in Europe and Germany: the 
existence of two sovereign German states— t̂he German Democratic 
Republic and the Federal Republic of Germany.

As for West Berlin specifically, there are no more sensible and logical 
proposals than to set up a free city of West Berlin with appropriate 
guarantees of its international status.

I  reaffirm that the Soviet Government is in favor of the strictest 
international guarantees of the free city of West Berlin, with U.N. 
participation. I t  is necessary to emphasize most emphatically that 
the conclusion of a German peace treaty cannot be evaded. This 
problem must be settled and will be settled. We would prefer to have 
it settled by agreement with the Western powers.

Specific actions, not mere wishes, are necessary to eliminate the 
sources of the “cold war,” and not only of the “cold war” but also the 
dangerous sources of unleashing another world war.

Or let us take another very important issue. The President speaks 
of easing world tensions. But how can this be squared with the ex
istence of American war bases on alien territories ? For it is a fact 
that the United States has ringed the Soviet Union and other socialist 
countries with their war bases. They have in effect occupied South 
Vietnam, South Korea, Japan, and a number of other states. Besides, 
as a result of U.S. aggression, the ancient Chinese territory of Taiwan 
is stiU occupied by American troops. In some countries U.S. forces are 
virtually discharging the functions of the world’s policemen, are wag
ing military operations, and suppressing the national liberation move
ment. And what about the flouting of the sovereign rights of other 
countries by the United States ?

The most zealous politicians in the United States—and some of them 
hold rather high posts—^bluntly call for open and even armed inter
vention in the domestic affairs of Cuba, seek to impose upon the Cuban 
people an order that suits the U.S. imperialist monopolies.

I f  President Kennedy’s statement on an end to the “cold war” and 
the consolidation of peace is brought to a logical conclusion, it is neces
sary to renounce interference in the domestic affairs of other states, to 
respect their sovereignty, to observe the rules of international law, and
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not to pay lipservice but in fact to respect the II.N. Charter, to liquidate 
the war bases which are a springboard for aggression against other 
states.

Or let us take a rather clearcut issue such as the conclusion of a 
nonaggression pact between the NATO and Warsaw Pact countries.® 
An agreement on this question would only improve the political atmos
phere. For it is not an issue of territorial or other concessions, be
cause the conclusion of such a pact would benefit all signatories equally. 
Nevertheless, it is said in the Western countries that such a pact should 
not be signed. This is explained by saying that we are all members 
of the United Nations whose charter provides for nonaggression by 
some countries on others. But if reference is made to the fact that 
the U.N. Charter provides for nonaggression, why did the Western 
powers build up aggressive blocs ? Talk to the effect that the NATO 
bloc was set up for defensive purposes is talk for naive people, for 
many responsible leaders of this military alliance do not conceal its 
aggressive nature, its spearheading against the Soviet Union and other 
socialist countries.

I t  follows: to create tension in the world even the conclusion of 
military blocs is justified, but when a nonaggression pact is offered, 
it is said that such a pact is not needed. Yet anyone can see that a 
nonaggression pact would be a positive factor making for better rela
tions between countries.

Some leaders in the West cynically declare that a nonaggression pact 
should not be concluded because this would lead to a relaxation of 
tension, and better relations between states would not be advantageous 
for them. The aim of such leaders is to support the revanchists and 
to constantly threaten the GDR and other socialist countries, thus 
fostering the cold war and aggravating international tension.

What logic is there in the argument that a nonaggression pact is 
not needed? The U.S. President speaks of an end to the cold war. 
We welcome such pronouncements. However, who says ‘A’ must also 
say ‘B,’ as the saying goes; one must seal good statements and calls 
with practical deeds.

Question: President Kennedy especially singled out the problem of 
banning nuclear tests and of disarmament. How do you assess the 
prospects for concluding a test ban agreement, specifically the forth
coming Moscow talks on this question ?

Reply: As is well-known, test ban talks have been held for several 
years. Now, too, many speeches are being made in Geneva on this 
topic. On what does the question rest ? The Western countries ad-

“ See ante, p. 57.
728-674— 64̂ -------16
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vanced tlieir terms on a certain number of inspections for the con
clusion of a test ban agreement. What do they want ? Essentially, 
they want Soviet territory to be opened to spies from NATO military 
headquarters.

The presentation of this demand shows that the governments of the 
Western states make distrust the foundation of relations between 
nuclear powers. But if one adopts such views, it turns out that it 
will be impossible to solve any disputed international problem. Some
thing like the endless story of the white bull-calf follows: Now 
we do not believe you, now you do not believe us.

The Soviet Government has stated, and does state, that it will not 
agree to throw open the territory of our country for inspection for the 
purpose of espionage. Science has proved the possibility of detecting 
nuclear explosions through national means of control. We think that 
the President himself is well aware of this and, one would think, so 
is the audience he was addressing. Besides, we have agreed to accept 
the proposals of the British scientists—and we repeat our agreement— 
to the installation of a limited number of automatic seismic stations 
for observation purposes.

National facilities of detection combined with automatic seismic 
stations are a dependable guarantee to ascertain any possible attempts 
to violate a test ban agreement. I t  will be recalled that we agreed to 
two or three inspections to check the discontinuation of underground 
tests.^ And we did this for political considerations. This was, so 
to speak, a step meeting the desires of the other side halfway. I t  must 
be regretted that our proposal was not properly appreciated by the 
partners of the talks.

What do we lack today ? We lack the desire of the Western powers 
to reach an agreement and to abandon playing at negotiations. In 
regard to the Soviet Union, we are ready to sign an agreement on 
the discontinuation of all nuclear tests even today. I t  is up to the 
West. We agreed to a meeting between the representatives of the 
three powers in Moscow to try once again to reach an agreement on 
this question. But the success of this meeting will depend on the 
luggage the United States and British representatives bring with them 
to our country.

The U.S. President touches upon such an important problem of our 
time as general and complete disarmament. He is right when he says 
that this is not a simple and easy problem, that many efforts and a 
certain time are needed for its solution. The Soviet Government now, 
too, does not stint efforts in the examination of disarmament problems. 
Statesmen must at last become aware of their great responsibility to

* See Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, p. 1241.



KHRUSHCHEV INTERVIEW, JUNE 15 227

mankind fbr a solution of such an urgent task as an end to the arms 
race.

President Kennedy spoke in the sense that it would be good to direct 
the resources released from the arms race to loftier purposes. In  the 
world, indeed, there is still much poverty, hunger, and imemployment.

I t  would be good if concrete actions by the U.S. Government fol
lowed the kind wishes about disarmament. The Soviet Government’s 
proposals on this score are widely knovm.

In  addition to the aforesaid issues, expansion of economic contacts 
and development of trade are of great importance for an improvement 
in the intemational situation and the relations between states. Un
fortunately, in his speech, the U.S. President says nothing on this 
score.

The U.S. Government virtually bans trade with the Soviet Union. 
I t  is true, the embargo on the import of crabs from the Soviet Union 
to the United States has been lifted. Crabs are tasty food iadeed. 
Crabs do not carry you very far, however.

The Soviet Union is a large country. We have all the necessary 
resources for the development of industry and agriculture. We can 
do without trade with the United States, and evidently in the future 
we shall also be able to develbp our economy successfully without 
trading with, it. I  am speaking of the development of trade between 
the Soviet Union and the United States because trade is an indication 
of good relations between states.

The United States not only does not trade with us, but exerts pres
sure on its allies, often bars them from tradiag with the Soviet Union. 
The most striking instance of such pressure is that the United States 
forced West German firms to vioMte contractual commitments and 
not to deliver steel piping to the Soviet Union.

Question: I t  follows from the President’s speech that he recog
nizes the inevitability and necessity of coexistence between states with 
differing social systems. At the same time, he repeats in his speech 
the conventional Western propaganda allegations that the commu
nists seek to impose their system upon other countries and that this 
is the main reason for international tension. What can be said in con
nection with such assertions by the U.S. President ?

R efly; In  this case, the U.S. President, unfortunately, uses the 
language of Dulles, who often resorted to foul language when speak
ing about communism. The capitalist order is tumbling down and 
cracking owing to the objective laws of historic development. And 
the President tries to explain this by “the communist drive to impose 
their political and economic system on others.” The foundation of 
capitalism will not be brought down by foul language, but owing to
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the irreconcilable contradictions between labor and capital, as a result 
of the people’s struggle for their freedoms.

I t  is common knowledge that, advocating peaceful coexistence be
tween states with differing social systems, we do not offer peaceful 
coexistence in the sphere of ideology, but neither are we exponents 
of a solution of ideological disputes through war between states. 
Such are our views, such is our policy.

In  conclusion, I  should like to say that as a whole President Ken
nedy’s speech makes a favorable impression. We have noted with 
satisfaction the call for better relations between the United States 
and the Soviet Union, his pronouncement “that we must reexamine 
our own attitude toward the Soviet Union.” We agree with the 
President’s statement that the peoples of our countries have a mutual 
interest in the maintenance of peace. The peoples of the Soviet Union 
respect the gifted and industrious people of the United States and 
want to have friendly relations with them.

We are profoundly convinced that President Kennedy’s call for bet
ter relations between countries and an end to the “cold war,” for bet
ter relations between the peoples of the Soviet Union and the United 
States, will have the support of the absolute majority of the American 
people; and the people of the Soviet Union have always stood and do 
stand on these positions. We strive for the practical application of 
good relations between countries, but to achieve this it is necessary to 
stint no effort in the struggle against those forces that stand on posi
tions of the “cold war” and of solving disputes through engineering 
war.

Time will show whether specific actions of the American Govern
ment, its practical policy, will follow these statements. The words 
about peace must be sealed by practical deeds. In  such concrete deeds 
the American Government will meet with the miderstanding and 
support of the Soviet Government. On our part we shall spare no 
effort to find a solution of outstanding problems, to establish good 
relations between our great powers.
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Statement by the Acting United States Representative 
(Stelle) to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Commit
tee, June 19, 1963 ^

My delegation listened with great interest to tlie careful and 
thoughtful statement made this morning by the representative of 
Canada with regard to measures of nuclear disarmament. My dele
gation would like to discuss this topic further and in particular to 
dwell on some statements that have been made on this subject by the 
representative of the Soviet Union.

At our meeting of 12 June the Soviet representative asserted that 
the United States treaty outline contained no agreed formula and no 
clear-cut obligations for the destruction of all stockpiles of nuclear 
weapons. He went on to say:

In the preamble to the United States outline only its purpose is proclaimed, 
but throughout the whole draft treaty, however scrupulously you may study it, 
nowhere will you find any concrete indications of how this purpose is to be 
achieved. Furthermore, it follows from the United States outline of a dis
armament treaty that the question of the destruction of nuclear weapon 
stockpiles is not solved in a definite and unconditional way by the treaty 
itself.^

At the same meeting my delegation pointed out that the United 
States proposals in stage I I I  do provide for the elimination by all 
parties to the treaty of all nuclear weapons remaining at their dis
posal.® We think this point is clear and requires no further elabora
tion. What does call for further comment is that the Soviet repre
sentative accused the United States of not including in its proposals 
any indications of the concrete manner of achieving that goal. While 
we admit that we do not know all the answers to the problems con
nected with the elimination of nuclear weapons, we for our part have 
come forward with what we submit is an imaginative approach to the 
solution of these problems.

However, the Soviet draft treaty contains neither the means of solv
ing this problem nor a way of approaching the solution. All it says 
is that in stage I I  all nuclear stockpiles would be destroyed.^ There 
is not a single word there about how this would be accomplished and 
effectively verified—that is, how it would be ensured that no such

" ENDC/PV.146, pp. 17-23.
" BNDO/PV.143, p. 37.
® For Ambassador Stelle’s remarks, see ibid., p. 41. The relevant provisions 

of the U.S. treaty outline may be found in Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. 
I, p. 378.

‘ m d . ,  vol. II, pp, 925-926.
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weapons have been retained clandestinely. The difficulties of this 
problem have been described to us in a very clear manner by the United 
Kingdom delegation, and it is precisely because of our awareness of 
those difficulties that we have proposed that a study of this problem 
be undertaken.

The Soviet representative has chosen to interpret our proposal for 
such a study as a sign of our unwillingness to achieve the total elimina
tion of nuclear weapons from the arsenals of States. The fact is, 
however, that unless we find a way of implementing an adequately 
verified total elimination of nuclear weapons from arsenals of States, 
and imless we join our efforts in searching for such a way, the goal we 
are seeking to achieve will remain just a goal. We are not engaged in a 
contest to see which side can best set down our goal—we are agreed on 
that. Where honest and energetic work is required is in the setting 
down of the means of reaching that goal.

jN’o  nation today possessing nuclear weapons would be in a position 
to commit itself to and implement the total destruction of its own 
nuclear weapon stockpiles in the absence of adequate assurances that 
other States possessing such weapons would have done the same. We 
all know that a State retaining just a few nuclear weapons in violation 
of an agreement would acquire tremendous military and political 
advantages over those States which fulfil their obligations in good 
faith.

Thus, we believe, the Soviet Union has two choices. Either it ought 
to stop accusing the West of not really wanting nuclear disarmament 
because of the Western proposal for a study of the problems involved 
in such disarmament or else, if the Soviet Union already possesses 
sufficient knowledge in this field, it ought to share that information 
with the rest of the members of the Conference.

In  this connexion, as has been mentioned by the representative of 
Canada, in the Soviet proposals on the basic provisions of a treaty on 
general and complete disarmament submitted to the General Assembly 
of the United Nations on 23 September 1960, paragraph 9 of stage I  
provided as follows:

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

This provision seems to indicate that at least in September 1960 the 
Soviet Union believed that joint efforts would be required to work out 
a way to implement safeguarded nuclear disarmament. Otherwise 
there would have been no need for such a Soviet proposal.

“ Hid., I960, p. 246.
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However, the Soviet draft treaty submitted to our Conference omits 
the provision for a study of the discontinuance of the manufacture of 
nuclear, chemical and biological weapons and of the destruction of 
stockpiles of such weapons. I f  this omission means that in the period 
between 1960 and 1962 the Soviet Union has conducted a study of this 
problem and has arrived at certain conclusions which, in its view, would 
make it possible to achieve and to ensure total nuclear disarmament 
under adequate safeguards, we should be pleased to have those con
clusions presented to our Conference, and naturally we should be 
glad to study them most carefully.

The Soviet representative charged at our meeting of 12 June that 
the United States proposal for a study of nuclear disarmament meas
ures and the problem of verification was made to absolve the parties 
from a clear-cut obligation to prohibit nuclear weapons and to elimi
nate them completely, since such an obligation would depend on the 
outcome of such a study. He went on to ask what the situation would 
be if the experts at the end of stage I  failed to reach unanimous 
conclusions."

In  reply to this, we can only wonder how the Soviet representative 
envisages nuclear disarmament being implemented in the absence of 
agreement among all those concerned that such disarmament can be 
safely carried out without undue risks to any party. The Soviet 
Union surely would not wish to divest itself of what Soviet spokes
men of highest authority have described as the main component of 
their i defence system, if the Soviet Union were not satisfied that all 
other States had done the same. In our view, the best way to achieve 
consensus regarding the methods of carrying out effective nuclear 
disarmament would be for all parties concerned to join their efforts 
to work out those methods.

We believe also that we should have dispelled the Soviet representa
tive’s concern about such a study’s not being undertaken tmtil stage I 
when we stated on 15 May, and again on 12 June:

Such an approach, we believe, need not necessarily await the signature of
a' treaty. It could begin as soon as delegations felt themselves clearly pre- 

> pared to undertake the necessary studies.’

We should like to emphasize that my delegation does not believe 
that all nuclear disarmament measures have to be left in abeyance 
pendiing such a study. Contrary to the Soviet proposals, which lump 
together all measures in the field of nuclear disarmament in one single 
stage, the United States proposals provide for measures which could 
be agreed upon and implemented without a study. I  refer, of course, 
to our proposals contained in stage I  of the United States treaty out

* BNDO/PV. 143, p. 38.
’ lu a .,  pp. 40-41: BNDC/PV. 132, p. 37.
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line which provide for a cut-off of the production of fissionable ma
terials for weapon uses and for the transfer of significant quantities 
of such materials to purposes other than for use in nuclear weapons.®

The Soviet representative claimed that at our meeting on 15 May 
my delegation had pointed out that the fissionable materials would 
not be taken out of existing nuclear weapons.® We submit that that 
was a distortion of our statement. What we did say at that meeting, 
and we repeat it again today, was that States should have discretion 
concerning whether the materials to be transferred would come from 
weapons already produced or from materials stockpiled for eventual 
production of weapons. We pointed out that at this early stage of 
disarmament such a discretionary arrangement would facilitate the 
implementation and verification of this measure, while a specific 
provision that materials must come from already existing weapons 
would complicate the matter by raising, among other things, the diffi
cult problem of revealing weapon designs in the process of verifying 
the measure. The United States proposal avoids such arrangements 
as would necessitate revelation at the very outset of the disarmament 
process of what are closely guarded state secrets which vitally con
cern national security. However, at the same time, the United States 
proposals would mean important reductions in the total nuclear-war- 
making capability of the nuclear Powers. All fissionable material 
forms part of a State’s nuclear potential, and nuclear material is the 
important stuff of which weapons are made. Our proposals approach 
the problem directly through the reduction of stocks of fissionable 
materials from whatever source they may come.

The cut-off of production of fissionable materials for weapon uses, 
combined with the transfer of significant quantities of such materials 
to uses other than in weapons, would halt the spiralling nuclear arms 
race. These two measures, taken together with an arrangement to 
prevent the spreading of independent nuclear capabilities to any nation 
not possessing such capabilities, and with a test ban agreement, would 
mark a significant step laying the foundation for further, more far- 
reaching nuclear disarmament measures. They would curb the de
velopment of both the qualitative and quantitative aspects of the 
nuclear capabilities of the nuclear Powers and would prevent States 
not possessing independent nuclear capabilities today from acquiring 
them. Thus the nuclear threat would be contained and reduced.

As in other fields of disarmament, in the area of nuclear disarma
ment also, we feel that the “all or nothing” approach adopted by the 
Soviet Union poses dangers to the cause of disarmament; for we must

® Documents on Disarmament, 1S62, vol. I, pp. 358-359. 
' ENDC/PV. 132, p. 35.
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not forgo those steps we can make with relative ease at the beginning 
of the disarmament process in the name of our desire to achieve more 
far-reaching objectives. Rather we must move gradually to our ulti
mate objectives, using whatever paths appear to be safe for passage 
and avoiding dangerous short-cuts leading into unknown difficulties. 
We cannot forget that what is at stake here is the security of States 
and indeed world peace itself.

We are convinced that the reasons for spreading the implementation 
of nuclear disarmament over three stages are no less cogent and com
pelling than is the case in regard to nuclear delivery vehicles. In 
fact the two problems go hand in hand.

The difficulties elaborated by the United Kingdom delegation with 
regard to verifying stocks of fissionable materials originating from 
past production arise precisely from the apparent fact that up to 20 
per cent of such past production of some fissionable materials may 
escape detection even after applying the best possible accounting 
methods. I f  a portion of such stocks were hidden in the form of al
ready fabricated weapons or of weapon-grade materials, only the most 
intensive and thorough search and inspection would be likely to have 
some chance of turning up such illegally-held stocks.

We know that the Soviet Government feels great concern about 
opening up the Soviet Union to wide and free-ranging international 
inspection before the end of the third stage. The United States ap
proach to nuclear disarmament measures tends to reduce the need for 
such intensive and extensive type of inspection in the early stages of 
disarmament. That is because hidden stocks of fissionable materials 
would represent a less serious risk at the time when States would still 
legally possess some nuclear weapons.

In later stages, when the question of hidden stocks would become 
crucial, inspection procedures would have become broader in scope. 
In the atmosphere of greatly increased international confidence 
brought about by the successful implementation of stage I  and beyond 
of the disarmament programme, we believe the Soviet Union would 
undoubtedly feel much less sensitive about wide-ranging inspection 
measures to ensure that all stocks of nuclear weapons and of nuclear 
delivery vehicles have been liquidated.

The Soviet Union seems to have adopted the three-stage liquidation 
approach with regard to conventional armaments and armed forces, 
and we believe it is only reasonable to hope that it will eventually ex
pand acceptance of that approach to all areas of disarmament. For 
otherwise the whole concept of staging the disarmament process 
would lose its meaning. I f  the Soviet Union believes it feasible to 
effect within the span of one single stage most radical measures as 
regards nuclear delivery vehicles and nuclear weapons, it would seem
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logical that the less difficult areas of conventional armaments and 
armed forces could be subject to an equally radical treatment. But 
while this might be superficially appealing, it would clearly make no 
sense, and indeed would be contrary to the joint statement of agreed 
principles which provides that the disarmament process should be 
carried out in stages.̂ ®

At our meeting on 12 June, the Soviet representative concluded his 
remarks by making the following conclusions with respect to the 
Western position on nuclear disarmament. He said:

First, the Western Powers have already decided beforehand for themselves 
that nuclear weapons should be kept, as before, In the armaments of States.^

This first conclusion of the Soviet representative is entirely ground
less.' For had we prejudged the issue, as he claims we have, we would 
not have set in our proposals the goal of the total elimination of 
nuclear weapons from the arsenals of States, and we would not have 
suggested that an active search be conducted for the ways and means 
of achieving that goal.

The Soviet representative went on to  say :

The second conclusion is that from the hands of the armed forces of individual 
States or groups of States, nuclear weapons wUl, perhaps, pass into the hands 
of a so-called international armed force and, moreover, in Such quantities as 
to enable this international armed force to use them against the mythical 
danger of nuclear weapons secretly retained by a State or several States.*^

Here again the Soviet representative seems to read into the United 
States position something that is not there. He appears to imply that 
the United States has taken a positive position in favour of equipping 
an international peace force with nuclear weapons. However, as we 
said at the same meeting, the position of the United States on this 
most important question of whether or not—and if so, when—^nuclear 
weapons should be made availa;ble to the international peace force is 
well known.̂ ® We should like to state once again that we do not 
prejudge or take a firm position on whether or not the international 
peace force should be equipped with nuclear weapons; nor do we take 
a firm position on the time when such weapons should be made avail
able if they are. What we do say is that this vital and important 
question is one which should be decided only after the most careful 
study of all relevant facts and in light of the negotiations on the 
major areas of a general and complete disarmament programme.

“ Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 441.
“ ENDO/PV. 143, p. 40.

“  nid., p. 41.
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The final conclusion the Soviet representative asserted could be 
drawn from  the W estern position in the area of nuclear disarmarq.ent 
was:

. . . the Western Powers assume that t ie  International armed forces w ill have 
the right to use nuclear weai>ons in their police operations and, consequently, 
in the plan of the Western Powers there is no question at all of any real pro
hibition of nuclear weapons or of their complete destruction and prohibition

We believe that the first part of the final conclusion by the Soviet 
representative is effectively refuted by what we have just said regard
ing our position on whether the international peace force should or 
should not have nuclear weapons. As to the question of the prohibi
tion of nuclear weapons and their destruction, the Soviet representa
tive knows very well that the United States proposals provide in 
stage I I I  for the elimination of nuclear weapons stockpiles from 
the arsenals of States. We do not believe it necessary to quote again 
the relevant provision from the United States treaty outline.

True, the United States proposals for stage I I I  do not use the words 
“prohibition of nuclear weapons” I t  is self-evident that in a situa
tion where all States possessing nuclear weapons will have eliminated 
all such weapons from their arsenals in accordance with the provi
sions of a treaty on general and complete disarmament, possession 
of such weapons by States would be illegal by all accepted norms of 
international law and thus prohibited.

However, if  the Soviet delegation is particularly concerned about 
this omission, the United States is quite prepared to include in article 
I  of the Working Draft of Part I  of the Treaty on General and Com
plete Disarmament (in a Peaceful World), submitted by the United 
States and the USSR on 31 May 1962,̂ ® appropriate language pro
viding for the prohibition of nuclear weapons. Specifically, we are 
prepared to have subparagraph (b) of paragraph 2 of that article, 
which sets forth the obligations by States parties to the Treaty with 
respect to the military establishments of States, read as follows:

Prohibition and elimination of all nuclear, cheriiical, biological and other 
weapons of mass destruction; cessation of the production and prohibition of 
the manufacture of such weapons; . . .

Inclusion of such language would eliminate the brackets in subpara
graph (b) as it stands now, and should, in our view, dispel whatever 
doubts—real or imaginary—the Soviet Union might have had as to 
the real intentions of the United States concerning nuclear disarma
ment.

p. 40.
’‘ Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. I, pp. 574-576.
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Memorandum of Understanding Between the United 
States and the Soviet Union Regarding the Establish
ment of a Direct Communications Link, June 20,1963 ^

For use in time of emergency the Government of the United States 
of America and the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics have agreed to establish as soon as technically feasible a 
direct communications link, between the two Governments.

Each Government shall be responsible for the arrangements for 
the link on its own territory. Each Government shall take the neces
sary steps to ensure continuous functioning of the link and prompt 
delivery to its head of government of any communications received 
by means of the link from the head of government of the other party.

Arrangements for establishing and operating the link are set forth 
in the Annex which is attached hereto and forms an integral part 
hereof.

D one in duplicate in the English and Russian languages at Geneva, 
Switzerland, this 20th day of Jxme, 1963.
FOR THE GOVERNMENT OP FOR THE GOVERNMENT OF THE
THE U N I T E D  STATES OF UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST
AMERICA: REPUBLICS.

C hakles C. S telue S . T sakapkist

Acting Bepreseniative of the Acting Befresentati/oe of the
United States of America, to Union of Soviet Socialist Befvh-
th e  Eighteen-Nation Com- lies to the Eighteen-Nation Com
mittee on Disarmament mittee on Disarmament

[ se a l ]

ANNEX

TO THE MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN THE UNITED
STATES OF AMERICA AND THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST RE
PUBLICS REGARDING THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A DIRECT COM
MUNICATIONS LINK

The direct communications link between Washington and Moscow 
established in accordance with the Memorandum, and the operation 
of such link, shall be governed by the following provisions:

1. The direct communications link shall consist o f:

a. Two terminal points with telegraphic-teleprinter equipment 
between which communications shall be directly exchanged;

 ̂TIAS 5362. The memorandum of understanding entered into force June 20, 
1963.
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b. One full-time duplex wire telegraph circuit, routed Washing- 
ton-London-Copenhagen-Stockholtn-Helsinki-Moscow, which shall be 
used for the transmission of messages;

c. One full-time duplex radio telegraph circuit, routed Washing- 
ton-Tangier-Moscow, which shall be used for service communications 
and for coordination of operations between the two terminal points.

I f  experience in operating the direct communications link should 
demonstrate that the establislmient of an additional wire telegraph 
circuit is advisable, such circuit may be established by mutual agree
ment between authorized representatives of both Governments.

2. In case of interruption of the wire circuit, transmission of mes
sages shall be effected via the radio circuit, and for this purpose pro
vision shall be made at the terminal points for the capability of prompt 
switching of all necessary equipment from one circuit to another.

3. The terminal points of the link shall be so equipped as to provide 
for the transmission and reception of messages from Moscow to 
Washington in the Russian language and from Washington to Moscow 
in the English language. In  this connection, the USSE shall furnish 
the United States four sets of telegraph terminal equipment, including 
page printers, transmitters, and reperforators, with one year’s supply 
of spare parts and all necessary special tools, test equipment, opera
ting instructions, and other technical literature, to provide for trans
mission and reception of messages in the Russian language.

The United States shall furnish the Soviet Union four sets of tele
graph terminal equipment, including page printers, transmitters, and 
reperforators, with one year’s supply of spare parts and all necessary 
special tools, test equipment, operating instructions and other technical 
literature, to provide for transmission and reception of messages in the 
English language.

The equipment described in this paragraph shall be exchanged di
rectly between the parties without any payment being required there
for.

4. The terminal points of the direct communications link shall be 
provided with encoding equipment. For the terminal point in the 
USSR, four sets of such equipment (each capable of simplex opera
tion) , with one year’s supply of spare parts, with all necessary special 
tools, test equipment, operating instructions and other technical litera
ture, and with all necessary blank tape, shall be furnished by the 
United States to the USSR against payment of the cost thereof by 
the USSR.

The USSR shall provide for preparation and delivery of keying 
tapes to the terminal point of the link in the United States for recep
tion of messages from the USSR. The United States shall provide
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for the preparation and delivery of keying tapes to the terminal point 
of the link in the USSR for reception of messages from the United 
States. Delivery of prepared keying tapes to the terminal points of the 
link shall be effected through the Embassy of the TJSSE in Washing
ton (for the terminal of the link in the TJSSE) and through the 
Embassy of the United States in Moscow (for the terminal of the link 
in the United States),.

5. The United States and the USSE shall designate the agencies 
responsible for the arrangements regarding the direct communications 
link, for its teclmical maintenance, continuity and reliability, and for 
the timely transmission of messages.

Such agencies may, by mutual agreement, decide matters and develop 
instructions relating to the technical maintenance and operation of 
the direct comruunications link and effect arrangements to improve 
the operation of the link.

6. The technical parameters of the telegraph circuits of the link 
and of the terminal equipment, as well as the maintenance of such 
circuits and equipment, shall be in f^ccordance with COITT^ and 
CCIE  ̂recommendations.

Transmission and reception of messages over the direct communica
tions link shall be effected in accordance with applicable recom
mendations of international telegraph and radio communications 
regulations, as weE as with mutually agreed instructions.

7. The costs of the direct communications link shall be borne, as 
follows:

a. The USSE shall pay the full cost of leasing the portion of the 
telegraph circuit from Moscow to Helsinki and 50% of the cost of 
leasing the portion of the telegraph circuit from Helsinki to London. 
The United States shall pay the full cost of leasing the portion of 
the telegraph circuit from Washington to London and 50% of the 
cost of leasing the portion of the telegraph circuit from London to 
Helsinki.

b. Payment of the cost of leasing the radio telegraph circuit 
between Washington and Moscow shall be effected without any trans
fer of payments between the parties. The USSE shall bear the 
expenses relating to the transmission of messages from Moscow to 
Washington. The United States shall bear the expenses relating to the 
transmission of messages from Washington to Moscow.

‘ International Telegraph and Telephone Consultative Committee. 
‘ International Eadio Consultative Committee.
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Mexican Working Paper Submitted to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee: Outline Draft Treaty 
Prohibiting the Placing in Orbit and the Stationing in 
Outer Space of Nuclear Weapons, June 21, 1963 ^

The Govermnents o f ....................................................................... ..
Recognizing that it is the common interest of mankiad that outer 

space should be used at all times for peaceful purposes and should not 
be, and should not become, the theatre or subject of international 
discord;

Recognizing that the utilization and exploitation of outer space 
should be only for the betterment of mankind;

Recognizing that outer space and the celestial bodies are the patri
mony of all mankind and that no State or groups of States may exercise 
any right of ownership, dominion or sovereignty, or any other right 
whatsoever, with r’espect to them;

Acknowledgiag that among States, irrespective of the stage of their 
economic or scientific development, there should prevail the principle 
of free and equal use of outer space for the purpose of scientific prog
ress or for the purpose of scientific research;

Realizing that, in order that the said progress may be achieved and 
that the said research may be carried on fruitfully, outer space and the 
celestial bodies must be free of any connexion with other activities, 
especially those of a military nature, capable of hampering them;

Convinced that a treaty ensuring the peaceful utilization and ex
ploitation of outer space and the celestial bodies and the maintenance 
of international harmony iii these respects will promote the Purposes 
and Principles laid down in the Charter of the United Nations;

Have agreed as follows:

A r t ic l e  I

1. Outer space and the celestial bodies shall be utilized exclusively 
for peaceful purposes. Accordingly, every military measure, among 
others, such as the placing in orbit and the. stationing in space qi nu
clear weapons or weapons of mass destruction or of vehicles capable of 
delivering such weapons, is prohibited. Tests of the said weapons of 
destruction, or of any other warlike device for military purposes, are 
likewise prohibited, as is also the stationing or placing in orbit of bases 
for launching weapons of any type whatsoever.

" BNDO/98, June 21,1963.
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2. Nothing in this treaty shall prevent the employment of military 
personnel or equipment, provided that they are used exclusively for 
scientific research or for some other peaceful purpose.

A k t ic l e  I I

1. No impediment shall be placed in the way of the freedom of 
scientific research in outer space or on celestial bodies, or of their 
utilization or exploitation. International co-operation in these respects 
shall be regulated among States by bilateral or multilateral treaty, but 
in no case in any manner contrary to the stipulations of this treaty, and 
in consonance with the Purposes and Principles of the Charter of the 
United Nations and the international law applicable.

2. The performance of the obligations specified in this treaty shall 
not prevent the Contracting Parties from promotiag to the utmost the 
establishment of co-operative working relations with those specialized 
agencies of the United Nations and other international organizations 
which have a scientific or technical interest in the peaceful utilization 
or exploitation of outer space and the celestial bodies.

A k t ig o ! I l l

1. So long as this Treaty remains in force, the Contracting Parties 
and any Parties which accede to this Treaty shall be bound to report 
to each of the other Parties, through the United Nations, any act or 
activity carried out for the purpose of the peaceful utilization and 
exploitation of outer space, and likewise the launching of any device, 
and the specifications of that device.

2. The Contracting Parties shall similarly be bound to report on 
the direct participation of human beings in programmes of research, 
utilization or exploitation relating to outer space or to celestial bodies.

3. The Contracting Parties shall similarly be bound to report on 
all of their installations, equipment or devices which are temporarily 
or permanently situated in outer space or on celestial bodies at the 
time of the entry into force of this Treaty.

A e t ic l b  IV

The United Nations shall be authorized to keep a record of all the 
information submitted to it by the Contracting Parties pursuant to 
this Treaty.

A u t ic u i  V

Each of the Contracting Parties undertakes to make appropriate 
efforts, compatible with the Charter of the United Nations, to ensure 
that no one shall carry out in outer space or on celestial bodies any 
activity contrary to the purposes and principles of this Treaty.
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A r t ic l e  VI

For the purpose of ensuring that outer space and the celestial bodies 
are used solely for peaceful purposes and are not subject to any 
measure of a military character, as referred to in Article I  of this 
Treaty, the Contracting Parties agree, to the fullest possible extent,

(a) to exchange iaformation concerning their scientific pro
grammes in outer space and on celestial bodies with a view to ensuring 
the utmost economy and efficiency in the operations;

(b) to exchange scientific personnel; and
(c) to exchange scientific observations and findings.

A r t ic l e  V II

In  the event of any disagreement with respect to the implementa
tion of this Treaty, the Contracting Parties shall consult with each 
other immediately with a view to reaching a mutually acceptable solu
tion, and shall settle any dispute solely by peaceful means.:

A rtic lei V III

The representatives of the Contracting Parties shall meet at ap
propriate intervals and in appropriate places for the purpose of 
exchanging information or consulting with one another in order to 
recommend measures which may be adopted by the Governments to 
ensure that outer space and the celestial bodies are used solely for 
peaceful purposes.

A r t io m ; IX  ■ ■

This Treaty shall be open for accession to every Member of the 
United Nations interested in scientific research for the purpose of the 
peaceful use of outer space and of the celestial bodies. Any other 
State not a Member of the United Nations may, with the consent of 
all the Contracting Parties, likewise be invited to become a Party to 
this Treaty.

A r t ic l e  X

1. Ratification of or accession to this Treaty shall be effected by each 
State in conformity with its constitutional procedures. The instru
ments of ratification and accession shall be deposited with the United 
Nations.

2. The United Nations shall inform each of the signatory and ac
ceding States of the date of deposit of each instrument of ratification 
or accession and of the entry into force of the Treaty.

A r t ic l e  X I

When all the signatory States have deposited their instruments of 
ratification, this Treaty shall enter into force with respect to the said

728-674:^64-------17
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States and with respect to the States which have deposited their in- 
strumeiits of accession. Thereafter, the Treaty shall enter into force 
with respect to each acceding State as soon as that State has deposited 
its instrument of accession.

Article X II

This Treaty may be modified or amended at any time with the 
unanimous consent of the Contracting Parties. The modification or 
amendment shall enter into force when the United Nations has been 
notified by all the said Contracting Parties that they have ratified the 
modification or amendment.

Note From the United States to the Soviet Union: Nuclear- 
Free Zone in the Mediterranean, June 24, 1963 ^

The Embassy of the United States of America presents its compli
ments to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the U.S.S.E. and, with 
reference to the note of May 20,1963, of the Embassy of the U.S.S.E. 
in Washington,^ has the honor to transmit to the Ministry the views 
of the Government of the United States of America on the proposal 
that the area of the Mediterranean Sea be declared a nuclear-free zone.

The Soviet Government’s note appears to be devoted primarily to 
a propagandistic attack against the presence of United States missile- 
launching submarines in the Mediterranean and contains a large num
ber of gross misrepresentations of both the position of the Govern
ment of the United States and the recent history of the Mediterranean 
area. In its note of May 18, 1963,® the Government of the United 
States replied to a similar set of groundless charges contained in the 
Soviet Government’s note of April 8, 1963,̂  and drew the attention of 
the Soviet Government to the defensive nature of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization and to the reasons for its development. The 
remarks made in the note of May 18 apply to the Mediterranean area, 
as well as to all other areas covered by the North Atlantic Treaty.

In  this connection the Government of the United States wishes to 
emphasize th a t it  was compelled to strengthen the security of its Allies 
in the M editerranean only after their security had been directly 
threatened by the Soviet U nion’s deployment of an extensive array of 
missiles aimed a t countries in  the area. Consequently the U nited

' Department of State Bulletin, July 15,1963, pp. 83-84.
“ Ante, pp. 187-193.
® Ante, pp. 184-187.
•■ Ante, pp. 161-170.
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States and the threatened Mediterranean countries were forced in their 
own defense to counteract the striking power of these Soviet nuclear 
missiles and Soviet nuclear-equipped aircraft which were poised for 
attack on the region. I f  it had done otherwise, the United States 
would have failed in its duty to help its Allies to defend themselves 
against a form of nuclear blackmail under which the Soviet Union 
could have attempted to force the Mediterranean countries to succumb 
to Soviet dictation or Soviet domination.

This is not an imaginary danger, as may be seen from a number of 
provocative statements by senior members of the Soviet Government 
threatening devastating attacks on countries of the Mediterranean 
region, including threats to attack the Acropolis and the orange groves 
of Italy.® If, as stated in its note, the Government of the Soviet Union 
is in fact “engaged in peaceful labor and wishes only peace and pros
perity to other peoples,” it has nothing to fear from the presence of 
Polaris submarines in the Mediterranean, which are stationed there 
solely to defend the integrity of the countries in that region.

With respect to the proposal in the Soviet Government’s note to 
declare the Mediterranean area a nuclear-free zone, the Government 
of the United States wishes to recall that, being thoroughly aware of 
the catastrophically destructive nature of thermonuclear weapons, it 
has continuously sought and advanced proposals designed to eliminate 
or if this were not possible at least to reduce the danger that such 
weapons might be used. Despite a discouraging lack of progress it 
continues to pursue this path unflaggingly and with increased effort. 
In  doing so, it welcomes the proposals of others. At the risk of stating 
the obvious, however, it must be noted that for a measure in the field 
of disarmament and arms control to have a beneficial rather than an 
unsettling and therefore dangerous effect, it must be balanced so that 
no state or group of states gain military advantage. To disrupt this 
balance can only create a condition of insecurity that would increase 
tension and lead to the danger the measure was designed to obviate. 
This principle of balance was in fact recognized in the Joint Stater 
ment of Agreed Principles of September 20,1961.®

The Note of May 20 of the Soviet Government seems  ̂to be designed 
precisely and solely to change the existing m ilitary balance a t the 
expense of the U nited States and its Allies. The fact th a t the Gov
ernment of the U nited States is constantly seeking ways of decelerating 
and halting the arms race does not mean that it  is prepared to  strip 
itself of its means of defense, or to withhold the protection of those 
means from  its Allies, when the countries from  which it and its Allies 
may be threatened m aintain their armaments a t fu ll scale. -

® Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 278-279.
“m d .,  pp. 4 3 9 - ^ .
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Statement by Premier Khrushchev at Berlin {Extract}, 
July 2, 1963 ^

C o m r a d es  I

I  should like to speak about the question of the cessation of nuclear 
tests. As you know, it is proposed to resume negotiations on this ques
tion in mid-July in Moscow. Everyone, of course, is wondering 
whether an agreement on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests will 
now at last be concluded. This is a legitimate interest and I  should 
like to state our views in this regard.

The Soviet Government has on several occasions declared its readi
ness to sign without delay a treaty on the prohibition of all nuclear 
tests for all time—I  repeat, all nuclear tests, wherever they may be 
conducted. Many years ago, we raised the question of prohibiting 
nuclear weapons and prohibiting tests of such weapons.

But the Western Powers, particularly the United States, do not want 
to come to such an agreement. They are dragging out the negotiations 
interminably and putting forward various artificial pretexts in order to 
avoid the cessation of all nuclear tests. They are insisting with par
ticular stubbornness on international inspection.

I t  has been proved by science and fully confirmed by practice that 
there is no need for any inspection for control over the cessation of 
tests, including underground tests. The national means of detecting 
nuclear explosions whidh are available to States, especially in conjunc
tion with automatic seismic stations, to the establishment of which 
we have agreed, ensure reliable control over the cessation of all tests. 
Nevertheless, the Western Powers stubbornly persist in linking the 
question of the cessation of nuclear tests with so-called international 
inspections.

This means that the Western Powers’ demand for inspections has 
something else behind it. What is it? We have long been convinced 
that the Western Powers need international inspections not for con
trol over the cessation of tests, but in order to penetrate by any means 
into various parts of the Soviet Union for intelligence purposes. 
Thus, it is not a question of control over the cessation of tests, but 
essentially of legalized espionage.

I f  anyone still had any doubt before about the real purposes of the 
Western Powers when they demanded the carrying out of inspections, 
there are no grounds for this now. I t  is well known that at the end 
of last year the Soviet Government took a big step to meet the Western

‘ ENDC/112, Aug. 22, 1963.
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Powers in agreeing to two or three inspections a year.^ How did the 
Western Powers respond to that expression of good will? They not 
only failed to evaluate this step of ours in the proper way, but tried 
to impose on us a bargaining in regard to the number of inspections 
and the conditions under which they were to be carried out. Since 
then it has become even more clear that our Western partners are not 
concerned with concluding an equitable agreement, but wish to secure 
opportunities to fly all over Soviet territory and to engage in aerial 
photography and other matters which have no connexion whatsoever 
with the cessation of tests, but meet the needs of the military staffs of 
NATO.

I t is time the imperialists realized that the Soviet Government will 
never forgo the security interests of its country and of all socialist 
countries. I t  will never open its doors to NATO spies. This is not a 
subject for bargaining. Our position on this question is clear and 
unshakable.

The Soviet' Government is convinced that the interests of the peo
ples would be best served by the speediest possible conclusion of an 
agreement on the cessation of all nuclear weapon tests—̂ in the atmos
phere, ia outer space, under water and under ground. Apparently, 
however, this is impossible in view of the attitude of the Western 
Powers.

Having carefully weighed up tlie situation, the Soviet Government,' 
moved by a sense of great responsibility for the fate of the people, 
declares that, since the Western Powers are impeding the conclusion 
of an agreement on the cessation of all nuclear tests, the Soviet GoV! 
ernment expresses its readiness to conclude an agreement on the cessa
tion of nuclear tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and imder water. . 
We have made such proposals before, but the Western Powers pre
vented us from reaching agreement by proposing additional condi
tions providing for extensive inspection of our territory.

If  the Western Powers now agree to this proposal, the question of 
inspection will no longer arise. After all, the Western Powers have 
declared that no inspections are required for verifying the compliance 
by States with their obligations to cease nuclear tests in the atmosphere, 
in outer space and under water. Accordingly, the road is open to a 
solution of this problem. The Soviet Government expresses the hopfe 
that the Western Powers, going forward to meet the aspirations of the 
peoples, will adopt a positive attitude towards this proposal of the 
Soviet Government.

The conclusion of an agreement on the cessation of tests will elimi
nate the danger of the radioactive poisoning of the atmosphere and

“ See Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 1239-1242.
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will avert the threat to the health of present and future generations. 
The conclusion of such an agreement will undoubtedly also contribute 
towards a general improvement of the international climate and the 
easing of tension and will consequently facilitate the search for mutu
ally acceptable decisions and the solution of other international 
problems.

Of course, for all the significance of such an important instrument 
as an agreement on the cessation of nuclear tests, it cannot halt the 
armaments race and cannot avert or even greatly reduce the threat of 
a thermonuclear war.

The Soviet Government therefore considers that it would be ad
visable straightaway, when an agreement on the cessation of nuclear 
tests is concluded, to take also another big step towards the relaxation 
of international tension and the strengthening of confidence between 
States, namely, the conclusion of a non-aggression pact between the two 
main military groupings of States—the NATO countries and the 
countries parties to the Warsaw Treaty. The Soviet Union and other 
socialist States have been putting forward a proposal for the con
clusion of such a pact over a number of years.® We note with satisfac
tion that this proposal is meeting with ever-increasing international 
support, even in certain NATO countries. The time has now come to 
put this proposal into practice.

An agreement on the cessation of nuclear weapon tests, together 
with the simultaneous signing of a non-aggression pact between those 
two groupings of States, will create a new international atmosphere 
more favourable to the solution of the most important problems of 
the modem world, including the problem of disarmament.

These problems affect the interests of the broad masses of mankind. 
That is why the communists are calling upon all peoples and aJl sec
tions of the population, irrespective of their political views and con
victions, to join together in the common struggle to prevent another 
world war and to secure a lasting peace among States.

* A recent Soviet proposal for a nonaggression pact is printed ante, pp. 57-58. 
For earlier Soviet proposals, see Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, 
I>p. 587-593, 727, vol. II, pp. 925, 1029-1030; Documents on Germany, 1944-1961 
( S; Foreign Relations Committee print, 87th Cong., 1st sess.), pp. 183-184, 209; 
Background of Heads of Government Conference, 1960: Principal Documents, 
1955-1959, With Narrative Summary (Department of State publication 6972, 
1960) , pp. 56-62.
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Statement by Premier Khrushchev at Soviet-Hungarian 
Friendship Rally {Extract}, July 19, 1963 ^

A few words should be said about the exchange of views, which is 
taking place in Moscow between the representatives of the Soviet 
Union, the United States of America and the United Kingdom, on 
the question of the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests and on other 
questions of mutual interest. We get the impression that there is 
now some hope for the achievement of an agreement on the prohibi
tion of tests in the atmosphere, outer space and under water, if, of 
course, no special change occurs in the position of the United States 
and United Kingdom representatives.

The Soviet Government would like to reach such an agreement as 
would provide for the prohibition of all tests, including underground 
tests. I t  has been proved by science and practice that the prohibition 
of all tests, including underground tests, can be controlled by means 
of national technical means of detection. But the Governments of 
the United States of America and the United Kingdom continue to 
insist on the need for international inspection. They are unwilling to 
renounce aspirations which in reality have no relation to the cessation 
of tests. For what purpose are they doing this? Of course, in order 
to secure the opportunity to carry out intelligence work.

Thus a fairly clear picture appears—evidently we shall not succeed 
in reaching agreement at present on the prohibition of underground 
nuclear tests. The Soviet Government considers nevertheless that an 
agreement on the prohibition of tests in the atmosphere, outer space 
and under water, if achieved, will be an important and useful step 
forward. Such an agreement will put an end to the radioactive con
tamination of the atmosphere and, consequently, avert the dangerous 
consequences which further nuclear testing would have for the health 
of present and future generations. We communists, defending the 
vital interests of the peoples and ‘all mankind, consider that the con
clusion of an agreement on the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests is 
in accordance with the noble principles of socialist humanitarianism.

We hope that the conclusion of an agreement on the prohibition of 
nuclear tests will also prove useful from the standpoint of a general 
improvement in the international situation. It-will demonstrate the 
willingness of States with contrasting social systems to se€fk ways of 
concluding mutually acceptable agreements on the basis of peaceful 
co-existence.

" ENDO/113, Aug. 23, 1963.
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The Soviet Government is convinced that, if the representatives of 
the Soviet Union, the United States of America and the United King
dom were to reach agreement now not only on the prohibition of 
nuclear tests but at the same time also on a non-aggression pact between 
the NATO countries and the States parties to the Warsaw Treaty, 
such an agreement would contribute towards a considerable improve
ment in the whole international situation. The signing of such a pact 
would be welcomed with great satisfaction by world public opinion.

Sometimes we hear it said that the form of a non-aggression pact 
causes embarrassment to some people in the West. Well, we think that 
the question of how a non-aggression pact should be formulated could 
be settled without any particular difficulty to the mutual satisfaction of 
both sides. The main thing here is not the form but the content; the 
main thing is that the other side also should display a desire for the 
easing of tension and the elimination of the state of “cold war”. We 
should like to hope that an agreement on a non-aggression pact will 
also be achieved in the exchange of views taking place in Moscow.

I t  would also be very useful to settle such a question as the freezing 
of the military budgets of States or, better still, their reduction. This 
would imdoubtedly be approved by millions and millions of people 
in all countries.

We think that it would be useful also to revert to our proposals, put 
forward as long ago as 1958, to implement certain measures for the 
prevention of surprise attack.^ What is necessary for this purpose? 
In the first place, we must make it impossible for an aggressor secretly 
to concentrate large bodies of troops, without which a surprise attack 
is impossible. For this purpose we consider it appropriate to establish 
in certain areas of the Soviet Union and of other countries ground 
control posts at airports, railway junctions, main roads and major 
ports. Of course, all this must be done on a reciprocal basis.

Such a measure does not in itself guarantee the maintenance of 
peace but it would be a step forward towards preventing surprise 
attack.

We would also be prepared to negotiate with the Western Powers 
in. order to achieve the following agreement: the Western Powers 
could have their representatives with the Soviet forces in the German 
Democratic Republic, while our representatives would be assigned to 
the Western forces in West Germany.

We are also willing to negotiate on the reduction of foreign troops 
in the territory of the German Democratic Eepublic and in the terri
tory of West Germany.

* Documents on Disarmament, 19^5-1959, vol. II, pp. 1264 fC,
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I f  agreement were reached on all these questions, it would be a big 
step towards reducing international tension and eliminating the “cold 
war” ; it would be an important prerequisite for achieving agreement 
on the basic question—general and complete disarmament.

And, of course, it is necessary to settle at last the main question on 
which the elimination of international tension depends, namely, the 
German question. The only way to settle this question is by conclud
ing a German peace treaty and recognizing the conditions which have 
come about as a result of the crushing of Hitler’s Reich.

I  repeat: the only possible way to settle the German question is on 
the basis of signing a peace treaty. As for the imperialists’ calcula
tions on the liquidation of the German Democratic Republic, they will 
no more see that than their own ears, because that is a course leading 
to war. Only madmen could take the risk of unleashing a thermo
nuclear world war. The imperialists must realize that such am ad
venture would end in their own destruction.

The interests of all peoples and, in the first place, the German peo
ple demand the conclusion of a German peace treaty and the settle
ment, on that basis, of the question of West Berlin in order to achieve 
a radical improvement in the situation in Europe and throughout 
the world.

Tripartite Communique on the Conclusion of the Moscow 
Test-Ban Negotiations^ July 25, 1963 ^

The special representatives of the President of the United States 
of America and of the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, W. 
Averell Harriman, Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs of 
the United States, and Lord Hailsham, Lord President of the Council 
and Minister of Science for the United Kingdom, visited Moscow to
gether with their advisers on July 14. Mr. Harriman and Lord 
Hailsham were received by the chairman of the Council of Ministers 
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Eepublics, N. S. Khrushchev, who 
presided on July 15 at the first of a series of meetings to discuss ques
tions relating to the discontinuance of nuclear tests, and other ques
tions of mutual interest. The discussions were continued from July 
16 to July 25 with A. A. Gromyko, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Eepublics. During these discussions each 
principal was assisted by his advisers.

 ̂ENDC/lOl, July 30, 1963. The communique was released In Moscow.
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The discussions took place in a businesslike cordial atmosphere. 
Agreement was reached on the text of a treaty banning nuclear 
weapons tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and underwater.: This 
text is being published separately and simultaneously with this com
munique.^ I t  was initialed on July 25 by A. A. Gromyko, Mr. Harri- 
man and Lord Hailsham. Mr. Harriman and Lord Hailsham together 
with their advisers will leave Moscow shortly to report and bring back 
the initialed texts to their respective governments. Signature of the 
treaty is expected to take place in the near future in Moscow.

The heads of the three delegations agreed that the test ban treaty 
constituted an important first step toward the reduction of interna
tional tension and the strengthening of peace, and they look forward 
to further progress in this direction.

The heads of the three delegations discussed the Soviet proposal 
relating to a pact of non-aggression between the participants in the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization and the participants in the War
saw Treaty.^ The three governments have agreed fully to inform 
their respective allies in the two organizations concerning these talks 
and to consult with them about continuing discussions on this question 
with the purpose of achieving agreement satisfactory to all partic
ipants. A brief exchange of views also took place with regard to other 
measures, directed at a relaxation of tension.

Radio-Television Address by President Kennedy, 
July 26, 1963 ‘

I  speak to you tonight in a spirit of hope. Eighteen years ago the 
advent of nuclear weapons changed the course of the world as well as 
the war. Since that time, all mankind has been struggling to escape 
from the darkening prospect of mass destruction on earth. In  an 
age when both sides have come to possess enough nuclear power to 
destroy the human race several times over, the world of communism 
and the world of free choice have been caught up in a vicious circle 
of conflicting ideology and interest. Each increase of tension has 
produced an increase of arms; each increase of arms has produced 
an increase of tension.

“Identical with the treaty signed Aug. 5, 1963 (.post, pp. 291-293).
“ Ante, pp. 57-58.
* A Step Toward Peace: Report to the People on the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty 

(ACDA publication 16, 1963).
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In  these years the United States and the Soviet Union have fre
quently communicated suspicion and ■warnings to each other, but 
very rarely hope. Our representatives have met at the summit and 
at the brink; they have met in Washington and in Moscow, in Geneva 
and at the United Nations. But too often these meetings have pro
duced only darkness, discord, or disillusion.

Yesterday a shaft of light cut into the darkness. Negotiations were 
concluded in Moscow on a treaty to ban all nuclear tests in the atmos
phere, in outer space, and under water.^ For the first time, an agree
ment has been reached on bringing the forces of nuclear destruction 
under international control—a goal first sought in 1946 when Bernard 
Baruch presented a comprehensive control plan to the United 
Nations.^

That plan and many subsequent disarmament plans, large and 
small, have all been blocked by those opposed to international inspec
tion. A ban on nuclear tests, however, requires on-the-spot inspection 
only for underground tests. This nation now possesses a variety of 
tecliniques to detect the nuclear tests of other nations which are con-- 
ducted in the air or imder water. For such tests produce unmistakable 
signs which our modem instruments can pick up.

LIMITATIGNS OF TREATT

The treaty initialed yesterday, therefore, is a limited treaty which 
permits continued underground testing and prohibits only those tests 
that we ourselves can police. I t  requires no control posts, no on-site 
inspection, no international body.

We should also imderstand that it has other limits as well. Any 
nation which signs the treaty wiU have an opportunity to withdraw 
if it finds that extraordinary events related to the subject matter of 
the treaty have jeopardized its supreme interests; and no na,tion’s 
right of self-defense will in any way be impaired. Nor does this treaty 
mean an end to the threat of nuclear war. I t  will not reduce nuclear 
stockpiles,; it will not halt the production of nuclear weapons; it wUl 
not restrict their use in time of war.

Nevertheless, this limited treaty will radically reduce the nuclear 
testing which would otherwise be conducted on both sides; it will pro
hibit the United States, the United Kingdom, the Soviet Union, and 
all others who sign it from engaging in the atmospheric tests which 
have so alarmed mankind; and it offers to all the world a welcome sign 
of hope.

‘ Pos#, pp. 291-293.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 13^15-1959, vol. I, pp. 7-16.
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For this is not a unilateral moratorium, but a specific and solemn 
legal obligation. While it will not prevent this nation from testing 
imderground, or from being ready to conduct atmospheric tests if 
the acts of others so require, it gives us a concrete opportunity to ex
tend its coverage to other nations and later to other forms of nuclear 
tests.

This treaty is in part the product of Western patience and vigilance. 
We have made clear—most recently in Berlin and Cuba—our deep 
resolve to protect our security and our freedom against any form of 
aggression. We have also made clear our steadfast determination to 
limit the arms race. In  three administrations our soldiers and diplo
mats have worked together to this end, always supported by Great 
Britain. Prime Minister Macmillan joined with President Eisen
hower in proposing a limited test ban in 1969,* and again with me in 
1961  ̂and 1962.=

But the achievement of this goal is not a victory for one side—it is 
a victory for mankind. I t  reflects no concessions either to or by the 
Soviet Union. I t  reflects, simply our common recognition of the 
dangers in further testing.

This treaty is not the millennium. I t  will not resolve all conflicts, 
or cause the Communists to forgo their ambitions, or eliminate the 
dangers of war. I t  will not reduce our need for arms or allies or 
programs of assistance to others. But it is an important first step— 
a step toward peace—a step toward reason—a step away from war.

Here is what this step can mean to you and to your children and 
your neighbors.

AN OPPOKTTJNITT TO EEDTJCE WORLD TENSION

First, this treaty can be a step toward reduced world tension and 
broader areas of agreement. The Moscow talks have reached no 
agreement on any other subject, nor is this treaty conditioned on any 
other matter. Under Secretary Harritnan made it clear that any 
nonaggression arrangements across the division in Europe would 
require full consultation with our allies and full attention to their 
interests. He also made clear our strong preference for a more com
prehensive treaty banning all tests everywhere and our ultimate hope 
for general and complete disarmament. The Soviet Government, 
however, is still unwilling to accept the inspection such goals require.

No one can predict with certainty, therefore, what further agree
ments, if any, can be built on the foundations of this one. They could 
include controls on preparations for surprise attack or on numbers and

vol. II, pp. 1392-1393.
* Ibid., 1961, p. S51.
" j m . ,  1962, vol. II, pp. 804-807.
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type of armaments. There could be further limitations on the spread 
of nuclear weapons. The important point is that efforts to seek new 
agreements will go forward.

But the difficulty of predicting the next step is no reason to 'be 
reluctant, about this step. Nuclear test ban negotiations have long 
been a symbol of East-West disagreement. I f  this treaty can also be 
a symbol—if it can symbolize the end of one era and the beginning of 
another—if both sides can by this treaty gain confidence and expe
rience in peaceful collaboration—then this short and simple treaty 
may well become an historic mark in man’s age-old pursuit of peace.

Western policies have long been designed to persuade the Soviet 
Union to renounce aggression, direct or indirect, so that their people 
and all people may live and let live in peace. The unlimited testing 
of new weapons of war cannot lead toward that end, but this treaty, 
if it can be followed by further progress, can clearly move in that 
direction.

I  do not say that a world without aggression or threats of war would 
be an easy world. I t  will bring new problems, new challenges from 
the Communists, new dangers of relaxing our vigilance or of mistaking 
their intent.

But those dangers pale in comparison to those of the spiraling arms 
race and a collision course toward war. Since the beginning of his
tory, war has been mankind’s constant companion. I t  has been the 
rule, not the exception. Even a nation as young and as peace-loving 
as our own has fought through eight wars. And three times in the 
last two years and a half I  have been required to report to you as 
President that this nation and the Soviet Union stood on the verge 
of direct military confrontation—in Laos,® in Berlin,^ and in Cuba.®

A war today or tomorrow, if it led to nuclear war, would not be 
like any war in history. A full-scale nuclear exchange, lasting less 
than 60 minutes, with the weapons now in existence, could wipe out 
more than 300 million Americans, Europeans, and Eussians, as well as 
untold numbers elsewhere. And the survivors—as Chairman Khru
shchev warned the Communist Chinese, “The survivors would envy the 
dead.” ® For they would inherit a world so devastated by explosions 
and poison and fire that today we cannot even conceive of its horrors. 
So let us try to turn the world from war. Let us make the most of 
this opportunity, and every opportunity, to reduce tension, to slow 
down the perilous nuclear arms race, and to check the world’s slide 
toward final annihilation.

® Department, of State Bulletin, Apr. 17,1961, pp. 543-544.
’’ Documents on Disarmament, 19€1, pp. 258-267.
® Ibid., 1962, vol. II, pp. 966-972.
" Pravda, July 20,1963, p. 2; Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XV, no. 20 

(Aug. 14,1963), p. 3.
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FREEING WORLD FROM FEAR OF FALLOUT

Second, this treaty can be a step toward freeing the world from the 
fears and dangers of radioactive fallout. Our own atmospheric tests 
last year were conducted under conditions which restricted such fall
out to an absolute minimum. But over the years the number and the 
yield of weapons tested have rapidly increased and so have the radio
active hazards from such testing. C!ontiaued unrestricted testing by 
the nuclear powers, joined in time by other nations which may be less 
adept in limiting pollution, will increasingly contaminate the air that 
all of us must breathe.

Even then, the ntunber of children and grandchildren with cancer 
in their bones, with leukemia iu their blood, or with poison in their 
lungs might seem statistically small to some, in comparison with 
natural health hazards. But this is not a natural health hazard, and 
it is not a statistical issue. The loss of even one human life or the 
malformation of even one baby—^who may be bom long after W e are 
gone—should be of concern to us all. Our children and grandchil
dren are not merely statistics toward which we can be indifferent.

N"or does this affect the nuclear powers alone. These tests befoul 
the air of all men and all nations, the committed and the uncommitted 
alike, without their knowledge and without their consent. That is 
why the continuation of atmospheric testing causes so many countries 
to regard all nuclear powers as equally evil; and we can hope that its 
prevention will enable those countries to see the world more clearly, 
while enabling all the world to breathe more easily.

PREVENTING SPREAD OF NtXCLEAR WEAPONS

Third, this treaty can be a step toward preventing the spread of 
nuclear weapons to nations not now possessing them. During the next 
several years, in addition to the four current nuclear powers, a small 
but significant number of nations will have the intellectual, physical 
and financial resources to produce both nuclear weapons and the means 
of delivering them. In time, it is estimated, many other nations will 
have either this capacity or other ways of obtaining nuclear warheads, 
even as missiles can be commercially purchased today.

I  ask you to stop and think for a moment what it would mean to 
have nuclear weapons in so many hands, in the hands of countries 
large and small, stable and unstable, responsible and irresponsible, 
scattered throughout the world. There would be no rest for anyone 
then, no stability, no real security, and no chance of effective dis
armament. There would only be the increased chance of accidental 
war and an increased necessity for the great powers to involve them
selves in what otherwise would be local conflicts.
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I f  only one thermonuclear bomb were to be dropped on any Ameri
can, Eussian, or aitiy other city, whether it was launched by accident 
or design, by a madman or by an enemy, by a large nation or by a 
small, from any corner of the ■̂ ^orld, that one bomb could release more 
destructive power on the inhabitants of that one helpless city than all 
the bombs dropped in the Second World War.

Neither the United States nor the Soviet Union nor the United 
Kingdom nor France can look forward to that day with equanimity. 
We have a great obligation—all four nuclear powers have a great 
obligation—to use whatever time remains to prevent the spread of 
nuclear weapons, to persuade other countries not to test, transfer, 
acquire, possess, or produce such weapons.

This treaty can be the opening wedge in that campaign. I t  pro
vides that none of the parties will assist other nations to test in the 
forbidden environments. I t  opens the door for further agreements 
on the control of nuclear weapons, and it is open for all nations to 
sign; for it is in the interest of all nations, and already we have heard 
from a number of coimtries who wish to join with us promptly.

STRENGTHENING OTJR NATION’S SEOUKITY

Fourth and finally, this treaty can limit the nuclear arms race in 
ways which, on balance, will strengthen our nation’s security far more 
than the continuation of unrestricted testing. For, in today’s world, 
a nation’s security does not always increase as its arms increase whein 
its adversary is doing the same, and unlimited competition in the 
testing and development of new types of destructive nuclear weapons 
will not make the world safer for either side. Under this limited 
treaty, on the other hand, the testing of other nations could never be 
sufficient to offset the ability of our strategic forces to deter or survive 
a nuclear attack and to penetrate and destroy an aggressor’s homeland.

We have, and under this treaty we will continue to have, the nuclear 
strength that we need. I t  is true that the Soviets have tested nuclear 
weapons of a yield higher than that which we thought to be necessary, 
but the hundred-megaton bomb of which they spoke 2 years ago does 
not and will not change the balance of strategic power. The United 
States has chosen, deliberately, to concentrate on more mobile and 
more efficient weapons, with lower but entirely sufficient yield, and 
our security is, therefore, not impaired by the treaty I  am discussing.

RISK OF SECRET VIOLATIONS NOT OVERLOOKED

I t  is also true, as Mr. Khrushchev would agree, that nations cannot 
afford in lihese matters to rely simply on the good faith of their ad
versaries. We have not, therefore, overlooked the risk of secret vio
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lations. There is at present a possibility that deep in outer space, 
hundreds and thousands and millions of miles away from the earth, 
illegal tests might go undetected. But we already have the capability 
to construct a system of observation that would make such tests almost 
impossible to conceal, and we can decide at any time whether such a 
system is needed in the light of the limited risk to us and the limited 
reward to others of violations attempted at that range. For any tests 
which might be conducted so far out in space, which cannot be con
ducted more easily and efficiently and legally underground, would 
necessarily be of such a magnitude that they would be extremdy diffi
cult to conceal. We can also employ new devices to check on the 
testing of smaller weapons in the lower atmosphere. Any violation, 
moreover, involves, along with the risk of detection, the end of the 
treaty and the worldwide consequences for the violator.

Secret violations are possible and secret preparations for a sudden 
withdrawal are possible, and thus our own vigilance and strength 
must be maintained, as we remain ready to withdraw and to resume 
all forms of testing if we must. But it would be a mistake to assume 
that this treaty will be quickly broken. The gains of illegal testing 
are obviously slight compared to their cost and the hazard of dis
covery, and the nations which have initialed and will sign this treaty 
prefer it, in my judgment, to unrestricted testing as a matter of their 
own self-interest, for these nations, too, and all nations, have a stake 
in limiting the arms race, in holding the spread of nuclear weapons, 
and in breathing air that is not radioactive. While it may be 
theoretically possible to demonstrate the risks inherent in any treaty— 
and such risks in this treaty are small—the far greater risks to our 
security are the risks of unrestricted testing, the risk of a nuclear arms 
race, the risk of new nuclear powers, nuclear pollution, and nuclear 
war.

EESPO N SiB iLrrr o f  at.t. a m e e ic a n s

This limited test ban, in our most careful judgment, is safer by 
far for the United States than an unlimited nuclear arms race. For all 
these reasons, I  am hopeful that this nation will promptly approve 
the limited test ban treaty. There will, of course, be debate in the 
country and in the Senate. The Constitution wisely requires the ad
vice and consent of the Senate to all treaties, and that consultation has 
already begun. All this is as it should be. A document which may 
mark an historic and constructive opportunity for the world deserves 
an historic and constructive debate.

I t  is my hope that all of you will take part in that debate, for this 
treaty is for all of us. I t  is particularly for our children and our 
grandchildren, and they have no lobby here in Washington. This 
debate will involve military^ scientific, and political experts, but it
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must be not left to them alone. The right and the responsibility are 
yours.

I f  we are to open new doorways to peace, if we are to seize this rare 
opportunity for progress, if we are to be as bold and farsighted in our 
control of weapons as we have been in their invention^ then let us now 
show all the world on this side of the wall and the other that a strong 
America also stands for peace.

There is no cause for complacency. We have learned in times past 
that the spirit of one moment or place can be gone in the next. We 
have been disappointed more than once, and we have no illusions how 
that there are shortcuts on the road to peace. At many points around 
the globe the Communists are continuing their efforts to exploit weak
ness and poverty. Their concentration of nuclear and conventional 
arms must still be deterred.

The familiar contest between choice and coercion, the familiar 
places of danger and conflict, are still there, in Cuba, in Southeast 
Asia, in Berlin, and all around the globe, still requiring all the strength 
and pie vigilance that we can muster. Nothing , could more greatly 
damage our cause than if we and our allies were to believe that peace 
has already been achieved and that our strength and unity were no 
longer required.

But now, for the first time in many years, the path of peace may 
be open. No one can be certain what the future will bring. No one 
can say whether the time has come for an easing of the struggle. But 
histoiy and our own conscience will judge us harsher if we do not now 
make every effort to test our hopes by action, and this is the place to 
begin. According to the ancient Chinese proverb, “A journey of a 
thousand miles must begin with a single step.”

My fellow Americans, let us take that first step. Let us, if we can, 
<̂ et back from the shadows of war and seek out the way of peace. And 
if that journey is one thousand miles, or even more, let history record 
that we, in this land, at this time, took the first step.

Interview of Premier Khrushchev With Pravda and 
Izvestiya Correspondents, July 27, 1963 ^

Question: How do you assess the achievement of agreement on the 
prohibition of nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, outer space 
and under water?

‘ BNDC/103, July 30,1963. 
728-67)4— 64----18
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Answer: The successful conclusion of the negotiations in Moscow 
between the Soviet Union, the United States of America and the 
United Kingdom on the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests is an 
event of great international significance. I t  is well known that the 
Soviet Union has for many years been carrying on a struggle for the 
cessation of nuclear weapon tests. The demand for the speediest pos
sible settlement of this question has always 'been and is being sup
ported by all peace-loving States and peoples.

We have now succeeded in coming to agreement on a treaty banning 
nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under 
w a t e r W e  consider that this is a good beginning. I  should like to 
congratulate all the people of goodwill who have exerted their efforts 
to achieve agreement on the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests. I  
should also like to pay tribute to the efforts of the Govenmients of the 
United States and the United Kingdom and of their representatives, 
who were empowered to conduct the negotiations.

The achievement of agreement on the prohibition of nuclear weapon 
tests shows that given the desire and efforts of the States concerned, 
given good will on the part of the great Powers, it is possible to achieve 
success in solving international problems on mutually acceptable 
conditions.

Furthermore, we hope—and we think that people throughout the 
world now share this hope— t̂hat the conclusion of a treaty on the 
prohibition of nuclear weapon tests will contribute towards a general 
reduction of international tension and thereby to the creation of a 
favourable situation for the solution of international questions that 
have long been ripe.

I t  would, of course, be wrong to labour under any delusions regard
ing the successes achieved and to relax our energies and determination 
in the further struggle for the solution of questions on which depends 
the consolidation of peace on earth. We must realize quite clearly that 
the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests does not yet mean the cessation 
of the arms race and, consequently, cannot in itself avert the danger of 
war. Nor does this measure liquidate the burden of armaments, on 
the production of which States are spending vast material resources.

The main task consists precisely in putting an end to the arms race, 
in disarmament. Only along this path can we really secure the elimi
nation of the threat of war and relieve States of the burden of military 
expenditures.

That is why the Soviet Government considers that at the present 
time, as a result of the achievement of agreement on the prohibition 
of nuclear weapon tests, there have emerged favourable opportunities

“ Post, pp. 291-293.
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which enable us to make progress in solving the main international 
problems. To do so, however, it is necessary to exert fresh efforts 
which will lead step by step to the consolidation of peace and to the 
realization of the age-old dream of mankind—general and complete 
disarmament. I t  is necessary, and in the first place for the great 
Powers, to set about this work without delay.

Question.-. On which vital international problems should, in your 
opinion, the attention of the peoples and governments now be con
centrated ?

AmweT: I f  one speaks of primary international questions brought 
to the fore by life itself, I  would point in the first place to such a ques
tion as the conclusion of a non-aggression pact between the parties to 
the N’orth Atlantic Treaty and the parties to the Warsaw Treaty, about 
which a useful exchange of opinions has already taken place.^ The 
Soviet Government is convinced that the conclusion of such a pact 
would have a favourable effect on the whole situation, since the States 
forming part of the two opposing groups would solemnly declare 
before the whole world their decision not to use force against each 
other and not to threaten each other with war.

A non-aggression pact between the NATO countries and States 
parties to the Warsaw Treaty would have all the greater significance 
since it would comprise all the States which at present have nuclear 
weapons at their disposal. In  other words, this would be a peace pact 
between the nuclear Powers.

In  this connexion I  wish to express satisfaction at the fact that, as a 
result of the exchange of opinions between the representatives of the 
Soviet Union, the United States of America and the United Kingdom 
on the Soviet proposals relating to a non-aggression pact, agreement 
has been achieved that after each of the parties has consulted its allies, 
discussions on this question will be continued with the purpose of 
achieving agreement satisfactory to all participants.^

The Soviet Government is certain that if the same goodwill is shown 
by both sides in settling the question of a non-aggression pact as was 
shown in settling the question of the prohibition of nuclear weapon 
tests, it will be possible to achieve agreement quickly also on a non
aggression pact. For our part there will be no lack of such goodwill. 
As regards the question of how the non-aggression pact should be for
mulated, we are certain that on this score there will be no difficulty in 
reaching agreement; there are no insuperable obstacles, nor can there 
be any.

‘ See cmte, pp. 57-58.
* See ante, p. 250.
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There are also other measures which, in the Soviet Government’s 
opinion, should be implemented now on the basis of mutual agreement. 
I  have already spoken about these measures a few days ago.® They 
are the freezing and, even better, the reduction of military budgets of 
States, the implementation of measures for the prevention of surprise 
attack, the reduction of foreign troops in Western Germany and in 
the German Democratic Republic, the assignment of our representa
tives to the troops of the Western Powers in Western Germany in 
exchange for the dispatch of their representatives to Soviet troops 
stationed in the German Democratic Eepublic.

On all these questions the Soviet Government is prepared to negoti
ate with the representatives of the Western Powers on a businesslike 
basis right up to the preparation and conclusion of appropriate agree
ments.

We appeal to the Western Powers with a proposal: let us agree 
on all these questions. Together we have been able to make a begin
ning by reaching agreement on the prohibition of nuclear weapon 
tests. Let us now go further in the direction of reducing international 
tension and liquidating the “cold war”. Thereby the way woidd be 
opened to the solution of the basic question—general and complete 
disarmament.

Of course it is necessary to solve the question on which the elimina
tion o f, international tension depends most of all, namely, the ques
tion of a German peace settlement. Unless the vestiges of the Second 
World War in Europe are liquidated, lasting peace cannot be achieved. 
Everyone understands this very well. I  wish to express the hope that, 
as a result of the efforts of all those to whom peace is dear, a solution 
to the problem of concluding a German peace treaty and the normal
ization of the situation in West Berlin on this basis will be achieved.

The peoples want peace. That is an understandable and natural 
desire. I t  is the duty of governments to carry out these desires of 
millions and millions of people. That is precisely how the Leninist 
Central Committee of the Commtmist Party of the Soviet Union, the 
Soviet Government and all the peoples of the Soviet Union under
stand their tasks. And they, in the future also, will not slacken their 
efforts to achieve that great aim.

° Ante, pp. 248-249.
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News Conference Remarks by President De Gaulle 
{Extract}, July 29, 1963 ^

French-American Relations

Question: Would you tell us, in your opinion, what are the effects 
of the recent international agreements which have just been signed in 
Moscow on the evolution of French-American relations ?

Answer; There has been much agitation, particularly in the Ameri
can press, in the last few months. I  can tell you after my personal 
experience of nearly 25 years of public reactions in the United States, 
I  am hardly surprised by the ups and downs of what it is customary 
there to call opinion. But, all the same, I  must confess that recently 
the tone and the song, as regards France, have seemed rather excessive 
to me.

I t  is true that to judge this one has to take into 'account a certain 
tension which exists there and which is naturally caused by pressing 
domestic and foreign concerns, as well as by an electoral situation 
which is continually recurring. Needless to say I  myself many times 
noted how this pounding was as useless as it was exaggerated.

Some of you will remember that it was the case, for instance, in 
the heroic times when I  was led to occupy the islands of Saint Bierre 
and Miquelon, or at the time of the formation of the liberation govern
ment in North Africa, or when I  happened to disapprove of Yalta and 
to decline to go to Algiers for a meeting with Roosevelt who was re
turning from that deplorable conference or, after victory, when it 
was a question of maintaining our troops in Stuttgart until France 
was recognized an occupation zone in Germany. This was the case 
later with regard to the project of a European Defense Community,^ 
which consisted in depriving our country not, of course, of its military 
expenses but indeed of its army, and which, from m j  retirement, I  
categorically opposed. And it is also the case today on very important 
issues, such as the organization of Europe, the creation of a French 
atomic force, the French-German treaty,^ etc.

But I  believe it useful to stress right away that this agitation by the 
press, political circles and more or less semiofficial bodies, which rages

* French Embassy Press and Information Service (New York), Speeches and 
Press Conferences, No. 192 (July 29, 1963), pp. 5-11.

° I.e., the test-ban treaty (post, pp. 291-293), initialed July 25, and the tripartite 
commiiniqu6 of the same date (ante, pp. 249-250).

’ American Foreign PoUcy 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 1107 fE.
* Current History, Apr. 1963, pp. 237-239.
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on the other side of the Atlantic and which naturally finds a ready echo 
in the various sorts of unconditional opponents, all this agitation, I  
say, cannot alter in France what is fundamental as regards America. 
For us, the fundamental factors of French-American relations are 
friendship and alliance.

This friendship has existed for close on 200 years as an outstanding 
psychological reality in keeping with the nature of the two countries, 
special and reciprocal bonds maintained by the fact that among all the 
world powers France is the only one, with the exception, I  should say, 
of Eussia, with which the United States never exchanged a single 
cannon shot, while it is the only power without exception which fought 
at its side in three wars—the War of Independence and the First and 
Second World Wars—under conditions forever unforgettable.

For such a moral capital to be jeopardized would require infinitely 
serious and infinitely long dissension. There can be, there are, political 
divergencies between Paris and Washington. There is journalistic 
ill will. But it is not these divergencies, and it is not this journalistic 
ill will of the moment which can lead France to believe that the TJnited 
States seeks to wrong it. Conversely, for the United States to imagine 
that France seeks to harm it would be a ridiculous absurdity.

As regards the French-American alliance, if, since the days of Wash
ington and Franklin, of Lafayette, of de Grasse, of Eochambeau, it 
was forged only during the First World War, in 1917 and 1918, and 
during the Second after December 1941, it is a fact that it now exists 
and that everything makes it vital for the two coimtries to maintain it. 
Indeed, so long as the free world is faced with the Soviet bloc, which is 
capable of suddenly submerging this or that territory, and which is 
moved by a dominating and detestable ideology, it will be essential 
that the peoples on both sides of the ocean, if they wish to defend them
selves, be linked together to do so.

The Atlantic Alliance is an elemental necessity, and it is obvious 
that in this respect the United States and France have a capital re
sponsibility, the United States because it disposes of a nuclear arma
ment without which the fate of the world would be rapidly settled 
and France because, whatever the present inferiority of its means, 
it is politically, geographically, morally, militarily essential to the 
coalition.

Thus if, once again, there are divergencies between Washington and 
Paris on the functioning of the organization of the Alliance, the Alli
ance itself— t̂hat is, the fact that in the event of a general war, France, 
with the means it has, would be at the side of the United States, and 
this I  believe is mutual—-is not in question except in the wanderings of 
those who make it their profession to alarm the good people by depict
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ing each scratch as an incurable wound. Thus neither the French- 
American friendship nor the alliance could be questioned, nor are they. 
But it is true that in the presence of the problems now facing the two 
countries, their policies are not always in agreement. Moreover, there 
is nothing that is essential or fundamentally disturbing or even sur
prising. But we both must adapt ourselves to this new situation.

To my mind, these present differences are purely and simply the re
sult of the intrinsic changes which took place in the last few years 
and which are contiuuing with regard to the absolute and relative 
situation of the United States and France. France had been materially 
and morally destroyed by the collapse of 1940 and by the capitulation 
of the Vichy people. Doubtless, the recovery achieved by the Ee- 
sistance, at the sides of the Allies, gave it back, as though by a miracle, 
its iategrity, its sovereignty and its dignity. But France came out of 
the ordeal greatly weakened in every respect.

In  addition, the inconsistency of the regime which it fell back upon 
prevented it from achieving its growth within and its rank without. 
Moreover, failing to adopt and to apply the decisions necessary with 
a view to decolonization, France’s national development and inter
national action were hampered by distant and fruitless struggles.

That is why, with regard to the United States—rich, active and 
powerful—it found itself in a position of dependence. France con
stantly needed its assistance in order to avoid monetary collapse. I t 
was from America that it received the weapons for its soldiers. 
France’s security was dependent entirely on its protection. With re
gard to the international undertakings in which its leaders at that 
time were taking part, it was often with a view to dissolving France 
in them, as if self-renouncement were henceforth its sole possibility 
and even its only ambition, while these undertakings in the guise of 
integration were automatically taking American authority as a postu
late. This was the case with regard to the project for a so-called supra
national Europe, in which France as such would have disappeared, 
except to pay and to orate; a Europe governed in appearance by 
anonymous, technocratic and dateless conmiittees; in other words, a 
Europe without political reality, without economic drive, without a 
capacity for defense, and therefore doomed, in the face of the Soviet 
bloc, to being nothing more than a dependent of that great Western 
power, which itself had a policy, an economy and a defense—the 
United States of America.

But it happens that, since then, France’s position has considerably 
changed. Its new institutions put it in a position to wish and to act. 
Its internal development brings it prosperity and gives it access to the 
means of power. I t  has restored its currency, its finances, its balance 
of trade, to such an extent that, from this standpoint, it no longer
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needs anyone, but to the contrary it finds itself receiving requests from 
many sides, and so, far from borrowing from others, particularly from 
the Americans, it is paying back its debts to them and even on occasion 
is granting them certain facilities. I t  has transformed into coopera
tion between States the system of colonization which it once applied to 
its African territories and, for the first time in a quarter of a century, 
it is living in complete peace. France is modernizing its armed forces, 
is equipping them itself with materiel and is undertaking to endow 
itself with its own atomic force. I t  has cleared away the clouds which 
were surrounding and paralyzing the construction of Europe and is 
xmdertaking this great task on the basis of realities, beginning with the 
setting up of the economic community by giving, together with Ger
many, an example of the beginnings of political cooperation and by 
indicating that it wishes to be France within a Europe which must be 
European. Once again the national and international condition of 
our country resembles less and less what it used to be. How could the 
terms and conditions of its relations with the United States fail to be 
altered thereby ? All the more so since the United States, on its side, 
as regards its own problems, is undergoing great changes which modify 
the character of hegemonic solidarity which, since the last World War, 
has marked its relations with France.

From the political standpoint it is true that the Soviet bloc holds to 
its totalitarian and threatening ideology and again recently the Berlin 
wall, the scandal of the Berlin wall, or the installation of nuclear arms 
in Cuba have shown that, because of the Soviet bloc, peace remained 
precarious. On the other hand, human evolution in Russia and its 
satellites, considerable economic and social difficulties in the life of 
those countries, and above all the beginnings of an opposition which 
is appearing between a European empire possessing immense Asiatic 
territories which make it the greatest colonial power of our times, and 
the empire of China, its neighbor for 6,000 miles, inhabited by 700 
million men, an empire that is indestructible, ambitious and deprived 
of everything—all that can, in effect, introduce some new elements into 
the concerns of the Kremlin and lead it to insert a note of sincerity in 
the couplets that it devotes to peaceful coexistence. And, thus, the 
United States which, since Yalta and Potsdam, has nothing, after all, 
to ask from the Soviets, the United States sees tempting prospects 
opening up before it. Hence, for instance, all the separate negotiations 
between the Anglo-Saxons and the Soviets, which, starting with the 
limited agreement on nuclear testing, seem likely to be extended to 
other questions, notably European ones, until now in the absence of the 
Europeans, which clearly goes against the views of France.

France, in effect, has for a long time believed that the day might 
come when a real detente, .and even a sincere entente, will enable the
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relations between East and West in Europe to be completely changed 
and it intends, if this day comes—I  have said this on other occasions— 
to make constructive proposals with regard to the peace, balance and 
destiny of Europe. But for the time being, France will not subscribe 
to any arrangement that would be made above its head and which 
would concern Europe and particularly Germany. As for a draft 
nonaggression pact—which, we are told, was discussed in Moscow ®— 
between the States belonging to NATO and the leaders of the countries 
subjected to the Kremlm’s yoke, I  must say right away that France 
does not appreciate this assimilation between the Atlantic Alliance 
and Communist servitude. And then, moreover, there is no need for 
a pact in order for France to declare that it will never be the first to 
attack, its being understood that it will defend itself with whatever 
means it may have against whomsoever would attack either it or its 
allies; But today France solemnly declares through the voice of the 
President of the Republic that there will never be any French aggres
sion. And consequently our eventual participation in a nonaggression 
pact no longer has any kind of purpose.

But it remains that what happened in Moscow shows that the course 
followed by the policy of the United States is not identical with ours. 
With regard to defense, until recently the Americans, thanks to their 
nuclear weapons, were in a position to assure the free world almost 
complete protection, but they have lost this monopoly, while continu
ing at great expense to strengthen their power. Owing to the fact 
that the Russians also now have the wherewithal to destroy the world 
and particularly the new continent, it is quite natural that America is 
seeing its own survival as the principal objective in a possible conflict 
and is not considering the time, degree, terms and conditions of its 
nuclear intervention for the defense of other regions, particularly 
Europe, except in relation to this natural and primary necessity. This, 
moreover, is one of the reasons that France is equipping itself with its 
own atomic weapons. The result of this is that, as far as the French 
Government is concerned, important modifications are necessary with 
regard to the terms and conditions of our participation in the Alliance, 
since this organization has been built on the basis of integration, which 
today is no longer valid for us.

Lastly, on the economic level, the time has come when the United 
States, whose enormous production and trade capacity is not at all 
impaired, sees that of the European countries, particularly of France, 
rising, to the point of making them quite disturbing competitors. 
Furthermore, the burden represented for the United States by the 
financial support it grants to many States and by the military forces

® See ante, pp. 57-58.
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it maintains abroad, these burdens cannot but weigh heavily upon it, 
while a considerable part of its capital is being invested abroad. For 
these reasons the balance of payments and the dollar problem of the 
United States are becoming essential concerns. I t  is therefore per
fectly understandable that its intentions are no longer those it formerly 
had on the subject of the organization of a European Europe and of 
the role that France can play in it, but it is also understandable that 
France, which is industrial and agricultural, cannot and does not wish 
to see either the nascent economy of Europe or its own dissolved in a 
system of a type of Atlantic community which would only be a new 
form of that famous integration. In sum, for France, and I  believe, 
for the United States, the friendship that unites them and the alliance 
that links them are above and beyond all jeopardy, but it is true that 
there are differences between the two countries in the face of certain 
international problems. The evolution of both countries has created 
this state of things which, once again, is not at all surprising, however 
disturbing it may perhaps appear to the Americans. In any case, in 
the relations between the two peoples, we believe that each must accept 
this new situation. That being done, it will doubtless be advisable 
to harmonize, in each case and to the greatest extent possible, the 
respective policies. France for its part is cordially, very cordially 
disposed to this.

The Moscow Agreement

Question: What do you think about the agreement banning nuclear 
tests between the three powers which met in Moscow and the rupture 
which has taken place between China and the Soviet Union in a field 
which is in appearance ideological but which is in reality political?

Answer: I  will speak first on the ideological rupture, then about 
the realities, that is, the Moscow agreement. The break ? Over what 
ideology? During my lifetime. Communist ideology has been per
sonified by many people. There have been the eras of Lenin and 
Trotsky and Stalin—whom I  knew personally—and of Beria and 
Malenkov and Khrushchev and Tito and Nagy and Mao Tse-tung. I  
know as many holders of the Communist ideology as there are fathers 
of Europe. And that makes quite a few. Each of these holders in 
his turn condemns, excommunicates, crushes and at times kills the 
others. In any event, he firmly fights against the personality cult of 
the others. I  refuse to enter into a valid discussion on the subject of 
the ideological quarrel between Peking and Moscow. What I  want to 
consider are the deep-rooted realities which are human, national and 
consequently international.
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The banner of ideology in reality covers only ambitions. And I  
believe that it has been thus since the world was born.

Let’s move on to the Moscow agreement.
The fact that the Soviets and the Anglo-Saxons decided directly 

to halt their nuclear tests in space, the air and the sea, is in itself satis
factory, and we share the joy that President Kennedy so eloquently 
expressed the day before yesterday on the subject of this event. It 
must be said that this is not the first time that nuclear tests would be 
interi-upted. There have already been on several occasions long periods 
when neither of the two sides carried out any important tests. But 
this time the fact that both sides are reciprocally committed to absten
tion makes this much more probable. Moreover, after each side’s hav
ing carried out tests, numbering several hundred, the last of them 
quite recently, it is hard to see what purpose new tests could now serve. 
Yet the area of underground tests is not included in the agreement and 
each partner retains the possibility of denouncing the agreement 
within three months if he sees fit.

However, without failing to realize that this Moscow agreement has 
indeed—quite the contrary—anything that can offend anyone, and in 
any case not us, it must be noted that it iu no way alters the terrible 
threat that the nuclear weapons of the two rivals bring to bear on the 
world, and albove all on the people who do not possess them.

I t is a fact that both of them hold the means to annihilate the 
world and it is a fact that there is no question of their being ready 
to give them up.

In  these conditions, the world situation in relation to this threat not 
being changed in any way whatsoever, it is quite natural for a country 
such as France, which is beginning to have the means of freeing itself 
to a certain degree from this permanent terror, continue along this 
course. All the more so since nothing prevents the two rivals, their 
tests having been halted, from continumg to manufacture missiles in 
increasing quantities and power and to equip themselves with increas
ingly advanced launch vehicles, rockets, airplanes, submarines and 
satellites. The savings they could perhaps make from halting tests 
will enable them to strengthen even further their means of destruction. 
That is why the Moscow agreement, I  say this frankly, has only limited 
practical importance. Unless, of course, it were the starting point for 
something else, which would extend to other very different areas, and 
for that reason the agreement, while having France’s approval, never
theless awakens its vigilance.

Then you ask me what France is going to do after the Moscow 
agreement?

I  will tell you once again that if one day the Americans and the 
Soviets reach the point of disarmament, that is the controlled destruc
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tion and banning of their nuclear means, it is wholeheartedly that we 
ourselves would give up securing them. Nothing, unfortunately, indi
cates that we are about to reach that point. And the sad Geneva Con
ference, as was to be foreseen, will have interminably sat for nothing.

However, I  can say that in any case and at all events, France was 
only awaiting the end of this useless performance—I am speaking of 
the Geneva Conference—to propose to the three other atomic powers 
certain initial effective disarmament measures, concerning particu
larly space, air and naval launch vehicles for nuclear missiles. What 
took place in Moscow only confirms France in this intention, and it 
intends before the end of the year to invite the States concerned to 
study with it this essential problem, while perhaps it has not yet 
become insoluble in its turn. But we repeat also that a mere agree
ment on tests between Soviets and Anglo-Saxons, already invested 
with immeasurable power, and who do not cease to strengthen it  and 
thereby to confirm day by day their respective hegemonies, a mere 
agreement will not prevent France also from equipping itself with 
the same kind of means, failing which, since others have these means, 
France’s own security and its own independence would never again 
belong to it.

Question; I f  by chance the United States and Great Britain were 
to propose supplying France with all it needed for its nuclear arma
ment, after the verification tests conducted in the Pacific, would you 
agree to placing your signature at the foot of this agreement, thus 
establishing France as the fourth nuclear power ?

Answer: You know that France’s signature is not given to a series 
of hypotheses, none of which until now has even begun to be imple
mented.

Statement by the Chinese Communist Regime, 
July 31, 1963'

A treaty on the partial halting of nuclear tests was initialed by the 
representatives of the United States, Britain, and the Soviet Union 
in Moscow on 25 July.^ This is a treaty signed by three nuclear powers.

^Peiping radio broadcast, July 30, 1963. Premier Ohou En-lai sent copies of 
the statement to foreign governments. For the Soviet reply, see post, pp. 281-291. 
For Secretary Eusk’s comment, see post, p. 369.

’ Posf, pp. 291-293.
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By this treaty they attempt to consolidate their nuclear monopoly and 
bind the hands of all the peace-loving countries subjected to the 
nuclear threat.

This treaty signed in Moscow is a big fraud to fool the people of the 
world. I t  runs diametrically counter to the wishes of the peace-loving 
people of the world. The people of the world demand a genuine peace; 
this treaty provides them with a fake peace. The people of the world 
demand general disarmament and a complete ban on nuclear weapons; 
this treaty completely divorces the cessation of nuclear tests from the 
total prohibition of nuclear weapons and legalizes the continued 
manufacture, stockpiling, and use of nuclear weapons by the three 
nuclear powers, which run counter to disarmament.

The people of the world demand the complete cessation of nuclear 
tests; this treaty leaves out the prohibition of underground nuclear 
tests, an omission which is particularly advantageous for the further 
development of nuclear weapons by U.S. imperialism. The people of 
the world demand the defense of world peace and the elimination of 
the threat of nuclear war; this treaty actually strengthens the posi
tion of nuclear powers for nuclear blackmail and increases the danger 
of imperialism launching a nuclear war and a world war. I f  this big 
fraud is not exposed, it can do even greater harm. I t  is unthinkable 
for the Chinese Government to be a party to this dirty fraud. The 
Chinese Government regards it as its unshirkable and sacred duty to 
thoroughly expose this fraud.

The Chinese Government is firmly opposed to this treaty which 
harms the interests of the people of the whole world and the cause 
of world peace. Clearly, this treaty has no restraining effect on the 
U.S. policies of nuclear war preparation and nuclear blackmail. I t  
in no way hinders the United States from proliferating nuclear 
weapons, expanding nuclear armament, or making nuclear threats. 
The central purpose of this treaty is, through a partial ban on nuclear 
tests, to prevent all the threatened peace-loving countries, including 
China, from increasing their defense capability, so that the United 
States may be more unbridled in threatening and blackmailing these 
countries.

U.S. President Keimedy, speaking on 26 July, laid bare the sub
stance of this treaty.^ Kennedy pointed out that this treaty did not 
mean an end to the threat of nuclear war, it did not prevent but per
mitted continued underground nuclear tests, it would not halt the pro
duction of nuclear weapons, it would not reduce nuclear stockpiles, and 
it would not restrict their use in time of war. He further pointed out 
that this treaty would not hinder the United States from proliferating

‘ Ante, pp. 250-257.
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nuclear weapons among its allies and countries under its control under 
the name of “assistance,” whereas the United States could use it to 
prevent nonnuclear, peace-loving countries from testing and manufac
turing nuclear weapons. At the same time, Kennedy formally de
clared that the United States remains ready to withdraw from the 
treaty and resume all forms of nuclear testing. This fully shows that 
U.S. imperialism gains everything and loses nothing by this treaty.

The treaty just signed is a reproduction of the draft treaty on a 
partial nuclear test ban put forward by the United States and Britain 
at the meeting of the Disarmament Commission in Geneva on 27 
August 1962.̂  On 29 August 1962, the head of the Soviet delegation, 
Kuznetsov, pointed out that the obvious aim of the United States and 
Britain in putting forward that draft was to provide the Western 
powers with one-sided military advantages to the detriment of the in
terests of the Soviet Union and other socialist coimtries.® He pointed 
out that the United States had been using underground tests to im
prove its nuclear weapons for many years already, and that should 
underground nuclear tests be legalized with a simultaneous prohibition 
of such tests in the atmosphere, this would mean that the United States 
could continue improving its nuclear weapons and increase their yield 
and effectivity.

The head of the Soviet Government, Khrushchev, also pointed out 
on 9 September 1961 that “the program of developing neiw types of 
nuclear weapons which has been drawn up in the United States now 
rests on underground tests,” and that “agreement on the cessation of 
one kind of tests only— în the atmosphere—would be a disservice to 
the cause of peace. I t  would mean deceiving the peoples.” ®

But now the Soviet Government has made a 180 degree about-face, 
discarded the correct stand they once persisted in, and accepted this 
reproduction of the U.S.-British draft treaty, willingly allowing U.S. 
imperialism to gain military superiority. Thus the interests of the 
Soviet people have been sold out, the interests of the people of the 
countries in the socialist camp, including the people of China, have 
been sold out, and the interests of all the peace-loving people of the 
world have been sold out.

The indisputable facts prove that the policy pursued by the Soviet 
Government is one of allying with the forces of war to oppose the 
forces of peace, allying with imperialism to oppose socialism, allying 
with the United States to oppose China, and allying with the reac
tionaries of all countries to oppose the people of the world.

Documents on Disamnament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 804-807.
® Ibid., pp. 823 ff.
^m a., 1961, pp. 385, 386.
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Why should the Soviet leaders so anxiously need such a treaty ? Is 
this a proof of what they call victory for the policy of peaceful co
existence? No! This is by no means a victory for the policy of peace
ful coexistence. I t  is capitulation to U.S. imperialism.

The U.S. imperialists and their partners are with one voice advertis
ing everywhere that signing of a treaty on the partial halting of 
nuclear tests by them is the first step toward the complete prohibition 
of nuclear weapons. This is deceitful talk. The United States has 
already stockpiled large quantities of nuclear weapons which are 
scattered in various parts of the world and seriously threaten the 
security of all peoples.

If  the United States really will take the first step toward the pro
hibition of nuclear weapons, why does it not remove its nuclear threat 
to other countries ? Why does it not undertake to refrain from using 
nuclear weapons against nonnuclear countries and to respect the desire 
of the people of the world to establish nuclear weapon-free zones? 
And why does it not undertake in all circumstances to refrain from 
handing over to its allies nuclear weapons and the data for their 
manufacture ?

On what grounds can the United States and its partners maintain 
that the United States may use nuclear threat and blackmail against 
others and pursue policies of aggression and war, while others may not 
take measures to resist such threat and blackmail and defend their own 
independence and freedom ? To give the aggressors the right to kill 
while denying the victims of aggression the right to self-defense— 
is this not like the Chinese saying: “The magistrate may burn down 
houses but the ordinary people cannot even light their lamps” ?

The Chinese Government is firmly opposed to nuclear war and to 
a world war. I t  always stands for general disarmament and resolutely 
stands for the complete prohibition and thorough destruction of nu
clear weapons. The Chinese Government and people have never 
spared their efforts in order to realize this aim step by step. As is 
known to the whole world, the Chinese Government long ago pro
posed, and has consistently stood for, the establishment of a zone free 
from nuclear weapons in the Asian and Pacific region, including the 
United States.

The Chinese Government holds that the prohibition of nuclear 
weapons and the prevention of nuclear war are major questions affect
ing the destiny of the world, which should be discussed and decided 
on jointly by all the countries of the world, big and small. Manipula
tion of the destiny of more than 100 nonnuclear countries by a few 
nuclear powers will not be tolerated.

The Chinese Government holds that on such important issues as 
the prohibition of nuclear weapons and the prevention of nuclear
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war, it is impermissible to adopt the method of deluding the people 
of the world. I t  should be affirmed mequivocally that nuclear 
weapons must be completely banned and thoroughly destroyed and 
that practical and effective measures must be taken so as to realize 
step by step the complete prohibition and thorough destruction of 
nuclear weapons, prevent nuclear war and safeguard world peace.

For these reasons, the Government of the People’s Republic of 
China hereby proposes the following:

1—^All countries in the world, both nuclear and nonnuclear, solemnly 
declare that they will prohibit and destroy nuclear weapons com
pletely, thoroughly, totally, and resolutely. Concretely speaking, 
they will not use nuclear weapons, nor export, nor import, nor manu
facture, nor test, nor stockpile them; and they will destroy all the 
existing nuclear weapons and their means of delivery in the world, 
and disband all the existing establishments for the research, testing, 
and manufacture of nuclear weapons in the world.

2—In order to fulfill the above undertakings step by step, the fol
lowing measures shall be adopted first:

a—Dismantle all military bases, including nuclear bases, on 
foreign soil, and withdraw from abroad all nuclear weapons and their 
means of delivery.

b—Establish a nuclear weapon-free zone of the Asian and Pacific 
region, including the United States, the Soviet Union, China, and 
Japan; a nuclear weapon-free zone of central Europe; a nuclear weap
on-free zone of Africa; and a nuclear weapon-free zone of Latin 
America. The coimtries possessing nuclear weapons shall undertake 
due obligations with regard to each of the nuclear weapon-free zones.

c—^Refrain from exporting and importing in any form nuclear 
weapons and technical data for their manufacture.

d—Cease all nuclear tests, including underground nuclear tests.

3— Â conference of the government heads of all the countries of the 
world shall be convened to discuss the question of the complete pro
hibition and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons and the ques
tion of taking the above-mentioned four measures in order to realize 
step by step the complete prohibition and thorough destruction of 
nuclear weapons.

The Chinese Government and people are deeply convinced that 
nuclear weapons can be prohibited, nuclear war can be prevented, 
and world peace can be preserved. We call upon the countries in the 
socialist camp and all the peace-loving countries and people of the 
world to unite and fight imswervingly to the end for the complete, 
thorough, total, and resolute prohibition and destruction of nuclear 
weapons and for the defense of world peace.
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News Conference Remarks by President Kennedy 
CExtracts), August 1, 1963 ^

Underground Testing

Q : Mr. President, have you made any policy decision on whether 
we will continue testing nuclear weapons underground as the treaty 
permits us to do?

A: Yes, yes, we will.

Q: We will continue?

A: Yes, that is correct.

East Germany

Q : Mr. President, Senator Dirksen and some West German officials 
have expressed concern that if the nuclear test ban is signed amongst 
others by this Government, by the Federal Eepublic of Germany, and 
by the East German regime, that this will amount to a tacit recog
nition of East Germany. What is your thinking on this point?

A : That is not correct. This matter was discussed and the position 
of the United States and Britain was made very clear to the Soviet 
Union, and as a matter of fact, the Soviet Union mentioned a regime 
which it did not recognize and did not wish to recognize. So that a 
procedure was developed whereby a regime which is not recognized 
by one of the other parties to the treaty can file its assent with one of 
the three parties!® This act would not constitute recognition by the 
remaining signatories.

The fact of the matter is that we signed a part of a multilateral 
treaty on Laos which the Red Chinese also signed, but we do not recog
nize the Eed Chinese regime.® This is a matter of intent. Diplo
matic procedure, custom and law provides that recognition is a matter 
of intent.

We do not intend to recognize the East German regime and, there
fore, the language which is in the treaty was part of the treaty when 
it was tabled more than a year ago, and it has been before us for a 
year and it does not provide for recognition of East Germany and 
we will not recognize it, and we believe strongly in the reunification 
of Germany as a free, democratic country. That is our policy in

' The Washington Post and Times Herald, Aug. 2,1963, p. A12.
* See post, pp. 292-293.
•14U ST 1104.
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the past and our present policy and our future policy and would not 
be affected by this test ban agreement.

I  do think that it is important that we have as great a participation 
in this nuclear-test ban agreement as possible. We have received no 
encouragement, but we would like the Eed Chinese to come into the 
agreement. I t  looks like they will not, but it would obviously be 
in the interest of world peace, but that does not constitute recognition.

Nonaggression Pledge

Q : Mr. President, General De Gaulle has pledged that France will 
not commit aggression against any other country, and he says that, 
therefore, there is no purpose in a nonaggression agreement.^ Is it 
possible, in view of his attitude, to proceed with other NATO allies 
now, to see if a nonaggression pledge or agreement or pact, can be 
achieved with the Eussians and the Warsaw Pact powers?

A: Well, as I  understood it, General De Gaulle has made a non  ̂
aggression pledge himself. I t  would seem to me that it might be 
advisable for the other members of NATO to meet together and dis
cuss the matter. One of our interests in a nonaggression agreement 
would be greater security for Berlin.

I f  everyone is going to unilaterally make a nonaggression agree- 
ment, then you have a nonaggression pact in a sense, and it does 
not seem to me that our interests have been adequately recognized. 
So I  would feel, personally, for the United States, that we should con
sult with our other Allies.

We should, as Governor Harriman agreed to do, take up the matter 
of a nonaggression pact with our Allies, consider their interests and 
our own interests, consider, as I  said, for one matter, Berlin, and 
then go back to the Soviet Union and see what the situation looks 
like. That is the procedure we are going to follow. Every country, 
of course, is free to follow its own.

Summit Meeting

Q: Mr. President, when Lord Hailsham returned to London he 
said Premier Khrushchev had expressed an interest in a summit 
meeting in the fall. I  wonder, sir, if you could give us your view on 
the issue of the summit, now that a test ban treaty has been initialed ?

A : No, I  have not heard any discussion of the summit, and I  don’t 
really see at the present time it would serve a useful purpose, and it

‘ Ante, p. 265.
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seems to me that we have been able to conduct the negotiations, which 
are important, the matter of the hot. line,® for example, and the test 
ban treaty, limited test ban treaty, through skilled negotiators, and 
that is really the best way unless there is an overwhelming crisis, or 
unless there is some new fact introduced into the international situa
tion which is not now visible which would make such a meeting 
desirable.

Power of China

Q : Mr. President—

A: Yes,Mr.Morgan.

Q: Some reputable experts estimate that it will be at least ten 
years before Communist China could become a full fledged nuclear 
power. Against that background, could you expand a little bit your 
answer to a previous question on just how we assess the power and the 
threat of Commmiist China today ?

A: Well, we assess its power at 700 million people, increasing at 
14 million or 15 million a year, surrounded by countries which are, in 
every case but one, much smaller, which are faced with very difficult 
geographic and social problems, which do not have a strong national 
history. So that we find a great, powerful force in China, organized 
and directed by the government along Stalinist lines, surrounded by 
weaker countries. So this we regard as a menacing situation.

In  addition, as I  said, that government is not only Stalinist in its 
internal actions, but also has called for war, international war, in order 
to advance the final success of the Communist cause. We regard 
that as a menacing factor. And then you introduce into that mix 
nuclear weapons. As you say, it may take some years, maybe a decade, 
before they become a full-fledged nuclear power, but we are going 
to be around in the 1970s, and we woxild like to take some steps now 
which would lessen that prospect that a future President might have 
to deal with.

I  would regard that combination, if it is still in existence ir; the 
1970s, of weak countries around it, 700 million people, a Stalinist 
internal regime, and nuclear powers, and a government determined 
on war as a means of bringing about its ultimate succ^s, as potentially 
a more dangerous situation than any we faced since the end of the 
second war, because the Eussians pursued in most cases their ambitions 
with some caution.

Even in the case of the most overt aggression, which was the North 
Korean invasion of South Korea,: other forces were used and not the

' Ante, pp. 236-238.
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Eussians. So what we are anxious to do, and one of the reasons why 
we have moved into the limited test ban, even though we recognize 
its limitations, is because we don’t  want to find the world in as great 
a danger as it could be in the 1970s, for the reasons that I  have 
described.

Atoms for France

Q: Mr. President, to go back to the French situation, you said, I  
believe, that you had made some suggestions with the British to the 
French in the nuclear field. Have you ever suggested or considered 
suggesting using the authority which I  imderstand you have under 
the Atomic Energy Act, to treat France as we treat Britain, as a 
nuclear power, either under the present French policy or under a 
possibility of France joining with the U.S. and the U.K. and others in 
some form of Western or European nuclear force? In  other words, 
when you said the other night that France was one of the four nuclear 
powers, were you prepared to recognize it in the hard terms of the 
Atomic Energy Act as such ?

A : Yes. I  do recognize it in terms of the Atomic Energy Act. As 
a matter of fact, at the time of the Nassau agreement,® we thought 
that it would be profitable to enter into a dialogue with the French, 
and as you remember in the Nassau accord, it said we would make 
a similar offer to the French. That offer was rejected.^ I t  was re
jected because while the British were prepared and have placed their 
V-bomber force under NATO, and their Polaris force under NATO, 
I  think that the French regarded that condition as unsatisfactory, or 
that proposal as unsatisfactory. I  think that is a more precise word— 
proposal, not condition.

Now, we have the question of where we should go from here, as 
the General made clear in his press conference, he has a somewhat 
different view of NATO than we do and its importance,® and he has 
suggested on several occasions that it should be reorganized. He also 
has some objections to the word “integration,” which we think is a 
good word. But he does not. So that the problem does not rest 
solely with an interpretation of the McMahon Act. The problem 
really goes to the organization of the defense of the West, and what 
role France sees for herself, and sees for us, and what kind of a coop
erative effort France and the United States and Britain and the other 
members of NATO—and this is important, the non-nuclear powers of 
NATO—could join in.

“ D o c u m e n t s  o n  D i s a r m a m e n t ,  1962, vol. II, pp. 1274-1276. 

’ See ante, pp. 4-8.

‘ See ante, pp. 261-266. i
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Now, that is a very complicated political problem and this is a matter 
which we opened up for discussion some months ago, and which I  
would assume that we should continue to discuss. And, of course, we 
are always prepared to and have indicated as much to the French.

Multilateral Force

Q: Mr. President, apropos the Nassau talks, we have not heard 
much about the multilateral nuclear force lately. During your talk 
with Prime Minister Macmillan, he apparently gave you some rather 
discouraging answers about their interests. I  wonder if you still 
have a timetable for the development of that force, or whether you 
have decided to abandon it at least temporarily ?

A : No, there has been a meeting—since my trip there has been a 
meeting of some of the interested parties and there will be another 
meeting in the next few weeks in which other countries will join. 
What we have to concern ourselves with, though this may not seem 
very pressing, is the problem of the countries which do not have a 
nuclear capacity. How are they going to be included in? I  think 
as the General said in his press conference last January, those who 
have a monopoly position always regard it as the wisest organization, 
and as the most beneficial. Well, we have a strong nuclear position, 
the British do, the French are developing theirs. What about those 
who do not have a nuclear capacity ? How can we include them into 
this cooperative effort so that we do not break up the alliance ? That 
is what we have been attemptmg to deal with.

Now, there are many shortcomings to my proposal, but my experi
ence has been that there are shortcomings to every proposal, and those 
who do not like our proposal, it seems to me, should suggest one of 
their own. We hear frequently, for example, there should be a Euro
pean deterrent. I t  seems to me that the General discussed that when 
he said that there was not the political organization of Europe that 
would permit the organization of a deterrent in a European sense. 
There may be some day. In the meanwhile, we think the multilateral 
force represents the best solution to hold the alliance together, which 
we believe to be essential, and I  know of nothing that has happened 
which in my opinion lessens the need on both sides of the Atlantic 
for the closest cooperation on military matters, on economic matters, 
on political matters, on foreign policy matters.

Now, we don’t have always that viewpoint and cooperation, but we 
intend to work at it. We intend to work at it.

Anti-Missile Missile

Q : Mr. President, one of the concerns voiced by some of the critics 
of the partial nuclear test ban agreement involves the relative status
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of the anti-missile-missile programs of the Soviet Union and the 
United States, and these critics point to last year’s massive series 
of Soviet tests in which very large warheads were detonated as 
probably giving the Soviets an advantage in this area. Have our 
scientific and technical intelligence people examined those tests, and 
can you give us your estimate of where we stand relatively ?

A.: I  don’t  think that the problem is solved by thcj explosion of a 
large megaton bomb. The problem is really one, as you know, of 
discrimination, of being able to prevent saturation, of having to 
protect many targets while the adversary can select a few. The prob
lem would not be solved if  the United States exploded a 1 0 0 -megaton 
bomb. The reason that the United States did not explode or develop 
it is because we had no military use for it. When you talk about 
1 0 0  megatons, which we do rather casually, we should realize what 
we are talking about. Wliat is the blast effect? Would three 30- 
ton-megaton bombs do more damage? In  fact, they do, because 
the effect of a 100-megaton as opposed to a 50-megaton does not 
move up in arithmetical progression.

So we have felt that lesser yields, combined with the means of 
delivery, provided the United States with the greater security. The 
problem of developing a defense against a missile is beyond us and 
beyond the Soviets technically, and I  think many who work in it feel 
that perhaps it can never be successfully accomplished, because the 
whole problem, as you know, is to have 1 0 0  objects flying through the 
air at thousands of miles an hour, to be able to pick them out, and if 
you can do that there is an advantage, it still seems to me, to the 
offense, because they can pour in 200 or 300. Therefore, the problem 
is not the size of the bomb, but, rather, the problem of discrimination 
and the problem of selectivity, targeting and all the rest.

On those matters we can continue to work, but I  must say those 
who work the longest are not particularly optimistic that a scientific 
breakthrough can be made, and polluting the atmosphere by further 
tests will not materially advance our security.

Q : Thank you, Mr. President.
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Economic and Social Council Resolution 982 (XXXVI): 
Economic and Social Consequences of Disarmament, 
August 2, 1963 ^

The Economic and Social Council^
Recalling General Assembly resolutions 1378 (XIV) of 20 Novem

ber 1959,̂  1516 (XV) of 15 December 1960,̂  1837 (X V II) of 18 
December 1962/ and Comicil resolution 891 (XXXIV) of 26 July 
1962,®

Bearing in mind the importance which general and complete dis
armament would have for the expansion and acceleration of econornic 
and social progress in the world by freeing humanity from the heavy 
burden of military expenditures and giving it the possibility of 
utilizing these freed resources so as to lead to the improvement of 
economic and social conditions throughout the world,

Considering the important part that may be played by various 
United Nations bodies, the specialized agencies and the International 
Atomic Energy Agency, in co-operation with the Secretary-General, 
in studying the economic and social consequences of disarmament 
and in assisting in the development of plans for international action 
in this field,

Recognizing the importance of national and international study 
directed to assessing and dealing as effectively as possible with the 
economic and social problems that would be involved in the recon
version process.

Noting with interest the report by the Secretary-General (E/3736) 
which, in accordance with Council resolution 891 (X X X IV ), presents 
the results of his request to Member States for information on their 
activities in this connexion, reviews the related activities of the 
Secretariat at Headquarters and in the regional economic commissions 
in co-operation with the appropriate agencies, and suggests that 
further studies on the impact of disarmament on international eco
nomic relations would be useful.

Recognizing that the activities of many national Governments, as 
well as the work programmes of the United Nations, the regional eco
nomic commissions, and a number of specialized agencies, include 
various kinds of research and analysis which, though not related

 ̂E/RES/982 (XXXVI), Aug. 2,1963.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, p. 1545.
* lUd., 1960, pp. 368-369.
 ̂IMd., 1962, vol. II, pp. 1236-1238.

'/6i(i.,pp. 697-699.
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directly to the problems of economic and social adjustment to a disar
mament process, expand the base of knowledge essential to planning 
for such adjustment,

Taking into account the possibilities that may be afforded through 
the release of additional resources by disarmament for accelerating 
well-integrated development plans of a national and regional 
character,

Noting that the subject of economic and social planning in develop
ing countries to take advantage of resources released by disarmament 
will be covered in a separate report to be submitted to the General 
Assembly under resolution 1837 (X V II),

Noting also the statements in the Secretary-General’s report regard
ing the nature and progress of United Nations work programmes in 
the field of international economic relations which he deems most rele
vant to. the economic aspects of disarmament,

1 . Expresses the hope that the Governments of all States will inten
sify their efforts to achieve an agreement on general and complete 
disarmament under effective international control with the desire to 
realize the benefits for mankind to which the Declaration on the con
version to peaceful needs of the resources released by disarmament 
(resolution 1837 (X V II) of the General Assembly) is addressed;

2 . Hopes also that Member States, particularly those significantly 
involved, will continue, in the light of developments bearing on disar
mament, to pursue studies and activities relating to the economic and 
social consequences of disarmament and the problems it would entail 
for them, and means for dealing with these problems;

3. Beoommends that the regional economic commissions and other 
subsidiary bodies of the Council do all they can in their respective 
fields to advance any studies which the competent organs of the 
United Nations and the Secretary-General request them to undertake 
in the field of economic and social aspects of disarmament, including 
ways in which they may contribute to international action for dealing 
with the economic and social problems that would be involved in the 
reconversion process;

4. Invites the specialized agencies, in particular UNESCO, ILO, 
WHO, and FAO, and the IAEA, to co-operate with the Secretary- 
General in advancing their studies and activities designed to contrib
ute to international action for dealing with the economic and social 
problems referred to in paragraph 3 above;

6 . Requests the Secretary-General in connexion with his comprehen
sive study of various problems in the field of international economic 
and trade relations relevant to the economic aspects of disarmament 
to make an adequate survey of the possibilities for undertaking an
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international study of the problems that might arise in relation to 
primary commodities for which the demand would be significantly 
affected during and immediately following the transition period and 
to report his findings to the Economic and Social Council at an 
early session.

Statement by the Soviet Government on Communist 
China and the Test-Ban Treaty {Extracts}, August 3, 
1963'

The treaty to ban nuclear tests  ̂ has a significance of principle 
from the viewpoint of continuing the search for ways to settle the 
outstanding issues that divide the world.® The fact that states with 
different social systems—great powers— t̂he contradictions between 
which more than once threatened to plunge mankind into the whirl
pool of a world war, have been able to find a mutually acceptable solu
tion of an international problem of moment proves the correctness 
and viability of the policy of peaceful coexistence.

The peoples perceived a real possibility of reducing international 
tension, the possibility of reining in the arms race, the grave burden 
of which weighs down on them. The results of the Moscow talks give 
hope that the unsettled international issues, on which the strengthen
ing of the cause of peace on earth depends, can be settled. I t  is 
exactly this that the Soviet Government is working for, having again 
advanced, during the Moscow three-power talks, a broad action pro
gram aimed at consolidating peace. The program envisages a num
ber of urgent measures to remove the danger of a thermonuclear 
conflict, primarily the signing of a nonaggression pact between NATO 
and Warsaw Pact countries.* The Soviet Government has once 
more called for eliminating the remnants of World W ar I I , for sign
ing a German peace treaty, and normalizing the situation in West 
Berlin on this basis.

‘ Moscow radio broadcast, Aug. 3, 1983. The Chinese Conunimists relied on 

Aug. 15 (post, pp. 352-366).

“Po««, pp. 291-293.

* The Russian text of this sentence reads as follows: “Dogover o zapresh- 

chenii yadernykh ispytanii imeyet printsipial’noye znacheniye s tochki zreniya 

dal’neishikh poiskov putei k uregulirovaniyu spornykh problem, razdelyayu- 

shchikh mir” ( P r a v d a , Aug. 4,1963, p. 1).

* See ante, pp. 57-58.
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The collective opinion of the socialist countries on the question of 
cessation of nuclear tests is expressed in the decision of the conference 
of the first secretaries of central committees of communist and workers 
parties and heads of government of Warsaw Pact countries. “The 
achievement of an agreement on a nuclear test ban,” the document says, 
“is the result of the steadfast peace-loving foreign policy of the Soviet 
Union and of all the socialist countries, a success for the Leninist 
policy of peaceful coexistence of states with different social systems. 
The conference considers that the treaty will help reduce international 
tension and will be a positive factor in the struggle of the peoples for 
peace, and against tlie danger of a new world war.” ®

The fraternal Marxist-Leninist parties on all continents have 
expressed their complete approval of the agreement. They see in it 
an important result of the consistent implementation of the communisl 
movement’s general line of strengthening the forces of peace and 
progress. All who cherish peace unanimously approve the results of 
the Moscow talks. In the atmosphere of this unanimous approval, 
one can count on the fingers of one hand those who venture openly to 
oppose the treaty on the prohibition of nuclear tests. And there is 
nothing surprising in this. Those who oppose the prohibition of 
nuclear tests, whatever verbal contrivances they may resort to, show 
themselves to be opponents of peaceful coexistence, opponents of the 
line of relaxing international tension and of undermining the forces of 
aggression and war.

TVTien such views are expressed by representatives of the most 
bellicose circles of imperialism, there is nothing surprising in it. But 
when the treaty on banning nuclear weapons tests is opposed by com
munists, and what is more by the communists standing at the head of 
a socialist country, this cannot but arouse well-justified amazement.

How can the leaders of a socialist country reject out of hand an 
international agreement which serves to strengthen peace, accords with 
the wishes of the peoples, and conforms to their vital interest ? Only 
disregard of the vital interests of the peoples, who have long been 
demanding an end to nuclear testing, could suggest such an interpre
tation of the aims and meaning of the treaty as the Chinese Govern- 
ment seeks to give in its statement.

The Government of the CPE claims in its statement that conclusion 
of the treaty has for its aim to “consolidate the nuclear monopoly” of 
three powers, and that the Soviet Union’s participation in such a 
treaty is “capitulation to American imperialism.” “

‘ New Times, no. 31 (Aug. 7, 1963), p. 36.
“ Ante, pp. 270-271.
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One cannot imagine a greater absurdity. In pressing for the con
clusion of a treaty banning nuclear weapons tests, the Soviet Union, 
and all peace-loving forces, see in it an important measure protecting 
mankind against the dangerous consequences of the pollution of the 
atmosphere, the water, and outer space by radioactive substances. 
And those who level accusations against the USSR, bracketing the 
socialist power with capitalist states, seek to present this as a striving 
of the Soviet Union for some nuclear monopoly, and even as 
“capitulation.”

Thus it follows that if nuclear weapons spread throughout the 
world, if the way were open for the West German revanchists to 
possess this weapon, if one series of nuclear explosions carried out by 
scores of states were followed by another one, this would, it appears, 
meet the interests of peace and would not constitute capitulation to 
imperialism! No, it is just the other way round. This would mean 
irresponsible playing with the destiny of millions upon millions of 
people, and everyone who shows concern for the present and future of 
his people, for the preservation of peace, not only in oratory but in 
practical deeds cannot but realize this.

The Government of the Chinese People’s Republic is trying to com
pletely ignore the facts known to the whole world. The groundless
ness of the attempts to cast aspersions on the Soviet Union’s position 
on the nuclear weapons question is proved by the fact that it was pre
cisely the Soviet Union that, as far back as 1946, was the first to come 
out with a proposal to outlaw the atomic weapon once and for all and 
to destroy its stockpiles.^ Having in its possession the most perfect 
nuclear weapon and the most perfect means of its delivery, the Soviet 
Union has been persistently and consistently fighting for many years 
for outlawing the atomic and hydrogen weapons, for discontinuation 
of their production, for destruction of all stockpiles of this weapon, 
for an end to its tests, and for scrapping the entire military machine 
of the states.

In 1959 the head of the Soviet Government, N.S. Khrus'hchev, speak
ing from the rostrum of the U.N. General Assembly, advanced the 
proposal for general and complete disarmament which has become 
the banner of the peoples in the struggle for lasting peace.® The 
basis of the Soviet disarmament program, its backbone, is the prohibi
tion and complete destruction of all nuclear weapons, as well of all 
the means of delivery thereof to targets. I t  is well known that the 
Soviet Government is also waging a struggle for the immediate reali
zation of such measures to check the nuclear arms race as the estab

' Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, voL I, pp. 17-24.
«im .j,  yol. II, pp. 1452ff.
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lishment of denuclearized zones in various areas of the world and the 
dismantling of military bases in foreign territories.

Can one say that, in proposing all these measures, the Soviet Union 
is guided only by its own interest, and not by the interests of the entire 
socialist community, of all the peoples ? Is it not a fact that what the 
statement of the CPK Government terms a nuclear monopoly, i.e., the 
possession by the Soviet Union of such weapons, played a definite—■ 
one may even say the decisive— r̂ole in the fact that the Socialist 
countries, including the CPE, did not become the object of imperialist 
aggression and are able to build victoriously socialism and 
communism ?

Furthermore, the statement of the Chinese Government contends 
that the nuclear weapons test-ban treaty does not solve in its entirety 
the task of banning all kinds of nuclear weapons, of destroying nuclear 
stockpiles, or of discontinuing the production thereof. There is no 
argument but that the treaty does not solve all these questions. I t  is 
of course plain to all that the wider the agreement the better. An 
ideal solution would be to immediately conclude a treaty on general 
and complete disarmament. We insist on such a treaty now, as we 
did before. Maybe the Chinese leaders know the secret of how to solve 
this problem at one fell swoop ? As far as we are concerned, we con
sider it better to do a part than to do nothing when an agreement on 
such a partial measure is in the interests of peace, in the interests of 
socialism. If, in present conditions, it is not yet possible to solve the 
problem at once in its entirety, the only reasonable way out is to solve 
it step by step. One must be absolutely out of touch with realities to 
advance the alternative of “all or nothing” with regard to matters 
involving the destinies of the world and the lives of millions of people.

I t  is not too diiEcult to throw right and left the simple and easy 
formula—all or nothing. In practice such a demand is devoid of any 
real content. Can such an approach to international affairs be re
garded as realistic? I t  is the duty of communists, above all com
munists who are leaders of states, to work, even though it be step by 
step, to relieve the peoples of the danger of nuclear war and annihila
tion. The Soviet Government is convinced that there is not a single 
country on earth whose people would give their seal of approval to 
a policy that dooms human beings to breathe radioactive air or which 
would approve plans for a limitless nuclear arms race and for giving 
access to nuclear weapons to the most adventurous circles of the 
imperialist camp, including the West German revenge seekers. No, 
there are no such people!

The test-ban treaty can be objected to only by people who stand 
aside from the struggle of the peoples against nuclear war and who 
cover up with a flashy phrase about the most radical disarmament
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measures their lack of readiness or desire to achieve disarmament. 
Only those people may object who view the struggle for general and 
complete disarmament as mere bystanders to whom real success in the 
struggle for peace is of no consequence. To those, on the other hand, 
who do wage this struggle, every step toward this great goal is impor
tant. The Chinese leaders, by the way, had to admit themselves in 
their statement that the complete prohibition of nuclear weapons 
should be approached “gradually.” But if they recognize the need 
for this approach—and there is no other in the present conditions— 
why then, one may ask, is the Soviet Union being reproached with not 
being able to secure the solution of the entire problem at one go? 
Apparently, the Chinese leaders, carried away by the polemic, 
consider that logic is not obligatory for them in this case.

On the one hand, the statement by the CPR Government contends 
that the treaty banning nuclear weapons tests does not give any
thing to the peoples because it does not provide for the complete 
prohibition and destruction of nuclear weapons. And, on the other 
hand, the statement says that the treaty is bad because it does not 
cover underground nuclear tests. Consequently, the Chinese govern
ment, too, recognizes in principle that the ending of nuclear weapons 
tests is a good thing and that the peoples demand this. But, virtually 
a few lines later in its statement, the Chinese Government produces, 
one by one, contrived arguments against this treaty, such as the claim 
that the treaty on the prohibition of nuclear weapons tests is a 
“fraud” as it does not give a complete solution to the problem of 
liquidating nuclear weapons.

A treaty banning nuclear tests, even if it is extended to under
ground tests, is of course only a partial measure, only a step in the 
direction of disarmament, providing more favorable conditions for it.

But the question is in order: Does this measure facilitate or impede 
the solution of the cardinal task, the task of disarmament? With 
the exception of the most outspoken enemies of peace in the camp 
of the imperialist powers, everybody admits that the reaching of 
agreement on ending nuclear tests creates more favorable prerequisites 
for progress in disarmament. The communists in the capitalist coun
tries and the communist parties standing at the head of the socialist 
countries reply to this question in the affirmative. The conclusion 
of the treaty on banning nuclear tests facilitates the struggle for 
general and complete disarmament. But the Government of the 
Chinese People’s Republic asserts the opposite. Thus it follows that 
the whole world is in error and only the CPR Government knows 
the truth.

But who, then, is actually deceiving the peoples ? Those who, hav
ing achieved first real results, call for developing further the achieved
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success and for stepping up the efforts in the struggle against the 
aggressive forces of imperialism and the struggle for the solution 
of other important problems, or those who treat with disdain the 
efforts of the fighters for peace and their achievements and thus 
disorientate the peoples and sow disbelief in their ability to prevent 
war?

The whole of this concept of the CPU Government reeks of hope
lessness and pessimism. Its essence could be compared with the say
ing that was in use in our countiy in the past: “neck or nothing.” 
This concept could probably be understandable if it came from those 
who are doomed by history, from those under whose feet the ground 
is shaking. But it is incomprehensible how the government of a 
country building a socialist society can take such a stand.

Who can be inspired by such a concept of hopelessness ? No, people 
draw energy not by advancing nearer and nearer to the black abyss of 
a thermonuclear war, but from deep faith in their ability and pos
sibility of fettering the forces of war, of insuring genuine peace and 
progress.

The CPE. Government claims that the conclusion of the treaty on 
banning nuclear weapons tests leads to “American imperialism gain
ing a military advantage” while peace-loving countries, including 
China, lose the “possibility of strengthening their defensive might.”

Strange logic, this! Even our foes admit that it is the Soviet 
Union that has the most powerful nuclear weapons in the world today, 
the most advanced means of their delivery to any targets. This power
ful rocket-nuclear shield insures the security of not only the Soviet 
Union but of all the socialist countries, including the CPE, and is 
the mainstay of peace throughout the world.

Does conclusion of a treaty banning the tests alter the present bal
ance of power? No, it does not. The Soviet Government would never 
have agreed to the conclusion of such a treaty if it placed us in an 
unequal position, if it gave unilateral advantages to the other side. 
All this does not require special proof.

Lastly, if the question of who would benefit most by this treaty is 
to be raised, would it not be more correct to assume that in the question 
of nuclear tests, the Soviet Union, as the nuclear power in the com
munity of socialist states, is in a better position to judge whether the 
balance of forces will change or not, and, if it does change, then in 
what direction ? Does not the CPE Government take too much upon 
itself in drawing conclusions in this question for the Soviet Govern
ment, for the Soviet Union ?

No, it is not concern for the defense potential of the socialist camp 
that has prompted the statement of the CPE Government. What 
stands beliind all this apparently is a desire, regardless of the position
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of the socialist camp, of all peace-loving forces, to follow a special 
policy on the question of what is to be done about the most destructive 
weapons—the nuclear weapons—whether to destroy them or open the 
sluice gates for their unhindered spread all over the earth.

The Chinese leaders should ponder the fact that, in refusing to sign 
the treaty, they have found themselves in company with those in the 
imperialist bloc who oppose this treaty. No one would convince the 
Soviet Government that such a position accords with the interests of 
any people, be they the people of Europe or America, Asia or Africa, 
the people of a small state or a large one.

Evidently the CPR Government itself understands how unpopular 
a negative position on questions of strengthening peace and disarma
ment is in our time. For this reason, it tries in its statement to repre
sent the matter as if it had some program of its own on questions of 
nuclear disarmament and one, moreover, even more radical than that 
which is put forward by the Soviet Union and the other socialist 
countries.

But in the first place, this “program” set forth in the statement of 
the CPR Government contains nothing new. All the proposals listed 
in it in their time had been advanced by the Soviet Union and other 
socialist countries. The CPE Government only repeated these pro
posals.

All the world knows that the Soviet Union and the other socialist 
states are continuing to conduct, as they did before in alliance with 
the peace-loving forces throughout the world, an active struggle for 
the realization of the program of general and complete disarmament 
which they have advanced and which includes complete destruction 
of nuclear weapons.

Second, the gist of the CPR Government statement does not lie at 
all in the radical program which lists proposals long since submitted 
by others, but in the fact that in the given case they are trying to use 
this program to cover up the refusal of the CPR Government to sign a 
treaty to ban nuclear weapons tests.

The Chinese government has not a single persuasive argument in 
favor of its negative attitude on the test-ban treaty. And, indeed, a 
government cannot have such arguments if it builds its policy exclu
sively in the interests of peace and socialism, in the interests of the 
peoples.

The Soviet Union, shoulder to shoulder with the other socialist 
countries, fought and fights indefatigably for the realization of gen
eral and complete disarmament. The Soviet Government invariably 
rejoiced that in the past the CPR was in the same ranks, making its 
contribution to the struggle for disarmament, to the consolidation of 
peace among nations.
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The Soviet Union and other socialist countries regard the statement 
of the CPR Government as an unprecedented, most regrettable act. 
All friends of peace and socialism cannot but regret that, on a question 
involving the vital interests of all the peoples of the earth, the govern
ment of a socialist country undertook a step which is in gross con
tradiction to the common line of the socialist states in the international 
arena, and in gross contradiction to the fundamental principles that 
guide these states in foreign policy, under which on two occasions—in 
1957 and in 1960—the leaders of the CPE affixed their signatures.®

The position of the CPE Government runs counter to the Leninist 
policy of peaceful coexistence of states with different social systems. 
Thereby the Chinese leaders openly place themselves in opposition to 
the socialist commonwealth, to the whole of the world communist move
ment, to all peace-loving peoples of Europe, Asia, Africa, and 
America.

The Chinese Government cannot fail to understand that by embark
ing on such a road it inflicts direct damage on the unity of the socialist 
camp and weakens the united front of the struggle against imperialism.

Such actions can only bring joy to the enemies of peace whose cher
ished aim is to disimite, to alienate the socialist countries, to break the 
great unity of the peoples of the socialist commimity, to undermine 
the world system of socialism from inside.

I t  is impossible not to see also that the statement of the Chinese 
Government containing attacks on our country, on the policy of the 
Soviet Union, is one more evidence that the Chinese leaders transfer 
ideological differences to interstate relations. I t  is impossible to ex
plain otherwise the appearance in this document of such impudent 
allegations as that by concluding the treaty on banning nuclear tests 
the Soviet Government “betrayed the interests of the Soviet people, 
betrayed the interests of the peoples in the socialist countries, including 
China, and betrayed the interests of the peace-loving peoples of the 
whole world.”

I t  is difficult to say what predominates here—political irresponsibil
ity or irritation of the people whose expectations are dashed to the 
ground by life itself. Who empowered the CPE Government to speak 
in the name of the Soviet people and for them ? Who asked it to speak 
for the peoples of the other socialist countries? The authors of the 
statement must be losing their nei^e if—disregarding the elementary 
standards of relations between states, let alone standards of relations 
between fraternal socialist countries—they seek, in their statement, to 
counterpoise the Soviet people to the Soviet Government, The hope-

” Pra/oda, Nov. 22,1957, pp. 1-2; Dec. 2, I960, p. 1; and Dec. 6,1960, pp. 1-4; Cur
rent Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. IX, no. 47 (Jan. 1, 1958), pp. 3-7; vol. XII, 
nos. 48 and 49 (Dec. 28, 1960 and Jan. 4, 1961), pp. 3-9 and 3-8, respectively.
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lessness of such attempts has long been realized even by the imperial
ists who, in the years of the intervention, and then in the years of 
World War II, broke their teeth on the monolithic unity of the Soviet 
people with the Soviet Government and the glorious Communist Party. 
This was a vote by blood and life for Soviet power in our country, for 
the policy of the Commimist Party and our own Soviet Government. 
And today, by their magnificent labor achievements in building com
munism, the Soviet people vote for the peaceful policy of their govern
ment and express imlimited confidence in and support for the Com
munist Party of the Soviet Union, its Central Committee.

In  whose footsteps do the Chinese leaders intend to follow ? In the 
statement of the CPE. Government one cannot discover, even with the 
help of a microscope, the least trace of respect for the sovereignty of 
the Soviet state, although communists and the socialist countries not 
only proclaim, but must consistently uphold, the principles of sov
ereignty and noninterference in internal affairs in international rela
tions, including relations between socialist countries. What can one 
oppose in the question of national sovereignty to the imperialist policy 
of trampling upon the sovereign rights of peoples, if the government of 
a socialist state flouts the principle of respect for sovereignty and goes 
so far as to make insulting attacks on fraternal countries, on fraternal 
peoples ?

Only people who have fenced themselves off with a wall of dogmatic 
notions from what agitates mankind, from the concerns and hopes 
of the men of labor, can either fail to see or pretend not to see the tre
mendous changes taking place on our planet and not believe in the 
reason and will of the peoples who are today capable of preventing a 
world thermonuclear war.

The CPE Government is trying to find some contradictions in the 
position of the Soviet Union. But while artificially selecting quota
tions and juggling with words they forget the simple truth that life 
does not mark time. Science and technology are developing tempes
tuously. And what was unacceptable only yesterday might prove use
ful, even most useful, today.

So it is, precisely, with the prohibition of nuclear weapons tests in 
the atmosphere, in outer space and under water. There can hardly be 
any doubts as to who is more competent to be the judge in this—those 
who possess nuclear weapons and hold their tests, or others who know 
about them only from literature. There can be no two opinions on this 
score.

As regards the proposal of the CPE Government for calling an 
international conference with the participation of the heads of state 
for discussing relevant problems, including the problem of disarma
ment, the Soviet Government, of course, cannot object to it since it is 
its own proposal. This is one of the suggestions repeatedly made by

728-674— 64----20



290 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1963

the Soviet Government. In making such proposal we proceeded from 
the fact, and we stated so, that no one can assume any commitments 
for the Chinese People’s Republic except its own government, and that 
consequently the question of China’s commitments can be discussed 
only with the participation of the CPE Government. The Soviet Gov
ernment continues to firmly adhere to this position.

In this connection the question arises of why the CPE, Government 
found it necessary right now to put forth the proposal for an inter
national conference for dealing with the disarmanent question and a 
number of other international problems and to claim that this is some 
novelty ? Again, it is in order to camouflage refusal to sign the treaty 
on banning nuclear weapons tests.

In  an effort to discredit in the eyes of the peoples the doubtless 
successes in the struggle for diminishing the war threat, and to vilify 
the peaceful foreign policy of the Soviet Union, the Chinese leaders 
have shown to the whole world that their policy leads to an aggrava
tion of international tensions and to the further stepping up of the 
nuclear arms race, as well as to a still further expansion of its scope 
and scale.

This position is tantamount to actual connivance with those who 
advocate world thermonuclear war and who are against the settlement 
of the disputable international problems at a conference table. There 
is no doubt that this position cannot but meet, and does meet, with the 
resolute condemnation of the peoples of the socialist countries, of all 
peace-loving states, of all those for whom the cause of peace and 
progress is dear.

Expressing the will of all the Soviet people, the Soviet Government 
rejects the fabrications concerning the foreign policy of the Soviet 
state contained in the statement of the CPE Government. No con
jectures or attacks can change the foreign policy course of the Soviet 
Union charted by the great Lenin and further developed in the 
decisions of the 20th and 22d congresses of our party, in the Program 
of the CPSU, and unanimously approved by all the Soviet people and 
by the international communist movement. Guided by this course, 
the Soviet Union will continue to pursue steadfastly a policy of peace 
and international friendship, and to fight for general and complete 
disarmament, for a peaceful settlement of international issues, includ
ing those that involve the security of Europe, and for the triumph of 
the Leninist principles of peaceful coexistence.

I t goes without saying that the Soviet Government would be sin
cerely glad were the foreign policy of the Chinese People’s Eepublic 
based on the cohesion of socialist states, whose banner is the struggle 
for averting the danger of a thermonuclear war, for peaceful coexist



TEST-BAN TREATY, AUGUST 5 291

ence, for the freedom of all the peoples and their right to build their 
life as they see fit. This is what the interests of socialism and com
munism, the interests of peace demand.

Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmos
phere, in Outer Space, and Under Water, August 5, 
1963^

The Governments of the United States of America, the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Kepublics, hereinafter referred to as the “Original 
Parties”,

Proclaiming as their principal aim the speediest possible achieve
ment of an agreement on general and complete disarmament under 
strict international control in accordance with the objectives of the 
United Nations which would put an end to the armaments race and 
eliminate the incentive to the production and testing of all kinds of 
weapons, including nuclear weapons,

Seeking to achieve the discontinuance of all test explosions of nu
clear weapons for all time, determined to continue negotiations to 
this end, and desiring to put an end to the contamination of man’s 
environment by radioactive substances,

Have agreed as follows:
Article I

1. Each of the Parties to this Treaty undertakes to prohibit, to pre
vent, and not to carry out any nuclear weapon test explosion, or any 
other nuclear explosion, at any place under its jurisdiction or control:

 ̂TIAS 5433. Initialed July 25, 1963. Ratification advised by the Senate, 
Sept. 24, 1963; ratified by tbe President, Oct. 7, 1963; entered into force Oct. 10, 
1963. As of Dec. 31, 1963, tbe following 22 countries bad deposited instruments 
of ratification or accession: Australia, Bulgaria, Burma, Czecboslovakia, Gbana, 
Greece, Hungary, India, Ireland, Mexico, Mongolian People’s Bepublic (de
posited at London and Moscow), New Zealand, Norway, Poland, Rumania., 
Rwanda, Soutb Africa (accession), Sweden, Thailand, U.K., U.S.S.R., and the 
U.S. As of that date, 85 other countries bad signed at Washington (see post, pp. 
693-694). In addition, the German Democratic Republic, Byelorussian Soviet 
Socialist Republic, and Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic were reported to have 
signed and deposited ratifications at Moscow. For U.S. policy regarding these 
signatures and ratifications, see Treaties in Force on January 1, 19S4 (Depart
ment of State publication 7645), p. 264. On East Germany, see statements by 
Pr^ident Kennedy (ante, pp. 273-274) and the Department of State comments 
{Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 2,1963, p. 355).



292 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1963

(a) in the atmosphere; beyond its limits, including outer space; 
or underwater, including territorial waters or high seas; or

(b) in any other environment if such explosion causes radio
active debris to be present outside the territorial limits of the State 
imder whose jurisdiction or control such explosion is conducted. I t 
is understood in this connection that the provisions of this subpara
graph are without prejudice to the conclusion of a treaty resulting in 
the permanent banning of all nuclear test explosions, including aU 
such explosions underground, the conclusion of which, as the Parties 
have stated in the Preamble to this Treaty, they seek to achieve.

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, or any other 
nuclear explosion, anywhere which would take place in any of the 
environments described, or have the effect referred to, in paragraph 1  

of tliis Article.
Article I I

1. Any Party may propose amendments to this Treaty. The text 
of any proposed amendment shall be submitted to the Depositary 
Governments which shall circulate it to all Parties to this Treaty. 
Thereafter, if requested to do so by one-third or more of the Parties, 
the Depositary Governments shall convene a conference, to which they 
shall invite all the Parties, to consider such amendment.

2 . Any amendment to this Treaty must be approved by a majority 
of the votes of all the Parties to this Treaty, including the votes of aU 
of the Original Parties. The amendment shall enter into force for all 
Parties upon the deposit of instruments of ratification by a majority 
of all the Parties, including the instruments of ratification of all of the 
Original Parties.

Article I I I

1 . This Treaty shall be open to all States for signature. Any State 
which does not sign this Treaty before its entry into force in accordance 
with paragraph 3 of this Article 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 Governments of the Original Parties—the United 
States of America, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and North
ern Ireland, and the Union of Soviet Socialist Eepublics—which are 
hereby designated the Depositary Governments.

3. This Treaty shall enter into force after its ratification by all the 
Original Parties and the deposit of their instruments of ratification.
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4. For States whose instruments of ratification or accession are 
deposited subsequent to the entry into force of this Treaty, it shall 
enter into force on the date of the deposit of their instruments of 
ratification or accession.

5. The Depositary Governments shall promptly inform all signa
tory and acceding States of the date of each signature, the date of 
deposit of each instrument of ratification of and accession to this 
Treaty, the date of its entry into force, and the date of receipt of any 
requests for conferences or other notices.

6 . This Treaty shall be registered by the Depositary Governments 
pursuant to Article 1 0 2  of the Charter of the United Nations.

Article IV

This Treaty shall be of unlimited duration.
Each Party shall in exercising its national sovereignty have the 

right to withdraw from the Treaty if it decides that extraordinary 
events, related to the subject matter of this Treaty, have jeopardized 
the supreme interests of its country. I t  shall give notice of such 
withdrawal to all other Parties to the Treaty three months in advance.

Article V

This Treaty, of which the English and Russian texts are equally 
authentic, shall be deposited in the archives of the Depositary Govern
ments. Duly certified copies of this Treaty shall be transmitted by 
the Depositary Governments to the Governments of the signatory 
and acceding States.

I n  w t t n e s s  w h e r e o f  the tmdersigned, duly authorized, have signed 
this Treaty.

D one in triplicate at the city of Moscow the fifth day of August, 
one thousand nine hundred and sixty-three.

For the Government For the Government For the Government
of the United of the U n i t e d  of the Union of

. States of America Kingdom of Great Soviet Socialist
Britain and North- Republics
ern Ireland

D e a n  R u s k  H ome A. Gromtko
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Tripartite Communique Issued at Signing of Test-Ban 
Treaty, August 5, 1963 ^

On August 5 in Moscow in the Grand Kremlin Palace, A. A. Gro
myko, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, Mr. Eusk, Secretary of State of the United States of 
America, and Lord Home, Her Britannic Majesty’s Principal Secre
tary of State for Foreign Affairs, signed a Treaty Banning Nuclear 
Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under Water.^

U Thant, Secretary General of the United Nations, who had been 
invited by the three signatory Governments, was present at the signing 
of the Treaty.

The signing ceremony was attended on behalf of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics by N. S. Khrushchev, Chairman of the Council of 
Ministers of the U.S.S.R., L. I. Brezhnev, Chairman of the Presidium 
of the Supreme Soviet of the U.S.S.R., A. P. Kirilenko, L. N. Efremov, 
Yu. V. Andropov, L. F. Ilichev, B. N. Ponomarev, V. N. Titov, A. N. 
Shelepin, D. F. Ustinov, V. Ye. Dymshits, M. A. Lesechko, P. F. Lom- 
ako, I. T. Novikov, K. N. Rudnev, L. V. Smirnov, R. Ya. Malinovski, 
E. P. Slavski, A. M. Petrosyants, V. V. Kuznetsov, V. A. Zorin, A. A. 
Sobolev, A. A. Grechko, S. K. Tsarapkin, A. F. Dobrynin, A. A. Sold
atov, and the following Chiefs of Sections of the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs of the U.S.S.R.: M. N. Smirnovski, G. I. Tunkin, L. M. Zam
yatin, F. F. Molochkov, Z. V. Mironova; on behalf of the United 
States of America by Honorable Adlai Stevenson, U.S. Representa
tive to the United Nations, Senator Aiken, Senator Fulbright, Senator 
Saltonstall, Senator Humphrey, Senator Pastore, Honorable William 
C. Foster, Director, U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 
Honorable Glenn Seaborg, Chairman, U.S. Atomic Energy Commis
sion, Honorable Llewellyn Thompson, Ambassador at Large, Honor
able Arthur Dean, Consultant to Arms, Control and Disarmament 
Agency, Honorable Foy D. Kohler, U.S. Ambassador to the U.S.S.R.; 
on behalf of the United Kingdom by The Right Honorable Edward 
Heath, Lord Privy Seal, Mr. Peter Thomas, Minister of State, Sir 
Harold Caccia, Permanent Under Secretary, Foreign Office, Sir 
Humphrey Trevelyan, Her Britaimic Majesty’s Ambassador in 
Moscow.

The Treaty, in three original and identical texts in the Russian 
and English languages, was signed simultaneously by A. A. Gromyko,

^Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 26, 1963, pp. 315-316. The joint com
munique was issued at Moscow.

° Supra,
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Mr. E,usk and Lord Home. The signers and the Secretary General 
of the U.N. made brief speeches which are published separately.^ 

The three Governments which signed the Treaty Banning Nuclear 
Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under Water 
have agreed that this Treaty is an important initial step towards the 
lessening of international tension and the strengthening of peace, and 
have expressed their hope that further progress will be achieved 
towards that end.

The three Governments have expressed the hope that other States 
will accede to the Treaty. They will themiselves take the necessary 
measures for the prompt ratification of the Treaty in accordance with 
their respective constitutional procedures.

I t  was agreed that the Treaty would be open for signature in all 
three capitals beginning on August 8 .

The signing of the Treaty was attended by numerous representa
tives of the Soviet and foreign press, radio and television.

Report by Acting Secretary of State Ball to President 
Kennedy on the Test-Ban Treaty, August 8, 1963 ^

D e p a r t m e n t  o p  S t a t e , 

'Washington, August 8,1963.
T h e  P e e s id e n t ,

The White House;

I  have the honor to submit to you, with the recommendation that it 
be transmitted to the Senate for its advice and consent to ratification, 
a certified copy of the treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in the 
atmosphere, in outer space and imder water, signed at Moscow on 
August 5,1963, on behalf of the United States of America, the United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Eepublics.

On October 31, 1958, the United States and the United Kingdom 
began negotiations with the Soviet Union at Geneva for an effectively 
controlled nuclear test cessation agreement. As you are aware, con
tinued studies and assessments of the technical, political, military, and

’ For the text of Secretary Rusk’s speecli, see Department of State Bulletin, 
Aug. 26, 1963, pp. 314^315. See New York Times, Aug. 6, 1963, p. 120, for texts 
of the other speeches.

S. Ex. M, 88th Cong., 1st sess. The treaty is printed ante, pp. 291-293.
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other aspects of this subject have been conducted since that time in 
connection with the negotiations.

The Senate has followed the test ban negotiations with close 
attention, holding many hearings and enacting a resolution in support 
of the efforts of the executive branch (S. Ees. 96, 8 6 th Oong., 1 st 
sess.).® Congressional advisers have attended the negotiations at 
Geneva at various times since 1958.

The first proposal for a limited test ban treaty was advanced by 
the United States and the United Kingdom on April 13, 1969. On 
that date, supported by Prime Minister Macmillan, President 
Eisenhower proposed in a letter to Chairman Khrushchev a ban on 
tests above ground and up to 50 kilometers.’̂ On September 3, 1961, 
you and Prime Minister Macmillan proposed to Chairman Khru
shchev that the three Governments agree immediately not to conduct 
“nuclear tests which take place in the atmosphere and produce 
radioactive fallout.” ®

On August 27, 1962, the United States and the United Kingdom 
submitted to the Conference of the 18-Nation Committee on Dis
armament a draft treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in the atmos
phere, outer space, and underwater.* Both proposals have been 
renewed by the United States and the United Kingdom at various 
times since then.

On May 27, 1963, Senators Dodd and Humphrey introduced in the 
Senate a resolution (S. Ees. 148, 8 8 th Cong., 1st sess.).’̂ This resolu
tion, cosponsored by 32 other Senators, urged negotiation of a treaty 
banning tests in the atmosphere and the oceans.

On June 1 0 , 1963, in a speech at American University, you an
nounced further negotiations with the Soviet Union for a nuclear test 
ban, and a suspension of United States tests in the atmosphere so long 
as other nations did not conduct them.®

On July 2,1963, Chairman Khrushchev expressed the willingness of 
the Soviet Government “to conclude an agreement banning nuclear 
tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water.” ®

Commencing July 15, 1963, negotiations were held in Moscow be
tween W. Averell Harriman, representing the United States, Lord 
Hailsham, representing the United Kingdom, and A. A. Gromyko, rep
resenting the Soviet Union, looking toward the possibility of conclud

* Documents on Disarmament, 194S-1959, vol. II, pp. 1402-1403. 
pp. 1392-1393. 
i.96/, p. 351.

“ Ibid., 1962, vol. II, pp. 804-807.
’ Congressional Record, May 27,1963, p. 8967.
“ Ante, pp. 220-221.
“Aw{e,p.245.
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ing a treaty banning nuclear weapons tests in three environments, but 
not underground. On July 25,1963, these negotiations resulted in an 
agreed draft initialed by the representatives of each of the parties. 
On August 5,1963, the treaty was signed in Moscow by Secretary Eusk 
on behalf of the United States, by A. A. Gromyko on behalf of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, and by Lord Home on behalf of 
the United Kingdom.

The treaty consists of a preamble and five articles.
The preamble indicates the relationship of this treaty to the much 

broader aim of achieving an agreement on general and complete dis
armament under strict international control, as well as to the more 
specific aims of eventually preventing nuclear weapons tests in all 
environments, meanwhile stopping the contamination of the atmos
phere by radioactive fallout.

Article I  contains the principal substantive obligations of the parties. 
Under its first paragraph the parties undertake to prohibit, to prevent, 
and not to carry out, at any place under their jurisdiction or control, 
nuclear weapons tests or other nuclear explosions in the atmosphere, 
in outer space, or under water. In the context of provisions devoted 
to obtaining a complete, verifiable ban on tests in these three environ
ments, the treaty language relates “any nuclear weapon test explosion” 
to “any other nuclear explosion,” thus preventing evasion based on 
the contention that a particular detonation was not a weapon test but 
the explosion of an already tested device. The phrase “any other nu
clear explosion” includes explosions for peaceful purposes. Such 
explosions are prohibited by the treaty because of the difficulty of 
differentiating between weapon test explosions and peaceful explosions 
without additional controls. The article does not prohibit the use of 
nuclear weapons in the event of war nor restrict the exercise of the 
right of self-defense recognized in article 51 of the Charter of the 
United Nations.

Underground nuclear explosions are not prohibited so long as they 
do not cause radioactive debris to be present outside the territorial 
limits of the State under whose jurisdiction or control such explosions 
are conducted. Thus, so long as adequate precautions axe taken to 
prevent such spread of radioactive debris, the treaty will not prohibit 
the United States from conducting underground nuclear weapons 
tests or underground nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes.

The second paragraph of article I  contains an imdertaking by the 
parties to refrain from causing, encouraging, or in any way partici
pating in, the carrying out of the prohibited tests and explosions 
anywhere by anyone. This provision prevents a party from doing 
indirectly what it has agreed to refrain from doing directly.
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Article I I  contains a procedure for amending the treaty. Any 
party may propose an amendment, and a conference to consider such 
an amendment must be called if requested by one-third or more of 
the parties although a conference would not be necessary for the adop
tion of an amendment. To be effective, an amendment must be ap
proved and ratified by a majority of all the parties which must include 
the United States, Great Britain, and the Soviet Union. Thus, no 
amendment can become effective without the advice and consent of 
the Senate.

Article I I I  provides that the treaty shall enter into force upon the 
deposit of instruments of ratification by all three original parties and 
specifies how other states may become parties. I t  designates the three 
original parties as depositary governments and contains other provi
sions of a formal nature relating to ratification, accession, and registra
tion with the United Nations.

An increasing number of countries have indicated their intention 
of becoming parties to the treaty and of thus broadening its effective
ness. The provisions for signature and accession have been designed 
to permit the widest possible application of the treaty. At the same 
time adherence to the treaty will in no way imply recognition or 
change in status of regimes the United States does not now recognize. 
Nor will it in any way result in according recognition or change in 
status to any regime not now recognized by any other party.

Article IV  provides that the treaty shall be of unlimited duration. 
I t  also creates a special right of withdrawal, upon 3 months’ notice, if 
a party finds that extraordinary events related to the subject matter 
of the treaty have jeopardized its supreme interests.

Article V provides that the English and Eussian texts of the treaty 
are equally authoritative and makes provision for the deposit of the 
original treaty instruments and the transmittal of certified copies to 
signatory and acceding states.

There is transmitted for your information, and for that of the 
Senate, the agreed communique issued by the representatives of the 
original parties on July 25, 1963, at the conclusion of the Conference 
in Moscow at which the treaty was formulated.^®

I  believe that the signing of this treaty is a significant achievement. 
Its ratification by the three original parties and by such other states 
as may sign or accede to it will be an important and hopeful step 
toward the reduction of international tensions, alleviation of the fears 
and dangers caused by radioactive fallout, and the prevention of the 
spread of nuclear weapons capability. I  believe it will promote the 
security of the United States and of the entire free world.

“ Ante, pp. 249-250,
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In view of these advantages, and of the hopes and expectations of 
virtually every nation in the world, it is my sincere hope tha,t the 
United States will promptly ratify this treaty.

Respectfully submitted.

G eokge W . B a l l .

Message From President Kennedy to the Senate: Trans
mittal of Test-Ban Treaty, August 8, 1963 ^

T h e  W h it e  H ouse , August 8, 1963.

To the Senate of the United States:
With a view to receiving the advice and consent of the Senate to 

ratification, I  transmit herewith a certified copy of the treaty banning 
nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space, and under
water, signed at Moscow on August 5, 1963, on behalf of the United 
States of America, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and North
ern Ireland, and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.^

This treaty is the first concrete result of 18 years of effort by the 
United States to impose limits on the nuclear arms race. There is 
hope that it may lead to further measures to arrest and control the 
dangerous competition for increasingly destructive weapons.

The provisions of the treaty are explained in the report of the Acting 
Secretary of State, transmitted herewith.® Essentially it prohibits 
only those nuclear tests that we ourselves can police. I t  permits 
nuclear tests and explosions underground so long as all fallout is 
contained within the country where the test or explosion is conducted.

In the weeks before and after the test ban negotiations, the hopes 
of the world have been focused on this treaty. Especially in America, 
where nuclear energy was first unlocked, where the danger of nuclear 
war and the meaning of radioactive fallout are so clearly recognized, 
there has been understanding and support for this effort. Now the 
treaty comes before the Senate, for that careful study which is the 
constitutional obligation of the members of that body. As that study 
begins I  wish to urge that the following considerations be kept cleai-ly 
in mind:

First: This treaty is the whole agreement. U.S. negotiators in 
Moscow were instructed not to make this agreement conditioned

’ S. Ex. M, 88th Cong., 1st sess. 
“ Ante, pp. 291-293.
“ Supra.
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upon any other understanding; and they made none. The treaty 
speaks for itself.

Second: This treaty advances, though it does not assure, world 
peace; and it will inhibit, though it does not prohibit, the nuclear 
arms race.

While it does not prohibit the United States and the Soviet 
Union from engaging in all nuclear tests, it will radically limit 
the testing in which both nations would otherwise engage.

Wliile it will not halt the production or reduce the existing 
stockpiles of nuclear weapons, it is a first step toward limiting 
the nuclear arms race.
, While it will not end the threat of nuclear war or outlaw the 
use of nuclear weapons, it can reduce world tensions, open a way 
to further agreements, and thereby help to ease the threat of war.

While it cannot wholly prevent the spread of nuclear arms to 
nations not now possessing them, it prohibits assistance to testing 
in these environments by others; it will be signed by many other 
potential testers; and it is thus an important opening wedge in 
our effort to “get the genie back in the bottle.”

T hird: The treaty will curb the pollution of our atmosphere. Wliile 
it does not assure the world that it will be forever free from the fears 
and dangers of radioactive fallout from atmospheric tests, it will 
greatly reduce the numbers and dangers of such tests.

Fourth: This treaty protects our rights in the future. I t cannot 
be a,mended without the consent of the United States, including the 
consent of the Senate; and any party to the treaty has the right to 
withdraw, upon 3 months’ notice, if it decides that extraordinary 
events related to the subject matter of the treaty have jeopardized 
its supreme interests.

F ifth : This treaty does not alter the status of unrecognized regimes. 
The provisions relating to ratification by others, and the precedents of 
international law, make it clear that our adherence to this treaty, and 
the adherence of any other party, can in no way accord or even imply 
recognition by the United States or any other nation of any regime 
which is not now accorded such recognition.

Sixth: This treaty does not halt American nuclear progress. The 
United States has more experience in imderground testing than any 
other nation; and we intend to use this capacity to maintain the ade
quacy of our arsenal. Our atomic laboratories wUl maintain an active 
development program, including underground testing, and we wiU 
be ready to resume testing in the atmosphere if necessary. Continued
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research on developing the peaceful uses of atomic energy will be pos
sible through underground testing.

Seventh: This treaty is not a substitute for, and does not diminish 
the need for, continued Western and American military strength to 
meet all contingencies. I t  will not prevent us from building all the 
strength that we need; and it is not a justification for unilaterally 
cutting our defensive strength at this time. Our choice is not between 
a limited treaty and effective strategic strength—we need and can 
have both. The continuous buildup in the power and invulnerability 
of our nuclear arsenal in recent years has been an important factor 
in persuading others that the time for a limitation has arrived.

Eight: This treaty will assure the security of the United States 
better than continued unlimited testing on both sides. According 
to a comprehensive report prepared by the responsible agencies of 
Government for the National Security Council, the tests conducted 
by both the Soviet Union and the United States since President 
Eisenhower first proposed this kind of treaty in 1959 have not re
sulted in any substantial alteration in the strategic balance. In  
1959 our relative nuclear position was strong enough to make a limited 
test ban desirable, and it remains so today. Under this treaty any 
gains in nuclear strength and knowledge which could be made by 
the tests of any other power—including not only underground tests 
but even any illegal tests which might escape detection—could not 
be sufficient to offset the ability of our strategic forces to deter or 
survive a nuclear attack and to penetrate and destroy an aggressor’s 
homeland. We have, and under this treaty we will continue to have, 
the nuclear strength that we need. On the other hand, unrestricted 
testing—by which other powers could develop all kinds of weapons 
through atmospheric tests more cheaply and quickly than they could 
underground—might well lead to a weakening of our security. I t  is 
true that the United States would be able to make further progress 
if atmospheric tests were continued— b̂ut so would the Soviet Union 
and indeed, so could other nations. I t  should be remembered that 
only one atomic test was required to complete the development of 
the Hiroshima bomb. Clearly the security of the United States— 
the security of all mankind—is increased if such tests are prohibited.

N inth: The risks in clandestine violations under this treaty are far 
smaller than the risks in unlimited testing. Underground tests will 
still be available for weapons development; and other tests, to be 
significant, must run substantial risks of detection. No nation 
tempted to violate the treaty can be certain that an attempted viola
tion will go undetected, given the many means of detecting nuclear 
explosions. The risks of detection outweigh the potential gains from 
violation, and the risk to the United States from such violation is
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outweighed by the risk of a continued unlimited nuclear arms race. 
There is further assurance against clandestine testing in our ability to 
develop and deploy additional means of detection, in our determiaa- 
tion to maintain our own arsenal through underground tests, and in 
our readiness to resume atmospheric testing if the actions of others 
so require.

Tenth: This treaty is the product of the steady effort of the U.S. 
Government in two administrations, and its principles have had the 
explicit support of both great political parties. I t  grows out of the 
proposal made by President Eisenhower in 1959 * and the resolution 
passed by the Senate in that same year; ® and it carries out the explicit 
pledges contained in the platforms of both parties in 1960. Nothing 
has happened since then to alter its importance to our security. I t  is 
also consistent with the proposals this administration put forward in 
1961 and 1962—and with the resolution introduced in the Senate, 
with wide bipartisan support, in May of 1963.®

This treaty is in our national interest. Wliile experience teaches 
us to be cautious in our expectations and ever vigilant in our prepara
tions, there is no reason to oppose this hopeful step. I t  is rarely 
possibly to recapture missed opportunities to achieve a more secure 
and peaceful world. To govern is to choose; and it is my judgment 
that the United States should move swiftly to make the most of the 
present opportunity and approve the pending treaty. I  strongly 
recommend that the Senate of the United States advise and consent 
to its ratification.

Statement by Secretary of State Rusk to the Senate For
eign Relations Committee: Test-Ban Treaty, August 
12, 1963 '

Mr. Chairman and Senators, I  very much appreciate the prompt
ness with which the Senate is turning its attention to the matter 
before us. I  do want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the remarks 
which you kindly addressed to me and should like to say it was a

‘ Documents on Disarmanent, 1945-1959, voL II, pp. 1392-1393.
' IMd., pp. 1402-1403.
' Congressional Record, May 27,1963, p. 8967.
^’Nuclear Test Ban Treaty; Hearings Before the Committee on Foreign Rela

tions, United States Benate, Eighty-eighth Congress, First Session, on Execu
tive M, 88th Congress, 1st Session, pp. 10-14,18-20.
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most invaluable thing for me and I  think the Government of the 
United States to have you and other Members of the Senate with us 
on this trip. We appreciate that very much.

I  appear here this morning to support the treaty banning nuclear 
weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space, and underwater.

Last week in Moscow the treaty was signed on behalf of the United 
States and the other original parties— t̂he United Kingdom and the 
U.S.S.R.^ The Senate of the United States now has the constitu
tional responsibility to examine this treaty with care so that it may 
give the President its advice and, I  earnestly hope, its consent to a 
prompt ratification.

The President has given the treaty before you this morning an apt 
characterization. I t  is, he has said, “not the millenium * * * but it 
is an important first step * * * a step toward peace—a step toward 
reason—a step away from war.” ̂

Since 1789 the Senate has given its consent without reservation to 
the ratification of 943 treaties. I  believe this may well prove, I  say, 
it may well prove one of the most significant occasions for the exercise 
of that constitutional prerogative. I  say “may” because it depends 
somewhat on how the future develops in regard to the possibilities 
of peace.

HISTORY OF U.S. ErFOKT AT NTTCLEAE CONTROLS

The United States, as the first nation to imleash the power of the 
atom, recognized from the beginning its awesome potentialities for 
good and evil. In  the less than two decades since the first use of a 
nuclear weapon, the United States has worked continuously to achieve 
efective international controls so that the power of the atom might be 
committed to the improvement, rather than the destruction, of man
kind. Disarmament, and the control of weapons, both nuclear and 
conventional, ha,ve been concerns of the highest priority for the three 
administrations that have borne responsibility for the great issues 
of peace and war during the atomic era.

Less than a year after the explosions at Hiroshima and Nagasaki, 
the United States presented its first comptehensive proposal for inter
national control of the atom. As offered by Bernard Baruch at 
the first meeting of the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission 
on June 14, 1946, the plan called for the creation of an International 
Atomic Development Authority with responsibility for control of all 
atomic energy activities potentially dangerous to our security, with

 ̂Ante, pp. 291-293.
 ̂Ante, p. 252.
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the power to control, inspect, and license all other atomic activities, 
and with the duty of fostering the beneficial uses of atomic energy.®

During the remainder of the Truman administration the United 
States contin,ued to press these proposals in the United Nations and 
elsewhere. Though the great majority of the countries accepted the 
basic principles of the plan,* the Soviet Union, unfortunately, did not.

President Eisenhower was in of&ce less than 3 months when he 
renewed the U.S. offer for “international control of atomic energy to 
promote its use for peaceful purposes only and to insure the prohibi
tion of atomic weapons.” ®

Two years later at the summit meeting in Geneva he personally 
launched the “open skies” proposal.® Throughout the ensuing years, 
no matter what the temperature of the cold war, the United States has 
pursued in every available forum its search for peace through effective 
and verified disarmament.

These efforts disclosed a wide gap between the approach of this 
country and that of the Soviet Union to disarmament problems, 
mainly on the question of inspection and control. In the middle 
1950’s, therefore, the United States imdertook to explore more limited 
measures.

The most promising of these was control of nuclear weapons test
ing. There were good reasons for this. All mankind had what might 
even be described as an instinctive impulse to end the pollution of the 
air and earth that was a consequence of unrestricted testing.

And, while arrangements banning bomb tests could not be wholly 
self-enforcing, the problem of detection and control seemed manage
able. An agreement to stop testing—or not to begin—would not strip 
a nation of its defenses or carry it too far into the imknown. Here, 
many felt, was a good point from which to start.

The first Western proposal for control of nuclear tests was sub
mitted to the Disarmament Subcommittee of the United Nations 
Grenieral Assembly on August 2 1 , 195'T.’̂ Sponsored by the United 
States, the United Kingdom, Canada, and France it called for a com
prehensive 1 2 -month ban on testing.

Tliis proposal, however, again encountered the reluctance of Com
munist States, with closed societies, to accept the international 
inspection and control required for effective enforcement of a com
prehensive ban. On April 13, 1959, after months of inconclusive 
debate on this issue of inspection and control, President Eisenhower

’ D o c u m e n t s  o n  D i s a r m a m e n t ,  1 9 4 5 - 1 9 5 9 , vol. I, pp. 7-16.

* See pp. 178-179.

‘ Ihtd., p. 386.

" m d . ,  pp. 486-48a 

' H i d . , vol. II, pp. 846-847.
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and Prime Minister Macmillan advanced a proposal for a ban on 
tests in the atmosphere up to an altitude of 50 kilometers.® This pro
posal did not require on-site inspection since significant tests of this 
kind could be detected and identified by national systems. Even this, 
however, was not accepted by the Soviet Union.

Wlien the present administration assumed office, President Kennedy 
immediately undertook further explorations of the possibility of ban
ning nuclear weapons tests. In  1961, President Kennedy, again with 
Prime Minister Macmillan, proposed a ban on tests in the atmosphere 
that would produce radioactive fallout.® I t  was rejected by the 
U.S.S.E,. The full text of a treaty embodying a ban on nuclear tests 
in the atmosphere, in outer space, and underwater, was tabled by the 
United States and United Kingdom delegations at Geneva on 
August 27, 1962.̂ ”

At the same time, they tabled the text of a comprehensive treaty 
which provided for on-site inspections for detecting and identifying 
underground tests.^^

Before these texts were tabled there were consultations both with 
appropriate committees of Congress and with our allies and associates. 
For the past year, the text of a three-onvironment test ban has been 
before the world for comment and discussions. The treaty we have 
just signed in Moscow and which is now before you is based in its es
sential elements on the draft tabled in Geneva a year ago. Through
out this period, the concept has remained the same— t̂o take a first step 
toward the control of nuclear weapons by prohibiting testing in those 
environments where our national systems are capable of detecting 
significant violations, leaving for subsequent steps the elimination of 
those tests that can be detected and identified only with an adequate 
system of inspection.

REASON FOK CONCERN WITH DISARMAMENT

Some may ask why three administrations representing both of our 
great political parties have devoted so much effort in attempting to 
make progress toward disarmament and, in particular, toward a ban 
on nuclear tests, when those same administrations were also building 
a nuclear arsenal of increasing and massive destructive power. The 
answer lies at the heart of the dilemma which troubles our world.

The values that are the heritage of a free society have been menaced 
by a Communist bloc armed with the most modern weapons and mtent 
on world domination.

»l U d . , pp. 1392-1393.

“ n i d . ,  1961, p. S51.

“ I M d . ,  1962, vol. II, pp. 804r-S0T.

^^lUd., pp. 792-804. 
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For our Nation this^poses a special problems We must, for our own 
security and as the leader of the free world, maintain a mastery of 
the most advanced weapons' while technology moves forward at a 
breathtaking pace.

At the same time, we riiust use all bur resources of v/ill and iiitellect 
in an effort to halt the burdensome and dangerous competition in 
Weapons that is the sornber characteristic of the present' world 
situation. ■;

I  recaU the comment of a fellow officer iii 1945 when we heard about 
the explosion of the first atom bomb. “War,” he said, “has devoured 
itself.” ■

Today the United States has operational weapons in its arsenal 
hundreds of times as destructive as th^t first atbm bomb. The Polaris 
and Minuteman missiles are armed with warheads tens of times as 
powerful. The Soviets also haVe weapons of great destructive power.

The hard fact is that a fuU-scale nuclear exchange could erase all 
that man has built over the centuries. War has devoured itself be
cause it can devour the world. i ' ■ ■

I f  our Nation is to survive today, we must be able at all timeg in the 
absence of the far-reaching disarmament which still eludes us to en
dure a nuclear attack and deliver counter blows of vast devastation. 
As Secretary McNamara will make clear tomorrow, we have the ability 
to do so. We intend to keep it th4t way, lest others be tempted by 
ambition to abandon reason. ■

Yet the facts must be faced. No one can realistically think of vic
tory in a full-scale nuclear exchange. Last October during the Cuban 
crisis, men confronted decisions that might have moved to a nuclear 
war. That experience has been sobering for all.

No responsible man will deny that we live in a world-of vast , and 
incalculable risks. Where decisions may be required in minutes, we 
must be constantly on guard against the accident or miscalculation that 
can lead where no one wants to go. A local conflict anywhere around 
the globe in which the interests of the great powers are engaged might 
suddenly pose the prospect of nuclear war.

Nor can any responsible person say that we ca:n improve our security 
by an unlimited arms race extending without relief into the future. 
On the contrary, great as the risks now are, they would rapidly in
crease. Arsenals will grow larger, weapons more destructive, the frus
trations of stalemate and fear more intense. The risks will increase 
unpredictably as nuclear weapons become available to more and more 
countries.

I t  is against this prospect, which the world must frankly face, that 
the Senate is asked to consider the present treaty, I f  there may be 
marginal risks in it, they are far less in my opinion than the risks that



RUSK ST'ATEMENT; AUGUST 12 307

will result if we accept the thougM tiiat rational man must pursue an 
unlimited competition in nuclear weapons.

All three of' our Presidents who have bOrne supreme responsibility 
for our national security during the nuclear age have found the risks 
of an unlimited nuclear race far greater than those inherent in safe
guarded progress toward arms, control.

Let me review with you the provisions of this treaty.
The treaty before you is a self-contained document aind it embodies 

the whole of the agreement. As the President said in his message of 
transmittal, there are no side arrangements, understandings, or condi
tions of any kind.

BXPLAiSTATION OF ARTICLE I

The fundamental obligation is set forth in article I. That article 
prohibits nuclear weapon tests a? well as all other nuclear explosions 
in peacetime in three environments; the atmosphere, underwater, 
and outer space. Underground explosions are permitted so long as 
the radioactive debris remains within the country where the explosion, 
takes place. Each party also undertakes not to assist any other coun- 
t):y, whether or not a party, in conducting nuclear explosions of a 
kind prohibited, under th§ treaty.

This treaty does not affect the use of nuclear weapons in war. I t  
has to do with nuclear weapon testing in time of peace.

Nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes are, however, subject to 
the sanie limitations as nuclear weapons tests. This restriction is 
necessary because it is difficult to distinguish between the two without 
oh-site in’spection: I t  will not mean the end of our plowshare pro
gram. Many Of the peaceful experiments and uses in which we are 
interested can be conducted underground within the limits of the 
treaty. Dr. Seaborg will discuss this with you iii detail.

AETICIxE n

Article I I  provides a procedure for amending the treaty. Amend
ments-may be proposed by any party and are approved by a majority 
vote.. The majority must include the United States, the United King
dom, and the U.S,S,R. Anaendments do not enter into force until in
struments of ratification have been deposited by a majority of the 
parties, “including t̂ he i^istruments of ratification of all the original 
parties.”

Thus, np apiendnient to the treaty can enter into force until it has 
been considered and approved by the Senate.,

I t  has been said that this amendment process involves a veto. I t 
does. I  regard such a veto as essential to the security interests of the 
United States. Without it, the bah could be extended on terms and
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conditions that would be unacceptable—as, for example, to under
ground testing without on-site inspection.

Article I I  also provides that, if one-third of the parties so desires, 
a conference may be called to consider amendments, but a conference 
is not a necessary part of the amending process.

ARTICLE m

Article I I I  prescribes the procedures for ratification and accession- 
We hope the treaty will have the widest possible application.

I t has been suggested that, by the act of subscribing to the treaty, 
a regime might gain recognition by parties to the treaty that do not 
now I’ecognize it. No such effect can occur. In international law 
the govei'ning criterion of recognition is intent. We do not recog
nize, and we do not intend to recognize, the Soviet occupation zone 
of East Germany as a state or as an entity possessing national sov- 
ereigiity, or to recognize the local authorities as a government. These 
authorities cannot alter these facts by the act of subscribing to the 
test ban treaty. The President made this clear in his press conference 
of August 1.“

On August 2  the Department of State issued a formal statement 
to the same effect.̂ ® Copies of both, Mr. Chairman, covild appropri
ately be made a part of the record of this hearing.

All this would necessarily follow from the general rule of interna
tional law that participation in a multilateral treaty does not affect the 
recognition status of any authority or regime. But this treaty con
tains additional safeguards. Treaties typically provide for a single 
depositary. Article III , however, provides that each of the three 
original parties will be a depositary of the treaty. No depositary 
need accept a signature or an instrument of accession from authorities 
in a territory it does not recognize as a state.

The East German authorities will subscribe to the treaty in Moscow-. 
The Soviet Union may notify us of that act. We are under no obliga
tion to accept that notification, and we have no intention of doing so, 
but the East German regime would have conunitted itself to abide 
by the provisions of the treaty.

By this arrangement, we not only assure that no implication of rec
ognition may arise, but we preserve our right to object if later the 
East German regime should seek to assert privileges under the treat>' 
such as voting or participating in a conference called under article II.

“ A n t e , p. 273.
“ D e p a r t m e n t  of S t a t e  Bulletin, Sept. 2,1963, p. 355.
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ARTICLE IV

Article IV  gives any party the riglit to withdraw from the treaty—

if  it decides that extraordinary events, related to the subject matter of this 
treaty, have jeopardized the supreme interests of its country.

A party must give 3 months’ notice of its decision to withdraw. This 
provision is in our interest. If  and when events occur that make test
ing in any of the three environments necessary for the security of the 
United States, we will be able to resume. Under the treat \-, we alone 
will decide whether extraordinary events have occurred and whether 
they jeopardize our supreme national interests.

We need answer to no tribunal and to no authority other than 
our own conscience and requirements. We hope that the treaty will 
last and Avill grow in strength, but certainly no President of the 
United States would hesitate to exercise the right of withdrawal if the 
national security interest requires it.

I f  the Soviet Union itself Avere to test in violation of the treaty, 
the fundamental obligation that is the consideration for our adherence 
would disappear. In that case, the United States could, if it chose, 
consider itself released from its reciprocal obligation and could resume 
testing without delay.

JIAINTENANCE OF NATIOJfAL SECURITY

Under this treaty, the national security of the United States can 
and will be fully maintained.

This country has learned much from the experience of the last 18 
years. We do not propose to forget those lessons. We have no basis 
yet for assuming a fundamental change in Soviet objectives. We are 
still engaged in a contest between free choice and coercion. The 
President made this clear, and I  waait to reiterate it here today.

But there is notliing inconsistent between this treaty, or other effec
tively enforceable arms control agreements, and a policy of vigilance. 
The same three administrations that have sought disarmament over 
the past 18 years have effectively met Communist threats of aggres
sion—in Iran, in Greece and Turkey, in Berlin and Western Europe, 
in Korea, in southeast Asia, in Cuba. But Avhatever may be the 
fundamental antagonisms between us and the Soviet Union, we have 
a mutual interest in avoiding mutual destruction.

We shall remain ready to meet further challenges. The treaty 
permits undergromid testing. The policy of the United States is to 
continue to test underground as necessary to our security. Moreover, 
although we hope for compliance, we cannot discount the possibility 
that the Soviet Union may violate the treaty. We shall be on the 
alert for any violations, and we have a high degree of confidence in
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our ability to detect them. The Secretary of Defense and the Direc
tor of the Central Intelligence Agency will discuss this capability in 
detail. But I  am confident that, if significant testing in violation of 
the treaty takes place, we m il know about it. And we will be ready 
at all times to resume testing in aJl environments, and promjptly, if 
that should become necessary. Dr. Seaborg will be prepared to deal 
with these matters in considerable detail.

CONCKETE GAINS FROM TKBATT

This is a limited treaty. The.President listed the things it does not 
do, and we must keep them in mind in judging its significance.^^ At 
the same time, if—as seems likely—most of the nations of the world 
adhere to. the treaty, apd if they observe its obligations, this will in 
itself bring concrete gains. , ; i

First, the United States and the Soviet Union already haVe ©nough 
nuclear power to inflict enormous destruction on each other. Still, 
the search for bigger, more destructive weapons go^ on. Each gen
eration of major weapons has been more expensive than the last. 
Each has involved an increasing burden, an increasing diversion of 
resources from the great unfinished business of mankind. Yet greater 
armament has not demonstrably brought greSiter security. The 
treaty, if observed, should slow this spiral, without damage to our 
relative strength.

Second, the treaty will help contain the spread of nuclear weapons. 
We cannot guarantee it. Most of the countries with the capacitj^ 
and the incentive to develbp nuclear we&,pons over the next decade 
or so have alrfeady announced that thiey will a,ccept the self-denjailg 
ordinance of the treaty. These countries do not include, by the w*ay, 
mainland China or France. ’

Â Hiile this does not guarantee’ that they will never become nucleat 
])owers, their renunciation of atmospheric testing will dct as a deter
rent by making it much more difficult and expensive for them to 
develop nuclear weapons.

Third, the treaty will reduce the radioactive pollution of the planet. 
The increased radioactivity from nuclear testing has thus far stayed 
within tolerable limits, in a statistical sense. But as the President 
said: ^

This is not a natural [health] hazard, and it is^not a istatistical issue.'® -

Moreover, if testing were not restrictied, more and mbre countries 
would conduct tests. Many of them would lack either the incentive or

“ See ante, p. 300-301.
“ Awte, p. 254.
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the. meajis to B3j.jî ]qiize, the fallout. "V̂e have a high obligation to, 
safeguard life and health and the genetic integrity of the human 
race. Today iio one cah-'say for certain how much fallout is too much. 
But if this treaty is observed it will go a long way to assure that we 
do not transgress those limits.

• i -  i '  •>,'> ='• OPENING: OF N EW 'PA TH S. ' ;

For' 18 years we have held the Communist drive iii check largely 
by the deterrent force of dur mas^ve inUitary strength. We shall 
maintain that overwhelming strength until we are certain that free
dom can be assured by other means.

But throughout' we have known that a lasting peace could not be 
founded upon armed might alone. I t  can be secured only by durable 
international institutions, and by a respect for law and its procedures.

The problem has been to convince the Communist world that its 
interest also lay in that direction.

The most important thing about the treaty is, therefore, what it 
may symbolize and what new paths it may open. That, no one can 
now foretell.
 ̂ But as the Senate undertakes its appraisal of this treaty it is well 

to recall the vivid; statement th a t, Beiriard Baruch made to the 
United Nations when the nuclear age was first upon us:

We are liere— 

he sa id ^  ■ ,
to make a choice between tlie qtiick and the dead.

Behinci the black portent of the new atomic age lies a hope which, seized upon 
with faith; can work our salvation. If we fail,' then we hare' damned every 
man to be the slave of fear.“

For 17 years all, men hatve lived ia, that shadow of that fear. But 
if the promise of this treaty can be realized,, if we can now take even 
this one small step along a new course, then frail and fearful man
kind may find another step and another until confidence replaces 
terror and hope takes over from despair.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

” Documents on Disarmament, 19^5-1958', voU I, pp. 7-8;
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Statement by Secretary of Defense McNamara to the Sen
ate Foreign Relations Committee on the Test-Ban 
Treaty, August 13, 1963 ^

I  am very happy to be here this morning to discuss the three-environ
ment nuclear test ban treaty.^ I  should like to begin by putting this 
treaty in the context of our present military posture.

TJ.S. mJCLEAR STJPEEIOBITY

In reporting to the Armed Services Committee in January of 1962, 
I  said that—

there Is no qnestion but that, today, our strategic retaliatory forces are fully 
capable of destroying the Soviet target system, even after absorbing an initial 
surprise attack.^

Earlier this year I  was able to report to the Senate Armed Services 
Committee that—

allowing for losses from an initial enemy attack and attrition en route to 
target, we calculate that our forces today could still destroy the Soviet Union 
without any help from the deployed tactical air units or carrier task forces 
or Thor or Jupiter IRBM’s.*

The sum of these statements is that the United States has nuclear 
superiority. We are determined to maintain that superiority. In 
order to achieve it, we maintain a total number of nuclear warheads, 
tactical as well as strategic, in the tens of thousands. There have 
been very substantial mcreases in our nuclear forces over the last 5 
years, and further substantial increases are programed. In the past 
24 months alone, there has been—•

A 100-percent increase in the number of nuclear warheads in 
the strategic alert forces.

'-Nuclear Test Ban Treaty: Hearings Before the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions, United States Senate, Eighty-eighth Congress, First Session, on Executive 
M, S8th Congress, 1st Session, pp. 97-109.

‘ Ante, pp. 291-293.
^Department of Defense Appropriations for 1963: Searings Before a Suh- 

committee of the Committee on Appropriations, House of Bepresentatvves, 87th 
Congress, 2d Session, pt. 2, p. 14.

* Military Procurement Authorization, Fiscal Year 1 9 6 4 ;  Hearings Before the 
Committee on Armed Services, United States Senate, Eighty-eighth Congress, 
First Session, on H.R. 2440 {S. 84^), Department of Defense Programs and 
Authorization of Appropriations During Fiscal Year 1 9 6 4  for Procurement, Re
search, Development, Test, and Evaluation of Aircraft, Missiles, and Haval 
Vessels for the Armed Forces, p. 39.



McNAMARA STATEMENT, AUGUST 13 313

A 60-percent increase in the tactical nuclear forces deployed in 
Western Europe.

During tliat period the megatonnage of our strategic alert forces lias 
been more than doubled and during the next 24 months it will be fur
ther increased. At the same time, during the past 24 months as you 
know, there has been—

A 45-percent increase in the number of combat-ready Army 
divisions.

A 30-percent increase in the number of tactical air squadrons.
A 60-percent increase in airlift capability.
A 100-percent increase in ship construction and conversion to 

modernize the fleet.
A 200-percent increase in the special forces trained to deal with 

counterinsurgency threats.

I  mention this strength because I  regard as essential to our national 
security the maintenance of a military posture such that we can 
absorb any initial surprise attack and strike back with sufficient power 
to destroy the aggressor. My assessment of the proposed treaty is 
made from that point of view—from the point of view of what is best 
for the security of the United States.

roous ON MILITARY BENEriTS AND RISKS

Secretary Eusk has already testified on the political and related 
aspects of this agreement ® and, therefore, I  propose to focus on its 
military benefits and risks. I  shall discuss the direct effects of the 
treaty on the military balance, particularly on its consequences for 
our strategic nuclear superiority; I  shall give my evaluation of the 
risk of clandestine Soviet testing; I  shall address the possibility of 
a surprise abrogation of the treaty; and finally I  shall give my opinion 
on the impact of the treaty on the spread of nuclear weapons capabili
ties in the world.

THE MILITARY BALANCE

Any examination of the direct effects of the treaty on the military 
balance must contain an appraisal of the existing technological and 
military capabilities of the United States and the U.S.S.E. And the 
examination must assess the direction in which the military balance 
is likely to move on the two alternative roads open to us; that is, the 
examination must compare the situation of unrestricted testing in all 
environments with the situation under the test ban—with testing 
restricted to the underground environment.
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C0MPAEI80N OF UNITED STATES AND u'.S.S.R. NTJCLEAE TECHNOLOGY

CAPABILITIES

I  shall start with a comparison of the capabilities of the United 
States and U.S.S.E. in the fidd of nuclfear teclmology to put the 
qtiestioh of the military balance in p’roper perspective.

The most commonly used standard for compa,ring technological 
capabilities is yield-to-weighti ratios. This is not the only relevant 
criterion, but it is the one concerning which we possess the most 
information.

By this standard, the Soviet Union appears to be technologically 
more advanced than we are in the high yield range, that is to say, 
in the tens of megatons; below that yield, the relative capability 
shifts progressiveiy in; favor of the United States. Below a few 
megatons, the United States appears to -be clearly superior an yield- 
to-weight ratios.

With respect to the very light weights, suitable primarily for tacti
cal purpose, Soviet yield-to-weight ratios are a less accurate meas
ure of relative capability. In tliis area the United States has per
formed many more tests, we |jelieve, and such analysis as has been 
made indicates that the United States has superior quality weapons.

The apparent Soviet technological advantage at the upper end 
of the yield spectrum has resulted from a considered* decision by the 

, United; States i^ot to Qoncentra,te effort in this field, as I shall discuss 
in detail a little later. ,
. The U.S. advantage in the low and interniediate part of the yield 
spectrum is in my judgment a very important advantage. Our 
high, yield-to-weight ratio in the relevant range has facilitated 
the development of more poweriul; warheads for Minuteman and 

. Polaris without’concomitant increase in vehicle size or decre^e in 
mixge. I t  is because of this that the United States has had the ad
vantage over the Soviets of being able to deploy large numbers of 
hardened and dispersed Minuteman missiles and a large number of 
long-range sub-launched Polaris missiles. And U.S. superiority in 
the lower ranges facilitates further development of relatively small 

‘ warheads which would be used to assure penetration by saturation 
of sopihisticated and very elaborate ballistic missile defenses.

The purely military aspects of the strategic balance, of course, 
include many factors in addition to the exact state of nuclear tech
nology, which !  have just summarized. These other factors include 
the numbers of weapons and their accuracy; the variety of systems; 
their dispersal, mobility, and,hardening; decoy and salvo techniques; 
and the possible deployment, in the future, of an antiballistic missile 
system.
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The net of the relevant factorsi is that' the U.S. nuclear force is 
manifestly superior to the Soviet Union’s. ................. ...

OOMPAEISOK'OP NtTMBERS OF UNITED st a t e s  ANfl TJ.S.S.E. WEAPON'S

The U.S. force today now contains more than 500 missiles—^Atlas, 
Titan, Minutemah, Polaris—and is planied to increase to over 1,Y00 
by 1966. Iri addition, the United States ta s  SAC bomber? on air alert 
and over 500 SAC bombers on qyick reaction alert.

By comparison, the ĉ ohsep'sus is that today the Soviets could place 
less'than half as many boml>ers over North Ainerica bn a fii;st strike 
mission; the Soviets are estimated to have today only a fraction, as 
many ICBM missiles, and their sub-lauii(3hed ballistic missiles, are. 
s^iort range, require surface laiunch, aiid generally are not comparable' 
tb our Polaris force. Between hoW and 1966, it is estiniated that our 
ballistic missile numerical superiority^ will increase both absqkitely 
and relatively. j ;

Further, the United States at present has in stockpile or planned 
for stockpile a large nmnber of nuclear, explosives for tactical pur
poses. These weapons are planned for employment on the battlefield, 
in antisubmarine warfare, and against aircraft; they consist of war
heads for artillery, battlefield missiles, demolition munitions, bombs, 
depth charges, air-to-air missiles^ and surface-to-air missiles.,, The 
yield spectrum asso'ciated with these weapons extends from the,sub- 
kiloton range tp hundreds of kilotons. | . ...

The consensus is that the United States is presently superior in 
design, diversity, and numbers in this class of weapons.;
, That is the very general picture. ;It is, tlie picture of existing and 

continuing U.S. nuclear superiority. :,

EFFECT OF TEST BAN O N  U.S. NUCLEAR SUPEKIOEtnf '

The question is how this favorable situation will be affected by 
the test ban. I  can say that most,of the factors will not be affected 
at all—not accuracy of missiles, not variety, of systems, not their 
dispersal or mobility, and not numbers. - ; . ,

There are four areas, however, which deserve special attention. I  
want now to narrow my focus and discuss in detail the four aspects 
of the strategic jbalance which have* been of particular wncem. They 
are, as you know-77

Very large yield;Weapons;
Missile site survivability;
Antiballistic missile defense; and ' < ' : ’ !
Missile penetrability; : . : ' ;
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VERY LARGE YIELD WEAPONS

In the area of very large yield weapons the Soviets appear now 
to have some advantage in the area of nuclear technology. They 
have demonstrated a device of 60 megatons which we believe could 
be weaponized or turned into a weapon at about a hundred megatons. 
As an aircraft-carried bomb, the Soviet’s scaled-up 100-megaton 
weapon would be suitable only for vulnerable high altitude or suicide 
low level delivery. The Soviets probably have no missile at this time 
which will deliver a 100-megaton warhead to ICBM ranges although, 
even under a test ban, the Soviets could develop such a missile.

The United States, without any further testing, can develop a war
head with a yield of 50 to 60 megatons for B-52 delivery.

With testing in the atmosphere, prohibited by this treaty, the United 
States could improve considerably our yield-to-weight ratios for very 
large yield weapons. Some experts believe that almost no significant 
improvements in the technology of these weapons can be made by 
testing imderground.

Others have concluded that by testing at yields of about 1  mega
ton underground, some improvement in high-yield weapons design 
could be achieved and that new warheads—for example, a 35-mega
ton warhead for our Titan I I —could be developed and stockpiled 
with confidence that they would work.

But the question is, and has been for some time: Is there a mili
tary advantage to the United States in deployment of very high-yield 
weapons ? For some years we have examined this question.

One possible use of the very high-yield weapons would be to deliver 
them by missile and detonate them at altitudes of 1 0 0 , 0 0 0  feet and 
above, presumably over cities. Detonation at such altitudes could 
cause significant thermal damage—fire, or fire storms, and this over 
hundreds of square miles. But a better way to achieve even greater 
destruction, and a way which is within the present U.S. capabilities, is 
to divide the attack among several smaller weapons so as to saturate 
any ballistic missile defenses.

Another potential mission for the very high-yield weapons might 
be to use them to strike very hard underground targets. As for this 
mission, the judgment is that, except for command posts placed thou
sands of feet deep in rock, the objective can be achieved at least as well 
by the expenditure of larger numbers of smaller weapons. In any 
case, it seems agreed that command posts can be constructed at suf
ficiently great depths to preclude their destruction even by surface 
detonation of 100 megaton bombs. Vulnerability of command and 
control locations can also be reduced by the use of alternate, mobile air
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borne, command posts. As you know, the United States already lias 
such posts in operation.

As a result of our consideration of these very high-yield weapons, 
we have concluded that there are two military disadvantages to de
ploying them as contrasted with deploying a larger number of smaller 
weapons.

First, as I  have said, our studies indicate that for most missions 
directed at military targets, we can achieve a higher confidence of kill 
by using two or three smaller weapons instead of one very large one; 
for a given resource input we achieve higher target destruction with 
our smaller systems.

Second, very high-yield warheads are i-elatively inferior as second 
strike, retaliation, weapons; it is much more difficult and costly to 
make them survivable—to harden, camouflage or make mobile the huge 
missiles required to deliver these weapons.

I  point out, therefore, that no consensus has ever been formed with 
regard to the wisdom of a 100 megaton versus a 50 megaton bomb, 
for this country, and I  could not predict with any confidence whether 
we would make a significant improvement investment in the larger 
bomb even in the absence of the proposed treaty.

But I  can state with full confidence that the absence from our arsenal 
of a bomb greater than the one we can build under the treaty will not 
impair the effectiveness of our strategic forces.

Senator M oese. M r. Secretary, just for correction, you read im
provement instead of investment, did you mean improvement or 
investment ?

Secretary M cN amara. I  meant investment although improvement 
might also apply.

MISSILE SITE SURVIVABILITY

Turning now to missile site sundvability, the missile site surviva
bility is the second special aspect of the military balance which I  shall 
discuss.

The U.S. strategic missile force is designed to survive, and it will 
survive.

Our missile force is deployed so as to assure that under any con
ceivable Soviet first strike, a substantial portion of it Avould remain 
in firing condition. Most of the land-based portion of the force has 
been hardened, as well as dispersed. Minuteman silos are designed 
to withstand thermal and pressure effects and ground motion effects 
of typical Soviet weapons detonated at relatively close quarters.

The Minuteman control posts are protected by extreme hardening. 
In addition, we have duplicative facilities which 'will in the future
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include the capability of launching each individual Mitiuteman by 
a signal from airborne control posts.

Large-yield nuclear: tests inithe atmosphere, on or near the ground, 
would help us to determine with greater precision the degree of hard
ness of our Minuteman silos. However, we believe the Sdviets have 
conducted no such tests. We can achieve, by imderground tests of 
substantial yields, a significant reduction in certain existing uncer
tainties. And, it must be remembered that the United States has 
already haci ^wnsideirable experience with lo.w-yield surface and near- 
.syrface-detonations which; have been used to study the effects of sur
face bursts on hardened structures such as the Minutemjan silos.

So the United States now has a, substantifil amount of information 
in this area of hardened missile-site vulnerability. Our knowledge 
of the Soviet testing program leads us to believe that their uncer
tainties are at least as great as ours.̂  Uncertainties of this kind, and 
others— înto which we must count uncertainties of the accuracy of 
Soviet missiles—will continue to'be compensated for by Conservative 
desi^s, wide dispersal and large quantities of missiles.
' Furthermore, the most pessimistic view of these uncertainties sug

gests a vulnerability ratio for our hardened, dispersed Minuteman 
sites of less than two sites M lM  on the average by a single very large- 
yield Soviet missile. I t  is clear that the Soviets do not have anything 
like the number of missiles necessary to knock out our Minuteman 
force, nor do they appear to have any present plans to acquire such 
a capacity. If  they were to undertake the construction and deploy
ment of a large number of very high-yield missiles, we would proba
bly have knowledge of this and would have ample time to expand our 
Minuteman force, or to disperse it more widely.

We know, and the Soviets know, that in the event of a surprise 
Soviet first strike, at l^ast a substantial proportion of our Minuteman 
missiles, will survive. Also, we and they know that the Polaris sub
marines at sea and many strategic aircraft will survive. We can say 
with assurance, therefore, that, even after a Soviet strike, the total 
surviving U.S. strategic nuclear force will be large enough to destroy 
the enemy .

ANTIBALLISTiq MISSILE

Now, turning to the ^ntiballistic missile. This is the third special 
area relating to the military balance which has concerned some people, 
the antiballistic missile known as the ABM.

My remarks on this subject will have a close relation to tliose on the 
next subject—penetrability by U.S. ballistic missiles. Interception 
and penetration are opposite sides of the same coin̂
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An ABM system consists of seyeral types of radars,, the interceptor 
missile and the very complex computing ^uipm ent at a ground sta,- 
tion to control the radars and, to direct , the ^interceptor missile. The 
various radars serve to detect incoming pbjects in spa,ce, to distinguish 
the incoming warhead from other objects in nearby space, to track 
the incoming warhead, and' to track and; control the interceptor, mis
sile, which is targeted on the incoming, warhead by the computing, 
equipment. . . : ,

designing an antiballistic missile system, ttie major factors are 
reaction speed, missile performance, traffic handling capacity, capacity 
for decoy discrimination, resistance to blackout effects, and warhead 
technology.
' The last two of these items, resistance to blackout effect and warhead 

technology depend on nuclear testing.
With respect to warhead technology, the United States now has the 

capability, without further testing, to. weaponize a variety of possible 
ABM warheads, including those wit,liin;the yield range desired by the 
designers of what is known as our Nike-X system. , Those for larger 
warheads can be improved even further by underground testing .under 
the treaty. The ABM system which we are now designing will pro
vide us with a high confidence of achieving a low miss distance, a short 
distance between intercepting missile and the incoming .warhead. At 
such miss distances, the ABM warhead'designs which we noHv have or 
can develop through imderground testing will provide a high prob
ability of killing Soviet, warheads even if they incorporate advanced 
technology far beyond what now exists.

As for the blackout problem—̂ and these observations, incidehitally, 
apply to communications blackout as well as to ABM radar black
out—Soviet and' TJ.S. experiences appear to be comparable although 
obtained in different ways.' Each side has had about the'same number 
of high altitude tests, and over yield ranges aind altitude ranges 
which are coin'parable though not identical; By theoretical analysis 
of presently available data, w6 believe we can adequa.tely predict 
effects over the range of yields and altitudes ih which ‘we are most 
interested^ We will be able; td design arouhd the remaining 
uncertainties.

The best present judgment is that our design efforts are comparable 
in magnitude and success with those of the Soviets. Any deployed 
system which the Soviets are likely to have in the near future will 
probably not be as effective, almost certainly not more effective, than 
the Nike-Zeus system.

I t  should be noted that the United States decided not to deploy the 
Nike-Zeus because its effectiveness was inad^uate,
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One important point stands out in connection with the antiballistic 
missile: The ABM problem is dominated by factors unrelated to the 
treaty—by reaction speed, missile performance, that is, the rate of 
acceleration of the intercepted missile, traffic handling capacity, and 
capacity for decoy discrimination. A fuller understanding of the 
blackout phenomenon—which would result from tests prohibited by 
the treaty^—^might at most permit some reduction in the number of 
ABM radars required per ABM site.

Thus, with or without a test ban, we could proceed with the develop
ment of an ABM system.

PENETRATION' CAPABIUTT

Next, the penetration capability of our missiles. This is the final 
special area relating to the military balance which I  wish to discuss— 
that of the capability of U.S. weapons to penetrate any enemy 
defenses. They have and will continue to have that capability.

Penetration of an enemy antiballistic missile system depends on the 
capability to destroy, disrupt or saturate the system. Current pene
tration philosophy concentrates on saturation, and is dominated by 
problems of decoy design and salvo techniques, as well as of 
nuclear technology.

The problems of nuclear technology here relate to the vulnerability 
of the ballistic missile warhead to kill by blast or by radiation. The 
latter vulnerability, as to radiation, can be tested underground, but 
the former cannot be fully tested underground.

We have not, and we believe that the Soviet Union has not, explored 
by full-scale high altitude tests the vulnerability of reentry vehicles 
to blast.

Atmospheric testing would enable us to confirm the enhanced resist
ance of new, hard-warhead designs to blast. Without the confirma
tion which dynamic tests of reentry vehicles would provide, we 
will have to rely on extensive extrapolations, and, therefore, there 
will be greater imcertainties than would otherwise exist.

But, regardless of the design of any Soviet ABM system, in view of 
the warhead improvements we can make under the treaty, of the mas
sive U.S. force available to saturate their defenses, and of the array 
of penetration aids which are being developed and will continue to be 
developed and improved, by imderground testing where necessary, 
the United States will continue to have the capability, and most im
portantly, the Soviets will know that we will continue to have the 
capability—to penetrate and to devastate the Soviet Union if a 
retaliatory blow is required.

In passing a net judgment on the direct military implications of tlie 
treaty on the military balance, we nnist bear in mind that the issue is



McNAMARA STATEMENT, AUGUST 13 321

not whether the United States alone should make, or give up, the prog
ress in nuclear technology which is involved. We must remember, 
as we consider the progress open or closed to the United States in the 
various testing environments, that the Soviets will have the same op
portunities open or closed to them. I f  testing continued indefinitely 
without limit as to test environment or size of yield, the most likely 
ultimate result would be technical parity between the United States 
and the U.S.S.R. Except for the very high yield weapons area— 
where, as I  have pointed out, we have had no great interest—^unlimited 
underground testing by both sides would also tend, I  think, to produce 
technological parity.

But, by limiting Soviet testing to the underground environment, 
where testing is more difficult and more expensive and where the 
United States has substantially more experience, we can at least retard 
Soviet progress and thereby prolong the duration of our technological 
superiority. A properly inspected comprehensive test ban would, of 
course, serve this purpose still better.

This prolongation of our technological superiority will be a princi
pal direct military effect of the treaty on the future military balance 
and I  consider it a significant one.

POSSIBILITY AND RISK OF SOVIET CLANDESTINE TESTS

Turning next to the possibility and risk of Soviet clandestine tests, I 
should like now to devote a few minutes to this subject and to the risk 
of illegal clandestine tests by the Soviet Union.

Assessment of that risk required an examination of any advantages 
to be gained by the Soviet Union in clandestine testing in any of the 
three prohibited environments as well as an examination of the means 
available to the United States to detect and identify such tests. Our 
examination concluded that the Soviet Union could obtain no major 
results by testing in the atmosphere and deep space or underwater 
without incurring high risk of detection and high risk of identi
fication.

Let me point out first that the only advantages of illegal testing in 
the three prohibited environments would be either to develop weap
ons with yields in the multimegaton range—since designs for weap
ons with yields up to 1 0  megatons or more can be checked by lower 
yield tests underground—or to determine the weapons effects of ex
plosions which cannot be carried out at all, or not so well, under
ground. There will probably be no cost advantage to illegal testing 
in the prohibited environments because keeping the tests secret will 
add to the expense and difficulty of the experiments.

72S-C74—64---- 22
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DEEP SPACE TESTS

Multimegaton weapons development tests would have to be con
ducted more than 2 0  million miles from the earth—80 times as far 
awa,y as the nioon—if they were to have a good chance of escaping 
detection by a ground-based system such as could be installed rapidly 
with thb cooperation of Western and possibly some neutral nations.

The United States oil its own caii deploy earth and solar satellite 
systems for detection of deep space nuclear explosions; for the former, 
an earth satellite ' systeni,| ive have a first launch schedule for 
September or October, this yea]?.

Such detection systems would offset attempts by a violator to 
“shield” his space tests from our detection devices or, if no attempt 
were made to shield the test, would force clandestine tests even of a 
megaton out to distances in the hundreds of millions of miles. In 
addition to scientific detection and identification means, other more 
conventional intelligence resources can make significant contributions 
to the exposure of deep space tests.

While tests at extreme ranges are a techmological possibility, they 
would involve years-of preparations plus several months to a year of 
actual execution, and they could cost hundreds of milliojis of dollars 
per successful experiment.

Weapons effects tests that reqtiire the presence of atmosphere to be 
ionized (to produce blackout of communication of radars) or which 
depend on the earth’s magnetic field cannot be carried out in deep 
space. Effects of earth shock on hardened missile sites of course 
could not be measured in space. Other effects tests in connection 
with- antiballistic missile defense could be measured in deep space; 
but they can also be measured much more cheaply and readily 
underground.

I  conclude that as a practical matter, illegal clandestine testing in 
deep space is not a reasonable proposition for the Soviet Union, and, 
in any event, is one against which we can properly protect ourselves.

ATMOSPHERIC TESTS

111 the lower atmosphere, small tests aboVe the surface of the Soviet 
Union will be detected even if theii’ yields are in the low kiloton 
range. '

In the upper atmosphere—say, between 6  and perhaps 20 miles 
high—the principal purpose of clandestine tests would be for deter
mining weapons effects. Effects tests in the upper atmosphere have 
been performed in the past with a very large amount of elaborate 
equiprllent and telemetry of the results. Such an operation, in addi
tion to running a substantial risk of detection by geophysical means, is
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quite vulnerable to detectipa by .conyentional intelligence means and 
could probably not be chanced under a test ban.

Over the U.S.S.E. or Communist China, only very low-yield t^ ts  
with quite limited objectives, could have a good chance of escaping 
discovery. These tests, we believe, could not produce significant 
advantages. i

In certain remote parts of the world such as the South Pacific, the 
threshold of evasion; of geophysical detectors in the upper atmos
phere will be somewhat higher and the chance of recovering a debris 
sample might be rather small.; However, it is most imlikely that the 
Soviets will try to take advantage of this situation. An upper atmos
phere test would be diiEcult to perform from sMpboard and might 
require several vessels properly deployed Jiround the test point. Prep- 
aratiops for a test of that magnitude would be relatively easy to 
discover.

UNDERWATER TESTS

Measurements of effects of underwater nuclear explosions have not 
been as important as measurements of the' atmospheric effects because 
many of these measurements can be performed with high explosive 
charges. A violator might like to perform a nuclear test to determine 
overall vulnerability of submarines and surface vessels with their 
associated electronic gear. Such'a test would almost certainly be 
detected.

In summary, then, conduct of any potentially important clandestine 
test would clearly not be a simple, easily concealed high-confidence 
operation.

TiEST DETEOTrOIir

Therefore, looking at the problem from the Soviet side, there will 
always be th^ imponderable risk of detection through conventional 
intelligence in addition to the risk from thp operatipns.of the U.S. 
scientific detection and identification system. My scientific advisers 
believe that such tests might permit some reduction in ABM system 
costs. But they would not make the difference between an effective 
and ineffective systeih. '

STJRPKISB XBKOGATION'

Next, I  should like to address the problem of surprise abrogation 
of the treaty.

In weighing the military consequences of this treaty, we have nat
urally considered the risk of sudd6n Sovietabrogation.

The consensus is that the Soviets could not in a single series of tests, 
however carefully planned those might be, achieve a significant or 
permanent lead in the strategic field, much less a superweapon capa
ble of neutralizing our deterrent force.
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Moreover, as long as (1 ) we maintain the vitality of our weapons 
laboratories and (2 ) we retain the administrative and logistic capa
bilities required to conduct a test series in any environment, the So
viets even with surprise will not be able to achieve a significant time 
advantage.

Therefore, we believe that surprise abrogation does not pose a seri
ous threat to our national security.

We will maintain the vitality of our weapons laboratories. We will 
continue to conduct a program of underground tests as those may be 
necessary to meet our military requirements. As I  stated earlier, 
practically the complete range of weapons development tests—with 
the exception of experiments with very high yields—and some weap
ons effects experiments can be carried out underground. This on-go
ing test program will also include tests designed to lay the foundation 
for a major atmospheric series to be conducted in case of Soviet 
abrogation.

The second requirement— t̂o retain the administrative talent and 
other I’esources required for quick expansion of our test program into 
additional environments—can clearly be met if we have the necessary 
will, and I  think we have and will continue to have that will. We 
have the determination to retain a readiness to test in every relevant 
environment. This is a firm national policy. Its existence will not 
only render the risk of abrogation nominal, but will also constitute 
a strong deterrent to abrogation.

p e o l if b e a t io n ' o p  n u c l e a r  w e a p o n s

Finally, I  want to mention the relation between the treaty and 
proliferation of nuclear weapons capabilities in the world. The pos
sibility of the further diffusion of nuclear weapons poses a severe 
threat to our national security.

Proliferation of nuclear weapons capability would:

1. Increase the likelihood of accidental detonation of a nuclear 
weapon;

2. Increase the risk of small nuclear wars which could catalyze 
a big one between the two great powers;

3. Cause important and destabilizing shifts in regional power 
balance.

A number of countries, in addition to the four present nuclear 
powers, will be able to acquire at least a few nuclear weapons and a 
crude delivery capability—possibly including medium-range rockets— 
during the next 1 0  years.

With testing limited to the miderground environment, the poten
tial cost of a nuclear weapons development program would increase
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sharply for all signatory states. And, since testing underground is 
not only more costly but also more diMcult and time consuming, the 
proposed treaty would retard progress in weapons development in 
cases where the added cost and other factors were not sufficient to 
preclude it altogether. One of the great advantages of this treaty is 
that it will have this effect of retarding the spread of nuclear 
weapons.

CONCLUSION"

That, Mr. Chairman, concludes my remarks regarding the purely 
military implications of the treaty—its impact on the military bal- 
ance, the risk of Soviet clandestine testing, the possibility of a sur
prise abrogation, and the impact of the treaty on the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons capabilities.

In conclusion, I  would like to make a few more general remarks.
In  his inaugural address, the President made this plea to the peo

ples and leaders of the Soviet bloc and the Western alliance. You 
Avill recall that he said:

Let us begin anew—remembering on both sides that civility is not a sign of 
weakness and sincerity is always subject to proof. Let us never negotiate out 
of fear. But let us never fear to negotiate.®

For a long time, this proposal went unheeded behind the Iron Cur
tain. Negotiations were treated as exercises in propaganda. And 
by crude threat and subtle machination, the Soviets continued to ex
plore for weakness in the capabilities and the will of the Western 
alliance. Meamvhile, we took the steps which I  have described to 
assure that our arms were sufficient beyond doubt. We have created 
an enormous military force, powerful and flexible enough to guaran
tee our ability to deal with aggression imder all contingencies. And 
in Cuba, in Vietnam, in Berlin, and elsewhere around the globe, we 
have demonstrated that our will matches our might.

Yet—and this is a key point—I  cannot allege that the vast increase 
in our nuclear forces, accompanied as it was by large increases in 
Soviet nuclear stockpiles, has produced a comparable enhancement in 
our security.

In temis of absolute numbers, we have gained more, much more. 
But as the President stated:

A full-scale nuclear exchange lasting less than 60 minutes, with the weapons 
now in existence, could wipe out more than 300 million Americans, Europeans, 
and Russians. * * « ’

“ Department of S tate  Bulletin, Feb. 6,1961, p. 176.
' Ante, p. 253.
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I t  is clear, I  think, that the absolute growth of Soviet capability 
to in,flict damage on the United States has narrowed the range of con
tingencies in which our nuclear deterrent is credible.

The Soviet Union’s acceptance of the U.S. proposal for a three-en
vironment test ban offers some evidence, I  think, that its leadership has 
at last grasped an essential fact—that the sheer multiplication of a 
nation’s destructive nuclear capability does not necessarily produce 
a net increase in its security.. The limited ban is, of course, only a 
beginning. I t  will not end the threat of nuclear war. I t  will not 
reduce the existing stockpiles of nuclear weapons. I t  will not halt 
the production of nuclear weapons. I t  will not, prevent qualitative 
weapons improvement of many kinds. But it will retard the pro
liferation of nuclear weapons, a proliferation which would increase 
the risk of nuclear wars. And, probably more important than purely 
military implications, the treaty should provide us with an oppor- 
timity to test the sincerity of Soviet protestations about their desire 
to explore more sweeping arrangements for preserving the peace. It 
provides us with this opportunity at a minimum risk. For even if 
the Soviets fail to abide iby this agreement and even under the doubt
ful contingency of Soviet testing in the prohibited environments with
out being detected, the United States will maintain its ability to 
survive a surprise attack with sufficient power to destroy the Soviet 
Union.  ̂ ; i:

I  do not pretend that this or any other agreement between great, 
contending pojvers can be risk free. Surely this one is not. I  caimot 
guarantee that we wiU detect any single clandestine test the Soviets 
might attempt; but Soviet technical and military advisers cannot 
guarantee that we will npt. I  am convinced that even undetected 
clandestine tests wUl not alter the basic military balance.

Perhaps the most serious risk of this treaty is the risk of euphoria. 
We must guard against a condition of mind which allows us to become 
lax in our defenses. This agreement is a product of Western strength— 
of the military buildup which I  described to you earlier. Further 
progress in arms control arrangements with the Soviet Union—prog- 
r^ s  which we all want to make—depends critically on the maintenance 
of that strength.

Thus, the risks under the treaty are either small or under our con
trol, and the values of the treaty are substantial even if we consider 
only the military area. The scales are clearly tipped in favor of the 
treaty, Mr. Chairman; I t  has my unequivocal support.
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United States Proposal Submitted to the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee: Amendment to the United 
States Outline of a Treaty on General and Complete 
Disarmament in a Peaceful World Relating to Nuclear 
Disarmament in Stage I, August 14, 1963 ^

Stage I. Section O. Nuclear 'Weapons
1. Replace the present text of subpa,ra,graph 2a. Transfer of Fission

able Material to Purposes Other Than Use in Nuclear Weapons, by 
the following:

“a. Upon the cessation of production of fissionable materials for use in 
nuclear weapons, the United States of America and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics would each transfer to purposes other than use in nu
clear weapons agreed quantities of weapons grade U-235 from past produc
tion. The United States of America would transfer____________kilograms,
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics would transfer ■___________ kilo
grams of such weapons grade U-235. For this purpose, ‘weapons grade 
U-235’ means the U-235 contained in metal of which at least 90 per cent of 
the weight is U-285.”

United States Proposal Submitted to the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee: Draft Articles VI to XII of 
United States Draft of Treaty on General and Complete 
Disarmament in a Peaceful World, August 14, 1963 ^

A e t ic i/B V I

Production and Use of Fissionable Material for Nuclear Weapons

1 . Each Party to this Treaty shall:

a. Halt, prohibit and prevent the production, at facilities under 
its jurisdiction and control, of fissionable material for use in nuclear 
weapons;

. b. Halt, prohibit and prevent the use in nuclear weapons of all 
fissionable material, produced after. the beginning of Stage I ; and 

c. Refrain from causing, encouraging, or in any way assisting

 ̂BNDO/30/Add. 3, Aug. 14, 1963. For the texts of the U.S. treaty outline and 
previous amendmtots, see Docnnients on Dimrynanent, 1962, vol. I, pp. 351-382, 
and vol. II, pp. 718, 728-780. ^

= ENDC/109, Aug. 14, 1963.
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or participating in, the production anywhere of fissionable mate
rial for use in nuclear weapons.

2 . Each Party shall limit the production, at facilities under its 
jurisdiction or control, of fissionable material for purposes other than 
use in nuclear weapons in accordance with the Table of Allowances 
set forth in the Annex on Stage I  Nuclear Disarmament.

3. Each Party shall submit to the International Disarmament Or
ganization declarations, w ithin_______days after the beginning of
Stage I  and thereafter every  ______ , which shall list (a) the name,
location, and production capacity of each facility under its jurisdic
tion or control capable of producing or processing fissionable material 
and (b) the amounts and types of fissionable material being produced 
at each such facility. The form of such declarations shall be in accord
ance with the requirements set forth in the Annex on Stage I  Nuclear 
Disarmament.

A r t ic l e  V II

Transfer of Fissionable Material to Purposes Other Than Use in
Nuclear Weapons

1. The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Kepublics agree that each of them shall, during Stage I, transfer to 
depots, as stated in Paragraph 2  of this Article, specified amounts of 
weapons grade U-235 from its stock of such U-235 in existence at the 
beginning of Stage I, in order to transfer such amounts to use other 
than in nuclear weapons. The United States of America shall trans
fer not less than    kilograms, and the Union of Soviet Socialist
Eepublics shall transfer not less than ______ kilograms of such weap
ons grade U-235. For the purposes of this Article “weapons grade 
U-235” means the U-235 contained in metal of which at least 90 per
cent of the weight is U-235.

2 . Transfers pui'suant to this Article shall take place at depots under 
the supervision of the International Disannament Organization. The 
schedule of transfers, the location, establishment and operation of 
depots, and the safeguard procedures to be observed in making the 
transfers, in withdrawing transferred material from depots, and in 
transporting, handling and utilizing such material after withdrawal 
shall be as provided in the Amiex on Stage I Nuclear Disarmament 
and in rules adopted by the Control Council of the International Dis
armament Organization in accordance with A rticle______

3. The Party owning any transferred material prior to transfer 
shall continue to own it after transfer, subject to the limitations con
tained in this Article, and may withdraw such material for any pur
pose other than use in nuclear weapons, providing it submits to the 
International Disarmament Organization prior to withdrawal a state
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ment setting forth the purpose of the withdrawal, the amount of 
material needed for such purpose, and the time and place at which 
such material will be used.

A rticle  V I I I

Transfer of Fissionable J^Iaterial for Peaceful Uses of Nuclear Enei-gy

1. No Party to this Treaty shall transfer, or permit any individual 
or association under its jurisdiction or control to transfer, to any other 
state, or to any individual or association under the jurisdiction or 
control of such other state, fissionable material for use in nuclear 
weapons.

2 . Any transfer of fissionable material not prohibited by this Article, 
and the transportation, handling, and utilization of such material after 
such transfer, shall be subject to the safeguard procedures provided in 
the Annex on Stage I  Nuclear Disarmament and in rules adopted by 
the Control Council of the International Disarmament Organization 
in̂  accordance v/ith Article ______

A rticle IX  

Non-Transfer of Nuclear Weapons

The Parties to the Treaty agree to seek to prevent the creation of 
further national nuclear forces. To this end the Parties agree tha t:

1. Any Party to the Treaty which has manufactured, or which at 
any time manufactures, a nuclear weapon shall:

a. Not transfer control over any nuclear weapons to a state which 
has not manufactured a nuclear weapon before (an agreed date);

b. Not assist any such state in manufacturing any nuclear weap
ons.

2 . Any Party to the Treaty which has not manufactured a nuclear 
weapon before the (agreed date) shall:

a. Not acquire, or attempt to acquire, control over any nuclear 
weapons;

b. Not manufacture, or attempt to manufacture, any nuclear 
weapons.

A rticle X  

Nuclear Weapon Test Explosions

The Parties to this Treaty agree to be boimd by the provisions of 
“The Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in all Environments”, 
which is set forth in the Annex on Stage I  Nuclear Disarmament.
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■ ■ 1 -'AjRTICIJE X I; 1>

' iPrepatatioli ’ fbr Stages I I  and I I I

The Parties to this Treaty agree to examine unresolved questions 
related to the means of accomplishing in Stages I I  and I I I  the reduc
tion and eventua.1 elimination of nuclear weapons stockpiles and, in 
the light of this eixamination, shall a^feie upbn airrahgenients’for th6

■ A e t ic l e ' X I I ' \  ‘

 ̂ , -j ; - Verification

The obligations set forth in this part of this Treaty shall be yerjfied 
by the International Disarmament; Organization in accprd^-iice with 
the provisions of this Treaty,'the Annex on. Stage I  Nuplear,Pisanim- 
ment, sand the-A-nnex .on Verification. V : . . ; ■ ■ .

Statement by the Acting United States Representative 
(Stelle) to the Eighteen Ndtion Disarmament Com
mittee: Nuclear Measures, August 14, 1963 ^

In the course of oilr previoits discussions of thie stibject we ate con
sidering, today—^nuclear disarraameht measures in stagQ I—̂my .delega
tion has had the opportunity to state andto elaboraite.onjin^pie d^ta,il 
the ibaŝ e approach pjf the XTnftjed, States to ,this n^q t̂, important; and 
complex problem, ,^pd to-d^c^ibe the sppci^c measures which, in the 
view pf the IJnited States, would be feasible at_ the initial stage of 
disarmament and which would start us on our way to the ultimate goa,l 
we have set for ourselves.

Kepreseritatives will reball that the Uhitesd States tteaty'iautline 
contains four major measutes relating tci nuclear disarmament in stage 
I.^ lEirst, ;the ijac  ̂iin nuclear , weapons production ;-wpuld’be halted 
through a cut-off in the production of fissionable material for use in 
nuclear weapons. : Second, i;‘educ,tion .in nucl^ear stockpiles,,;;i^ould be 
initiated through transfer of significant quantities of weapons, grade, 
U-235 to purposes other than -̂ use in nuclear weapons. Third, States 
would undertake obligations with respect to the non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons. Fourth, nuclear w6a|)t)ris technology would be fro
zen with a comprehensive test ban. which we hppe wouldjbe agreed upon

' ENpp/PV.151,;PP, ,9:713. , ,, ,, , ,,
'‘ Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. I, pp. 358-360, and ante, p. 327.
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and pi;t,into ,effect perhaps eveiXc before stage I  of ,9,,-general and com
plete disarmament programme was initiated, ag a further step to, .the 
limited test ban agreement which was signed in Moscow last, ̂ ŷeek and 
which has been. F®̂ ‘2omed by an overwhehning majority of States 
throughontthefworld.? 1,!- , 1; •i.

Representatives will also recall tlaat the Sqviet. delegation has ex
pressed a negative .attitude towards the^ United States.proposals, 
its basic objeotipn being that the^e, measures, would , not eliminate 
nuclear weapons and thus not relieve himianity qf the threa,t of 
nuclear war; „ My delegation d.oes not wish at this time to dwell 
upon the various charges,.l;he Soviet delegation has been' advancing 
concerning t-ĥ  true, intention of the United States with regard to 
nuclear disarmament. We believe the record is clear. Both t̂he 
United States and. the Soviet Union have subscribed tp the Joint 
Statement of Agreed Principles for ;I)isarmanient Negotiation which 
provides that the programme ,for gjeneral and complete, disarmament 
shall contain the necessary provisions with respect; to the .military 
osta,blishm^nts .of every jiation for i,t-

iaiimi-iaation- of. all stockpiles'of -nuclear, chemical, bacteriploglcal, and other 
weajpons of mass destruction and cessation of the ppoduetion of such weapons:''

Tluis, the real problem before us is hoAv to achieve that goal, and Ave 
do not believe that our search for mutually'acceptable an.d practicable 
ivays of accomplishing that task is furthered by repetitious questioii- 
'ing'of the sincerity of this or that p a r t y . - • ■ ( ■ ■ i i  

What my delegation would like to do today is to call attention to 
our views on how we can tackle the problem of beguming nuclear 
disarmament in stage I, and also to indicate certain possibilities which 
Ave sincerely hope: could help us in due (3ourse to bridge the gap betv^een 
the approaches advocated'’respectively'by the United States and the 
Soviet Union. ' 1 -v, ^

My delegation believes that the wise and practical approach both 
bides haVe displayed in agreeing on a limited test ban treaty should 
serve us as useful guidance in our efforts to resolve other difficult arid 
important problems inherent in any arms control ôr disarmament 
process. That<a'ppi*oach; is very simple: basically it means that we 
should' seek agreement on such mfeasures as are feasible- and are in 
the interest of 'all parties concerned', without postponing such agrees 
m6nt fbr the sake of broadet and more far-reiaching arrangement 
requiring more extensi've'Study and negotiations; -

The step proiposed by the United States to halt further production 
of fissionable materials' for weapons purposes in' stage I  would obvi-
   -V i [>')•• 'i'/i ..il' ’ ‘ i!
,, pp. .2 9 1 - 2 9 3 . i

Dooum ,ents.onD is^ t;^ ln^ent, 1961, p. 440.  ̂  ̂ r  1 i i '  ■ ’
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ously not eliminate all nuclear weapons, and it could perhaps allow 
production of some additional nuclear weapons from the stockpiles 
of weapons grade fissionable material already accumulated. How
ever, it would place a ceiling on the nuclear weapons capability of 
nations already possessing such capability and would assist in halt
ing proliferation of additional national capabilities. Since the stated 
policies of both the United States and the Soviet Union favour halt
ing the nuclear arms race and oppose proliferation of nuclear weapons 
a measure of this kind should, it seems to us, be in the mutual inter
est of both sides, and given good will on both sides we believe we could 
develop the necessary verification arrangements which would give 
adequate assurance of compliance without being too onerous to any 
party.

But the United States proposals go even further. For, in addition 
to and in association with placing a ceiling on the nuclear weapons 
capabilities of nuclear Powers, they provide also for a cut-back in 
those capabilities by means of transfer of significant quantities of 
weapons grade U-235 already produced to purposes other than use 
ill nuclear weapons. For the reasons just indicated, my deleg£ t̂ion 
believes that such transfer Avould also be in the interest of both sides. 
Furthermore this measure, while being a measure of real or at least 
preventive disarmament, would be simple to implement arid to verify. 
Its verification would involve only verification of the quantity and 
quality and assurances against possible diversion to weapons uses of 
the materials transferred. I t  circumvents one of the major difficul
ties inherent in nuclear disarmament, namely, revelation of closely 
guarded State secrets concerning nuclear weapons design.

The United States treaty outline tabled on 18 April 1962 provides 
that the United States and the Soviet Union would each transfer to 
non-weapons uses 50,000 kgs of weapons grade U-235. At the same 
time, in our statements Ave have repeatedly indicated that if that 
amount is for some reason unsatisfactory to the Soviet Union we 
should be prepared to consider, within reason, appropriate adjust
ments. In its effort to find a mutually acceptable arrangement in 
this field, the United States delegation approached the Soviet dele
gation in April of this year and indicated that if the Soviet Union’s 
objection to the United States proposal was based on a feeling that 
the amount proposed by the United States was not sufficiently large 
to have a tangible effect on the nuclear capabilities of the parties 
concerned, the United States would be prepared to consider, within 
reason, an amount larger than 50,000 kgs. In addition, my delega
tion stated that if the Soviet Union felt that transfer of equal amounts 
by both the United States and the USSR would for some reason entail 
certain inequities for the Soviet Union, the United States would be
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prepared to consider an arrangement providing for a ratio of transfer 
calling for transfer by the United States, after a cut-off of production, 
of an amount larger, again within reason, than the amount to be 
transferred by the USSR. My delegation told the Soviet delegation 
that transfer by the United States of 60,000 kgs and by the USSR 
of 40,000 kgs would be an example of such an arrangement. We indi
cated also to the Soviet delegation that the United States was still 
prepared to explore the possibility of an arrangement under which 
the cut-off and the transfer, as a combined step, would not need neces
sarily to await agreement on, or the initiation of, the first stage of 
general and complete disarmament.

Unfortunaitely, the reaction of the Soviet delegation to that ap
proach has been negative. However, we have not abandoned the hope 
that after further study the Soviet Union will find our proposals 
worthy of serious examination and negotiations so that we may reach 
agresehient on what in our view would be another step in the direc
tion both sides desire. In the meantime we could also undertake the 
studies necessary for the development of further, more far-reaching 
measures of nuclear disarmament to follow later in tjie process, to 
which the representative of the United Kingdom has referred this 
morning.

To reflect the United States willingness to accept, in association 
with the cut-off of production, a reasonable arrangement proAdding 
for the transfer of fissionable materials on a ratio basis, my dele
gation would like to request the Secretariat to circulate an amend
ment to Section C, Stage I, of the United States Treaty Outline. The 
amendment concerns sub-paragraph a, paragraph 2 , Section C, which 
should now read as follows:

[The amended version is printed ante, p. 327.]

Since, under the procedural arrangements adoptad by the Com- 
jnittee at our plenary meeting on 12 August we are now approaching 
the end of the present phase of our plenaiy discussions of stage I  
nuclear qieasures, my delegation would also like to request the Sec
retariat to circulate as a conference document draft treaty langtiage 
covering the various nuclear disarmament measures proposed by the 
United States for Stage I, as they have been described in the course of 
our plenary meetings. At an appropriate time, our suggested treaty 
language could be referred, in accordance with past practice, to the 
co-Chairmen for further consideration.

' On Ang. 12, 1963, the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee approved 
the Ooeh^iirmen’s recommendation to have plenary meetings only twice a week, 
devoting the Tuesday ineetlng to disarmament and the Thursday meeting to 
collateral measures (ENDO/PV.150, p. 11). This procedure went into effect 
Aug. 20, 1963.
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Stateinent by the Acting Soviet Represbntative (Tsarapkiii) 
; to the Eighteen Nation Disarmamejit Conmiittee: Nu
clear Measures, Augii^t 14 j 1963  ̂  ̂ i

, The signing in jiipscQW bn 5,AugTist of tlip treaty,on tjie prohibition 
of nuclear weapon tests in tlie atmosphere^ in outer space and 
under water is, a.n important, ^vent of our time.^ I t  marks the 
solution of an impprtaat international problem and is a significant 
step towards the improvement of the internati(mal situation, opening 
up favourable opportunities for thQ‘solution of other internatioi^al 
probleins.. The conclusion of the test ba,n treaty shows that, given 
gobd will, States with diiffereni social §y^nis. can and 4® mutu
ally acceptable solutions to important and- urgent international prob
lems. . This inspires the hope that outstanding international problems, 
with w;hich the ensuring of international security and the strength
ening of world peace are linked, can be settled by peaceful’means 
through negotiation'. , , >

The Gbyeriiments of the Sqyiet Union, the United States,, tl^e 
United Kingdom and the great majority of other countries have noted 
that the agreement achieived in Moscow is only a beginning and that 
rery. much more will have to be done to ensure peace on eartli. ,

The Chairman of the’ Council of Ministers of the USSll, Mr. 
Khrushcliev, said the following in this connexion:

It would, of course, be wrong to lajbqur under any. delusion®, regarding the 
successes achieyed and to relax our energies and deterra^atipn in the further 
struggle for the solution of questions on which depends the consolidation of 
peace on earth. We must realize quite clearly that the prohibition: of n'liclear 
weapon tests does not yet mean the cessation of .the arms race and, con
sequently, caimot in itself avert the danger of war. Nor does this measure 
liquidate the burden df aimaAienfa, oh tbe production of which States are 
e n d in g  vast material resources.' ' ; ■ ;

; The main task consists precisely in putting an end to'the^ arms irace, in 
disarmament. Only along thig path can we really secure the elimination of the 
threat of war an4 relieve States of the burden of military expenditures.®

As can be seen from numerous comments on the conclusion of 
the Moscow Treaty, the overwhelming majority ^bf statesmen fully* 
share that view. All recognize that the task before us is 'to consoli
date the success achieved in Moscow iand, by taking further decisive 
steps, to lay the basis for the coHipletB elimination o f’the danger'of 
a :iiuclear missile Far. In yipw of radical chajiges.in,military tech-

■ ' B N I ) ^ P y . - j ,  '
Ante, 2Q1-29&. , ‘ / ..................

' ’‘ Ante, p. 2b8. ' '
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niques in recent years and the unpreioedeiited< increase la. fthe destruc- 
tiive poWer of modern-means of warfare, the problem of elirainating

■ the threat* of a themionuclear > war has bec&me particularly urgent.
At previous sessddhS of 'the Gommittee, convincing data were ad

duced to show the immense destructive and devastating power of. the 
accum.ulated, of nuclear weapons. , Emiiient scie t̂ îsts, political
leaders and military specialists, throughout; the world have often 
pointed out that at the^preseiLt time su^h vast quantities of these 
weapon^ of mass .destpuctiqii have already Ijeen, ,accumulated in, the 
E^r^nals of th.e nuclear , Ppwers tha,t, if all thfise stocsks were us^d, the 
whole surf^q^ .of ,,the globe would, be scorched, fused and reduced to 
aphes eight qr ev^n te^.tini^, 9 Ypr. In  thps^/circumstances, a certain 
ret^uctipn ,o| .the: ratp ,of, nuclear production pr the freezjij^.of tlie 
presen,t yoliime of prod,u,ction.pf nuclear weapong, as proposed by the 
United States for stag^ I  pf.dis^rnaamei^t,^, would achieve notjiing 
from,the standpoint of e!limina,ting or at le^st reducing the threat of 
,3) dev^istating ii,ucle,ar missU^  ̂X^ Indeed, ;n th^s respect, foj; the 
achievement ,pf this aim what w:ould be the .good of ceasing the pro
duction of fis»9 nab|e, material^, or, reducing by a,few ^ozep ,tons these 
materialsjEor the.manufaptiire, of ii,uclear bonabs, if tens of thousands 
of.EitQmic and ::hyj<̂ ogen bonabs have alr^dy  been .stpckpiled in the 
depots of the; nuclear Po:^ers?. .No, it is not in 'that directipn, that 
we should; Ipp]^-for the. solu.tipn pf the problem.; Everyone realizes 
that the threat pf a-nuclear war will hang pver mankiiid until all these 
bombs,areidcistroyed, that is to say, this problem can only l̂ e solved 

, thrpugli;real i^Lclear (i;s^ymame^^  ̂ . : . \
An.a,nalysis of .thfi measures for nuclear disarmament proppsed .by 

the Western .Powers .shpjws that, they iiot oply do,not ensile the 
elimination,pf tl^?.threat of nuclear .war, but dp. not eyen help tp any 
exte:pt.tO:reduce th? t̂ tl^reat.. Indeed,  ̂pan we,belieye that the cessation 
of production, of fissionable >materials wpuld re,dupe the nuclear threat ? 
At, tlie presei^t. time, when the depots, of the nuclep.r Powers cwtain 
many thpusands of nuclea,r bpn̂ ]qs, which can be used at any mpnient 
to strike, a blpw. at the ,pther side,; wben these depots are constanf^ly 
being replenished ;with. mpr;̂ , ,ai;d more batcjies of;iiviclear wea,pons of 
various kinds, prodinced. from, the very Jarge ,qu,antity of fissionable 
materials alr^a.dy accumulated, would the.U nit^ 3 ta t^  proppsa.l,for 
the eegsation pf production of fissipnable materials for military pur
poses lead .to the destjfuctiofli pr even to thq re.ductipix of the already 
existing,vast stocks of n^cl®^r''y.^^pons j  . No, it, wpuld npt.

.Under the United .States propp§9,l, out ,of the total stock of the tens 
of thpusands of,nucl^r,bom,bs .^istiixg at the present time not a single

■* See ante pp. 327-330.
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bomb would, be destroyed, and even tlie production of new bombs 
from the already accumulated, stocks of fissionable materials would 
not cease. Nevertheless, the representative of the United Kingdom, 
Mr. Godber, emphasized at our meeting of 29 May of the Committee 
that:

10 per cent of the present stocks of fission and fusion weapons are more than
enough to obliterate the major cities of the world . . . .‘

I  emphasize: all the major cities of the world.
In that case what M ould be the good of implementing such a meas

ure as ceasing the production of fissionable materials for military 
purposes ? The implementation of that measure would be of no im
portance for the elimination or even for the reduction of the threat of a 
nuclear missile war. I t  is obvious to everyone that that measure would 
not be a step in regard to disarmament, nor would it be a measure 
which would be in accordance with the task of disarmament for stage 
I, because, as a result of its implementation, not only would nuclear 
weapons not be destroyed but there would even be no reduction of the 
existing immense stockpiles of these weapons. But if the implementa
tion of the United States proposal for the cessation of production of 
fissionable materials for military purposes would not lead, as is obvious 
to everyone, to any positive changes in regard to eliminating or at 
least reducing the threat of a nuclear war, on the other hand, the imple
mentation of that United States proposal would be fraught with cer
tain negative and even harmful consequences for the security of States.

I t  must not be forgotten that the implementation of that measure 
would lead to the establisliment of control over existing production of 
nuclear materials without any disarmament. Particular stress was 
laid on that aspect of the matter, on the establisliment of control, also 
in the statements made today by the representatives of the United 
States and the United Kingdom. But everyone knows perfectly well 
that the Soviet Union cannot agree to the establishment of control 
without any disarmament measui’es. The establishment of control 
without disarmament would not contribute towards the improvement 
of the international situation and the creation of confidence. On the 
contrary, it would lead to increased suspicion and would merely aggra
vate the relations between States. To sum up, such a course of action 
would be fraught with far-reaching negative consequences.

What would be achieved by the other United States-United King
dom proposal in the field of nuclear disarmament— t̂heir proposal for 
the transfer of a certain proportion of the stocks of U-235 to peaceful 
uses, that is to say, that the Soviet Union and the United States 
should each transfer 50 tons of U-235 to peaceful uses ? As we have

‘ BNDO/PV.138, p. 43.
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already pointed out, this measure likewise has no relation to nuclear 
disarmament or to the elimination of the threat of a nuclear missile 
war.

At the last session of the Eighteen-Nation Committee, reference was 
made to data which showed that the United States, for example, al
ready had a stock of 300 to 360 tons of U-235 two years ago. Besides 
their stocks of U-235, the nuclear Powers also have substantial reserves 
of plutonium. In the present circumstances, when a vast quantity of 
fissionable materials has been accumulated in the world, what could 
be the significance of such a measure as the transfer by the Soviet 
Union and the United States of 50 tons each of U-235 to peaceful uses ? 
This measure would mean that only one-tenth or even less of the exist
ing stocks of fissionable materials would be transferred to peaceful 
uses, whereas the I’emaining nine-tenths or perhaps even fourteen- 
fifteenths of fissionable materials would still remain in. the sphere of 
militai'y production. In  this connexion I  shotild like to remind mem
bers of the Committee of the statement made by the United Kingdom 
representative at the meeting of the Committee of 29 May to the effect 
that 5 per cent of the existing stocks of nuclear materials would be 
enough to make 1 ,0 0 0  bombs, considerably more powerful than those 
which were dropped on the Japanese cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki 
in 1945.«

The representatives of the Western Powers assert that their proposal 
for the cessation of production of fissile materials would serve as a 
brake on the further intensification of the nuclear arms race. Thus, 
Mr. Stelle said that

The cut-off of production of fissionable materials for weapon uses, combined
with the transfer of significant quantities of such materials to uses other than
in weapons, would halt the spiralling nuclear arms race.''

Mr. Stelle made a similar statement today,® and was supported in this 
by the representative of Ital}’.® But all these assertions are very far 
from the truth. We have already shown clearly and convincingly 
that cessation of the production of fissionable materials would have 
no effect on the stocks of nuclear bombs already accumulated and 
consequently would not reduce the threat of nuclear war one whit. 
At the present time so large a quantity of fissionable materials has 
already been produced, that even if the further production of these 
materials is halted, the already accumulated stocks would be quite

“ ENDC/PV. 138, p. 43.
‘‘Ante, p. 232.
“ Supra.
' BNDC/PV. 151, p. 18.
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sufficient for the manufacture of many hundreds: or even thousands of 
new nuclear warheads. ;

All these considerations lead to the inevitable conclusion that the 
United States-United Kingdom proposal for cessation of the pirbduc- 
tion of fissionable materials for military purposes and the transfer 
by two nuclear Powers of 50 tons each of U-235 to peaceful uses ih 
no way solves the problem of eliminating the threat of nuclear war, 
and therefore it cannot be taken as a basis for agreement on nuclear 
disarmament in stage I  of general and complete disarmanlelit.'
, The measures proposed by the Western Powers would merely create 
the dangerous delusion that measures were being takfeii in the ' field 
of nuclear disarmament, whereas in actual fact the nuclear'thrteat 
would not only not be reduced during stage I, but would continue 
to grow and become more serious as the technique of the production 
of nuclear weapons from the accumulated stocks of nuclear materials 
developed and improved.: >.

As regards the position of the Western^ Powers on the que^ion of 
nucleajr disamiameiat, we should like to note yet another very im
portant aspect, namely, that we have not yet hqard any definite ahd 
clear statement from the representatives of the Western Powers to 
the effect that the United States-United Kingdom programmie provides 
for the prohibition of nuclear weapons and the complete destruction of 
all stockpiles. On the contrary, during the last session of the Com
mittee the United States representative,! Mr. Stelle, made a statement 
in which he emphasized th a t: ,

. . .  we (the United States) do not prejudge or take a firm position, on 
whether or not the international peace force should be equipped with nuclear 
weapons; nor do we tak^ a firm position on the time when such weapons should 
be made available if  they are.“

From this and other statements by the United States repfestoa- 
tive it quite clearly follows that the Western Powers not only admit, 
but actually contemplate the possibility of equipping international 
armed forces with nuclear weapons. The statement of the United 
States representative that they are prepared to prohibit nuclear 
weapons and to eliminate stockpiles applies, as they declare, only to 
States, but not to international armed forces. This approaph to the 
question of nuclear disarmament is absolutely unacceptable, because 
nuclear weapons, irrespective of whether they are used by States or 
by international armed forces, are still weapons of mass destruction, 
intended to raze cities and to destroy millions of people. The ques
tion whether these weapons would be used by so-called international 
armed forces or by the anned forces of any particular State does

" Ante,  p. 234.



TSARAPKIN STATEMENT, AUGUST 14 339

riot alter the substance of the matter. In either case, liuclear weapons 
are weapons of mass destruction, and should be prohibited and com
pletely destroyed in the process of disarmament without aiiy excep
tion whatsoeVter; the sooner that is done the better; ' ■
■ We therefore consider that nuclear weapons should be prohibited 

and that they should all be eliminated without exception, so that they 
should not be available either to governments or to any international 
Organizations or international armed forces  ̂ I f  the Western Powers 
agree to such a solution of the problem of eliminating the threat of 
a nuclear war, we should like to hear a clear statement from them 
to-‘ that effect. We hope that the representatives of - the Western 
Powers, taking iato accbunt the situation that has come about, will 
draw the necessary conclusion and will reconsider their position on 
tMs' question. We also hopiei that they will take a positive attitude 
towards the proposals of the Soviet Union, which provide for the 
elimination of the nuclear threat through the destruction of the itieans 
of delivery of nuclear weapons in stage I  of general and complete 
disarmament.

The draft treaty on general and complete disarmament which the 
Soviet Union submitted to the Eighteen-Nation Committee in March 
1962 has as its primary task the speediest elimination of the threat 
of'a nuclear missile war and lays d6 wn effective and feasible measures 
for tlie practical accomplishment of that task.^  ̂ The Soviet draft 
treaty provides for the destruction pf .all means of delivery of nuclear 
weapons in stage I  of disarmament. Without the means of delivery it 
is iihpos.sible to use nuclear weapons. !For this reason, even though 
nuclear weapons would still be retained in the depots of States until 
tlie end of stage I I  of disarmament,' they would in fact remain im
mobilized. The tlireat of nuclear aggression would be practically 
eliminated. . '

After the' Soviet Union had'submitted its ,draft treaty on general 
and complete .disarmament and as, a.result of the discussion of the 
draft in the Eighteen-Nation Committee and iji the General Assem
bly, the Soviet side proposed a number of substantial;changes and 
additions to its original dpaft t r e a t y .  This was done in order to 
meet the positions of the Western Powers and thus help forward the 
achievement of agreement on disarmament questions. These changes 
and additions to the original draft treaty are well Imo'^n to the mem
bers of the Committee. .>

A t this meeting we should merely like to point out that, in order 
to reach agreement on disarmament measures, for stage I, especially,

^ Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. I, pp. 103-127.
“ The changes were incorporated in the revised Soviet draft treaty of ^ept-. 22, 

1962 (i6id., vol. II, pp. 913-938).
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on measures relating to the speediest elimination of the threat of 
nuclear war, the Soviet Union, in order to meet the views of the 
Western Powers, agreed to introduce into its original draft treaty a 
substantial change with regard to the elimination of the means of 
delivery of nuclear weapons in stage I. The Soviet side proposed 
that the Soviet Union and the United States should retain until the 
end of stage I I  of disarmament a limited agreed number of certain 
types of missiles. To our regret, this Soviet proposal failed to meet 
with support on the part of the United States, without which, as we 
all know, the question concerned cannot be solved.

For the final elimination of the nuclear threat, it is essential to 
prohibit nuclear weapons for all time, to eliminate them from the 
armaments of States, to destroy all stockpiles of such weapons and 
to cease their production completely. That is precisely the series of 
measures which is proposed in the Soviet draft treaty on general and 
complete disarmament.

Article 2 2 , paragraph 1 (a), of the Soviet draft treaty reads as 
follows:

Nuclear weapons of all kinds, types and capacities shall be eliminated 
from the armed forces and destroyed. Fissionable materials extracted from 
such weapons, whether directly attached to luuts or stored in various depots, 
shaU be appropriately processed to render them unfit for direct reconstitu
tion into weapons and shall form a special stock for peaceful uses, belonging 
to the State which previously owned the nuclear weapons. Non-nuclear com
ponents of such weapons shall be completely destroyed.^

The Soviet draft treaty on general and complete disarmament pro
vides for the complete cessation of the production of nuclear weapons 
:ind of all materials necessary for their creation. The same article 
continues as foUows:

All plants, installations and laboratories specially designed for the produc
tion of nuclear weapons or their components shall be eliminated or converted 
to production for peaceful purposes. All workshops, installations and labora
tories for the production of the components of nuclear weapons at plants that 
are partially engaged in the production of such weapons shall be destroyed 
or converted to production for peaceful purposes."

Thus the Soviet Union proposes to transfer to peaceful uses, from 
the sphere of destruction to the sphere of construction, not 50 tons each 
of U-235, as proposed by the United States, but the whole quantity of 
fissionable materials already produced and stockpiled. We propose 
that nuclear weapons should be outlawed and that any attempt to 
reconstitute them whether by individuals or by organizations should 
be made a crime. The Soviet Union regards it as inconceivable that

^im., p. 925. 
p. 926.
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nuclear weapons eliminated from the national arsenals of States could 
be retained under some kind of international label, at the disposal of 
an international armed force. When all stocks of nuclear weapons are 
destroyed and when general and complete disarmament is carried out, 
there will be no place for nuclear weapons on the earth.

Under the Soviet draft treaty, all measures for nuclear disarmament 
are to be carried out under strict international control. The relevant 
paragraph of article 2 2  of the Soviet draft reads as follows:

The measures for the discontinuance of the production of nuclear weapons 
and of fissionable materials for weapon purposes referred to in sub-paragraph 
(a) above shall be implemented under the control of inspectors of the Inter
national Disarmament Organization.

The International Disarmament Organization shall have the right to inspect 
all undertakings which extract raw materials for atomic production . . . .

The States parties to the Treaty shall make available to the International 
Disarmament Organization documents pertaining to the extraction and 
processing of nuclear raw materials . . . .“

The control measures provided for in the Soviet draft fully meet the 
requirements of the strictest and most effective control over the process 
of eliminating stockpiles of nuclear weapons.

The Soviet delegation is convinced, of the unquestionable advantages 
of its plan for nuclear disarmament over the Western plan, since the 
measures it proposes would indeed eliminate the threat of a nuclear 
missile war. Nevertheless, it is still prepared to consider any amend
ments to its proposals and to accept them if such amendments help 
towards the speediest possible accomplishment of the task of eliminat
ing the threat of nuclear war.

That is precisely why the Soviet Union, bearing in mind the state
ments of the representatives of a number of non-aligned States in 
favour of the elimination of nuclear weapons in the earliest stages of 
disarmament, stated its willingness to agree to the prohibition of 
nuclear weapons and the elimination of all stockpiles in stage I.̂ ® 
Just as a chain reaction of fissionable materials occurs only in certain 
quantitative conditions, when there is a critical mass, whereas when 
there is a smaller mass of fissile substance, in ordinary conditions, a 
chain reaction does not occur, so the threat of nuclear war can be 
eliminated only in very definite conditions, namely, if nuclear weapons 
ai’e proliibited and completely destroyed.

At the last session of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarma
ment, we examined thoroughly the problem of nuclear disarmament 
within the framework of the general and complete disarmament of 
States. The main objections of the representatives of the Western 
Powers to the Soviet programme for the elimination of the danger

Ihid.
“ BNDO/PV. 81, p. 15.
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of nuclear war in stage I  were: that this programme provided for:an 
unduly radical solution of the problem. - . •

The United States representative, Mr. Stelle, said thafcr one of the 
shortcbmings of the Soviet programme fbr nuclear disarmament was 
1,hat it provided

: . . for the destruction at one fell swoop of one or another' of the' iiost
important pillars supporting the national military security structure of
States.” ,

The delegation of the Western Powers stressed the need;fpr a gradual 
reduction of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and also of the nuclear 
weapons themselves and other types of armaments. OtTierwise, they 
pointed out, the existing balance of forces would be destroyed and that 
would allegedly entail a weakening of the security of the Western 
countries. What are we negotiating with you here ? , Is it disarma
ment or the maintenance of the existing balance of armaments? 
Everyone knows that we are conducting negotiatioins on disarmament, 
and that everything else should be subordinated to this purpose.. The 
proposals submitted by States should be ia keeping with this purpose 
and not with arguments for: the maintenance of armed forces.

Having weighed up once again the views put forward by the 
Western representatives, the Soviet delegation has come to the, con
clusion that it cannot agree with their arguments and maintains its 
opinion that the speedy elimination of the threat of nuclear war 
through the elimination of all means of delivery of nuclear weapons 
in stage I  and also as a result of the prohibition and elimination of 
nuclear weapons during stage I  or I I  of general and complete 
disarmament has unquestionable advantages. In the first place, this 
approach to the solution of the problem will make it possible to reach 
a rapid decision on the main question, that of eliminating the threat 
of a nuclear missile war. Secondly, if the means of delivery and the 
nuclear weapons themselves are destroyed one hundred per cent, the 
organization of control will be considerably facilitated*, - These advan
tages are so obvious that the Soviet proposals can be regarded as the 
most realistic, the most practical and the easiest to carry out.
' With regard to the argument of the Western Powers that a rapid 
and radical solution of the problem of eliminating nuclear weapon 
delivery vehicles and the nuclear weapoiis themselves would entail an 
upsetting of the existing balance of forces, we are absolutely unable to 
agree with this conclusion of our Western Colleagues. I f  all the 
nuclear Powers renounced nuclear weapons and their means of de
livery, side-by-side with the gradual reduction of armed forces and 
conventional armaments, neither side would gain any advantage and

" ENDO/PV. 140, pp. 13-14.
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both sides would be in the same conditions of security. The elimina
tion of the threat of nuclear war in accordance with the Soviet dis
armament prograiome would create a new international situation, 
would undoubtedly ensure greatier security and would strengthen ,the 
cause of peace. Those are roughly the Soviet Union’s pr6 f)osals on, 
the question of nuclear disarmament and a few considerations relating 
to the attitude of the Westem"P<)wers towards these Soviet proposals.

We. consider that the more favourable international situation that 
hfvs come about sintee the conclusion of the Moscow Treaty on the pro
hibition of nuclear tests ÂilL. enable' us to maikfe progress in solving 
the p ^ob l^  of 4isarmajnent. We hope that now our Western part
ners, will be in a position to weigh up and assess, anew , the Soviet 
proposals on nuclear disaianament and to consider them from a new 
angle,- so as to try to find a mutually acceptable basis for agreement,

Opinion of tlie Legal Adviser of the Department of State 
(Chayes) on the Test-Ban Treaty and the Use of Nuclear 
Weapons, August 14, 1963 ^

Subject: Meaning of the Words “Or J ^ y  Other ^fuclear Explosion” 
Appearing in Article I, Paragraphs 1 and 2 of the Treaty Banning 
Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and 
Underwater. '

Article I, para^aph 1, of the Treaty provides:
1,, Each of the parties of this Treaty undertakes to prohibit, to prevent, and 

not to carry out, any nuclear weapon test explosion, or any other nwlear  
eipfesitm, at any place under its jurisdiction or control: * * ♦  ,

Article I, paragraph 2, provides;

, ; 2. Haeh of the Parties tO; this Treaty undertakes furthermore to refrain 
fropi, causing,, encouraging, or in any way participating in, the carrying out: 
of any-nuqlear weapon test explosion, or any other nuclear explosion, anywhere, 
which .would take place in any of the environments described or have the effect 
referred to in paragraph 1 of this article.

The qu^ion  has b^en raised whether the words “or any other 
nuclear explosion” impose any limitation on the use of nuclear weapons 
by the p a rtis  m wa,r.

The answer is no.

’ S. Ex. Eept. 3, 88th Cong., 1st sess., pp. 27-29. The test-ban treaty Is 
printed ante, pp. 291-293.
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I. THT3 TEXT OF TIIF, TREATY

The text of the Treaty and its internal construction provide ample 
grounds for answering the question in the negative.

The title of the Treaty is “Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests 
in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Underwater.” This title 
delimits the operative scope of the Treaty. I t  shows that the Treaty 
was intended to deal with weapon tests and not with the use of nuclear 
weapons in combat or in connection with armed hostilities. The 
limited scope of the Treaty in this respect is reinforced by its Pre
amble. The second paragraph looks forward to more general dis
armament, eliminating the incentive to the production and testing of 
nuclear Weapons. I f  this Treaty banned the use of such weapons in 
wartime, the incentive for further production and testing would al
ready be gone. Similarly, the third paragraph of the Preamble, 
looking to the future negotiation of a comprehensive test ban, shows 
that this Treaty is limited in its application to nuclear weapons tests.

The Agreed Communique issued when the Treaty was initialled 
refers to a series of meetings to discuss “questions relating to the dis
continuance of nuclear tests.” I t  notes that agreement was reached 
on the “text of a treaty banning nuclear weapons tests in the atmos
phere, in outer space, and underwater.” I t  refers to the agreement 
in several places as “the test ban treaty,” and it refers specifically to 
discussions relating to a nonaggression pact. Had the negotiators 
agreed to ban the use of nuclear weapons in war it would surely have 
been mentioned in the Agreed Communique.^

Moreover, the general scheme of the Treaty is inconsistent with an 
interpretation of the words, “other nuclear explosion” to cover wartime 
use of nuclear weapons. The Treaty has no effect on laboratory 
development of nuclear weapons. I t  permits weapons tests and other 
explosions underground, so long as the radioactive debris is confined 
within the territorial limits of the State in which the explosion is con
ducted. The Treaty does not restrict weapons production, as appears 
from the second paragraph of the Preamble. The Soviet Union has 
rejected any proposal even to restrict the production of fissionable 
material for weapons purposes. Finally the Treaty does not require 
the destruction of any stockpiled weapons. I t  is hardly conceivable 
that a treaty which permits the development, testing, stockpiling, and 
production of nuclear weapons should be construed as banning their 
use in wartime.

“ Ante, pp. 294-295.
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n .  NEGOTIATING HISTORT

The conclusions derived frbm the text of the Treaty are supported 
by a review of the negotiating history. That liistory reveals that the 
words “or any other nuclear explosion” were inserted to prevent eva
sion of the Treaty by the explosion in peacetime of tested nuclear 
weapons, whether for peaceful purposes or otherwise.

Tlie basis for the Moscow negotiations was the draft of the limited 
nuclear test ban treaty tabled in Geneva on August 27, 1962, by the 
United States and United Kingdom delegations.® Article I  of that 
draft prohibited nuclear weapon tests. Explosions were dealt with 
in Article II. Such explosions were permitted, but were to be sub
jected to controls because of the difficulty of distinguishing peaceful 
purpose explosions from weapons tests.

In the course of the Moscow negotiations, the Soviets rejected Article
I I  of the August 1962 draft completely. This rejection would have 
left a loophole in the Treaty if Article I  had remained confined to 
“nuclear weapon test explosions.” A party might have conducted 
explosions revealing valuable military data or even weapon tests on 
the pretense that they were in fact peaceful purposes explosions and 
not “nuclear weapon test explosions.” In  order to close this loophole, 
the phrase “any other nuclear explosion” was inserted in Article I  at 
the appropriate points. Its purpose is to prevent, in the specified 
environments, peacetime nuclear explosions that are not weapons tests. 
That is its only significance.

in. GENERAL UNDERSTANDING

This construction of the phrase “or any other nuclear explosion” is 
supported by the public statements of United States and other officials 
prior to the signature and ratification of the Treaty. Thus, in his 
radio address presenting the Treaty to the American public, the 
President said:

[N]o nation’s right of self-defense will in any way be impaired. Nor does 
this treaty mean an end to the threat of nuclear war. It w ill not reduce nuclear 
stockpiles: it wiU not halt the production of nuclear weapons: it w ill not 
restrict their use in time of war.‘

The President’s message transmitting the Treaty to the Senate for 
advice and consent to ratification makes the same point,® as does Acting 
Secretary Ball’s letter transmitting the Treaty to the President.®

“ Documents on DiKUDiiament, 11)62, vol. II, pp. 804^807.
* Ante, p. 231.
“ Ante, p. 300.
“ Ante, p. 297.
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Secretary of State Rusk reiterated the point at the signing ceremony 
in Moscow, and again in his testimony before the Senate Foreign Rela
tions Committee. There he said:

This Treaty does not affect the use of nuclear weapons in war. It has to do 

with nuclear testing in time of peace.'

This understanding of; the import of the Treaty is not confined to 
United States officials alone. For example, United Nations Secretary- 
General U Thantj I appearing in Moscow at the Treaty signing, listed 
a number of “other equally important measures aimed at the relaxa
tion of tension.” Among these he included the following:

I would also hope that tlie proposal, initiated in the fall of 1961, for conven

ing a special conference for signing the convention on the pr»Mbition of the 

use of nuclear and thermonuclear weapons for war purposes, will now receive 

wider support.®

I t would obviously be unnecessary to hold such a conference if the 
test ban treaty itself outlawed the use of such weapons in war.

IV. TAOTICAIi WEAPONS

There has been some suggestion that the phrase “or any other nu
clear explosion” might outlaw the use of tactical, as opposed to strate
gic, weapons in wartime. There is no basis in the Treaty for making 
any distinction whatever between tactical and strategic weapons. The 
analysis in this Opinion applies fully to tactical as well as strategic 
weapons.

A b r a m  C h a t e s , Legal Adviser.

Statement by Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
(Taylor) Before the Senate Foreign Relations Com
mittee on the Test-Ban Treaty, August 15, 1963

ilr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I am very happy to 
i!})pear before the committee this morning as the first representative

’' A n t e , p. 307. Secretary Husk’s Moscow statement appeara in the D e p a r t m e n t  

of S t a t e  Bulletin. Aug. 26,1963, pp. 314r-315.

® iVetu Torfc T i m e s , Aug. 6, 1963, p. 12. For the proposed conference to outlaw 

the use of nuclear weapons, see the General Assembly resolution of Xov. 24, 

1901 { D o c u m e n t s  o n  D i s a r m a m e n t ,  1961, pp. 648-650).

“ Xiiclenr T e s t  B a n  T r e a t y :  H e a r i n g s  B e f o r e  t h e  C o m m i t t e e  o n  F o r e i g n  R e l n -  

U n i t e d  Stat e s  S e n a t e ,  F A g h t y - e i g h t h  C o n g r e s s ,  First Session, o n  B x e e u t i v e  

M ,  SStJt C o n g r e s s ,  1st Session, pp. 272-270.
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of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to testify with regard to the ratification 
of : the three-environment Nuclear Test Ban Treaty/ The statement 
which I  am about to read represents the agreed views of the Joint 
Chief s of Staff.

REVIEW OF TKEATY BT JO IN T  CHIEFS

. Upon receiving the final draft on the three-enyironment Nuclear 
Test Ban Treaty recently negotiated in Moscow, the Joint Chiefs o f , 
Staff began a coniprehensive review of the terms of this treaty in order 
to determine what effect its ratification would have on the security 
of the United States. In  this review, they deliberately set aside all 
considerations of former positions taken on other occasions on the 
subject of a test ban treaty and focused their attention on this partic
ular treaty at this particular point in time. As a base of departure 
fop their appraisal, they first established certain criteria to assist them 
in evaluating from a military point of yiev the acceptability as to con*- 
lent and timing of a limited tesjt ban treaty which would prohibit 
nuclear test explosions in all environments excepting underground.

FOTIR CRITERIA NECESSAET FOE CH IEPS’ ACCEPTANCE OF TREATT

I t was the judgment of the Joint Chiefs of Staff that four criteria 
or conditions would h^ye to be met for a limited test ban treaty to be 
compatible with the national security. First, the United States shoul d 
not accept limitations on testing if the Soviet Union had or could 
achieve a significant advantage in any militarily important area of 
nuclear weapon technology which, under the treaty, could not be 
overcome by the United States.

Second, recognizing the, possibility that the U.S-S.It. might take 
advantage of an oppoitunity for clandestine testing, the Joint Chiefs 
determined that a test ban treaty could be accepted only if clandestine 
testing would have no seriously advert effect on the relative balance 
of military power.

Third, it was considered important that withdrawal from the treaty 
should be uncomplicated, allowing the United States to withdraw 
without undue delay upon acquiring reasonable evidence of a treaty 
violation or iti the event our national interests were imperiled.

Fourth, if  the conditions of criteria one and two were not completely 
met, the treaty must convey adequate compensatory advantages 
elsewhere.

As a closely related matter, but not as a criterion for the treaty 
itself, the Joint Chiefs of Staff noted the importance for the United 
States, if it embarks on this treaty, to continue underground testing

‘ Ante, p. 291-293.
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at a rate to insure continued progress in nuclear technology. They 
were equally impressed with the need for the United States to main
tain the readiness and the determination to resume atmospheric test
ing promptly. Finally, they believed that account must be taken of 
the dangers of any relaxed military effort by the United States and our 
allies; hence, that ratification of the treaty should be accompanied by 
evidence of a clear intent to maintain and improve the military posture 
of the West.

Having determined the foregoing conditions of acceptability, the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff then undertook to measure against them the spe
cific terms of the three-environment test-ban treaty drafted recently in 
Moscow. To assist them in their deliberations, they consulted with 
those officials who have particular responsibilities and competence in 
this field. These were officials from the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense, the Department of State, the Atomic Energy Commission in
cluding field laboratories, the Central Intelligence Agency, the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency, the President’s Special Assistant 
for Science and Teclmology, and from technical agencies of the Mili
tary Establishment.

CON’CLTTSIONS BEACHED AS TO U.S. WEAPONS CAPABILITY

With regard to the current relative position, the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff reached the following conclusions:

(a) I t  is indicated that the U.S.S.R. is ahead of the United States in 
the high yield (tens of megatons) technology, in weapons effects 
knowledge derived from high-yield nuclear explosions and in the 
yield/weight ratios of high-yield devices; and that the U.S.S.R. lags 
somewhat behind the United States at low yields.

(i)  In the antibalUstic missile field, development of the U.S. sys
tem does not depend on atmospheric testing and hence this treaty will 
not significantly influence any imbalance that may exist.

(c) In  the field of tactical nuclear weapons, particularly in the field 
of very low-yield weapons, the United States is probably ahead in the 
quality and diversity of systems.

I t is important to emphasize that the superiority under discussion 
in the preceding paragraphs refers essentially to technological supe
riority. I t  does not take into account such superiority as derives 
from numbers of weapons, variety of delivery systems and the magni
tude of nuclear plant and stockpile. Hence, teclinological superiority 
is only one aspect of the net superiority which must take into accoimt 
all of these factors. As to net superiority in ability to inflict damage 
on the enemy, the JCS consider that the United States at present is 
clearly ahead of the U.S.S.R. in the ability to wage strategic nuclear
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war, and is probably ahead in the ability to wage tactical nuclear war, 
whereas the Soviets have developed a substantial mid-range ballistic 
missile capability.

EFFECTS OF TREATY ON U .S.-U .S .S .E . BALANCE OF WEAPONS POWEK

Considering the foregoing,to be a reasonably accurate statement in 
broad terms of our present position relative to that of the U.S.S.R., 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff then considered what the effects would be if 
the proposed test-ban treaty should go into effect and both sides faith
fully observe its provisions. They concluded that the United States 
would not be able to overtake the present advantage which the 
U.S.S.E. probably has in the high-yield weapons field, whereas the 
Soviets, by underground testing, probably could retrieve in time any 
lead which we may presently have in the low-yield tactical field. Both 
sides could achieve an antiballistic missUe, but one with less desirable 
characteristics than would be the case if additional atmospheric tests 
were conducted.

There are other disadvantages which apply in varying degrees to 
both sides. For example, knowledge of weapons effects is incomplete 
at best and although knowledge could be gained from underground 
testing, knowledge which only testing in the prohibited media could 
provide would be denied. Also, there would be no opportunity to 
conduct environmental tests of current weapons or of those which 
might be acquired in order to verify their performance.

Such disadvantage as might accrue to the United States under con
ditions of honest fulfillment of treaty conditions would be further 
aggravated if the Soviets successfully tested by illicit explosions in 
the atmosphere, underwater, or in outer space. By such clandestine 
testing, they might carry out investigations of weapons effects in the 
field of ballistic missiles, ballistic missiles defense, antisubmarine war
fare, and high-yield technology (the latter only if the testing were 
done in outer space). However, the daaigers of detection and the 
cost and difficulty of testing in outer space would tend to impose 
severe restrictions upon such clandestine testing. Other clandestine 
tests in the, atmosphere or under water, depending upon their size, 
would involve a fairly high probability of detection by our conven
tional intelligence or our atomic energy detection system. Moreover, 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff consider the resulting progress which the 
Soviets might make clandestinely to be a relatively minor factor in 
relation to the overall present and probable balance of military 
strength if adequate safeguards are maintained.

The Joint Chiefs, of Staff believe that the withdrawal provision 
requiring 90 days’ notice following a unilateral U.S. decision provides 
a satisfactory means of escape in case we believe our national interest
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is being threatened. They are impressed, however, by the possibility 
of an. abrupt abrogation by the Soviets, followed by a comprehensive 
series of atmospheric tests.

SAITOITJAKDS RECOMMENDED BY CHIEFS IF  'TREATY IS  RATIFIED

Eecognizing the foregoing disadvantages and risk, the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff believe that they can be reduced through certain safeguards. 
These; safeguards include:

(a) The conduct of comprehensive, aggressive, and continuing 
underground nuclear test programs designed to add to pur knowl
edge and improve our weapons in all areas of significance to our 
military posture for the future.

(5) T he. maintenance of modern nuclear laboratory facilities 
and pro^am s in theoretical and exploratory nuclear technology 
which will attract, retain, and insure the continued application of 
our human scientific resources to these programs on which continued 
progress in nuclear technology depends.

(o)‘ The maintenance of the facilities and resources necessary to in- 
.stitute promptly nuclear tests in the atmosphere should they be 
deemed essential to our national security or should the treaty or 
any of its terms be abrogated by the Soviet Union.

(d) The improvemehi of our capability, within feasible and practi
cal limits, to monitor the terms of the treaty, to detect violations, and 
to maintam our knowledge of Sinb-Soviet nuclear activity, capabili
ties, and achievements..

EFFECT OF TREATY OX INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

Having considered the technological and withdraAval aspects of the 
proposed treaty and the safeguards we should take, the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff then took note of the effect of the treaty in the broad’field 
of international relations and of worldwide military strategy. They 
recognized that considerations of nuclear technology and weaponry 
were not the sole determinants of the merits of the treaty; that it could 
contribute to major political achievements with important and favor
able military implications. I f  this treaty attracts signatories repre
senting the vast majority of the nations of the world on both sides 
of the Iron Curtain, it should make an important contribution toward 
the restraint of the further proliferation of nuclear weapons and the 
reduction of causes of world tension. Both of these advantages, if 
achieved, should contribute to the fundamental objective of the U.S. 
Armed Forces; namely, the deterrence of war and maintenance of 
peace on honorable terms. These possibilities are of such importance 
to the United States that they offset the foreseeable technological dis
advantages noted above.
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i . ■ COXCLTJSIONS OF c h ie f s ’ EXAMINATIQX OF TitRATT

In  conclusion, the Joint Chiefs have reached the determination! that 
while there are military disadvantages to the treaty, they are not so 
serious as to render it unacceptable. In the past, the JCS have not 
regarded as important the attainment of weapons in the 1 0 0 -megaton 
range from which the United States will be debarred by the treaty. 
They feel that the types and numbers of megaton yield weapons avail
able to us now or in the future could give us an adequate capability 
in the high-yield weapoii raiige. Under the treaty, both ades could 
make about the same technical progress in the ABM field although 
the Soviets may possess some information not available to the United 
States.'' I f  the Soviets are to catch up with the United States in tlie 
low-yield field, particularly in numbers, they will be subjected to a 
major additional expenditure'of national resources which are already 
under heavy strain.

SUPPORT o r  TREATY BX JO IN T  CHIEFS

The broader advantages of the test ban treaty have led the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff to conclude that it is compatible with the security 
interests of the United States and we support its ratification. ' I f  we ’ 
can achieve significant political advances, these will compensate for 
foreseeable fluctuations in nuclear technology. The most serious res
ervations of the Joint Chiefs of Staff with regard to the treaty are ' 
more directly linked with the fear of a euphoria in the West which 
will eventually reduce our vigilance and the willingness of our coun
try and of our allies to expand continued, effort on our collective 
security. I f  we ratify this treaty, we must conduct a vigorous under
ground testing. progrg(,m and be, ready on short notice to rpsume atmos
pheric testing. We sliould strengthen our detection capabilities and 
maintain modem nuclear laboratory faciUties and programs. F i
nally, we must not for a moment forget that militaiht communism 
remains committed to the destruction of our society.

Having weighed all of these factors, it is the judgment of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff that, if adequate safeguards are established, the risks 
inherent in this treaty can be accepted in order to seek the important 
gains which may be achieved through a stabilization of international 
relations and a move toward a peaceful environment in which to seek 
resolution of our differences.
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Chinese Communist Statement on the Soviet Union and 
the Test-Ban Treaty {Extracts}, August 15, 1963 ^

1. There is a fatal weakness in the Soviet Government’s statement,’ 
namely, it evades the fact that the conclusion of the treaty was a result 
of the abandonment of its previous correct stand, the acceptance of 
the stand of the United States steadily upheld by two administrations 
and unprincipled concessions to imperialism. The statement of the 
Chinese Government solemnly pointed out that the Soviet leaders made 
a 180-degree about-face, betrayed themselves, and sold out the interests 
of the people of the Soviet Union and the world.^

The Soviet statement is furious over the words “betrayal” and “sell
out” and asserts that there is no inconsistency in the Soviet stand, be
cause “life does not mark time, science and technology are developing 
tempestuously, and what was unacceptable only yesterday may prove 
useful, even very useful, today.” I t  insolently asks us who is more 
competent to be the judge on the question of whom the treaty bene
fits—“those who possess nuclear weapons and carry out tests, or those 
who only Imow about them fi’om literature?” I t  appears that the 
Soviet leaders want to have a monopoly not only of nuclear weapons 
but also of the right to speak on the question of nuclear weapons.

No one can monopolize the right to speak on the question of nuclear 
weapons. But since the Soviet leaders regard themselves as com
petent to speak, let us hear what they have said in the past.^

The Soviet Government persisted in its stand of rejecting the partial 
stoppage of nuclear tests. As late as 9 June 1963, it notified the 
Chinese Government that the Western powers’ position on the halting 
of nuclear tests could not yet serve as a basis for agreement, and that 
whether negotiations could yield any results depended entirely on 
the Western powers.

On 15 June 1963, answering questions put by the editors in chief 
of Pravda and Izvestiya on the U.S. President’s speech of 10 June,’’

Peiping radio broadcast, Aug. 14, 1963. The Soviets replied on Aug. 21 

(post, pp. 4 0 4 r A 2 3 ) .

‘ A n t e , pp. 281-291.

’ A n t e , p. 270.
‘The deleted portion of the Peiping statement refers to previous Western 

proposals for a partial test ban and to Soviet rejections of them; see D o c u m e n t s  

o n  D i s a r m a m e n t ,  1 9 4 5 - 1 9 5 9 , vol. II, pp. 1392-1393,1396-1398: ibid., 1961, pp. 351, 

384 ff.; iUd., 1962, vol. II, pp. 804-80T, 826-829.

° A n t e , pp. 215-222.
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Soviet leader Khrushchev said: “As far as the SoA’iet Union is con
cerned, we are ready to sign an agreement on tlie discontinuance of 
all nuclear tests today. I t  is up to the West We agreed to a
meeting among the representatives of the three [wwers in Moscow, to 
try once again to reach an agreement on this question. But the suc
cess of this meeting will depend on what the United States and British 
representatives bring with them to our country.” ®

On 25 July 1963, the Soviet leaders suddenly changed their above 
stand and accepted the refurbished version of the U.S.-British draft 
treaty, and signed the treaty on the partial halting of nuclear tests.''

The Soviet leaders say the situation has changed. When did it 
change? How did it change? Why is it that what was unacceptable 
on 15 Jime became acceptable on 25 July, and very useful into the 
bargain? What changes took place, within those 40 days? Why 
did you not provide a little explanation ? Wliy did you not give some 
reasons? I f  what you said yesterday no longer counts today, will 
what you say today no longer count tomorrow? You were either 
insincere then, or you are deliberately deceiving people now. The 
Soviet leaders’ betrayal of the Soviet people, of the countries in the 
socialist camp and of the people of the whole world can by no means 
be denied.

2. The circumstances remain unchanged. The policy of U.S. im
perialism has not changed. I t  is the Soviet leaders who have changed.

The conclusion of a treaty on the partial halting of nuclear tests 
was an object persistently pursued by the United States over a num
ber of years. In  his message to the U.S. Senate dated 8  August, U.S. 
President Kennedy said: “I t  grows out of the proposal made by Presi
dent Eisenhower in 1959 and the resolution passed by the Senate in 
that same year. . . . Nothing has happened since then to alter its im
portance to our security.” ® , , ,1 !;

The Soviet statement says that the conclusion of the tripartite treaty 
is the first step toward freeing mankind,from thp threat of nuclear 
war. I t  does not seem so to us. the contrary, in  our view the 
conclusion of the tripartite treaty increases, the danger of nuclear war.

On the question of nuclear weapons, don't you respect only what is 
said by those who possess nuclear weapons ? Let us then hear what 
those who possess nuclear weapons have said.

In the period between 26 July and 8  August Kemiedy repeatedly 
and outspokenly said that the tripartite treaty does not prohibit the 
United States conducting underground nuclear tests, does not halt

° A n t e , p. 226.

’ A n t e , pp. 249-250, 291-293.

® A n t e , p. 302.
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the production of niicloiir weapons by the Uiiited States, does not 
ivchioe the IT.S. unclear stockpiles, doe’s not hhlder the Ignited States 
from spreading nuclear -weapoiis to its allies, does not restrict the 
use of iniclear weapons by the United States in time of war, does not 
prohibit the nuclear arms race, does not mean an end to the danger 
of nucTear war, and does not assure world peace.

At the ceremony of the f6 rmaL signing of this treaty, Rusk said 
relentlessly: “I t is . . . 'not possible fc>r us to guarantee now wliat the 
significance of this act will be.” ** i

The treaty was signed j>rimarily betw'een the So\'iet Union and the 
United States. I f  the pronouncements of Kennedy and Rusk were 
rtrong, why did not the Soviet leaders refute them? To assert tliat 
this treaty represents a so-called first step toward preventing nuclear 
war is a deliberate attempt to fool the people of the w’orld. '^Vliat 
is more, this treaty is highly advantageous to the forces of war headed 
by U.S. imperialism and highly detrimental to the forces of world 
peace.

iCennedy said that th& first advantage of this treaty t^ the United 
States is that it legalizes underground nuclear tests in which “the 
United States has more experience than any other nation,” and the 
second advantage is that it prohibits nuclear tests in the atmosphere 
through which “other p6 werS could develop all kinds of weapons more 
cheaply and quickly than they could under^oulid.”

I t is by no means a treaty prieventing war and strengthening peace, 
as the Soviet leaders allege; it is a’treaty U.S. imperialism can use to 
pursue its ŵ ar aims by expilditiiig the desire of the people of the Vorld 
for peace. In no sense d6 es the conclusion of this treaty show that 
U.S. imperialism ha;s become sensible ; it is the result of open capitula
tion by the Soviet leaders to'U.S. imperialism.

3. Why did U.S. imperialism want such a treaty ?
After dropping the firet atom bomb oil Hiroshima in August 1945, 

U.S. imperialisni tried to exploit its monopoly of nuclear weapons in 
order to push its policies of aggression and war, to enslave the people 
and lord it over the whole world. But the U.S. policy of nuclear 
blackmail was vmable to previent the peoples of China, Korea, Viet
nam, Cuba, and other couiitries from winning greait victories in their 
revolutionary struggles.

The Soviet possession of nuclear weapons smashed the nuclear 
monopoly of the United States and placed the U.S. imperialists in 
the position of courting self-destruction, in case tliey try to' destroy 
others. At the same time, all the world’s peace-loving countries und

“ Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 26.1963, p. 314.
Cf., pp. 300-301.
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people unfolded increasingly: powerful struggles against nuclear war 
and for the banning of• nuclear weapons. All this rendered;the U.S. 
imperialist policy of nuclear blackmail lesS'arid less effective.

In the face of this unfavorable sitUfttioft, U.S. imperialism, while 
maintaining the means of' “massive retaliation,” had to adopt and 
stress the “krategy of flexible response,” which means preparing for 
both nuclear war and conventional war, and both’continuing the devel
opment of strategic nuclear weapons as means of nuclear blackmail 
and threats and energetically developing tactical nuclear weapons in 
preparation for launching “limiteid nuclear wa;rs” when necessary.

I t was in pursuit of :thiis counterrevolutionary strategy that the 
United States needed a treaty on haltinguttclear tests which would: 
divorce the cessation of nuclear tests from the general task of ban
ning nuclear weapons and, by such a cessation, provide a screen for 
U.S. nuclear war preparations; exclude a prohibition on underground 
nuclear tests, so that' the United States could improve its strategic 
imclear weapons and'develop tactical nuclear Iveapbns; insure that 
the United States and its allies will'gaiu nuclear superiority oter the 
Soviet Union and further develop i t ; and bind all the socialist coun
tries except the Soviet Uliion and all countries subjected to aggression, 
Arithout hindering the United States from proliferating its nuclear 
v.’eapons among its allies and coiliitries under its control.''

From beginning to end, the tripartite treaty which has just been 
concluded satisfies these requirements of the U.S  ̂ imperialist global 
strategy. ' ' '

4. By completely divoi’cing the cessation of nuclear tests frbm the 
general task of banning nuclear ̂ veaponsytlie tripartite treaty creates 
an illusion of peace, lulls the vigilance %f'the people of the world, 
and provides a screen behind which U^S. imperialism can continue to 
manufacture, develop, and proliferate nucleai- weapons^ gain nuclear 
superiority and prepare for a nuclear War.

The authors of the Soviet Government’s statement completely for
get whait the Soviet leaders more than once pointed out, that is, that 
a treaty exclusively'concerned with the halting of nuclear tests is a 
deal for deceiving the people. On the contrary, they boast that the 
tripartite treaty can protect mankuid' against the dangerous conse
quences of contamination by radioactive'substances. They are cajol
ing support for the tripartite treaty by exploiting the people's 
natural desire to avoid contamination by radioactive substances.

In fact, under the pressure of popular demand and world opinion 
iuid because it has obtained enough technical data, the United States 
has already stopped all forms of nuclear tests except underground
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ones. In the absence of the; tripartite treaty, the United States, 
weighing the advantages and disadvantages, would not have dared 
lightly to resume these forms of nuclear testing. With the tripartite 
treaty, however, not only is this state of affairs not fixed, but the 
United States is given the right to resume these forms of nuclear test
ing at any time. As soon as the tripartite treaty was initialed, Ken
nedy declared that the United States remains ready to resume nuclear 
tests in the atmosphere. He openly said that the tripartite treaty 
“does not assure the world that it will be forever free from the fears 
and dangers of radioactive fallout from atmospheric tests.”

Unless one’s purpose is to deceive the people of the world, how can 
one describe the treaty as protection for mankind against contamina
tion by radioactive substances? Eadioactive substances are indeed 
harmful, but the harm done by a nuclear war will be a hundred times, 
a thousand times more serious. Soviet leader Khrushchev once ex
posed the imperialist scheme as follows: “There is an apt saying: If  
the head is gone, it is no use crying over the coiffure. The imperial
ist gentlemen are preparing death for people in the fire of war 
and they chatter about people’s health.” -̂ 

Now it is enough for us to present the Soviet leaders with the same 
words. I t  wpuld be superfluous to add to them on this point.

5. By omitting the prohibition on underground nuclear tests, the 
tripartite treaty legalizes such test? and makes it easier for the United 
States to improve its strategic nuclear weapons, develop tactical 
nuclear weapons, conduct nuclear blackmail, and prepare for “limited 
nuclear wars.”

According to data published by the United States, it has carried 
out more than 70 underground nuclear tests since 1957, and has gained 
rich experience. I t  has set up huge, well-equipped underground test
ing grounds. I t  is already able to conduct underground medium 
nuclear tests with the yield of the equivalent of several hundred 
thousand tons of TNT. The tripartite treaty gives the United States 
freedom to conduct about 80 percent of the nuclear tests it deems neces
sary. The r^ervation on imderground nuclear testing is most advan
tageous to the United States.

U.S. Defense Secretary McNamara said on 13 August that the 
United States is determined to maintain its nuclear superiority over 
the Soviet Union.̂ ® I f  testing continued indefinitely without limit, 
the most likely ultimate result would be technical parity between the 
United States and the USSK. Since the United States has more ex
perience in underground nuclear tests, to ban other forms of nuclear

A n t e , p. 300.

Cf. D o c u m e n t s  o n  D i n a r m a n i e n t ,  1981, p. 281.

“ A n t e , p. 312.
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testing while preserving underground tests will retard Soviet progress 
and enhance the superiority of the United States. An underground 
nuclear explosion was demonstratively conducted by the United States 
less than a week after the formal signing of the tripartite treaty.

The United States can continue to improve its strategic nuclear 
weapons by means of underground tests. These strategic weapons are 
increasingly becoming a means of political blackmail as they and their 
means of delivery are being developed more and more and being manu
factured and stockpiled in ever greater quantities, and a nuclear 
stalemate has arisen as a result.

At present, the United States is eagerly seeking to develop tactical 
nuclear weapons. I t  intends to use tactical nuclear weapons in local 
wars in order to deal with nonnuclear socialist and other peace-loving 
countries and people, and in particular to deal with the Asian, African, 
and Latin American countries and people which are subjected to op
pression and aggression.

I f  this U.S. imperialist scheme should be allowed to succeed, and if 
U.S. imperialism should be permitted to win in one local war after 
another and so change the international balance of forces, it would in 
turn definitely increase the danger of a total nuclear war. This situa
tion cannot but arouse the. people’s serious vigilance.

I t  is an indisputable fact that, the tripartite treaty facilitates con
tinued nuclear blackmail and threats by U.S. imperialism and its con
tinued suppression of popular revolutionary movements and national 
independence movements. In  signing this treaty, the Soviet leaders 
have ignored the vital interests of the oppressed peoples and nations 
of the world. This is mdeed to “play irresponsibly with the destiny 
of millions upon millons of people.”

6. The tripartite treaty can in no way prevent the United States 
from carrying out nuclear proliferation, and it tends to strengthen 
the aggressive forces of the imperialist camp. F e i^ in g  ignorance on 
this point, the Soviet staternent reports: “Thus it follows tliat if nu
clear weapons spread throughout the world, if the way was opened for 
the West German revanchists to gain possession of these weapons, and 
if one series of nuclear explosions carried out by scores of states would 
succeed another, this would apparently serve the interests of peace 
arid would not constitute a capitulation to imperialism!”

Well, let us see in what way the treaty helps to prevent nuclear 
proliferation, and what sort of nuclear proliferation it prevents.

Can this treaty prevent U.S. imperialism from proliferating its nu
clear weapons, and the technical data for their manufacture, among 
the West German revanchists and other allies of the United States

“ A n t e , p. 283.

“  m a .
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and countries under its control? : No, absolutely not. The U.S. Gov
ernment has constantly stressed; that it cannot, and the Soviet leaders 
are aware of this, too. Please look at the facts.

On 31 July, Harriman openly stated that there was nothing in the 
treaty to prevent the U n it^  States from disclosing nuclear secrets to 
it§ allies. And the United States hf>.S; already approached France 
on this matter-

As the whole world knows, the so-called plan for a “multilateral 
nuclear force” which the United States has been promoting is one of 
nuclear proliferation among its allies, including the West German 
revanchists. The conclusion of the tripartite treaty in ho way hinders 
the promotion of this plan.: i After the initialing of the tripartite 
treaty, the United States immediately resumed the meeting in Wash
ington to, discuss the building of a “multilateral nuclear force.”

On the very day that the tripartite treaty was initialed. West Ger
man Defense Minister Hassel serenely remarked that the tripartite 
treaty did not ban all nuclear .tests and that it affected neither the 
building of a “multilateral armed force” nor the conception of NATO 
and the West Germto armed forces as a.whole.

On 1 2  August, Rusk went a istep further and declared butright that 
the treaty would not hinder the United States from arming its allies 
with nuclear weapons and that therefore it would not prevent the con
struction of the milltilateral NATO nncl6ar force proposed by the 
United States.*®

The facts are all here. Who will believe that this paper treaty can 
possibly prevent the United States from proliferating nuclear weapons 
and nuclear secrets among its allies and countries under its control, 
especially West Germany? The Soviet leaders are attempting to 
justify their act of capitulation,by playing on the righteous feelings 
of the people of Europe against the revival of West German mili
tarism. Tliis attempt has failed in the face of ironclad facts and will 
go thoroughly bankrupt in the end.

7. The object of U.S. imperialism in advocating tlie prevention of 
nuclear proliferation is not at all to manacle itself but to manacle 
socialist countries other than the Soviet Union. The United States 
is trying to achieve this object by consolidating the nuclear monopoly 
position of the United States, Britain, and the Soviet Union. The 
Soviet leaders are fully supporting this plot and playing an active 
part in carrying it out.

N u c l e a r  T e s t  B a n  'Treaty: H e a r i n g s  B e f o r e  t h e  C o m m i t t e e  o n  F o r e i g n  R e l a 

tions, U n i t e d  S t a t e s  S e n a t e ,  E i g h t y - e i g h t h  C o n g r e s s ,  F i r s t  Session, o n  E x e c u t i v e  

}[, p. 40,
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The statement of the Soviet Gpyernment says: “Is it notia fact 
that what the CPU Goyerixment stateraent terms a jiuclear monopoly, 
that is, the possession by the Soviet) Union of these weapons, did play 
a definite, one might even say the decisive, role in preventing the 
socialist comitries, includuig the CPE, from becoraiing objects of im
perialist aggression and in enabling them sviccessfuly to build social
ism and communism;?”

We cannot agree with this view. ; In  fighting imperialist aggres
sion and defending its security, every socialist coimtry has to rely in 
the first place on its own defense capability, and then^and only 

. then̂ —on assistance from fraternal, countries and the people of the 
worldj For the Soviet statement to describe all the socialist coun
tries as depending on the nuclear weapons of, the, Soviet Union for 
their survival is to strike an out-and-out great-power chauvinistic note 
and to fly in the face of the facts.

The Chinese Government, ,has, always fully ,.^ppreciated the im
portance of the Soviet Union’s possession of nuclear weapons. How
ever, such possession must m no way be ma.4 e a justification for 
preventing other socialist countries from increasing their own defense 
capabilities. ,The Moscow; statement of 1&60 points out: “As long 
as there is no disannament, the socialist comitries must maintain their 
defense potential at an adequiEtte level.” I f  the So\det Government 
is earnest about abiding by the Moscow statement and really wants to 
fight the imperialist policies aggression and waran<i to defend world 
peace, there is no reason why it should try so hard to obstruct other 
socialist countries from increasing their defense capabilities.

With regard to preventing nuclear proliferation, the Chinese Gov
ernment laas always maintained that the arguments of the U.S. im
perialists must not be echoed, but that a class analysis must be made. 
Wliether or not nuclear weapons help peace depends on who possesses 
them. I t  is detrimental to peace if they are in the hands of im- 
porialist countries; it helps peace if  they are in the hands of socialist 
countries. I t must not be said indiscriminately that the danger of 
nuclear war increases along with an increase in the number of nuclear 
powers. Nuclear Aveapons were first tlie monopoly of the United 
States. Later, the Soviet Union jalso came to possess them. Did 

; the danger of nuclear war become greater or less when the number 
of nuclear powers increased from one to two? We say it became 
less, not greater.

Nuclear weapons in the possession of a socialist country are always 
a means of defense against nuclear blaclmaail and nuclear war. As 
long as the imperialists refuse to ban nuclear weapons, the greater

'' See AU'io York Times.  Doc. 7, 1000, p. l-'>.
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the number of socialist countries possessing them, the better the guar
antee of world peace. A fierce class struggle is now going on in the 
world. In this struggle, the greater the strength on our side, the 
better. Does it make sense to say the less the better ?

However, after attaining possession of nuclear weapons themselves, 
the Soviet leaders began to echo the arguments of the U.S. imperial
ists and to endeavor to have the monopoly of nuclear weapons among 
the socialist countries. This is a total- repudiation of the Moscow 
statement and a total repudiation of proletarian internationalism.

The Soviet leaders turn a blind eye to U.S. imperialism’s prolif- 
ei’ation of nuclear weapons to West Germany and do their utmost to 
prevent other socialist countries from strengthening their defense 
capabilities. While undennining its allies, U.S. imperialism cannot 
completely ignore the common interests of the bourgeoisie of dif
ferent comitries; the Soviet leaders, however, are bent on crushing 
their own class brothers, ■mthout showing an iota of proletarian 
internationalism.

Formerly we thought the Soviet leaders were genuinely afraid of 
the West German militarists coming into possession of nuclear 
weapons. Now we see that they trust U.S. imperialism and think 
it does, not matter if the West German militarists possess nuclear 
weapons provided they are under the, control of the United States.

And in order to curry favor with U.S. imperialism, they would not 
hesitate to obliterate the international position of the German Dem
ocratic Republic. They do not really oppose the possession of nuclear 
weapons by the West German militarists, nor do they take any interest 
in strengthening the, might of the socialist camp as a whole. The 
real aim of the Soviet leaders is to compromise with the United 
States in order to seek momentary ease and to maintain a monopoly 
of nuclear weapons and lord it over in the socialist camp.

8 . The Soviet statement says that one must not oppose the tripartite 
treaty and that whoever opposes it is opposing the relaxation of 
international tension. Wliat a btoad accusation!

True, Soviet-U.S. relations appear to be somewhat relaxed because 
the Soviet leaders, treating enemies as friends, have struck a political 
bargain with U.S. imperialism which is entirely to the advantage of 
the United States. But at what price is this kind of relaxation 
achi&ved? I t  is achieved at the price of the interests of the Soviet 
people, of the socialist camp, and of the people of the whole world, 
and at the price of facilitating the nuclear superiority of U.S. im
perialism through its manufacture, development, and proliferation 
of nuclear weapons.
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Numerous facts show that, in the struggle against imperialism, re
laxation that is won through struggle is a genuine relaxation, while 
relaxation bought by capitulation is a false relaxation.

The so-called relaxation now appearing between the United States 
and the Soviet Union is only a transient and superficial phenomenon 
and a false relaxation. I t  is just what U.S. imperialism can exploit 
on being more unscrupulous in pushing its global strategy of enslav
ing the people of the whole world. The danger of war has increased. 
This line of action of the Soviet leaders is, as the old Chinese saying 
goes, “indulging in a moment’s ease only to incur a century of 
suffering.”

Can such relaxation lead to the solution of major international 
issues? On the contrary, to seek relaxation through surrender only 
leads to greater demands and more exacting conditions on the part of 
the imperialists and feeds their appetite; it will only make the solution 
of major international issues increasingly difficult, unless further steps 
to surrender are taken by the Soviet leaders. Clearly, such relaxation 
rims counter to the wishes of the people of the world.

9. Socialist countries do not want nuclear weapons. Nuclear 
weapons cannot be eaten. No one would be happier than we if nuclear 
weapons were thoroughly destroyed. The Chinese Government and 
people have always stood in the forefront of the fight to prohibit them. 
We maintain that a complete ban on nuclear weapons is an attainable 
goal and that there are ways of banning them step by step.

The three-point proposal of the Chinese Government for the com
plete prohibition of nuclear weapons sets the general goal of com
pletely prohibiting and thoroughly destroying nuclear weapons, puts 
forward four concrete measures for its attainment step by step, and 
makes the reasonable suggestion of a conference of the government 
heads of all countries in the world. The Chinese proposal is firm, 
clear-cut and realistic.^®

Yet, the Soviet statement attacks the Chinese attitude as one of “all 
or nothing” and slanders us as being out of touch with reality. One 
might ask, is it unrealistic for the people of the whole world to demand 
the dismantling of military bases, including nuclear bases, on foreign 
soil ? Is it unrealistic for many countries to demand the establishment 
of nuclear weapon-free zones ?

Is it unrealistic to demand the prohibition of the export and import 
of nuclear weapons and technical data for their manufacture and a 
genuine prohibition of nuclear proliferation? Is it unrealistic to 
demand the cessation of all nuclear tests, including underground ones ?

In  fact, it is the concrete measures we propose that constitute the 
first step toward the complete prohibition of nuclear weapons. Take 
the proposal concerning the nuclear weapon-free zones, for instance.

“ Ante, p. 272.
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If  only the, nuclear powers undertake their 4ue obligations, a, nuclear 
wieapon-free zone in Latin America and, a liuclear-weapon-free zone 
in Africa could be esta.bli$hed lat once, j The peoples in these two 
areas all eagerly desire to place, themselves beyond nuclear threats, so 
that they may successfully develop theiri countries, j They'will not- 
menace the nuclear powers. ^Vhy canitot the nuclear powers ;Undier-, 
take such obligations and respect these people's desire for the.establish' 
inent of nuclear weapon-free zones ? , - ■ ;  ̂ ■

By using the word “unrealistic,” the authors of the SoAdeb state
ment try to dismiss: the earnest desire of millions upon millions of̂  
people throughout the world. Clearly, in their eyes, the couJi-tries 
and people that do not have nuclear w.eapons are not jworth a single 
glancBj and the struggle waged in the interests .gf , the , people of . the 
world is unrealistic. AIL they see is nuclear; weapons, and in their 
opinion the only thing that is realistic is to divide spheres of in^iience; 
with the imperialists who possess nucl^r weapons.

The authors of the Soyiet statement asse r̂t that there iS; nothing new 
in the Chinese proposal. I t is.true that what we propqsts iiQw we 
have cqnsistently advocated in the past.M In this sense, there is indeed 
nothing new in our proposal. They also say that they have previously 
advocated everything in our present proposal.; ■That, too, is basically 
tr,ue. But there is one difference.. They no longer adyqc^te it now. 
Occasionally, they still referto it, but that:is merely for shPW #ind for 
deceiving the people. Qur present propo^l has become a Aew one 
precisely because they have betrjayed; th^ correct .position they once 
persistently held to. . .

The Soviet leaders have let fall the banker of the conjplete prohibi
tion of nuclear weapons, and it is' our duty to raise it,still higher.

1 0 . The conclusion of the tripartite treaty; oncer again shows that 
tlie Soviet leaders seek only to preserve themselves and would leave 
other people to sink or swim. They have repeatedly said 'that as 
long as they themselves survive and develop, thfe peiople of the world 
will be saved. The fact is they are sellingj out the fundamental: 
interests of the people of the world in order to seek their own momen
tary ease. All countries and peoples subjected to oppression and ag
gression are now engaged in earth-shaking sti‘uggles against imperial
ism, and old and new colonialism headed by the United States' and for 
their own independence and freedom. ’ ' = : ,

Yet the Soviet leaders, of one mind with U.S. imperialism^ have 
collaborated with it in a fraud and want thei people of the w6 rld to 
believe that the U.S. imperialists are “pea^ fighters,” thus lulling 
their fighting will and undermining the cau^ of world peac^. But
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tHe people of all countries .will not likewise regard enemies as friends. 
Their own bitter experiences will enable them to realize gradually that 
tthey- can save tiafemselves and insure world peace only by carrying 
through’t® the end the'druggie against imperialism and old and new 
colonialism-headed by the Uni ted rStates.

I t should ibe understood that the relationship between the Soviet 
people and the; other peoples ofi the world is one of mutual reliance, 
like that ibetween lips, and teeth. The existence and develojimeht of 
the Soviet Union are a support to the revolutionary struggles of other 
peoples, while in; turn these people’s revolutionary struggles and vic- 
itories support the Soviet Union.
fi, There is no reteon whatsoever to think that the Soviet Union no 
longer needs others’ support.^ In  fact this is not the case. I f  the 
lips arei gone, the teeth are exposed. I f  U.S. imperialism should be 
giveni a free hand to put down the revolutionary struggles of other 
.peoples^.and. if the Soviet leaders should ally themselves with U.S. 
imperialism-against the:fraternal countries, eventually it will not be 
possible tf or the Soviet Union itself to be preserved.

The present trend of events merits the vigilance of all peoples. 
Having long lioped for a ban-on nuclear weapons, people understand- 
âbly, rejoice at hearingrof a partial halting of nuclear tests. They hope 
it will lead to a complete cessation of nuclear tests and a complete pro
hibition of huclear weapons., But the paper treaty concocted by the 
three nuclear powers is not to be depended on.

Iix order to realize the complete prohibition of nuclear weapons 
step-by: step it is necessary to carry bn an unswerving struggle. As a 
miniinumyit is necessary, in the light of the proposal of the Chinese 
Government, first of all to compel the nuclear powers to undertake 
not to  usê i or. t^ t,:o r proliferate nuclear weapons and undertake to 
respect the huolearlweaponvfree zones. Only when these undertakings 
are secured can we regard the. situation as having advanced a step 
toward peace. ^

We are oonvmced that, kfter all, a fraud is a fraud and will nOt be 
able to stand the tfest of time.' In the end, the' attempt to use the desire 
of the people of the world for peace to carry out speculation will fail.
■ 1 1 . I t is not only 4t present that the Soviet leaders have begun to 
collude with'UlS. imperialism and attempt to inanacle China. 'As 
far back aS ^ 0  Jiilife 1959, when there was not yet the slightest sign of 

, a treaty on stopping nuclear tests, the; Soviet Government unilaterally 
itpre up the agreement on new technology for national defense con- 
clp^^d between Chjiia and the Soviet Union on 15 October 1957, ^nd 
refused’.tq proyid^,,Chma,iwith a sample ,of an atomic bomb and tech
nical data concerning its manufacture. This wag done as a pr^enta-
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tion gift at the time the Soviet leader went to the United States for 
talks with Eisenhower in September.

On 25 August 1962, two days before the United States and Britain 
put forward their draft treaty on the partial halting of nuclear tests, 
the Soviet Government notified China that U.S. Secretary of State 
Rusk had proposed an agreement stipulating that, firstly, the nuclear 
powers should undertake to refrain from transferring nuclear weapons 
and technical information concerning their manufacture to nonnuclear 
countries, and that, secondly, the coimtries not in possession of nuclear 
weapons should undertake to refrain from manufacturing them, from 
seeking them from the nuclear powers or from accepting technical 
information concerning their manufacture. The Soviet Government 
gave an affirmative reply to this proposal of Rusk’s.

The Chinese Government sent three memorandums to the Soviet 
Government, on 3 September 1962, 2 0  October 1962, and 6  June 1963, 
stating that it was a matter for the Soviet Government whether it 
committed itself to the United States to refrain from transferring nu
clear weapons and technical information concerning their manufac
ture to China; but the Chinese Government hoped the Soviet Govern
ment would not infringe on China’s sovereign rights and act for China 
in assuming an obligation to refrain from manufacturing nuclear 
weapons.

We solemnly stated that we would not tolerate the conclusion, in dis
regard of China’s opposition, of any sort of treaty between the Soviet 
Government and the United States which aimed at depriving the 
Chinese people of their right to take steps to resist the nuclear threats 
of U.S. imperialism, and that we would issue statements to make our 
position known.

We hoped that after such earnest counsel from us, the Soviet leaders 
would rein in before reaching the precipice and would not render 
matters irretrievable. Unfortmiately, they did not pay the slightest 
attention to our counsel. They finally concluded the treaty on the 
partial halting of nuclear tests with the United States and Britain, 
thereby attemptmg to bring pressure to bear on China and force it 
into commitments.

The whole course of events amounts to this: First the Soviet 
Government tried to subdue China and curry favor with U.S. im
perialism by discontmuuig assistance to China. Then it put forward 
all sorts of untenable arguments in an attempt to induce China to 
abandon its solemn stand. Failing in all this, it has brazenly ganged 
up with the imperialist bandits in exerting pressure on China. In 
view of all the above, China has long ceased to place any hope in the 
Soviet leaders in developing its own nuclear strength to resist the 
U.S. nuclear threats.
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1 2 . The Soviet statement claims that since the Soviet Government 
put forward a proposal for the complete banning of nuclear weapons 
as far back as 1946 and has all along worked for a ban on nuclear 
weapons, it cannot possibly err on issues related to nuclear weapons. 
On the contrary, in our view, their error is all the more serious 
because they have now betrayed their past correct position.

From 1946 to 1956, the Soviet Government insisted on the com
plete prohibition of nuclear weapons. They were correct then and we 
firmly supported them. In their summary report to the 20th Congress 
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union in 1956, the Soviet 
leaders divorced the cessation of nuclear tests from the question of 
disarmament.^® Subsequently, they were wrong on certain issues 
and correct on others, and we supported them in all their correct views. 
But on 25 July 1963, they went altogether wrong, and it is quite 
natural that we should resolutely criticize them.

The Soviet statement charges China with disrespect for the 
sovereignty of the Soviet state and slanders the authors of the 
Chinese statement as having gone out of their minds and as attempt
ing to set the Soviet people against the Soviet Government. It 
pretentiously asks: Is not the Chinese Government “taking too much 
upon itself?”

We can tell them frankly that we are not taking too much upon 
ourselves at all. We are communists. According to the correct 
criteria they once put forward themselves, and according to Marxism- 
I^eninism and the Moscow declaration and the Moscow statement, it 
is our proletarian internationalist duty to point out that they have now 
betrayed the interests of the Soviet people and the entire socialist 
camp. I f  indeed anyone has gone out of his mind, it is definitely not 
the Chinese people, who have consistently maintained a correct stand; 
it is the Soviet leaders, who have betrayed their own position midway.

I f  the Soviet leaders consider that betrayal of the interests of 
the Soviet people is within the sovereign rights of the Soviet state, 
then of course they are entitled to say so., But if you try to gag us on 
the pretext of noninterference in internal affairs, you will not succeed. 
To defend Marxism-Leninism, one must expose acts of betrayal of 
Miarxism-Leninism and of proletarian internationalism. Anyone who 
does not expose Such acts of betrayal ceases to be a (iommunist.

By concluding the tripartite treaty the Soviet leaders are trying 
to show the correctness of the so-called general line of peaceful co
existence which they have been following since the 20th Congress of 
the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. To glory in one’s shame— 
this can only make people split their sides. What does the conclusion

“ N. S. Khrushchev, Report of the Central Committee of the Communist Party, 
Moscow, February H , 1956. Soviet News Booklet No. 4. London: Soviet News, 
Feb. 1950, p. 24.
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of the tripartite treaty show ? I t merely shows that the line fbllowed 
by the Soviet'leaders in foreign affairs is one of out-and-otifc 
capitulation. ' ‘ ’ * '

The imperialists are of course willing to coexist With those who 
surrender to them. However, this is not peaceful coexistence but 
capitulationist coexistence. ‘

The Soviet leaders hdve already gone far along the wrong road. 
We hbpe they will r^onsider their position; and return to the road 
of Marxism-Leninism and proletarian internationalism, to the; ̂ rpad, 
of unity with the countries iUithe socialist camp and tl|e peqpl^ of 
the,world. ‘ Mr i

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Rusk 
(Extracts}, August 16, 1963 ^

Q. Mr. Secretary^ how do you assess the Chvrnse Uommunisi charge 
that the Soviets agreed and then deddeid not to/provide them, vpiiljb 
atomic weapons? . ;

A. I t  has been, our impression that there was a period during Tvhich 
the Soviet Union extended very considerable technical assistance to the 
Chinese, and that some of this was in the nuclear field, but tihat in 1959 
or early 1960 much of this technical assistdnce was withdrawn; I 
would think that what Peiping said on this subject! in genera!conforms 
to our own informa:tion. But I  think' I  woiild iiofwant to speculate 
too broadly upon what this might have nie^nt.

I  do think that nuclear powers, particularly the two largest nuclear 
powers, are both concerned about the problem of proliferation. I  
suppose that, as difficulties developed and tensions develop^ between 
Moscow and Peiping, this question of cooperation in the nuclear fiel<J 
was one of the victims of that tension. , , '

P r o p o sa l o n  S t a t ic  C o n tk o l Poffrs

Q. Mr. Secretary.

A. Yes.,

, i , ;  ̂ • ' : ' '  I ,
Department of s ta te  Bulletin, 2,1968, pp. v i >'i
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On ailot'h&r topic, is iHer^ miy subitance to the reports that the 
United States'is ready to accept the Soviet offer to station ground 
inspectors in East, and West? , '

■‘ A. Well, i  thiiik that if you ■«fill look at the full statement^—actu
ally ! have not myself seen the actual full statement made in Geneva 
in’ the 'last daĵ  or so— b̂ut this is simply ah indication that we’ ai’e 
prfepared to lobk further into this point of static control posts as a 
mfeasure' agaihst surprise attack—control posts at key ports and rail
way stations, highVaj^ centers, and airfields. You will recall that Mr. 
Khrushchev referred to that earlier in the summer as one of the steps.^ 
: *' Now', oiie of' th6‘ problems of course will be whether this is something 
'tMat can* be' taken tip specifically as a precise move'with respect to 
^rprise attaicfe 6 r whether it is going to be related to otheir and more 
difficult questions, such as levels of forces or nuclear-free zones or 
qilestiohs of that sort. ' '

Back ih l958’this wals a jjroposal which was part of a complex—a 
coihplfex which r* think would nbt be a basis for agreement at this 
pioint.̂ . But I  would tliink that, both from what Mr. Stelle said and 
what Mr. Tsarapkiti said, this is a subject which can be discussed 
\furtlier, but at tlxe moment I  don’t see clearly that thei'e will be a rapid 
agreement on this point.

■■ ■ ;Q-..\Lrh that conne'ction-i-

A. Yes. '■ ■

Q. There is a report out of Bonn that the TJ.Slis considering reduc
ing its forces in West Qermany hy 10 percent. Would this have any
thing to do with our negotiations in Geneva?

'"'A:. No. I  don’t understand this particular report. As you know, 
there has been a report of very broad reorganizations in the structure 
of bur Aimed Forces, particuarly in the Army, but I  have no basis 
for that particular report.

Q. So'i/dU r&ject that?

, I  say I  don’t ,have any information that would lead me to think 
that, that-report is a,ccurate. We are not planning those reductions.

N tjgleak; T est B ajt T keatit ■ .

Q. Mr.: Secretary, in the nuclear test ban hearings, Si^nator \ Wayne'\ 
M.orselias cdlled for a stateinent from you on whether we intend to 
give—to share—̂ American nuclear secrets with France in view of the 
fact that the administration now considers it a nuclear power. He

‘ Infra.

’ See ante, p. 24,S.
‘ D o c u m e n t s  o n  Disariiiaiiicnt, 10-^5-1959, vol. II, pp. 1273-127.J.
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says any such move wovld he a hypooriticdl act and would came him 
to'oote against the tr e a ty O o v ld  you clarify this for us?

A. Well, I  expect to return to the Senate before these hearings are 
over for discussion of particular points that might be left dangling 
during the discussions thus far. I  would call your attention to the 
treaty itself,® article I, paragraph 2, which provides that each of the 
parties undertakes to refrain from causing, encouraging, or in any 
way participating in the carrying out of any nuclear weapon test 
explosion, or any other nuclear explosion anywhere which would take 
place in any of the prohibited environments.

We would consider ourselves of course bound by that paragraph, 
and this would be a ruling consideration in any assistance that we 
might give or will be asked to give to any country that is involved in 
this nuclear field.

I  also call your attention to the fact that recently in his press con
ference President de Gaulle referred to this question as a hypotheti- 
tal question.' I  think I  might just leave it with those two comments.

Q. Senator Morse of course referred to elements other than the 
three prohibited environments. He referred of course to nuclear as
sistance in any respect which would involve the spread of nuclear 
weaponry.

A. Well, I  would have to study what he has said, and I  will have a 
chance to go into that fully when I  go back down to the Senate.

P oS S IB IL IT T  OF ADDrnOSTAL S t EPS

Q. Before you went to Moscow there was some question expressed 
here as to just what were Soviet intentions in reaching a test han 
agreement., whether Khrushchev was interested in a very broad solu
tion on East-West problems^ or simply limited solutions, a hind of 
breathing spell. A fter your trip there, have you any clearer views as 
to just what are Soviet intentions f

A. Well, it is always a little dangerous to try to enter fully into the 
mind of someone else on a matter of this sort. I  got the impression— 
or liad the impression during these past few weeks— t̂hat we are not 
involved in a comprehensive discussion of the full range of East-West 
relations looking toward some negotiated detente across the board. I 
do have the impression that it is worth exploring particular points— 
for example, some of these measures in the surprise-attack field would 
be a good example—to see whether there might not be other points 
of agreement.

' Congressional Record, Aug. 14, 1963, p. 14130.
° Ante, p. 292.
'' Ante, p. 268.
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You will have observed, both from what was said by Lord Home 
and me and by Chairman Khrushchev and Mr. Gromyko, that refer
ences were made to the test ban treaty as a possible first step, and 
expressions of the hope that other steps might be found.® Well, we 
have not yet found those other steps, but I  think there will be further 
contact and discussion in the weeks and months ahead to see whether 
some additional steps could not be taken. I  think that this surprise- 
attack field is one that we might be able to build further on.

I  do believe that the Soviet Union has some real interests in this 
test ban treaty and in exploring these matters further. I  think the 
argument between Moscow and Peiping about the role of thermonu
clear war in the modern world is a serious argument.

I  believe that the Soviet Union does have, as all of us have, some 
great unfinished tasks for its own people in which it would like to make 
substantially large investments. There are considerations which, 
looked at objectively and without regard to ideological differences— 
there are considerations which would indicate that the Soviet Union 
may be ready to take up some of these particular points and see what 
might be done with them. But this is speculative. One can be 
wrong by tomorrow morning. We just have to keep working at it 
and see what can happen.

But we do not have—I  want to emphasize—we do not have imdis- 
closed agreements on points that surrounded or had anything to do 
with this test ban discussion. The agreement is fully known, fully 
public; there are no strings or reservations, anything of that sort, 
connected with it.

Q. Mr. Secretary., at his last press conference., General de Gavlle 
made a froposal for a four-power disarmament conference.^ Have 
you heen able to obtain any details of the proposal? And is it now 
under active consideration at all?

A. No. We have had nothing further on that.

Q, There was a similar proposal., Mr. Secretary—well, not im, num- 
hers—from Chinese Gommwuist leadership calling for some sort of 
worldwide disarmament conference. '̂  ̂ I  helieve that was delivered 
officiaUy to the U.S. Government. Have you stvdied it? Do you 
expect to reply to it?

A. Well, I  wouldn’t quite call that a similar proposal. President^ 
de Gaulle was talking about a four-power consultation; and the

 ̂New York Times, Aug. 6,1963, p. 12C.
" Ante, p. 268.
“ Ante, p. 272.
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Chinese have talked about a large worldwide chief-of-govemment 
parley to look at nuclear disarmament.

We have had what the Chinese have made public on those proposals, 
and they were repeated when our Ambassador saw the Chinese repre
sentative in Warsaw the other day, but I  don’t see in those proposals 
any opportunity to move forward on what is a very far-reaching, 
complex matter. I  think the manner of the proposal and the char
acter of the proposal from Peiping has not added very much to the 
situation.

Q. Mr. Secretary^ on the svbjeot of the surf rise attach, do you home 
any indications that we may have French cooperation in that?

A. Of course, anything that involves our NATO allies would have 
to be discussed fully with our NATO allies. We could not, for ex
ample, make arrangements ourselves, nor even could the four NATO 
members now sitting at Geneva be able to make arrangements, on con
trol posts throughout the NATO alliance without fullest considera
tion in NATO. So I  am sure that, if this appears to be moving toward 
serious discussions, France would, necessarily, have to be consulted 
and have to consider what its own attitude would be.

Q. But you havenh had any indication from them?
A. Well, these matters have been before NATO, and they have been 

informed of the discussions thus far. But they haven’t  reached a 
point of—what shall we say—^maturity, where the precise attitudes of 
the NATO countries have been worked out, because we don’t  really 
know what propositions are possible, and what linkages the other side 
might attempt to inject into these conversations, and what the frame
work is. So that there is still a good deal of work to be done on that.

Q. Reports from Geneva this morning say that one of the linkages 
'which Russia appears to he injecting into these surprise-attack talks 
is a reduction of forces in the two Germanics and the placim,g of inspec
tors in the two Germanics. Is this the kimd of linkage that would he 
acceptable?

A. Yes. I  would think that what we ought to try to do is to find 
out whether there are other precise steps, as precise as the “hot line,” 
as precise as the test ban in three environments, as precise as, say, 
static control posts, on which we can move. The more things are 
linked into other matters, the more difficult they become. And I 
don’t see myself that linking static control posts into mutual reduction 
of forces is likely to lead to an early agreement. I  think that makes 
it a very, very unpromising prospect.
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Q. Mr. Secretary^ a little while ago you were talking of the questions 
you might explore with Soviet Russia in the waJce of the test l>an. 
And among them you mentioned, Peiping-Moscow relations. Marne 
you or your diplomats had franh exchange of views on this point with 
Soviet Russia?

A. No. I  might have misled someone if I  indicated that Moscow- 
Peiping relations was a subject for exploration with Moscow. That 
has not been a subject of conversation between us.

Q. Mr. Secretary., there are some people who say that in a nuclear 
age any agreement between East and West to station inspectors on 
each other'’s soil to watch military movements on the grownd and 
potentially in the water—that this wouldnH really he much of a step 
to ease tensions. 'What is your view on this, and how do you regard 
it as potentially significant?

A. Well, I  wouldn’t  think that conventional forces are unimportant 
simply because there are nuclear weapons in the background. I  think 
there could be some advantages. Obviously, such a step woidd not 
solve all the problems. But I  should think there could be some advan
tages in people knowing whether or not there are significant changes 
in the deployment or concentration of conventional forces.

After all, it is entirely possible that if there is a crisis, or if  there 
is a prospect of war, it might well start or be precipitated in the con
ventional side first. But it would be a limited step. But the fact 
that it is limited doesn’t necessarily mean that it would not be worth 
while.

• • • • • ■ •

S apegtjards in  E elation  to T est B a n

Q. Mr. Secretary?

A. Yes, sir.

Q. The question has "been raised in the test ham, hearings on Capitol 
Hill as to whether a delay in providing specifics about the safeguards 
which would accompany a treaty would delay ratification. Do you 
anticipate any delay in providing details to the Congress about the 
required safeguards., sir?

A. No, I  would think not. I  mean, the safeguards of the sort we 
are talking about have been matters of policy in the executive branch 
straight through. And I  think each of the witnesses has emphasized 
the importance of these safeguards, such things as the continuation of 
underground testing, such things as the maintenance of our labora
tories in full operational capability, such things as the preparation for



372 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1963

prompt resumption of testing in these three prohibited environments, 
if violation should occur, and we ourselves had to resume testing.

Questions of that sort have been up, of course, and it is our strong 
view in the executive branch that these safeguards jnust be in hand.

That will require support from the Congress—appropriations. It 
will require a good deal of advanced planning on the part of our own 
nuclear establishment. But I  think they are of great importance.

I  don’t believe that this is an issue on which there is any real differ
ence of view between the executive and legislative branches. There
fore I  don’t  see why it should delay the hearings.

Q. Mr. Secretary., when Governor Harriman got hach from Moscow., 
some of us got the wn/pression that the Soviets would not agree to any 
further accord on any subject unless they first got somethmg along 
nonaggression declaration lines. Is that still your impression here, 
or does the discussion about the static posts imdicate that they wUl 
yield on that point?

A. Well, I  don’t believe there was any categorical position on that 
particular point. As you know, during the Hailsham-Harriman dis
cussions in Moscow,’-̂  the Soviets did press rather hard on this non
aggression idea. We agreed that it would be discussed with the 
NATO alliance. Those discussions have not been completed, although 
NATO has taken note of the nonaggression proposal which the Soviets 
introduced at Geneva quite some months ago.̂ ^

No, those discussions will go forward in NATO at the appropriate 
time. But it is not my impression that resolution of this question 
is a prerequisite to discussing any other question. In other words, 
it’s not a condition. I t ’s not a sine qua, non of taking up other points. 
As you have observed, Mr. Tsarapkin today did enter into a discussion 
of the control posts problem at Geneva.

Q. On the question of control posts, do you think that stationary 
control posts are sufficient enough to watch and prevent surprise 
attacTes, or does the United States think in the shape of mobile con
trol posts in the respective area?

A. Well, how mobile, I  think, would be a question to be taken up in 
discussions. But the idea of this particular static control post pro
posal would be that at a given airfield, at a given port or railway 
center, these observers would be able to determine whether there were 
substantial troop movements through those centers.

“  Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 12,1963, p. 239.
“ Ante, pp. 57-58.
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Now, obviously, it would have to be mobile enough at the port to 
be able to know what was happening at the port. But I  doubt that 
would mean they would be rambling around the countryside. My 
guess is that there will be no problem about the degree of mobility 
required in the immediate location to carry out the mission that 
they have in that immediate location.

But my further guess is that the Soviet Union is not prepared at 
this point to accept roving observers with any degree of radius from 
their assigned position.

P osition o n  Co m preh ensive  T est B a n

Q. Mr. Secretary?

A. Yes, sir?

Q. I t  has heen disclosed now on the HiU that sometime hacle, hefore 
the partial test tan came into negotiation^ final negotiation, that the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff took a negative position on the comprehemive 
treaty proposal of the United States?^ Gould you tell us whether that 
position, taken at that time, led the State Department to alter its 
position? Or were you prepared, to go ahead regardless of the Penta
gon, the Joint Chiefs of Staff opposition?

A. Well, that poses what has turned out to be a hypothetical ques
tion. I  don’t know that there is much profit in going back on an 
“as if” basis.

Q. I  asked the question—

A. We have had, as General Taylor pointed out, regular consulta
tions, frequent consultations with the Joint Chiefs on these disarma
ment questions.T hey  have been sitting regularly with the so-called 
Committee of Principals at Cabinet level, and they have sat in on 
discussions at the White House with the President about these dis
armament questions. I  think the principal obstacle to a comprehensive 
treaty has been the attitude of the Soviet Union toward inspections.

Q. I  asked the question because 1 'believe the testimony has teen 
that, despite the fact we have only a limited test han treaty, this Gov-

“ Cf. Investigation of the Preparedness Program, Interim Report by Pre
paredness Investigating Subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Armed 
Services on the Military Implications of the Proposed Limited "Nuclear Test 
Ban Treaty, Under the Authority of S. Res. 75. (Committee print, 88th Cong., 
1st sess., 1963, pp. 8-9.)

Nuclear Test Ban Treaty: Hearings Before the Committee on Foreign Re
lations, United States Senate, Eighty-eighth Congress, First Session, on Execu
tive M, 88th Congress, 1st Session, p. 273.
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ernment wants a total test ban treaty. And, m  fact, Mr. Harrima/n 
raised that point at Moscow. Is that not correct?

A. The policy of the United States is, as expressed among other 
places in the preamble of this limited treaty itself, to seek a compre
hensive test ban. But that will require a fully adequate assurance, 
inspection arrangements, so that we would know that there would not 
be any significant cheating that could affect our security.

Q. But it is a fact—

A. I t remains our policy. The present prospect is that that ques
tion is not likely to move very fast in the near future.

Q. But it is a fact that there is now an unresolved difference m 
this Government on that comfrehensive treaty, is it not?

A. Well, I  don’t— Î’m not sure that I  would call such a difference 
unresolved. After all, the executive branch is headed by the Presi
dent of the United States. (Laughter.)

Q, Mr. Secretary?

A. Yes?

Q. Is this country free under the test ban treaty to offer nuclear 
assistance to Fra/Mse i f  that assistance is i/ntended to avoid future 
French testi/ng?

A. Well, I  think the treaty itself makes clear that assistance 
in carrying out prohibited explosions is prohibited by the treaty. 
Now, I  don’t want to get into what might be permitted under the 
treaty itself. I  think that if all countries sign the treaty and there 
M'ere clearly to be no prohibited explosions, then these issues woidd 
move over into another field in terms of nuclear policy, alliance policy, 
and the rest of it. But I  can’t  get into that today.

Statement by the Acting United States Representative 
(Stelle) to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Com
mittee: Measures To Reduce the Risk of War, August 
16, 1963 '

Today we resume our discussion of collateral measures for the first 
time since the signing of a most important collateral measure, the

 ̂ENDC/PV.152, pp. 5-7.
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limited test ban treaty.^ The signing of that treaty, in turn, followed 
the agreement here in Geneva between the Soviet Union and the 
United States on a direct communications link.̂

We have, therefore, made the initial breakthroughs in this particu
lar area of disarmament negotiations. The breakthroughs have been 
on limited but nevertheless important steps. In the case of the test 
ban treaty, the breakthrough has been on a measure that had become 
a symbol of man’s hopes to make a beginning in disarmament.

Wlaile we must not expect the next steps to come easily, surely we 
have a right to expect that areas of agreement will be easier to develop 
now than was the case prior to those initial breakthroughs. In  the 
search for next steps to improve the international climate, this 
Eighteen-N'ation Committee will have an important role. Not all 
proposals towards that end will, of course, be appropriate for consid
eration here, but we shall have plenty of work to do.

During our past discussions of collateral measures, the United 
States delegation has advanced various proposals. They included a 
cut-off of production of fissionable materials for use in weapons—a 
matter with which I  dealt at our last meeting  ̂in the context of gen
eral and complete disarmament—measures to ensure that outer space 
will be used for peaceful purposes only, and measures to reduce the 
possibility of war by surprise attack, miscalculation or failure of 
communications.

As the representatives here are aware, the United States delegation 
has tended to concentrate its discussion on those measures which it 
believed were more likely to produce early agreement—^namely, meas
ures to reduce the risk of unintentional war. Thus, in addition to the 
submission of a working paper on this subject, [a] document dated 
12 December 1962,® my delegation elaborated in this Committee the 
United States views on its proposals on advance notification of major 
military movements, on exchange of military missions, in the first 
instance between the United States and the Soviet Union, and on a 
direct communications link, also in the first instance between the 
United States and the Soviet Union. The successful conclusion of 
the agreement on the direct conummications link would seem to indi
cate that that emphasis was indeed useful.

We would hope that further consideration of such measures to re
duce the risk of war as the exchange of military missions between 
the United States and the Soviet Union might lead to further agree
ments in this area. We have elaborated at some length our views

 ̂Ante, pp. 291-293.
• Ante, pp. 236-238.
* Ante, pp. 330-383.
“ See Documents on Disarmament, 1S62, vol. II, pp. 1214 S.
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on this proposal of ours, but we remain prepared to answer additional 
questions that might assist in the further consideration of this meas
ure as one that could be taken prior to stage I  of a general disarma
ment programme.

The United States working paper contained what we believe to 
be some interesting considerations concerning the related topic of 
reducing the danger of surprise attack. As the Soviet Government 
has recently indicated renewed interest in the possibility of the estab
lishment of observation posts in certain locations as a means of reduc
ing the danger of surprise attack, we believe we might well explore 
the possibilities of agreement on that measure.

The members of the Committee will recall that the United States 
delegation has suggested that the observation posts

could receive such information relative to military activities in their vicinity 
as the host State might wish to provide and could, under agreed arrange
ments, observe the flow of military traffic and the general level of military 
activity on a local basis. . .

We have suggested also that
It would be sufficient to place posts at such locations as certain principal 
ports, major railroad stations, intersections of key highways, and possibly 
at certain significant airfields.^

Those, of course, are matters which need to be discussed in greater 
detail and, we would emphasize, always with a view to providing 
increased confidence and reassurance to all parties concerned.

I t would seem to us, however, that the most useful contribution to 
further exploration of this topic at this time would be elaboration by 
the Soviet delegation of its views on the manner of operation of such 
a system.

In  this connexion it will be recalled also that the United States sug
gested in its working paper that the usefulness of any system of 
ground observation posts would be increased if it were undertaken 
together with a system of advance notification of major military move
ments, and if the ground observation posts were combined with addi
tional observation techniques such as aerial observation, mobile 
ground observation teams, and overlapping radars.

My delegation wishes to emphasize, however, Mr. Chairman, that 
the United States does not insist that these additional desirable meas
ures must be included with any system of observation posts. For our 
part we are prepared to accept an arrangement limited solely to a 
system of ground observation posts.

°IUd., p. 1219.
^  m a .
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I  mention this because it would be helpful to our further efforts to 
reach agreement on this matter if we had a clearer idea of the present 
views of the Soviet Union concerning the relationship of a system 
of observation posts to other measures which the Soviet Union, for 
its part, has in the past suggested should be undertaken. I t  will be re
called that in the past the Soviet Union has tied the establisliment of 
a system of observation posts to troop reductions in certain areas and 
also to a specific denuclearized zone.  ̂ At an appropriate time it would 
be helpful if the Soviet delegation could clarify the present position of 
its Government on this point.

We have only a very limited period of time for discussion of col
lateral measures before we recess in preparation for the General As
sembly. We believe we should use this short period to prepare the 
way for fruitful governmental consideration of those matters during 
the forthcoming recess in order that, in our resumed sessions, we 
shall be able to move more quickly to further agreements.

Statement by the Acting Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) 
to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: 
Measures To Decrease International Tension, August 
16, 1963'

The vast majority of political and social leaders throughout the 
world have welcomed with profound satisfaction the signing in Mos
cow of the treaty on the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests in the 
atmosphere, outer space and under water. They all recognize with
out reserve that the conclusion of that treaty has brought about a 
definite improvement in the international situation and has shown 
convincingly that it is really possible to solve international problems 
in the spirit of the principles of peaceful coexistence.

In its recent statement the Soviet Government pointed out that:
The treaty on the prohibition of nuclear weapon tests is of fundamental 

importance from the point of view of the further search for ways towards 
solving the controversial problems dividing the world.®

" n id .,  19^5-1959, vol. II, pp. 782-783, 1267-1269, 127S-1275, 1298-1302.
 ̂ENDC/PV. 152, pp. 7-20.
® Variant translation of opening sentence in the Soviet statement of Aug. 3 

((Miie, p. 281).
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In  this resp^t we must not lyaste time; we must strike the iron while 
it is hot. Today, the Soviet delegation would like to state a few 
considerations in regard to a number of, measures the agreement and 
implementation of which would ensure further progress in the im
provement of the international situation and in achieving agreement 
on general and complete disarmament.

In  order to consolidate and fiuiiher develop the success achieved in 
the Moscow negotiations, we should first of all conclude a non
aggression pact between the NATO States and the States parties to 
the Warsaw Pact. True, a non-aggression pact is not a controversial 
problem; however, its conclusion would undoubtedly create favourable 
conditions for the settlement of controversial problfems. This step 
would have tremendous significance, a truly historic significance. As 
the Head of the Soviet Government, Mr. Khrushchev, said:

The conclusion of such a parf would show all the peoples that the militarily 
most iwwerfiil States and, in the first place, the nuclear Powers, have reached 
agreement among themselves in order to avoid a thermonuclear war.‘

No one can deny the fact that a non-aggression pact is valuable 
precisely when there is need for it, that is, when there is a threat 
of aggression or when the conditions for the emergence of such a 
threat are in existence.

Sad as it may be, the facts as we know them confirm that the world 
today is precisely ia such a situation. Since there are in the world 
acute unsettled problems which could be used for unleashing armed 
conflicts; smce the opposing military groupings of NATO and the 
Warsaw Treaty States possessing immense nuclear missile armaments 
are a characteristic feature of the world today, for all the more reason 
the conclusion of a non-aggression pact is a vital necessity and is a 
problem which should be solved without delay.

No one can doubt that all the peoples would welcome with enthu
siasm the conclusion of such an agreement. A non-aggression pact 
between the NATO States and the States parties to the Warsaw Treaty 
cannot be regarded as an ordinary measure of a regional nature. 
Since it would affect States belonging to two different social systems, 
situated in Europe, North America, and Asia, a non-aggression pact 
would have world-wide significance. The very participation in tliis 
pact of the United States of America and the Soviet TJnion would 
imquestionably give it a miiversal character. Its conclusion would 
bring about a definite improvement in the international situation and 
help to establish confidence in the mutual relations between States.

The Soviet Union considers that in the present state of international 
affairs it is necessary to take speedy, effective and, if possible, simple

* New York Times, Aug. 6,1963, p. 12C.



TSARAPKIN STATEMENT, AUGUST 16 379

measures with which a start could be made and which would have, a 
favourable influence upon the further development of mutual relations 
between the States belonging to the two opposing military groupings. 
The whole world has expressed its deep satisfaction at one such 
measure—the conclusion of a treaty on the cessation of nuclear tests. 
We piust now go a step further and conclude a non-aggression pact. 
The implementation of this measure would not involve any difficulty; 
it would in no way infringe upon anyone’s interests; it woiJd greatly 
reduce the. threat of a nuclear missile war and would thus ensure 
equal security foj all. _

The draft non-aggression pact between the States parties to the 
Warsaw Treaty and the States parties to the North Atlantic Treaty 
submitted by the Soviet Union ® contains provisions which cause no 
prejudice to either side and which  ̂we are profoundly convinced, are 
acceptable to all States.

The draft non-aggression treaty submitted by the Soviet Union con  ̂
tains two obligations: first, to refrain from attack, the threat or use 
of force, £uid to resolve all disputes by peaceful means only, through 
negotiations between the parties concerned. Secondly, it provides 
that:

Should situations affecting the interests of both sides arise which ,are likely 
to endanger the maintenance of peace and security, the States parties to this 
Pact shall consult together, with a view to taking and implementing such 
joint measures as may, in conformity with the United Nations Charter, be 
considered appropriate for the peaceful settlement of such situations.

' Th^e two obligations are equal for both sides; they cause no preju
dice to anyone, nor do they give any special advantages to anyone. The 
non-aggression pact proposed by the Soviet Union in no way affects 
the balance of forces now existing in the world. This pact will merely 
be a consolidation of the solemn obligation of States not to attack 
each other.

The non-aggression pact proposed by the Soviet Union, while con
firming one of the main provisions of the United Nations Charter, will 
be a further development of the peaceful principles of the United Na
tions Charter and will be a concrete example of the implementation 
of those principles in practice, regulating the relations between the 
two mdst powerful groupings of States and ensuring peace and security 
for the peoples throughout the world.

We have repeatedly heard statements to the effect 4hat the NATO 
military bloc was created only for defensive purposes and that it has 
no ' intention of attacking anyone. I f  this is so, then the best con
firmation of all such statements would be the signing by the NATO

“ Ante, pp. 57-58.
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countries of a non-aggression pact with the countries of the Warsaw 
Treaty.

I t  is well known that during the Moscow negotiations on the cessa
tion of nuclear tests between the representatives of the Soviet Union, 
the United States of America and the United Kingdom an exchange 
of views took place on the conclusion of a non-aggression pact. I t  was 
agreed that the governments would inform their respective allies con
cerning these talks and would consult with them about continuing 
discussions on this question with the purpose of achieving agreement 
satisfactory to all participants.® We hope that those consultations 
will not be too long drawn out and that they will lead to the speedy 
conclusion of a non-aggression pact.

We note with satisfaction that many members of our Committee have 
already spoken in favour of a non-aggression pact. In  this regard 
we recall the positive statement made by the United Kingdom Govern
ment. We should also like to note with satisfaction the fact that 
several members of the Committee from the non-aligned countries have 
spoken in favour of concluding a non-aggression pact. The repre
sentative of Nigeria, Mr. Obi, speaking of the most important meas
ures aimed at the lessening of international tension, said at our meetiag 
on 1  August:

My delegation has long since declared itself in favour . . .  of a mutually 
negotiated non-aggression pact between the two giant military groupings of 
NATO and the Warsaw Treaty. . .

At the same meeting, as we all know, the representative of Ethiopia, 
Mr. Imru, also spoke in favour of the conclusion of a non-aggression 
pact and called this proposal a realistic measure. The representative 
of Mexico, Mr. Padilla Nervo, the representative of India, Mr. Mehta, 
and several others spoke in support of a non-aggression pact at our 
meeting on 30 July.®

I t seems to be obvious that there are no weighty grounds or serious 
reasons for protracting or postponing the solution of this important 
question which has long been ripe for solution. Before the Moscow 
negotiations the representatives of the Western Powers took a clearly 
evasive attitude towards a pact. They pointed out that if such a pact 
were signed, difficulties might arise among the members of NATO, 
obviously referring to the attitude taken by the present Government 
of the Federal Eepublic of Germany in regard to the German Dem
ocratic Republic. I t  seems to us that this question should not now 
embarrass our Western partners to any extent, since the Soviet Gov-

“ See ante, p. 250.
’ ENDC/PV. 149, p. 9.
“ See ENDO/PV. 148, pp. 2fr-29.
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ernment has recently stated that this problem could be settled to the 
mutual satisfaction of both sides. In his replies to questions put to 
him by the correspondents of Pra/vda and Izvestiya on 27 July, the 
Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR, Mr. Khrushchev, 
said:

As regards the question of how the non-aggression pact should be formulated,
■we are certain that on this score there will be no difllculty in reaching agree
ment; there are no insuperable obstacles, nor can there be any.®

One can be quite sure that if the Western Powers display as much 
good will on the question of concluding a non-aggression pact as was 
displayed by both sides during the recent Moscow negotiations on the 
prohibition of nuclear weapon tests, it would soon be possible to 
gladden the world with further important good news, namely, the 
achievement of agreement in regard to the conclusion of a non-aggres
sion pact. The implementation of this measure would open up further 
broad prospects in the struggle to prevent a world war.

I  now turn to another measure put forward by the Soviet side, 
the aim of which is to lessen international tension. We have said that 
at the present time it would be most useful and appropriate to settle 
the question of freezing, or still better, reducing the military budgets 
of States. Although this partial measure would not in itself remove 
the threat of war, it woidd nevertheless be a definite forward step 
towards strengthening confidence between countries and slowing down 
the armaments race.

Moved by the desire to give a definite start to the process of dis
armament, the Soviet Government has in the past repeatedly put for
ward proposals for the reduction of military budgets and has taken 
unilateral measures to reduce the Soviet armed forces and armaments 
and has reduced accordingly the budgetary items of military expendi
tures. In  1957 the Soviet Government made specific proposals to the 
Governments of the Western Powers for the reduction of the military 
budgets of the Soviet Union, the United States of America, the United 
Kingdom and France by 15 per cent.^“ In 1958 the Soviet side sub
mitted at the thirteenth session of the General Assembly the question 
of reducing the military budgets of the Soviet Union, the United 
States of America, the United Kingdom and France by 10-15 per cent 
and of allocating a certain portion of the resources thus saved to as
sistance to under-developed countries.^ A t the sixteenth session of 
the United Nations General Assembly, the Soviet Government put 
forward the proposal that without waiting for the solution of the

' Ante, p. 259.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 1945-19S9, vol. II, pp. 876-877. 
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problem of general and complete disarmament the military budgets of 
States should be frozen, by setting foi* them a maximum limit not 
exceeding the military appropriations as of 1 January 1961.̂ *

This consistent and resolute campaign of the Soviet Govemmeht in 
favour of the reduction of military expenditures by States, and in 
the first place by the great Powers, is convincing evidence that the 
Soviet Union attaches great importance to this question as one of the 
practical means to slow down the armaments race and to lighten the 
heavy burden which this race imposes upon the peoples.

We can only regret that in the past the Western Powers shoiild have 
shown so little interest in this and failed to support the Soviet propo
sals in this regard. As is well known, they continued to intensify 
their military preparations and, as a result, the speed of the arma
ments race has increa^d still further and military expenditures have 
reached proportions unprecedented in peacetime.

With these immense resources expended for military purposes, it 
would be possible to raise substantially the standard of living of the 
population, increase old-age pensions, grant scholarships to students 
and build new houses, schools, plants, hospitals and so on. There 
is no need to prove that all these military preparations cannot ensure 
national security, including that of'the United States and other States 
parties to the North Atlantic Treaty, and that they are most danger
ous for the cause of peace.

The continuing growth of military expenditures is merely increas
ing the tension in the world, is creating an explosive atmosphere of 
mistrust between States and is piling up more and more obstacles in 
the way to the solution of the problem of general and complete disar
mament. The disproportionate military expenditures connected with 
the armaments race impede the normal development of the economies 
of States, particularly of those which do not possess great economic 
resources; those expenditures lead to increased budget deficits and to 
a growth in state loans, and are a heavy burden on the shoulders of 
the peoples.

I t  may be said that not only the Western Powers but the Soviet 
Union and its allies as well are arming and are appropriating very, 
considerable sums from their state budgets in order to strengthen 
their security. That is indeed so. The Soviet Union and the other 
members of the Warsaw Treaty alliance are compelled to take the 
necessary measures for the defence of their countries.

However, the Soviet Government is ready at any moment to reach 
agreement on the cessation of the armaments race and on the reduction 
of that part of State budgets which is connected with the maintenance

p.498.
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of armed forces and with the production of the means of warfare. 
The Soviet Government considers that in the present situation the 
achievement of agreement on the reduction of military budgets or, at 
least to begin with, the freezing of them, is quite possible and should 
give rise to no great difficulties. I t  is a question of a partial measure, 
the implementation of which will cause no prejudice to the security 
of States, will not give a military advantage to anyone and will not 
alter the general balance of forces in the world. The implementation 
of tMs measure will be to the advantage of all the peoples of the world’.

The budgets of States reflect in great detail the efforts made by the 
r^pectiye. Governments both for peaceful and military purposes. 
The acceleration of the armaments race is inevitably, linked with an 
increase in military expenditures; therefore the reduction of budget
ary appropriations for military purposes or, to begin with, at least 
the freezing of them at a certain level, would make it possible to slow 
down or even to halt the armariients race. That is why the Soviet 
Government proposes as a first step towards stopping the armaments 
race and creating an atmosphere of confidence between States that 
agreement should be reached to freeze, or still better, to reduce by'a 
certain proportion budgetary expenditures for military requirements. 
While emphasizing that we consider this measure only as a first step 
towards a i f urther curtailment of military production and towards 
disarmament, we would point out to the delegations that the achieve
ment of’ agreement on the basis proposed by the Soviet Union is greatly 
facilitated By the fact that in this case no question of the categories 
and types of armaments subject to reduction arises, and that States 
remain free to choose those which they consider inecessary for them- 
sdves at the present stage in order to ensure their security. A t the 
same time an a ^ e ^  implementation of this measure could become 
an important stimulus to make further progress in consolidating peace 
and to carry on successfully the negotiations on general and complete 
disarmament.

The problem of preventing surprise attack,' which has long been 
on the agenda of intematiorial life, is also of great importance in these 
days. We would recall that as far back as NoVember 1958 the Soviet 
Union proposed the adoption of a number of concrete measures de
signed to prevent surprise attack.̂ ® In  those Soviet proposals con
trol measures were combined with certain partial disarmament meas
ures which could be carried put with some amendments in conformity 
with present-day conditions. I t  is quite obvious that the danger of 
surprise attack can be finally eliminated only in conditions of general 
and. complete disarmament when the military machines of all States

“ 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1264r-1275.
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have been abolished. However, even before general and complete 
disarmament has been carried out—^which is the object of our main 
efforts—it is possible and even necessary to adopt certain measures 
which would reduce the threat of surprise attack, would eliminate 
to a considerable extent the suspicions of States in regard to one 
another, and would thereby contribute towards the achievement of 
agreement on general and complete disarmament.

What does this require first of all ? As the Chairman of the Council 
of Ministers of the USSR, Mr. Khrushchev, said in his speech of 19 
July:

. . .  we consider it appropriate to establish in, certain areas of the Soviet 
Union and of other countries, ground control posts at airports, railway junc
tions, main roads and in major ports. Of course, all this must be done on a 
reciprocal basis."

In  our opinion, the establishment of such control posts might be 
one of the most important means of reducing the danger of surprise 
attack. I t  can hardly be denied that even with the existence of 
nuclear missile weapons, preparations for a modem large-scale war 
are inevitably linked with the need to concentrate large detachments 
of troops and a large quantity of armaments and military equipment 
in certain areas. In the event of war, only the irruption of substantial 
land forces can ensure control of the enemy’s territory. That is why 
we propose the establishment of ground control posts to keep watch 
on the lines of the movement of troops, so that there should be no 
dangerous concentration of the large masses of troops without which 
surprise attack is impossible. Everyone understands that, in order 
to carry out a military invasion, it is necessary to assemble armed 
forces with effectives, armaments, military equipment and materiel 
and technical means and to group them appropriately along the lines 
of attack. I t  is obvious that such preparations, which require large 
scale movements of troops and military equipment by railway, road 
and air and through large ports, practically do not lend themselves 
to concealment, and the establishment of control posts at these points 
would make it possible to detect any such preparations in good time.

Of course, the establishment of control posts cannot in itself guar
antee the maintenance of peace; it would nevertheless be a definite 
measure aimed at preventing surprise attack, provided, of course, 
that it was combined with certain partial disarmament measures.

As I  have just pointed out, that is precisely the way in which the 
question is stated in the Soviet proposals of 28 November 1958 for 
the prevention of surprise attack. Such a combination of measures 
is certainly necessary if we wish ground control posts to play the

” Ante, p. 248.
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part of an effective measure for reducing the danger of surprise 
attack and relaxing tension. What would be the use of control posts 
if they were not combined with the implementation of other measures 
aimed at reducing the danger of the concentration of troops and 
armaments confronting one another? That would simply be control 
without disarmament, but such an approach to the solution of the 
problems before us would yield no positive results; it has been entirely 
discredited, and I  do not think that anyone will insist on it today.

We must combine such a measure as the establishment of control 
posts with certain partial disarmament measures. Specific consid
erations in this regard are contained in the Soviet proposals of 28 
November 1958. Life, however, does not stand still, and we are 
prepared to introduce the appropriate changes required by life itself 
into the series of measures listed in the aforesaid Soviet proposals. 
In particular, we agree to the establishment of control posts also at 
airfields, a measure to which the Soviet Union previously objected. 
On the other hand, the question of aerial photography, which was 
included in the Soviet proposals of 1958, no longer arises today. 
Certain other reasonable modifications could also be made in these 
proposals. But there are some measures which have not lost their 
urgency. The question of ensuring the security of the peoples of 
Europe, and, consequently, universal peace, is particularly acute at 
the present time. The proposal of the Soviet Union for the reduction 
of foreign troops located both on the territory of the German Demo
cratic Republic and on the territory of Western Germany is aimed 
at creating conditions that would facilitate the achievement of this 
aim. I t  is well known that -the Soviet Government is in favour of 
carrying out this measure as a first step towards the withdrawal of all 
foreign troops from Europe and considers that, at the present time, in 
view of the definite improvement in the international situation, favour
able conditions have been created for reaching specific agreement on 
this question.

We are convinced—we think that everyone who is anxious for the 
relaxation of international tension will agree with us— t̂hat the reduc
tion of the number of foreign troops on German territory would be of 
great significance for ensuring peace. As is well known, more in- 
flanunable material for war has been accumulated in Central Europe 
than in any other part of the world; it is there that the armed forces 
of the two principal military alliances, NATO and the Warsaw 
Treaty, are facing each other. I t  is essential to make a start to relax 
the tension which exists in this powder keg of Europe. The reduc
tion and gradual withdrawal of all foreign troops from the territory

728-674— 6̂4--- 26
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of Germany and other European States would help to normalize 
conditions in the European continent and, consequently, throughout 
the world.

Alongside these measures there is much to be said for the proposal 
to send representatives of the Soviet Union to the troops of the Western 
Powers in Western Germany, in exchange for the sending of their 
representatives to the Soviet troops stationed in the German Demo
cratic Republic. This measure seems to us to be all the more expedient 
because it would be carried out in that part of Europe where the 
troops of the two groupings of States—NATO, on the one hand, and 
the Warsaw Treaty, on the other—are facing each other. I t  is not 
necessary to be a highly qualified military specialist to understand 
that it is in that area that any preparations for a surprise rttack would 
be particularly noticeable. Furthermore, any movement of troops and 
military equipment in that area, even if it is not connected with prep
arations for an attack, might naturally give rise to suspicion and, con
sequently, to counter-measures by the armed forces on the other side 
of the line of demarcation between the two military groupings. Thus, 
the sending of Soviet representatives to the military forces of the 
Western Powers in Western Germany, in exchange for the sending 
of representatives of the Western Powers to the Soviet troops sta
tioned in the German Democratic Republic, might to some extent con
tribute towards the easing of the situation in that part of Europe.

Among measures aimed at the lessening of international tension and 
facilitating general and complete disarmament, an important place is 
occupied by the proposals for the creation of denuclearized zones in 
various parts of the world. In  the situation where nuclear weapons 
threaten to spread to other coimtries and continents, the question of 
denuclearized zones becomes particularly significant and urgent. The 
adoption and implementation of measures for the creation of such 
zones in various parts of the globe, especially in areas where there is 
a threat of military conflict, would help to reduce the danger of a 
thermonuclear war, would create definite barriers to the spreading of 
nuclear weapons and would facilitate the establishment of an atmos
phere of confidence in the relations between States.

We see how the idea of creating denuclearized zones is now spread
ing irresistibly with ever increasing force throughout the world, is 
gaining the support of more and more States and governments and is 
taking hold on the minds and the hearts of all the peoples of the 
world. Convincing evidence of this is provided by the proposals for 
the creation of denuclearized zones in Central Europe,^® in the Medi-

“ Documents on Disarmament, 196Z, vol. I, pp. 201-205.
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terranean b a s i n , i n  Scandinavia/® in the Balkans,^® in Africa “  in 
Latin America and in other parts of the world. The idea of atom- 
free zones found practical expression in the 1959 Convention on the 
Antarctic and in the well-known resolution of the sixteenth session 
of the General Assembly of the United Nations on the declaration of 
the African continent as a denuclearized zone,^“ a decision wliich was 
reaffirmed at the Conference of the Heads of Independent African 
States at Addis Ababa in May.^  ̂ In  our Committee also, the over
whelming majority, including representatives of the non-aligned 
States, namely, the representatives o f Ethiopia, Nigeria, India, Mexico 
and Brazil, have on several occasions spoken in favour of the estab
lishment of zones free from nuclear weapons and missiles. Informa
tion has already been published to the effect that it is proposed to 
include in the agenda of the forthcoming eighteenth session of the 
General Assembly of the United Nations the question of creating 
denuclearized zones in Latin America, in the Balkans and in the Medi
terranean area.

Such a vast movement in the world for the establishment of atom- 
free zones clearly shows that this idea is based on realistic factors of 
modern international life and is in keeping with the fundamental in
terests of aU the peoples who are demanding the immediate adoption 
of measures to avert the danger of a thermonuclear war.

The Soviet Union, consistently pursuing the policy of peaceful co
existence, has always actively supported and is supporting the creation 
of zones free from nuclear weapons and missiles, being of the opinion 
that the implementation of such a measure would be a valuable con
tribution towards the strengthening of peace and the solution of the 
problem of general and complete disarmament. The Soviet Grovem- 
ment has frequently declared its willingness to help bring about the 
creation of such zones, and has stressed that the Soviet Union is pre
pared to give the necessary guarantees for the maintenance of the status 
of any given atom-free zone, provided, of course, that similar guaran
tees are also given by the Western nuclear Powers.

We consider that in the, present circumstances the adoption and 
implementation of the Soviet Government’s proposal to declare the 
area of the Mediterranean Sea a denuclearized zone would be of great

” Ante, pp. 187-193.
“ See New York Times, May 29, 1963, p. 6.

Documents on Disarmament, J945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1423-1426.
Ibid., m i,  pp. 647-648.

“ Ante, pp. 182-183.
'^Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1550-1556.
“ n id .,  1961, pp. 647-648.
“ Ante, p. 195.
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significance for strengthening peace and reducing the threat of a 
thermonuclear war. The implementation of that proposal, as has 
already been shown repeatedly by the Soviet side, would be fully in 
keeping with the security needs of the countries in that area, as well 
as the interests of strengthening world peace.

The realism and usefulness of the Soviet Union’s proposal for the 
creation of a denuclearized zone in the area of the Mediterranean Sea 
is confirmed by the fact that this Soviet initiative has receited wide 
support both among the peoples of Mediterranean countries and among 
those living outside that area. The Secretary-General of the United 
Nations, U Thant, has spoken in favour of acceptance of the Soviet 
proposal. The President of the United Arab Eepublic, Mr. Nasser, 
speaking of the Soviet Government’s proposal, said:

. . .  We unreservedly support this project in accordance with our policy of 
peace. We intend to support any international agreement aimed at the elim
ination of all types of weapons of mass destruction, and not only in the 
Mediterranean area . .

The ever-wider support of the Soviet proposal and its timeliness 
give us ground for hope that, given good will, it will be possible to 
make progress in creating an atom-free zone in the Mediterranean 
and to overcome the obstacles standing in the way of this proposal.

The Soviet delegation further considers that the time has come for 
us to reach agreement on the creation of a denuclearized zone in Cen
tral Europe, as the Government of the People’s Eepublic of Poland 
has proposed. The implementation of such a measure would help to 
improve the situation in Europe, to lessen the likelihood of a danger
ous conflict between the armed forces of NATO and the Warsaw 
Treaty and to improve the whole international atmosphere. The crea
tion of a denuclearized zone in Central Europe would also avert the 
threat of the use of nuclear weapons by forces hostile to peace and 
would lay a foimdation for good neighbourly co-operation in the 
relations between European countries belonging to different social 
systems.

Now, since the signing of the test ban treaty, when the first sprouts 
of international co-operation have appeared, and when we hear the 
Western Powers state that they are ready to contribute towards the 
strengthening of peace, we must redouble our efforts and reach agree
ment on the creation of zones free from nuclear weapons.

To the same group of questions belongs also the Soviet proposal for 
a declaration on the renunciation by States of the use of foreign terri
tories for stationing strategic means of delivery of nuclear weapons.̂ ®

® h e  Monde, July 5,1963.
^ Ante, p. 49.
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All these questions are, in substance, not so very complicated. 
Everyone understands perfectly well that, given the necessary good 
will, agreement could soon be reached on the creation of denuclearized 
zones. The peoples of the world are entitled to expect that their vital 
interests will be taken into account, that their demands will be heard 
and that all these denuclearized zones will be created in the immediate 
future.

The improvement in the international climate which has resulted 
from the agreement reached in Moscow on the cessation of nuclear 
tests gladdens the hearts of aU sincere friends of peace and gives us 
fresh hope for the fruitfulness of efforts to ease the international situ
ation. The signing of the Treaty on the cessation of nuclear weapon 
tests has laid a good foundation, but we must not forget that this is but 
the first step and that a long and difficult road lies ahead.

Concentrated efforts are necessary to ensure that no one will succeed 
in blocking the path laid by the agreement between the nuclear Powers 
in Moscow. In  our negotiations here in the Eighteen-Nation Commit
tee, we must maintain and develop further the spirit of negotiation 
which was created in Moscow and which has yielded the first tangible 
results.

I  should like to conclude my statement with the words of the Chair
man of the Coimcil of Ministers of the USSE, Mr. Khrushchev, who, 
on the occasion of the signing of the Test Ban Treaty in Moscow on 
5 August, said:

We consider that the most important thing now is not to rest content with 
what has been achieved, not to halt the struggle against the threat of a new 
war, for the relaxation of international tension and for lasting peace 
throughout the world.”

We hope that the proposals we have explained today which are 
aimed at easing international tension will be studied carefully by all 
the members of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament. In 
this connexion, we should like to make a special appeal to the rep
resentatives of the non-aligned States in the Committee, who have 
always shown unremitting interest in the implementation of measures 
aimed at improving the international situation and facilitating the 
success of the negotiations for general and complete disarmament. 
We trust that they and all the other members of the Committee will 
study these Soviet proposals carefully, and support them, thus con
tributing to the strengthening of world peace and the security of the 
peoples of all countries and all continents.

^ New York Times, Aug. 6,1963, p. 120, coL 8.
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News Conference Remarks by President Kennedy 
{Extracts}, August 20, 1963 ^

Q. Mr. President, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have approved a series 
of safeguards they say will maintain our security under the limited 
test ban treaty,* but there seems to be some feeling in Congress that 
perhaps these safeguards won’t  be carried out as vigorously and as 
fully as some of the members of Congress would like. What do you 
have to say to that, sir?

A. Why I  don’t  know where that feeling would arise.

Q. I t ’s been— ît’s been raised—

A. In  view of the fact that the four safeguards that they’ve sug
gested— t̂he Chiefs of Staff are all mentioned in my address to the 
Congress—we preceded their meeting with a letter going to the Con
gress in response to a request from the Senate Armed Services Com
mittee, the Foreign Eelations Committee, and we are going to describe 
in detail what steps we’re going to take to implement the four safe
guards.®

Now, the four safeguards consist o f: One, that we should keep our 
laboratories activated and vital. I ’ve already met with Dr. Foster 
and Dr. Bradbury; we’ve talked with others. We’re going to do that.

Secondly, that we should prepare a standby so that, if the treaty 
should be breached, abrogated, or if we should have what the treaty 
language describes as an imminent threat to our security, we would 
be prepared to resume testing.

Already we have begun to prepare Johnston Island for that un- 
happy eventuality, if it should occur. $2 2 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0  has been already 
allocated; $11,000,000 has already been put out in contracts; we are 
dredging the harbor, we’re building some piers; there are dredges— 
two dredges already—out there, so I  can assure you that we’re going 
ahead very rapidly in that area.

Third, I  think they wanted a—suggested a vigorous series of under
ground tests. We’ve already— în the last two years we’ve conducted

* New York Times, Aug. 21,1963, p. 14.
“ The treaty is printed ante, pp. 291-293. For the safeguards proposed by the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff, see Nuclear Test Ban Treaty; Hearings Before the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations, United States Senate, Eighty-eighth Oongress, First 
Session, on Eweoutive M, 88th Oongress, 1st Session, pp. 982-983. For a summary 
of the proposed safeguards by General Maxwell D. Taylor, see ante, pp. 347-348.

• See Hid., pp. 977-981.
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97 tests underground. That’s quite vigorous, and we are going to 
continue to carry on, as I ’ve said, a vigorous series of tests.

So that I  think that the areas of concern—the feeling of the Joint 
Chiefs, when they endorsed the test ban, that these areas should be 
met—I  think that—oh, and the fourth area, as I  remember, was that 
we improve our methods of detection. And on that we have addi
tional recommendations to make which will be unanimously endorsed, 
I  think, by the Joint Chiefs of Staff.

So, we are just as anxious—we appreciate the concern of members 
of Congress, but this matter is of concern to us also and I  can assure 
them we’re going to do the job.

Q. Mr. President, Dr. Teller has charged that the Administration 
curtailed the number of the atmospheric tests last year for what he 
called political reasons, in order not to alienate public opinion. And 
Senator Humphrey has called this a very serious charge. Could you 
say whether those atmospheric tests were curtailed, and why ?

A. No, We agreed—we had to set up a committee in the National 
Security Council headed by Dr. Seaborg. And we heard recommenda
tions from the various laboratories— L̂os Alamos and Livermore; from 
the A.E.C., from the Department of Defense . . . and others—what 
tests would be most valuable.

Obviously, we don’t  like to test in the atmosphere unless the test is 
essential. Every test in the atmosphere produces fallout and we would 
be, it seems to me, remiss in not attempting to keep the number of 
tests to theminimum consistent with our national security.

As you remember, there were 36 atmospheric tests. Thirty-six 
atmospheric t^ ts ; 97, as I ’ve said, underground tests. That’s quite 
a lo;t of tests.

Before that there was a three-year moratorium where there were 
no tests—^underground or in the atruQsphere. In addition, as you 
recall, we have to proceed with some care in deciding what tests— 
you remember, one test went out and built an artificial Van Allen belt— 
it was far different from what had been imagined—which could have 
endangered our whole space program, and indeed, that of any other 
country.

So, we kept a careful eye. And we, in fact, did more tests—several 
more tests— t̂han we had originally planned six months before. So, 
I  don’t  think that the charge is valid. But, obviously, we didn’t  test 
unnecessarily. Quite obviously, there may have been tests that Dr. 
Teller would like to have run. I  don’t  know about that.

But we—every test was considered by the National Security Coun
cil. I t  was considered by the group of principals of which Dr. Sea-
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borg was the chairman. We carried out, as I  say, several more tests, 
as I  recall, than we had originally planned. We carried out, in all, 36.

There may have been, as I  say, several tests that different scientists 
wanted to run on one point or another, but I  think we did the major 
tests. And I  think they were an impressive series. But it would be 
very difficult, I  think, to satisfy Dr. TeUer in this field.

Q. Mr. President, in case that serious negotiations will be started 
with the Russians around the proposal to place some stationary con
trol posts on both sides of the Iron Curtain, in what area should these 
control posts be stationed, according to the United States point of 
view, and could it be only in both parts of Germany ?

A. No, I  think we’re a good long way from reaching any con
clusions or any position on the question of posts. This is a matter 
which I  think would have to be discussed. I  think it’s a matter that 
is being—it has been discussed since it was first put forward four or 
five years ago. I t  is being discussed today in the NATO Council.

I t  is a matter on which I  don’t  think the United States will have 
a United States view. But I  think that there will be a NATO view, 
and that view, I  think, will be evolving after a good deal of consulta
tion. So that, in answer to your question, there is no—I  don’t  think 
it would be proper to refer to an American view. I  think this is a 
matter which we’re going to have to work out in consultation and 
then—after the Allies are consulted about it and come to conclusions— 
then, I  would imagine, there may be conversations between the Allies 
and the Soviet Union. But we’re a good long way from that right now.

Mr. President, Dr. Teller, in urging the Senate to reject the nuclear 
test ban today, said that it weakens American defenses and thus 
invites attack because the information that’s necessary to develop a 
surefire-antimissile missile can only be developed through atmospheric 
tests. ■* What do you have to say to that, sir?

A. Well, Mr. McNamara answered that very clearly.'’ Other scien
tists have answered it. I  recognize Dr. Teller has made it very 
clear that he’s opposed to it. He opposed it all last week and this 
week.

Now there are a good many other scientists with comparable ex
perience—we have a scientific advisory committee to the President, 
we have other scientists who worked on nuclear matters, we have 
Nobel Prize wiimers and others; we have members of the military 
and others—who think that the test ban is a source of strength to us.®

I  understand Dr. Teller’s opposed to it. Every day he’s opposed 
to it and I  recognize that he’s going to continue to be opposed to it.

‘ See Nuclear Test Ban Treaty: Hearings, pp. 417-506.
® Ante, pp. 312-326.
' See Washington Post and Times Herald, Aug. 25, 1963, pp. A l, A6.
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I  think that the question was very clearly answered by Mr. Mc
Namara on what effect the atmospheric test ban would have on the 
development of an anti-missile weapon.

Now, let’s just think of the other side of it, if we begin to test agaia 
and the Soviet Union tests again, and others begin to test again. How 
much security do we have ? As I ’ve said before in my message I  sent 
to the Congress, we needed only one test to develop the Hiroshima 
weapon.’'

Now, to anyone who works in the laboratories today a 30-megaton 
weapon is perhaps not as sophisticated as a 60 or 70 or 80-megaton 
weapon. But it’s still many, many, many timeŝ —dozens of times 
stronger than the weapon that flattened Hiroshima and Nagasaki.

How many weapons do you need and how many megatons do you 
need to destroy? I  said in my speech, what we now have on hand 
without any further testing will kill 300,000,000 people in one hour.® 
Now, that’s—and I  suppose they can even improve on that if it’s 
necessary. So, on your specific question, I  refer you to Mr. McNa
mara’s answer, which I  think is the clearest and most specific answer 
which you could possibly get on what effect the atmospheric test ban 
will have on the development of this weapon.

Q. Ambassador George Kennan the other day said he thought the 
most promising area for further exploration in East-West negotiations 
was President de Gaulle’s idea about controlling means of delivery 
rather than nuclear warheads.® Does this government have a position 
on that possibility ?

A. No. As I ’ve said, I  think we’d be interested to hear what General 
de Gaulle might propose. How are you going to control the systems 
without inspection? We can detect atmospheric tests. The Soviet 
Union has been reluctant to have the kind of inspection which would 
permit us—which after all, would be very limited inspection— t̂o have 
underground tests detected.

Now, is there any evidence that they would accept the kind of very 
detailed inspection that control of delivery systems would entail, when 
it gives out no signal as a nuclear explosion does ?

But General de Gaulle has not indicated the details of his proposal. 
We’d be very interested in it. We’d be delighted to join with him in 
any meeting to discuss it. But we have not had it described and I ’ve 
not yet seen evidence that the Soviet Union would accept that kind of 
inspection.

However, we’ll be very responsive if the proposal is put forward.

' Ante, p. 301. 
® Ante, p. 253. 
“ Ante, p. 268.
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Statement by the Acting Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) 
to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: 
Military Bases, August 20, 1963 ^

In accordance with the agreed procedure of work of the Committee 
we now pass on to consideration of the next problem relating to stage 
I  of general and complete disarmament, that is to say, item 5(e) of the 
agreed agenda which reads:

Disarmament measures in regard to military bases and to armed forces at 
such bases or elsewhere in foreign territories, together with appropriate 
control measures

Besides stating the position of the Soviet side we shall also give our 
views regarding the position of the Western Powers on the question 
of the liquidation of foreign bases and the withdrawal of foreign 
troops from the territories of other countries.

The Soviet delegation would like first of all to deal with the question 
of why the Soviet Union attaches such great importance to this 
problem.

We have already stated more than once our evaluation of the pres
ence of Western, and in particular United States, military bases on 
foreign territories and have pointed out the part played by those bases 
in present-day international relations. We have noted that more 
than eighteen years have already passed since the end of the second 
world war, yet the state of aifairs in international life is still abnormal. 
Indeed, can it be considered a normal situation when the United States 
maintains in peacetime many hundreds of military bases and hundreds 
of thousands of military personnel outside the boundaries of its coun
try, in foreign territories thousands of kilometres away from the 
United States? I t  is not difficult to perceive what a very negative 
influence this has on the present international situation and on the 
mutual relations of States. There is no doubt that this is one of the 
most important causes of the tension in international life today, 
preventing the normalization of the situation existing in the world 
and the solution of outstanding international problems. The exist
ence of foreign bases and the stationing of troops on the territories of 
other countries prevent progress being made in solving the problem 
of general and complete disarmament. We must not forget that 
nuclear weapons and strategic means of delivery of such weapons, that 
is, bombers, submarines, aircraft carriers and ballistic rockets, are 
located at those military bases in foreign territories. All this greatly

‘ ENDC/PV.153, pp. 11-22.'
“ Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, p. 680.
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increases the threat of a nuclear missile war and creates for the non
nuclear countries the direct danger of being involved in it.

The resolution adopted at the Conference of forty African States 
in Addis Ababa is a most convincing indication of the attitude of the 
peoples towards foreign bases. The resolution included a demand 
for—

. . . the elimination of military bases [in Africa] . . . which elimination
constitutes a basic element of African Independence and Unity.®

Is not the recent proposal of the Presidents of five Latin American 
countries for the creation of a denuclearized zone in Latin America ̂  
another eloquent indication of the feelings prevailing in the countries 
of Latin America against nuclear bases ? Does it not reflect the con
cern of those peoples, just as in the case of the African, European, 
Asian and other peoples, for their security? Of course, it does.

Every year we have heard from the rostrtim of the United Nations 
appeals for the liquidation of foreign military bases on the territories 
of other countries, so as to make a contribution to the strengthening 
of imiversal peace. We can say with complete justification that the 
demand for the liquidation of foreign military bases is the demand 
of all the peoples of the world, the demand of reason and of the 
conscience of all mankind.

The stationing of military bases in foreign territories leads to a 
situation in which universal peace and security, and in the first place 
the security of the countries which make their territory available 
for foreign military bases, are seriously jeopardized. That is some
thing which everyone should take into account when assessing the 
role and significance of preseat-day military bases located in foreign 
territories. The Soviet Union, whose policy is aimed at consoli
dating peace, has resolutely and consistently advocated the liquida
tion of foreign military bases. In  his message to the Heads of States 
and Governments of African countries who took part in the Addis 
Ababa Conference, the Chairman of the USSE Council of Ministers, 
Mr. Elhrushchev, noted that the sooner the network of foreign mili
tary bases and strongholds in all areas of our planet was liquidated, 
the more secure would be the peace, freedom and independence of 
all peoples.®

■Guided by the aim of eliminating as quickly as possible the threat 
of a nuclear-missile war hanging over mankind, the Soviet Govern
ment envisages the implementation of large-scale effective measures 
in this respect right in the first stage of disarmament. Such meas-

’ Ante, p. 195.
* Ante, pp. 182-183.
' Pravda, May 23,1963, p. 1.
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ures—alongside the elimination in stage I  of all means of delivery of 
nuclear weapons with, the exception of the so-called protective 
umbrella— înclude the complete liquidation of all foreign military 
bases in the territories of other countries and the withdrawal of all 
foreign troops from those territories. These measures for stage I  of 
disarmament are indissolubly interconnected and must therefore be 
carried out simultaneously.

Article 9 of the Soviet draft treaty on general and complete disar
mament provides th a t:

Simultaneously with the destruction of the means of delivering nuclear 
weapons the States parties to the Treaty which have army, air force or naval 
bases in foreign territories shall dlsm'antle 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 installations and 
armaments existing at such bases and coming under articles 5-8 of the pres
ent Treaty shall be destroyed on the spot. Other armaments shall either 
be destroyed on the spot . . .  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 installatioois of foreign 
bases shall be transferred for civilian use to the States in whose territory they 
are located."

In  order to forestall any devious ways of utilizing foreign territories 
for the maintenance there of troops and secret military bases, the 
Soviet draft treaty on general and complete disarmament provides 
that all the measures listed by us for the liquidation of military bases 
in foreign territories shall apply also to those military bases which, 
even though they are considered national bases juridically, are never
theless used by foreign troops. The appropriateness of that meas
ure is quite obvious. No matter by what juridical formulas the actual 
possession of a base by foreign military authorities is covered up, 
such bases, by their functions and their real significance, virtually in 
no way differ from foreign military bases in the territories of other 
countries. The measures we have indicated for the liquidation of 
military bases in foreign territories should also be carried out in 
regard to those military bases which have been established under 
international treaties and agreements for their use by other States, 
irrespective of the presence of foreign troops at such bases at the 
time of the conclusion of treaty on general and complete disarma
ment. In  this regard we base ourselves on the assumption that such 
bases, even if they are without any foreign military personnel at a 
given moment, are prepared spring-boards for the concentration 
and deployment of expeditionary armed forces destined to operate 
from foreign territories. The necessity of liquidating that type of

" Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 919-920.
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military base as well in stage I  of complete disarmament is also 
quite obvious.

Finally, it is necessary to take measures to prevent military bases 
in foreign territories being re-established or re-constructed in tlie 
process of disarmament. Article 9 of the Soviet draft treaty on gen
eral and complete disarmament provides for measures to safeguard 
States against that danger. In  this connexion it is provided that:-

AU previous treaty obligations, decisions of the organs of military blocs 
and. . . . 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 or agreements to this end.’

I t is also provided that
The legislatures and governments of the S tat^  . . . shall enact legislation 

and issue regulations to ensure that no military bases to be used by foreign 
troops are established in their territory.’

The section of the Soviet draft treaty on disarmament dealing with 
the liquidation of foreign military bases in the territories of other 
countries provides for all those measures to be carried out under 
the control of inspectors of the International Disarmament Organi
zation. Side by side with the liquidation of foreign military bases 
in the first stage, the Soviet Union proposes that the withdrawal 
of foreign troops and foreign personnel should also be carried out 
in that stage.

Article 1 0  of the Soviet draft treaty provides that
Simultaneously with the elimination of the means of delivering nuclear 

weapons . . . the States parties to the Treaty which have troops or military 
I)ersonnel of any nature in foreign territories shaU withdraw all such 
troops and personnel from such territories.*

I t  is also provided that all means of delivery of nuclear weapons and 
the installations relating thereto “shall be destroyed on the spot. 
Other armaments shall either be destroyed on the spot . . .  or evacu
ated to the territory of the State withdrawing its troops”.
Further it is provided that

The measures [concerning the withdrawal of foreign troops] . . . 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. . . .  It shaU henceforth be prohibited 
to despatch foreign troops, military personnel or the above-mentioned civiliana 
to foreign territories.®

Those measures would be taken by means of legislation and govern
ment regulations of the States parties to the Treaty. The withdrawal

'm a .
p. 920.
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of troops and other measures provided for in article 1 0  would be 
carried out under the control of inspectors of the International Dis
armament Organization.

What is the significance of the Soviet proposals for the liquidation 
of foreign bases and the withdrawal of foreign troops from the 
territories of other countries in stage I  of disarmament simultaneously 
with the liquidation of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons? 
In  the first place, of course, their significance lies in the fact that 
the implementation of those measures would virtually make a nuclear 
attack by one State against another impossible already in the first 
stage of disarmament, although nuclear weapons would still remain 
at the disposal of States. The destruction of the means of delivery 
and, at the same time, of foreign bases located in the territories of other 
countries—^whether rocket bases, airfields, submarine bases, aircraft 
carriers or any other land or sea bases—as well as the withdrawal of 
troops to their own national territories would fully ensure the achieve
ment of that aim.

At the meetings of the Committee, at which the Soviet proposals 
for the liquidation of foreign bases and the withdrawal of foreign 
troops from the territories of other countries were dealt with, the 
representatives of the Western Powers opposed their adoption. The 
main argument which they put forward against our proposals can 
be summarized as follows r that the elimination of the means of 
delivery of nuclear weapons and of foreign bases would, it is alleged, 
upset the existing balance of forces in favour of the Soviet Union. 
Thus, at the meeting of 24 April the United States representative, 
Mr. Stelle, referring to the aforesaid Soviet proposals, said:

Those two proposals, we believe, are quite clearly designed to undermine the 
defensive capabilities of the free world alliances and to alter the military 
balance In favour of the Soviet Union.’

In  that connexion we should like to raise the question: what ad
vantages would the Soviet Union gain in comparison with the West
ern Powers? After all, the gist of the Soviet proposal consists in 
combining the destruction of the means of delivery in stage I  with 
the simultaneous liquidation of foreign bases and the withdrawal of 
troops from foreign territories. The combination of those two meas
ures guarantees compliance with the agreed principle which states 
that

. . .  at no stage of the implementation of the treaty could any State or 
group of States gain military advantage . . . .”

' Ante, p. 180.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 441.
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The Soviet proposals are fully in accordance witli that principle. For 
its part, the Soviet Union agrees to the elimination of missiles, which 
form the most important part of its military potential and in which 
it has outstripped the United States. That is not an empty claim; 
it is a fact which is frankly admitted even by United States missile 
experts.

Adoption of the Soviet proposal would have extremely valuable 
consequences for the United States in stage I, since the United States, 
right at the beginning of disarmament, would regain the inviolability 
of its territory which it lost, as is well known, as a result of the 
development of nuclear missiles. Thus the security of the United 
States would be ensured. On the other hand, under the Soviet draft 
treaty, the United States must agree :to the elimination of its military 
bases located in foreign territories.

The radical improvement in the whole international situation as a 
result of the elimination of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons 
and foreign military bases is regarded by the Soviet Union as a big 
gain for the security of everyone—^̂ for the Soviet Union and its 
allies, for the United States and its allies, and for all the non-aligned 
coimtries.

In  opposing the Soviet proposals, the Western representatives re
sort to yet another argument. Trying to minimize the tremendous 
significance of the implementation of this Soviet proposal for reduc
ing the threat of a thermonuclear war, the representatives of the 
Western Powers have said that an attack could be carried out with the 
use of conventional armaments. But how can one put forward such 
an argument without contracHcting the facts? Under the Soviet pro
posals for general and complete disarmament, the armed forces and 
conventional armaments of all States, including the Soviet Union, 
would be substantially reduced in stage I. After the measures of 
the Soviet plan for stage I  had been completed, the Soviet Union 
and other socialist States would gain no advantages whatsoever over 
the Western Powers. After all, it is a fact that, under the Soviet 
draft treaty, during stage I  of disarmament the armed forces of the 
Soviet Union and the United States would be reduced to the same 
level: 1,900,000 men each for the United States and fhe Soviet 
Union.“

The paradoxical position of the Western Powers is that, oii the one 
hand, they declare that they fear Soviet superiority in conventional 
armaments, but, on the other hand, when the Soviet Union proposed 
the greatest possible reduction of armed forces and conventional 
armaments and the establisliment of the lowest possible force level,

n ia .,  1962, TOl. II, p. 921.
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identical for the United States and the Soviet Union, the United 
States objects. So what do you really want, gentlemen ?

The representatives of the Western Powers also put forward 
against the Soviet’s proposal for the elimination of foreign military 
bases in the territories of other countries the argument that the im
plementation of that proposal would upset stability, aggravate the 
international situation and, as a result, jeopardize peace. But that 
is not an argument; it is a naked, entirely imsubstantiated assertion at 
variance with the facts, logic and common sense. We are being told, 
it seems, that if States establish military bases in foreign territories 
and station strategic means of delivery of nuclear weapons and 
their armed forces at such bases, by acting in that way they are 
strengthening peace, but that if these States were to agree to liquidate 
military bases in foreign territories and not to station there the 
means for waging war and to eliminate the means of delivery of 
nuclear weapons, peace, you see, would be jeopardized. Such an 
“argument” can convince no one but its authors. I f  States agree 
to eliminate the means of delivery of nuclear weapons and to do away 
with such a source of international tension as foreign military bases 
and troops in foreign territories, there can be no doubt that as a result 
of these measures peace would be greatly strengthened. That is an 
axiom obvious to everyone and needing no proof.

Let us now see what the Western Powers propose in regard to 
foreign military bases and foreign troops in the territories of other 
countries.

A study of the measures for stage I  proposed in that part of the 
United States Outline of Basic Provisions of a Treaty on General 
and Complete Disarmament in a Peaceful World which deals with 
these questions shows that in this document among stage I  measures 
there is not even any mention of foreign military bases in other 
countries’ territories, as though such bases did not exist at all.̂  ̂ But 
such bases do exist all the same. They are, as we have already pointed 
out, an important international factor and have an extremely nega
tive effect on the international situation. For this reason it 
is impossible to discuss seriously the problem of general and complete 
disarmament and to map out ways for its speedy solution without 
even saying a single word about the liquidation of foreign military 
bases and the related question of the withdrawal of foreign troops 
from other countries’ territories.

Let us consider the various stages of the United States Outline of 
Basic Provisions of a Treaty on General and Complete Disarmament.

“ See m d., vol. I, pp. 353-369.
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Let us begin with stage I. The United States outline contains no 
corresponding provision concerning the liquidation of foreign military 
bases and the withdrawal of troops stationed in foreign territories. 
Yet this same outline provides from the very outset, that is, in stage I, 
for the reduction of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons. What 
would be the practical consequence of the implementation of such a 
measure in stage I  ? As is well-known, the Soviet Union liquidated 
long ago its bases in foreign territories, and one of the decisive means 
of defence of the Soviet Union is now the rocket weapon. The United 
States proposes reducing in stage I  this extremely important means of 
defence of the Soviet Union, while at the same time leaving intact the 
United States military bases in foreign territory which are aimed 
against the Soviet Union and other socialist States and at which United 
States nuclear weapons are located, and the troops stationed in foreign 
territories around the Soviet Union and other socialist States. I  ask 
you, how does this comply with the principle of ensuring the equality 
of States from the standpoint of their security, the principle so often 
referred to by the representatives of the Western Powers ? Is it pos
sible after this to regard the United States plan as a balanced one, as 
giving no advantage to either side or as taking into account the secu
rity interests of States ? No, it is impossible.

The implementation of this plan would lead to the United States 
gaining unilateral military advantages, to which the Soviet Union, of 
course, cannot and will not agree. As a real basis for agreement there 
should be a combination of measures for the destruction of the means 
of delivery of nuclear weapons with measures for the liquidation of 
foreign military bases and the withdrawal of foreign troops from other 
coimtries’ territories.

I t  is characteristic that, even in regard to the measures envisaged 
for stage II , in the United States plan there is no direct mention 
of the liquidation of foreign military bases and the withdrawal of 
troops from other countries’ territories. I t  only mentions a reduction 
of agreed military bases and facilities, wherever they might be lo
cated. But will it not turn out that when we come to agreeing on 
such bases, the whole matter will boil down to a proposal to reduce a 
certain number of so-called national bases while foreign bases will 
remain intact? As you see, stage I I  in the United States plan like
wise does not guarantee the liquidation of foreign bases in other coun
tries’ territories. Even in respect of stage I I I , when the disarmament 
process is to be completed, the United States plan provides for the 
retention of agreed military bases and facilities.

In  the course of the work of the Eighteen-Nation Committee the 
Soviet delegation has repeatedly analyzed the attempts of some repre
sentatives to equate so-called national bases with foreign military bases.

728-6714— 64 Sn
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But this question seems perfectly clear to us. A foreign base and a 
so-caUed national base are not one and the same thing. As a matter 
of fact, is it correct to speak of national bases ? There does actually 
exist in the world the military and political problem of foreign mili
tary bases, which are an instrument of aggression and a means of inter
ference iu the iaternal affairs of other States. As for so-called 
national bases, there is simply no problem ia regard to them as such. 
After all, so-called national bases are in reality various iastallations 
and services in places where a particular State’s own armed forces are 
stationed in its own territory. These armed forces, with all the major 
and ancillary installations, services, workshops, depots and so on, will 
all gradually be reduced and eliminated as the disarmament process 
develops from stage to stage.

I f  States eliminate the means of delivery of nuclear weapons, for 
instance, iu stage I, they will have to destroy all installations connected 
with them: launching pads, shafts, platforms for the launching of 
rockets and imderground depots for rockets. The installations con
nected with the conventional armaments of States would be dealt with 
in a similar way.

As you see, there is a fimdamental difference between national bases 
and foreign military bases. Bases in foreign territories are mailed 
fists with concentrations of troops and the most modem military equip
ment, especially, of course, thermonuclear weapons placed adjacent 
to the territory of a State or States regarded as potential targets for 
attack. ■

The representatives of the Western Powers are trying to prove to, 
us that foreign military bases situated thousands of kilometres away 
from their national frontiers and encircling the territory of the Soviet 
Union and other socialist countries are, allegedly, a means of defence. 
I t  is obvious that such assertions are completely unfounded. From 
the military point of view, it is impossible to justify with defence 
considerations the organization of a system of military bases many 
thousands of miles away from their national territories. Regretfully 
we must point out that in this respect recent events have not brought 
about any positive changes. Events continue to develop further and 
further in a direction extremely unfavourable to the cause of peace.

The United States is taking measures which considerably increase 
the danger of a thermonuclear war breaking out. The United States, 
in addition to territorial, that is immobile, stationary bases abroad, is 
hastily developing a system of mobile floating bases—atomic subma
rines, equipped with nuclear weapons and the strategic means for their 
delivery, namely Polaris missiles. These floating bases are intended 
for cruising about the high seas and oceans right now— în peace time, 
I  stress, in peace tim&—in fuU combat readiness. There are United
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States atomic submarines with Polaris missiles in United Kingdom 
waters and in the Pacific Ocean. I t  is well known that the first speci
mens of such floating bases—atomic submarines with Polaris mis
siles— ĥave already been despatched by the United States to the Medi
terranean Sea and that their presence constitutes a threat to the security 
of the countries situated in that area. Undoubtedly such a develop
ment of events will still further increase the risk of war. A stop must 
be put to this. This must be done, if we really wish to lay a genuine, 
not a sham, fictitious basis under the cause of disarmament, if we are 
striving for a real easing of tension in international relations. By 
their nature, foreign military bases in other countries’ territorities 
and floating bases roaming about the high seas and oceans in peace time 
are intended for aggression and not for defense. Therefore, it natur
ally becomes essential that in a treaty on general and complete dis
armament the question of foreign military bases should be considered 
and settled in a proper manner. Precisely this approach underlies the 
relevant provisions of the Soviet draft treaty.

The President of the United States, Mr. Kennedy, in his speech on 
26 July, made a realistic statement. He said:

For in today’s world, a nation’s security does not always increase as its arms
increase . . .

That is a statement to which it would be difficult for anyone to object. 
But the maintenance by the United States of America of military bases 
in other countries’ territories and its endeavour to bring its missile 
bases nearer to the frontiers of other States precisely represent the 
carrying out in practice of the “arms increase” mentioned by Presi
dent Kennedy in his speech. I t  is high time to draw practical con
clusions in regard to foreign military bases in other countries’ terri
tories. In the present situation foreign bases are an anachronism; 
far from being an innocuous one, it is exceedingly dangerous. I t  is 
necessary to put an end as quickly as possible to this anachronism 
and take the path of an agreed decision to liquidate all foreign mili
tary bases. The interests of peace demand this. Look around you, 
gentlemen. Many countries, including members of our Committee, 
for example, Sweden, Brazil, Mexico and others have no foreign mili
tary bases in their territory. But is their security harmed or lessened 
on thkt account? Or, on the other hand, is the security of the United 
States harmed by the fact that it has no military bases in those coun
tries? I t  can be asserted with every justification, and I  think that 
everyone who wishes to maintain peace will agree, that the countries 
with no foreign military bases in their territory are much more secure 
than the countries which have such bases. We propose and urge that

^ Ante, p. 255.
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we should approach the question of foreign military bases from the 
standpoint of concern for universal security. We shall then have no 
difficulty in resolving this question to our mutual satisfaction.

A detailed analysis of the United States proposals in the part relat
ing to military bases shows that these proposals cannot be a suitable 
basis for agreement. Whatever the measures proposed, if they are 
not aimed at averting or at least at seriously reducing the threat of 
a nuclear war, such measures are absolutely useless or even detri
mental to the security of States, since in substance they lead to the 
establishment of control without disarmament. The Soviet Union 
considers that the interests of the common security of all of us call for 
the implementation of radical disarmament measures in stage I. We 
hope that the United States and its partners wUl reconsider their atti
tude towards the question of liquidating military bases in foreign 
territories and towards the question of withdrawing troops from for
eign territories, and in that way it will be possible to achieve a mutually 
acceptable solution of this issue. We express the hope that aU the 
members of the Eighteen-Nation Committee will study the Soviet 
Union’s proposals relating to foreign bases and troops ia other coun
tries’ territories with the attention that these important problems of 
general and complete disarmament deserve.

The new and more favourable situation which has come about as a 
result of the conclusion of the Moscow Treaty on the prohibition of 
nuclear tests enables us to have a new, broader and bolder approach to 
the solution of the problem of disarmament.

Statement by the Soviet Government on Commimist China 
and the Test-Ban Treaty (Extracts), August 21, 1963 ^

Less than a month has passed since the day the govenmients of 
the USSR, the United States, and Britain signed in Moscow the 
treaty banning nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere, in outer 
space, and under water.^ But even within this short space of time 
the attitude of the peoples and governments to the treaty has become 
clear. The day it was signed—5 August 1963—was impressed in 
the minds of all those who value peace as a date when the fruits of 
the policy of peaceful coexistence and of efforts aimed at preventing 
a new world war have become more tangible.

^Moscow radio broadcast, Aug. 20, 1963. The Chinese Communists replied 
on Sept. 1 {post, pp. 432-450).

* Ante, pp. 291-293.
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For the first time in many years darkened by t i .6 cold war, the 
states of the East and the West have managed to reach agreement 
on a burning international issue involving the vital interests of the 
entire population of the earth. For the first time the most devastat
ing weapons that ever threatened mankind have become the area of 
agreement.

The majority of states, differing in their political and social sys
tems, professing at times opposing world outlooks, proclaimed their 
support for, or already have affixed their signatures to, the treaty. 
Despite all the differences separating them, they united in one thing: 
in the striving to put an end to the contamination of the earth’s 
atmosphere and at the same time to lay the beginning for further 
steps toward reducing international tension and toward diminishing 
the danger of an outbreak of thermonuclear war.

But the CPE. leaders, hiding behind pseudorevolutionary phrases, 
continue to slander this treaty that expresses the hopes of the peoples.

Already on the eve of the signing of the treaty the CPE leaders 
attempted to turn world public opinion against its signing. On 31 
July 1963 they addressed a statement to the governments of all coun
tries of the world the essence of wliich, besides slanderous attacks on 
the Soviet Union and its peace-loving foreign policy, was to “prove” 
to all and sundry that this treaty was a “trap,” a “deceit,” and that 
it contradicted the interests of the peoples and the interests of peace.® 
Today the Chinese leaders can judge for themselves how this position 
of the CPE Grovernment was evaluated in the world. Only a glance 
at the list of states that have signed the treaty speaks for itself.

And new signatures of representatives of countries of Europe, Asia, 
Africa, and Latin America are appearing under the text of the treaty 
every day.

I t  would seem that this should give food for some hard thinking. I t 
would seem that in Peking too they should understand the meaning 
of this reply of the states and the peoples to the attempts of the 
Chinese Government to put a mine under the nuclear test-ban treaty. 
I t goes without saying that the CPE Government, like the govern
ment of any other country, is free to define its attitude, whether posi
tive or negative, toward the treaty whether to accede to it or not. 
However, if no special goals, possibly even such as do not bear direct 
relation to the given treaty, are pursued, it would be enough simply 
to refuse to sign the treaty and let it go at that. But clearly the 
point is that the conclusions of the nuclear weapons test-ban treaty

^Ante, pp. 268-272.
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did not simply cause a fit of irritation and political nervousness on 
the part of the Chinese leaders. They also want to use this major 
event in international life in order to impose upon other countries 
their adventurous platform on the fundamental issues of war and 
peace by means of fabrications and low tricks.

Only this can explain the fact that on 15 August from Peking came 
one more portion of slander against the nuclear test-ban treaty, 
against the foreign policy of the USSK, this time in the form of a 
statement by a CPE Government spokesman.*

Any person who takes an objective view of the world situation can 
easily see that this move hostile to the cause of peace and socialism, 
cannot drown the calm and confident voice of the peoples expressing 
satisfaction with the success of the peace-loving forces which for 
many years have been waging an unrelenting struggle for the cessa
tion of nuclear tests, for disarmament, for peace and international 
friendship. I f  the new Chinese statement demonstrates anything it 
is solely that in its attitude toward the test-ban treaty not only does 
the Chinese Government link arms with the most aggressive circles 
of the imperialist powers but even assumes the role of the man on 
the extreme right flank in the rank of American “wildmen,” West 
German revenge seekers, and French extremists.

I t  seems that all the strong words in the Chinese language have 
passed over from the pages of the Chinese press, that is waging a 
rampant anti-Soviet campaign, to the official docimients of, the CPE 
Government. “Shame,” “plot,” “treason,”—what words do not the 
Chinese leaders only use against a country to which, as repeatedly 
admitted by them, the Chinese people owe a lo t! I t  is quite natural 
therefore that because of their slanderous and hostile nature toward 
the Soviet Union the two statements of the CPE Government were 
not accepted by the USSE Embassy in the CPE for presentation to 
the Soviet Government and were returned to the sender, the CPE 
Government.

What is difficult, to be more correct, impossible to detect in the state
ment of the spokesman of the Chinese Government are serious well- 
grounded arguments or an objective statement of facts.

The new Chinese statement is fuU of the old contentions that the nu
clear test-ban treaty “is good for the forces of war and bad for the 
forces of peace,” that it is “a capitulation to American imperialism” 
and is aimed at consolidating the “nuclear monopoly” of certain 
powers, and so forth. I t  goes without saying that these groimdless 
contentions do not become more convincing if they are repeated with-

* Ante, pp. 352-366.
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out end. That is why the Soviet GoTemment does not see any need 
in again starting a detailed study of all those concocted assertions 
and absurd arguments that are advanced by the Chinese Grovernment 
against this treaty. Their untenability was already proved in the 
Soviet Government’s statement of 3 August.®

For example, the Chinese leaders are again contending that “the 
danger of war has grown” as a result of the signing of the nuclear 
test-ban treaty. What do these assertions mean ? Had they asserted 
that the treaty does not eliminate the danger of war, they would be 
right. The Soviet Government stated this during the signing of the 
treaty and stressed that this treaty, of course, does not and cannot 
eliminate the danger of war, although it does open new and more 
favorable opportunities for developing the struggle for strengthening 
peace.®

But the Chinese leaders are far from asserting this. They want to 
prove that as a result of the signing of the nuclear test-ban treaty the 
danger of war has increased, has become greater than before the sign
ing. In  other words, the whole world is wrong in appraising the 
significance of the nuclear test-ban treaty, and only the Chinese 
leaders have the key to wisdom.

How do the Chinese leaders corroborate, however, their assertion 
that the treaty on the banning of nuclear tests increases the threat of 
war? According to them, the continuation and expansion of nuclear 
weapon tests, the creation of ever more deadly types of these arms, 
the emergence of a situation when these weapons would spread all over 
the world and the West German revanchifts would begin producing 
them tomorrow, while after tomorrow this would be done, perhaps, by 
the Chiang Kai-shek clique—and there could be people willing to 
help it in this—would contribute to the cause of consolidating peace.

The authors of the new Chinese statement go so far as to claim: 
if there were no nuclear test-ban treaty, there would have been no 
tests either, because the Government of the United States, you see, 
would hardly dare resume them “lightheartedly.” But this is utterly 
absurd. Such a claim is tantamount to an attempt to persuade some
body that there would be no violations of law if the states did not 
enact laws. Nobody knows also why the Chinese leaders have taken 
upon themselves to speak for the U.S. Government about its intentions 
concerning the holding of nuclear tests.

Eealizing, apparently, that all their statements concerning the 
growth of the war danger as a result of the ending of nuclear tests in 
the atmosphere, in outer space, and under water can make the people
— . ' [ . . . f  I . , . , ,  ,,

“ Ante, pp. 281-291.
* See New York Times, Aug. 6,1963, p. 120.
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only doubt the capability of the Chinese leaders to assess the meaning 
of their own words, they advance one more “argument,” which, judg
ing by everything, they hold to be salutary. The treaty, they say, 
does not prohibit the United States of America from holding under
ground nuclear tests, from increasing its stockpile of nuclear weapons.

But, first the hands of the United States were not bound in this 
respect before the signing of the treaty, and so nothing new has 
occurred in this respect. Second, the treaty also does not prohibit 
the Soviet Union, if need be, from holding underground nuclear tests, 
from increasing the stockpiles of its nuclear arms, and even from 
using these weapons against the imperialist aggressors if they unleash 
a war in a fit of insanity. We are on a par here, and the Chinese 
leaders know just as well as do the leading statesmen of the United 
States that the Soviet people are not Simple Simons, too, and that 
having concluded a nuclear test-ban treaty, the Soviet Union does not 
intend to disarm unilaterally in the face of imperialism.

What simpletons are the statements of the Chinese leaders about 
“capitulation” to American imperialism, about “deceit,” which the 
treaty on the banning of nuclear weapons in the atmosphere, in outer 
space, and under water allegedly constitutes, expected to persuade? 
There are no such simpletons in our time, because the people have long 
ago learned to distinguish truth from slander.

The leaders of the CPR Government are striving to prove that if the 
Soviet Government earlier abided by one stand in the question of 
banning nuclear weapon tests—and they magnanimously condescend 
to regard it as correct—and then assumed another position, this is 
some sort of mortal sin and something short of treason.

Yes, the position of the Soviet Union on the question of ending 
nuclear weapons tests did not become fossilized; it adapted itself to 
the changes in the balance of power in the international arena, to the 
successes in the strengthening of the defense potential of the USSR 
and of all the countries of the socialist community, and took into 
account everything that is generally known as the realities of the 
nuclear age in their entirety.

In  the first years when nuclear weapons appeared in the arsenal of 
the United States, when the United States had a nuclear monopoly— 
and, in view of that, the security of the socialist countries was en
dangered—the Soviet Government proceeded from the assumption 
that the main task was to deprive the United States of that advantage. 
This aim could be achieved either by completely banning nuclear 
weapons, which would have been tantamoimt to taking away these 
weapons from the only nuclear power of that time, the United States, 
or through developing our own nuclear weapons, which would help 
to insure the security of all the socialist coimtries.
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Tlie Soviet Government demanded the banning and destruction of 
nuclear weapons; and, when this demand was rejected by the Western 
powers, it started to develop its own nuclear weapons, which were 
called upon to become a good additional guarantor of the independ
ence and security of all the countries of the socialist community, to 
make the imperialists lose the taste for aggression against the socialist 
states. Naturally, in those years, the banning of tests of nuclear 
weapons without simultaneous destruction of those weapons possessed 
by the United States would not have been in the interests of the social
ist states. I t would have brought to a halt the development of nuclear 
weapons in the Soviet Union and perpetuated the American nuclear 
mx)nopoly.

But the situation did not remain unchanged. As a result of intense 
efforts of the Soviet people, of Soviet scientists, in developing their 
own nuclear weapons, the American nuclear monopoly was smashed, 
the world socialist system received its own nuclear shield, the imperial
ist powers lost the material basis for conducting a policy of nuclear 
blackmail, a policy “from a position of strength” vis-a-vis the socialist 
coimtries. This also put into new perspective the question of the 
nuclear weapons test ban. Now the continuation of nuclear testing 
could only lead higher and higher the spiral of the nuclear arms race 
in which the socialist countries, and all peace-loving states, to be sure, 
are not interested. At the same time, with the new balance of power 
the nuclear test ban would perpetuate not the American nuclear 
monopoly but the fact of its liquidation, not the unilateral advantage 
of the imperialist camp but the new balance of power in the area of 
nuclear weapons.

Taking these circumstances into consideration and continuing to 
wage a stubborn struggle for disarmament, for a complete prohibition 
and liquidation of nuclear weapons, the Soviet Government advanced 
at the same time in 1956 a proposal to reach agreement on the ending 
of nuclear tests without waiting for a settlement of the disarmament 
problem.'' In the changed conditions this position was just as correct 
and met to the same extent the interests of the socialist states, the 
interests of peace, as the previous position was correct at the previous 
stage.

I t  is also necessary to stress th a t the proposal on the prohibition 
of nuclear weapon tests advanced a t th a t tim e by the Soviet Govern
ment envisaged the settling of th is question precisely on the basis on 
which it was solved now.

At that time nuclear tests were held only in the atmosphere and 
under water. There were no tests in other environments, and the

’’ Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, p. 692.
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matter under discussion was the baiming of nuclear tests in the atmos
phere and under water. A third environment, outer space, where 
nuclear tests were also banned, was added to this in the treaty signed 
on 5 August. The difference thus is that ia 1956 the United States 
refused to accept our proposal and in 1963 accepted it, even in a 
broader form—with the addition of outer space.

As to underground nuclear tests, this question arose not in 1956—at 
that time no such tests were held— b̂ut later, when the United States 
began holding underground nuclear tests. Naturally, from that time 
on the Soviet Government began to press also for the prohibition of 
underground nuclear tests. However, so far it was impossible to 
reach agreement on this question because the Western powers linked 
the prohibition of underground nuclear tests with the setting up of 
so-called international control—that is actually international espio
nage, which could iavolve the security interests of socialist states—and 
the Soviet Government naturally could not agree to this.

In  view of the prevailing situation, the Soviet Union and the world 
as a whole had to choose between the banning of nuclear weapons tests 
in the three environments and the continuation of the imbridled and 
unrestricted tests race. And if today we have managed to reach agree
ment on the banning of tests in the three mediums, thereby solving 
the most important part of the entire problem, this is a big success of 
the peoples, a victory of the peace-loving forces, a concrete achieve
ment of the policy of peace.

These are the main landmarks of the principled and at the same time 
flexible and realistic policy of the Soviet Union on the question of 
banning nuclear weapons tests. No matter how the international 
situation changed, this policy met the interests not only of the Soviet 
Union but also of aU the socialist, aU the peace-loving nations, just 
as the result of this policy—conclusion of the treaty on the banning 
of nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under 
water—^meets their most cherished interests.

The opponents of ending nuclear tests, among whom the Chinese 
leaders have now landed, will not make political capital by looking 
for some sort of contradiction in the fact that a year or two ago the 
Soviet Government did not deem it possible to accept a partial solu
tion of the test-ban question while now it has agreed to the conclusion 
of a treaty banning tests in three environments. The Chinese leaders 
pretend to be especially surprised by the fact that only one or one and 
a half months before the opening of the three-power talks in Moscow 
the Soviet Government continued to come out for the conclusion of a 
treaty on the banning of all tests of nuclear weapons. But every 
sober-minded politician or diplomat realizes that every side wishes to 
achieve the maximum in negotiations with its partners. We strove
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for this maximum—that is, for the ending of all nuclear tests, includ
ing underground ones.
■ But at the present stage this proved to be impossible. And in these 

conditions the Soviet Union has adhered to an agreement on the ban
ning of nuclear tests in three environments: in the atmosphere^ in outer 
space, and under water. This was a step meeting the expectations of 
world public opinion, a step dictated b j  concern for the health of the 
Soviet people, for the health of all other peoples, including the 
Chinese. I t  is precisely in these media after all that nuclear weapions 
teste harm the health of people, contaminate with radioactive fallout 
the world’s animal and plant life. Of course, the Soviet Government 
does not give up its efforts in the struggle to ban underground nucliear 
weapon tests alsol >

The Soviet Government has already called attention of the OPE 
Government to the simple truth that life does not stand still, that 
science and technology are developing rapidly, and that something 
which was unacceptable yesterday raay turn out to be useful and even 
very useful today. Underlying this are definite material factors of 
great significance, connected with important and major steps of the 
Soviet Government to strengthen the defense capacity of the USSE, 
the security of all the socialist nations. These steps, which included 
also the tests of the latest types of nuclear arms, including the most 
powerful ones existing ia the world, have reliably insured the security 
of the socialist commonwealth. We now possess all the necessary 
requisites for further maiataining our disfense potential at the proper 
le v e l which is or may be required by the situation.

And when we speak about that, we do so knowiag the facts of the 
matter. , The Soviet Government for 15 years or so had to deal with 
nuclear weapons, and we are familiar with all aspects of the question. 
I t  is true that the Chinese leaders try to question that, pretending 
clearly to have opinions of their own on matters involving nuclear 
weapons. But when those who have only a hearsay acquaintance 
with nuclear weapons start to, pass judgment on this, naturally they are 
liable willy-nilly to put themselves into an embarrassing position. 
Incidentally, this applies to the flippant pronouncements of the 
Chinese leaders on strategic nuclear weapons, on tactical nuclear 
weapons, on whether the United States needs or does not need to 
continue atmospheric nuclear teste, and other similar things. To 
speak about this without being weU enough informed is rather risky. 
And the point is not that someone wante to monopolize the right to 
speak about nuclear weapons and to deny this right to others; the 
point is whose pronouncements on such a question can carry weight 
and whose sound like mere prattle.
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Of course now we cannot divulge such things, for instance, as the 
concrete results of the tests of nuclear weapons we carried out in 
1961-62, the data on the calibers of the nuclear warheads in our 
arsenal, the purpose of specific nuclear combat devices of which the 
Soviet Union has plenty, where these means are deployed, and so 
forth. That would be against the security interests of the Soviet 
Union and of all the socialist states, including the security interests 
of the CPE.

And if the Chinese leaders, by saying that in recent years the situa
tion did not change but that the USSE policy on a test ban allegedly 
did, and in a way are thus goading the Soviet Union to demonstrate 
objectively the recent changes in the balance of nuclear strength and 
for the sake of that divulge the defense secrets of the USSE, we can 
tell them one thing only: Wliile you are paying lip service to your 
concern for the strengthening of the defenses of the socialist countries, 
ia fact you are appeariag in the role of those who do not cherish the 
security interests of the socialist commonwealth but are ready to play 
ittto the hands of the forces of imperialist reaction. The Chinese 
leaders cannot be unaware that getting most reliable information on 
Soviet nuclear and missile weapons is exactly what the military staffs 
of certain powers and aggressive military blocs are dreaming of.

But if for some reason the Chinese leaders really doubt that the 
Soviet Union does possess powerful nuclear weapons necessary for the 
defense of all socialist states and are not satisfied with our explana
tions, they could at least study the statements highly placed U.S. 
military leaders made only several days ago in the American Congress, 
as well as the statement of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff. These 
statements openly acknowledge the nuclear power that is now possessed 
by the Soviet Union. These statements mean a lot, especially if one 
takes into consideration that imperialists only admit achievements 
of socialist countries when they are compelled to by life itself.

• • • • • •

I t  follows from the 15 August statement of the CPE Government 
that the Chinese leaders are greatly displeased with the Soviet Union 
for not giving China samples of atomic weapons. I t  looks as if 
annoyance with this policy of the Soviet Union and the other socialist 
states of not spreading nuclear weapons explains the attacks of the 
CPE leaders on the USSE’s foreign policy measures aimed at lessen
ing international tensions and consolidating peace, and especially 
their attacks on the nuclear test-ban treaty.

More than  once the Soviet Government took measures to convince 
the C P E  Government th a t prevention of the spread of nuclear weap
ons meets the interests of peace, the interests of all socialist countries,
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among them  the interests of the CPE,. As history would have it, the 
Soviet Union is the only socialist country th a t produces nuclear 
weapons.

By its foreign policy the Soviet Union has demonstrated th a t its 
nuclear m ight reliably stands guard  over the interests of the world 
socialist commonwealth, over the interests of the peoples fighting for 
social and national liberation. W hether one or more socialist coun
tries would be added to the number of nuclear states, th a t would make 
no m aterial change in the defense potential of the socialist camp— 
provided, of course, the socialist camp is regarded as a single whole. 
B ut w ith each new capitalist state getting hold of nuclear weapons, 
the danger of a nuclear w ar will increase. The possibility th a t the 
number of socialist nuclear owners would increase whereas the niun- 
ber of nuclear states in  the im perialist camp would rem ain unchanged 
is precluded, and to build one’s calculations on th a t means to build 
them on sand.

I t  would be naive, to say the least, to assume th a t i t  is passible to 
conduct one policy in  the W est and another in the east, to fight with 
one hand against the arm ing of W est Germany w ith nuclear weapons, 
agaiast the spreading of nuclear weapons in  the world, and to  supply 
these weapons to China with the other hand.

No, th a t would be an unrealistic policy, a policy divorced from  life. 
H ad the socialist countries started on this road to  which they are 
persistently pushed by the Chinese leaders, beyond aU question the 
W estern nuclear powers would have replied in  k in d ; and i t  is a fact 
th a t a number of capitalist states have the economic, technical, and 
other potentialities for the production of nuclear weapons. This en
tire  nuclear arsenal would have gone into the combined k itty  of the 
aggressive m ilitary  blocs of NATO, CENTO, SEA TO , and counter 
to the nuclear arsenal of the socialist coimtries. Only people blinded 
by their craving to have nuclear weapons in their own home can fail 
to see or realize that.

The efforts of the Soviet Union to achieve the signing of an in ter
national agreement banning the spreading of nuclear weapons find 
a most broad response and support throughout the world exactly be
cause the Soviet Union holds a position of principle on th is question. 
W ere it  not fo r the consistent and resolute struggle of the Soviet 
Union against the spreading of nuclear weapons, a struggle based on 
its nuclear m ight, the m ilitaristic forces in the W est—above all, the 
W est German revenge seekers who are m aking an all-out effort to 
get hold of nuclear weapons—would have been much closer to their 
goal than they actually are.

W e have criticized, as we do now, the policy of the U.S. Government 
and other W estern powers inasmuch as i t  holds open the door fo r the
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nuclear armament of West Germany, at least in a pool with otlier 
NATO coimtries. The Soviet Government came out firmly against 
the plans for a “multilateral NATO nuclear force,” having uncondi
tionally denounced these plans and having undertaken appropriate 
foreign policy acts in order to demonstrate to the peoples the danger 
inherent in their realization.

This was done by the Government of the Soviet Union and not by 
the CPE govenmient. The Soviet Government has exposed and will 
go on exposing the false concept upheld by the NATO powers: I t  is 
better if West Germany gets access to nuclear arms under NATO con
trol in the framework of the joint nuclear forces of this military bloc 
than if it develops its own nuclear weapons. The Soviet Government 
puts the question in a different way: The nuclear arming of West 
Germany must not be allowed in any form, because the provision of 
these weapons to a state whose foreign policy is based on revanchism, 
on the revision of the existing national boundaries in Europe, would 
greatly increase the danger of a new world war. This is why the 
Soviet Government will not relax its efforts to convince the Western 
powers that the policy of spreading nuclear arms, providing for their 
transfer in any form to West Germany, is a deeply erroneous policy, 
fraught with great dangers for the world.

I t might be thought that the Chinese leaders, having shut themselves 
off from the entire world by some sort of blinkers, know nothing of 
this nor have heard about it. After all, they claim in their state
ment—contrary to facts well known to everybody who reads newspa
pers and listens to the radio— t̂hat the Soviet Union does not properly 
oppose the provision of nuclear arms to the West German militarists. 
This cannot be assessed otherwise than slander.

The position of the CPE Government, Set forth in the statement of 
15 August, can be imderstood only in the sense that the Chinese leaders 
do not care how the nuclear weapons spread among the capitalist 
countries as long as the CPE leaders get a chance to lay their hands 
on a nuclear bomb and see what it is like.

I t  must be admitted that, being at a definite stage of its economic 
development, possessing a definite economic potential, the CPE is yet 
unprepared to produce nuclear arms in quantity. Even if the CPE 
were to produce two or three bombs, this would not solve its problem 
but would bring about a great exhaustion of the CPE economy. We 
know from our own experience what it costs for a country, for a people, 
to produce nuclear arms on a large scale, at a level meeting modem 
military techniques, modem defense requirements.

But we were compelled to do this in order to stand up against the 
imperialist camp, which possessed such arms. And the CPE can now 
rd y  on the means of defense which have been developed through the
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efforts of the Soviet people and which reliably serve the purposes of 
defending the countries of the socialist commonwealth.

This is why the most reasonable policy for the CPE in the present 
conditions— îf, of course, its desires and potential are to be commen
surate—would be to devote its efforts to the development of the na
tional economy, science, technology, and agriculture, devoting them to 
raising the welfare of the Chinese people, to meeting their vital needs. 
The Chinese people are experiencing many privations, and this is why 
such a course in the policy of the Chinese leaders would be more bene
ficial to the Chinese people, would be more appreciated by them and 
correctly imderstood throughout the world.

Let us grant that by overstraining its economy the CPU will finally 
be able to produce a few atomic bombs. But how many such bombs 
would in this case be aimed by the imperialists at the CPU ? Would 
the Chinese leaders then feel themselves more secure, even though 
sitting on their own atomic bomb ?

I f  the threat of a new war were to grow in the West—and this would 
inevitably occur in the event of the further spread of nuclear arms 
among the capitalist states—China would hardly feel itself in greater 
security than today.

In one’s imagination, and only thus, one can put up a wall of any 
height and any thickness between the events in the West and the 
developments in the East. In  reality there is no such wall. This was 
true even before World W ar I, it was confirmed by the experience of 
both world wars; and today, when distances on the earth are shrinking 
due to the development of science and technology, this has become 
even more obvious.

I f  the leaders of any country, big or small, do not wish to see the 
international situation as it is but proceed in their policy from the 
belief that only what takes place in their own house is important and 
everything that occurs in other areas of the world is unimportant, 
such a frame of mind smacks of restricted provincialism and scholas
ticism. Such views are simply dangerous in life due to their 
adventuristic nature.

The Chinese leaders abuse the Soviet Union in every way because it 
has nuclear arms while the CPE does not have them.

Can the CPE leaders say openlieartedly that without the nuclear 
might of the USSE, without the might which has served the interests 
of all the socialist countries all the^  years, without the policy of peace 
and of containment of the forces of aggression which the Soviet Union 
pursued and pursues, China could peacefully engage in its domestic 
tasks of economic and political development today ?

No, the leaders of the CPE would have had to admit that they can 
afford such a luxury as their statements against the nuclear test-ban
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treaty  and their rude attacks on the Soviet Union and the C PSU  only 
because the external security of China is guaranteed by the m ight of 
the Soviet Union and all the socialist commonwealth.

Indeed, they cannot be unaware of the true value of their claim that 
“in the struggle against imperialist aggression, in defending its se
curity, every socialist state relies primarily on its own defensive poten
tial and only then on the support and help of the fraternal countries 
and the peoples of all the world.” ® I t  is true, of course, that every 
socialist country makes its contribution to the common cause of insur
ing the security of the entire socialist commonwealth; and the fulfill
ment of the duty by each one of them in this relation deserves every 
respect.

But the attempt of any socialist state to rely only on its own forces 
in insuring its defenses—forces which, moreover, may not be sufficient 
in all countries—can prove to be a fatal mistake in the age of nuclear 
arms. All the socialist countries, including the CPE, no matter how 
its leaders try to prove the opposite, take into account when organizing 
their defenses the nuclear might of the Soviet Union, which contains 
the aggressive quarters of the Western powers.

The Chinese leaders claim that the Soviet Union allegedly cares 
only for its own welfare and, by concluding the treaty on the banning 
of nuclear weapon tests, “dooms the people to an age of suffering in 
pursuit of a minute of tranquillity.”

If  the Government of the CPE. means the absence of war when it 
says “tranquillity,” well, we have indeed always been, are, and will be 
for such tranquillity. We do not need war, just as the peoples of the 
socialist countries, all the peoples, do not need it. But if the Chinese 
leaders wish to cast aspersions on the resolution of the Soviet Union to 
go on upholding the cause of peace to the end, to safeguard the security 
of the nations of the socialist commonwealth—and judging by every
thing this is the intention of the authors of the aforesaid statement— 
they will not succeed in this.

I t  cannot be effaced from the memory of the peoples that at the 
critical moments, when the aggressive quarters put the world on the 
brink of war, the Soviet Union without hesitation threw in all its 
international weight, all its military might, to stay the hand of the 
aggressor raised over a small or big coimtry geographically distant 
or close to us. This was the case in the period of the Suez crisis. This 
was the case during the events around Syria and Iraq in 1958. This 
was the case in the period when tension flared up in Taiwan Strait— 
and the Chinese leaders, the Chinese people, certainly remember it. 
This was also the case during the crisis in the Caribbean area when 
the Soviet Union, by its rocket-nuclear might, shielded revolutionary

“ See ante, p. 359 (variant translation).
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Cuba. Perhaps the Chinese leaders consider that all these were mo
ments of “tranquillity.” But we can say bluntly that nobody but 
they are in accord with this. These steps of the Soviet Government 
were also an expression of genuine proletarian internationalism, not 
the one on which Peking likes to expound and which is backed by noth
ing but noisy slogans and paper resolutions.

One more circumstance cannot be overlooked: The CPE Govern
ment, disregarding its duty as an ally, abusing relations of trust exist
ing among the socialist countries, has embarked upon the road of 
making public classified documents and information related to the 
defenses of the countries of the socialist commonwealth, and, what is 
more, of presenting the facts tendentiously, in a distorted light. Of 
course the Soviet Government will not fall as low as to embark upon 
the road of divulging information relating to the defenses of the so
cialist nations. The Soviet Government is compelled to state that 
after these actions of the CPE Government there is hardly anyone 
who will believe the sincerity of its assurances and trust it with in
formation of defensive importance. I t  is natural that the Soviet Gov
ernment will draw its conclusions on this score.

The statements of the Chinese leaders reveal a growing tendency to 
speak on behalf of the peoples of practically all the world, including 
the Soviet people, the peoples of the other socialist countries, and also 
the young national states of Asia, Africa, and Latin America. But 
who gave the Chinese leaders the right, the Soviet people inquire with 
indignation, to determine for us, for the Soviet Government, for the 
Communist Party, what conforms and what does not conform to our 
interests? We have not given you this right, and do not intend to 
give it to you. Who gave the leaders of the CPE the right to speak 
on behalf of the peoples of the other socialist countries ? Have they 
asked for the view of the Poles, Germans, Czechoslovaks, Eumanians, 
Bulgarians, Hungarians, Yugoslavs, and Mongolians on the discon- 
tiauance of nuclear weapon tests and are they drawing up their state
ments on the basis of this view? No, they have not asked for the view 
of the peoples of these countries.

They simply maintain that they can say anything that comes into 
(heir heads—that they can make Peking’s voice pass for the voice of 
Warsaw, Berlin, Ulan Bator, or the capitals of the other socialist 
countries.

The attitude of the CCP leaders to the genuine interests of the 
other socialist countries is evident from their assertion that the sign
ing of the test-ban treaty allegedly “sacrifices” the international 
status of the GDE. Perhaps the CCP leaders do not know that the 
GDE was among the first to affix its signature to this treaty, immedi
ately after it was signed by its initial participants ? In the question

728^674— 64------- 2̂8
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of assessing the significance of GDE participation in the nuclear-test 
ban treaty, OOP leaders obviously measure everything by their own 
yardstick, maintaining that China is more versed in German affairs 
than the GDK and its Government.

Although the OOP leaders do not state this openly, the contents 
of both statements of the OPR Government on the nuclear test-ban 
treaty imply not an ending, but on the contrary, a continuation of 
nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere, and that the holding of 
tests in outer space and imder water would be in the interests of 
people and peace. However, it is permissible to ask where and when 
did people announce their readiness to breathe radioactive air and 
eat radioactive food ? We do not know of such statements. We also 
have no knowledge of the Chinese people saying: Yes, let nuclear 
weapons tests continue for we are ready for radioactive substances 
to poison our blood, settle in our bones and bring incurable dis
eases to us and our children and through heredity to our posterity. 
We have not heard the Chinese people saying anything of this sort,

Every commimist Leninist will have a feeling of natural disgust 
at such an attitude toward thermonuclear war: Never mind if half 
of humanity perishes or if 300 million Chinese die, because on the 
other hand imperialism will be erased from the face of the earth and 
those who survive will rapidly create, on the ruins of imperialism a 
new civilization that will be a thousand times higher. I t  is precisely 
such an attitude toward thermonuclear war that was more than once 
present in the pronouncements of highly placed Chinese representa
tives. Should the CPE, Government make not 2 but 102 statements 
that it is dying to achieve the prohibition and destruction of nuclear 
weapons and that its only worry is the interests of people, it will not 
be able to wash away the shame of staking on the deaths of hundreds 
of millions of people, including the Chinese, in a thermonuclear war.

However, by its latest statement against the nuclear test-ban treaty, 
the CPR leadership only confirms that today, too, in its foreign policy 
it is guided by this anti-Marxist, anti-Leninist, and inhuman concept.

Who has asked those Chinese doomed in advance to death if they 
are willing to be tinder in the furnace of a nuclear missile war? 
Did they empower the CPE leadership to sound their death knell 
ahead of time?

Another question also arises. If, according to the forecasts of the 
Chinese leaders, about half of the population of such a large country 
as China will perish in a thermonuclear war, then how many people 
will perish in countries where the population is measured not in 
hundreds of millions, but in tens or just millions?

But it is obvious that the half of mankind which the Chinese lead
ers are ready to cross out from among the living would include many
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entire countries and peoples. W lio gave the Chinese leaders the righ t 
to settle the destinies of these peoples, to speak on their behalf?

W ho gave the Chinese leaders the righ t to smear the ultim ate goal 
of the international labor movement—the victory of labor over capi
tal— b̂y assertions th a t the road to  it  lies through a world therm o
nuclear w ar and th a t i t  is w orth while to sacrifice ha lf the population 
of the world so as to build a higher civilization on corpses and ruins. 
This concept has nothing ia  common w ith the M arxist-Leninist 
teaching. W e are against this savage concept.

W e have waged and are waging a tireless struggle fo r the trium ph 
of the ideas of M arxism-Leninism, fo r the liberation of the peoples 
from  any exploitation and oppression, fo r the victory of labor over 
caipital by methods w orthy of the great hum anistic ideals of socialism 
and communism.

Though some people in Peking are ready to sacrifice ha lf the popu
lation of their country, ha lf of m ankind, the C PSU  Central Commit
tee and the Soviet Government reassures the life not only of half 
the population of the Soviet Union, but the life of every Soviet per
son, ju st as it  is not indifferent to the destinies of the other peoples 
of the world. The Leninist Central Committee of our party  and 
the Soviet Government see their duty before the Soviet people first 
of all in  insuring conditions fo r a stable peace and for the implemen
tation of the great plans for all-out construction of a communist 
society in our country. The actions of the Soviet Union in  the in ter
national arena are subordinated to the task  of preventing the imleash- 
ing by im perialists of a world therm onuclear war. In  this we also 
see our international duty to the working people of the whole world.

O ur people do not have to  borrow courage from  others. W hen the 
need arose to defend our righteous cause, the freedom and independ
ence of our m otherland, the g reat gains of October, the Soviet people 
took up arms and routed the aggressors in a life-or-death struggle. 
No one will succeed in belittling the great exploits of our people which 
in their past defense of the m otherland more than once sent aggres
sors to their knees, and no one will succeed in  defiling the banners of 
the Soviet Arm y, th a t are covered w ith undying glory, of the liber
ator arm y, the banners th a t in  the years of W orld W ar I I  were 
carried by Soviet soldiers to the heart of Europe and to the shores 
pf the Pacific Ocean. A nd in  the fu ture too, in  any tria ls  or tests 
the Soviet Union will not flinch. I t  has everything to adm inister a 
devastating rebuff to anyone who would infringe on the security of 
the Soviet Union or its friends and allies. B ut no incantations from  
Peking will draw  the Soviet Union to  the road of madness, to the road 
of irr^ponsib le playing w ith the lives of hundreds of millions of 
people.



420 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1963

The CPR leaders are trying to picture things in such a way that 
their statements, aimed at undisguised interference into the domestic 
affairs of other socialist states, in particular the Soviet Union, are 
motivated allegedly by a feeling of “proletarian international duty.” 
I t  follows from their logic that the “international duty” of a friendlj 
state is to smear the Soviet Union and its peace-loving foreign policy, 
to arrogate the right to speak on behalf of the peoples of the other 
socialist countries.

I t  must be said that not a single imperialist government has yet 
gone so far as to dare to assert that it and not the Soviet Government 
is representing the Soviet Union in international affairs, to speak on 
behalf of the Soviet people. I t  is not hard to realize what would 
happen in the world if not only the CPE Government but also the 
other states, especially big powers, would follow the example set by 
the CPE Government in its statement of 15 August.

Chaos and plunder would reign in international relations if any 
government would arbitrarily proclaim itself, and not the government 
of this or that country, as the exponent of the will of the people of 
that coimtry. If  we are to foUow in intergovernmental relations such 
a criterion as the arbitrary interpretation of “international duty”— 
and bourgeois states could take up such a criterion proceeding from 
their understanding of such a duty— t̂hen there would no longer be 
place either for international talks, or for respect for the sovereignty 
of states, or noninterference in their domestic affairs.

In the statement of the CPE Government spokesman the pretentions 
to determine for the Soviet people what is in their interests and what 
is not, what insures the security of the Soviet Union and what does 
not, reaches really fantastic proportions.

What is the value, for example, of the idea contained in the CPE 
Government statement that if the Soviet Union continues to promote 
in international affairs the line that was embodied in the conclusion 
of the treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer 
space, and under water, that is, it continues following its peace-loving 
foreign policy, “then the Soviet Union itself in the final count will 
not be able to hold out.” We know that the CPE Government takes 
very seriously its “warnings” to the U.S. Government. Quite a num
ber of such “warnings” have been made to date. Perhaps the sen
tence that the Soviet Union “will not be able to hold out in the final 
count” is also a “warning” issued by the CPE but only to a new 
address? The Chinese leaders are trying to present matters in such 
a way as to make it seem as though they are also speaking on behalf 
of the oppressed people of Asia, Africa, and Latin America, and some 
sort of mouthpiece for them. But what kind of appeals come from
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iViis moutlipiece ? What kind of a banner do the leaders of China want 
to hoist over the national liberation movement of the peoples ?

The appeals of the CPE leaders reek strongly of demagogy and ad
venturism. They want to foist upon the peoples of Asia, Africa, 
and Latin America the idea that the nuclear test-ban treaty and other 
steps aimed at reducing international tension allegedly interfere with 
the development of their national liberation struggle. Such rantings 
are a fraud. To stake the fate of the national liberation movement 
on aggravation of international tension, on pushing humanity to the 
brink of thermonuclear war, as the CPE leaders are doing, is tan
tamount to promising the peoples freedom after death.

No, Chinese leaders will not entice anyone to the road which ends 
in an abyss. I t  is not to have all their gains threatened with destruc
tion that the peoples of Asia, Africa, and Latin American pressed for 
independence. They want to live, to strengthen their states, to develop 
their economy, to create the material foundations for achieving 
genuine independence.

Unconvincing are the attempts of the Chinese leaders to present mat
ters in such a way as to make it seem that they have a patent on the 
interpretation of the sentiments and aspirations of the peoples of 
Asia, Africa and Latin America. The incompatibility of the position 
of the CPE leaders with the interests of these peoples is best attested 
by the circumstance that despite their attacks on the nuclear test-ban 
treaty, the states of Asia, Africa, and Latin America are acceding 
to the treaty one after another.

On the other hand it seems one does not hear of approval by these 
states of the line taken by the CPE Government. Is it that the mails 
do not function efficiently enough or the telegraph has failed and 
therefore no news is forthcoming about the solidarity of some states 
with the position of the CPE Government on the question of the 
nuclear test-ban ? I t  seems that this is not the case.

The only thing that remains for the authors of the statements of 
the CPE Government to do is to use as trump cards the pronoimce- 
ments of a few apostates who have long since lost ground in their 
countries and in their parties and whom Peking is trying hard to woo. 
Oh yes, the CPE Government can also boast of a resolution of the so- 
called “Fourth International” uniting Trotskyite groups. “Worthy” 
partners in “proletarian internationalism,” no gainsaying that.

The outcry against the nuclear test-ban treaty is widely used in 
Peking for the propaganda of a Peking-invented version about a 
“special” community of interests of the peoples of Asia, Africa, and 
Latin America. Playing on the nationalist sentiments of some leaders 
in certain countries of Asia, Africa, and Latin America, the Chinese 
leaders ostentatiously stress the community of the interests of these
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three continents only, without saying a word about the need to 
strengthen their solidarity with the peoples of the socialist countries, 
with the world revolutionary movement of the working class. Such 
an interpretation of Afro-Asian solidarity can serve not so much as 
an instrument of struggle against imperialism as a means of isolating 
the peoples of these countries from the socialist states, as well as 
from many other peace-loving states. Who except imperialists stands 
to profit from such a line ?

As if foreseeing the present attempts of the Chinese leaders to 
erect walls within the international communist and national libera
tion movement, separating it by the token of the color of skin as if 
foreseeing their striving to separate the liberation struggle of the 
people from the revolutionary movement of the international pro
letariat, V. I. Lenin wrote: “He who says A must say B—he who takes 
the standpoint of nationalism, naturally goes as far as to want 
to surround with a Chinese wall his nationality, his national working 
class movement, unabashed by the fact that it will be necessary to 
build separate walls in each city, place, and village, unabashed by the 
fact that by his tactics of division and fragmentation he reduces to 
naught the great call for cohesion and unity of proletarians of all 
nations, races, and languages.” »

The Soviet Government does not at all hold the view that every 
calumny of the CPE leadership against the Soviet Union and its 
policy of peace and of defending the inalienable right of the peoples 
of free and independent development merits an answer on our part. 
But nevertheless it is necessary to touch upon another contention 
of the Chinese leaders. They declare that it has been their lot to 
raise still higher the baimer of struggle for the complete banning 
of nuclear weapons, allegedly “discarded” by the Soviet Union. Fine 
standard bearers indeed are those who conduct a policy of blocking 
even the first step on the road toward complete proliibition of nuclear 
weapons.

We would have been only too glad had the CPE Government 
marched in one rank with the Soviet Union, with all the socialist 
countries in the great struggle for disarmament. Unfortunately this 
is not so today.

The banner of the struggle for general and complete disarmament 
and for the destruction of nuclear weapons has been raised high and 
is carefully carried in their hands by all those for whom the world 
peace contains a concrete program of actions to reduce international 
tension, to insure conditions for peaceful coexistence of states with

' Sooheneniya (4th ed.), vol. VI, pp. 474-475.
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different social systems, and to remove the danger of thermonuclear 
war. Unfortunately the CPE is not among them today.

Under present conditions, while the danger of the most aggressive 
imperialist forces unleashing a world thermonuclear war still exists, 
but when, at the same time, there are mighty forces in the world 
capable of preventing war, of frustrating the schemes of the aggres
sive circles, it is specially important for the peoples to have a true 
orientation in the further struggle for peace.

The Soviet Government does not abandon hope that the CPU 
leaders will weigh once more all the consequences of their presrait 
policy contradicting the interests of cohesion of the socialist countries 
and the interests of peace, and would bend efforts for the CPE again 
to take its place in the ranks of states engaged in tireless struggle 
to prevent thermonuclear war, for peaceful coexistence and for the 
freedom and independence of the peoples.

Statement by the Acting United States Representative 
(Stelle) to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Com
mittee: Military Bases, August 27, 1963 ^

Today I  wish to outline the views of the United States Govern
ment with respect to the question of bases.

I t  is the position of the United States Government that bases, 
wherever located, will be reduced and eventually eliminated in the 
third stage of general and complete disarmament as a result of the 
reductions in armaments and forces undertaken throughout the vari
ous stages of our proposals. Bases by and of themselves are not in
trinsically significant. Without the armaments, material and forces 
which make up the military potential of such bases, they have limited, 
if any, military purpose. We believe that as these armaments, mate
rials and forces are brought down on a balanced basis on both sides, 
bases—both domestic and foreign—will also disappear.

For example, in the very first stage, the United States has pro
posed that nuclear delivery vehicles be reduced 30 per cent by type. 
In  addition, we have proposed the destruction of the associated 
launching pads for missiles which will be destroyed under this meas
ure. Certain of the missiles to be destroyed under this proposal 
are to be those in the medium range and intermediate range cate

" ENDO/PV.155, pp. 14r-18.
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gories.^ For the most part it is well known that missiles in these 
categories are, on the Soviet side, deployed in large numbers in the 
Western reaches of the Soviet Union. Similarly, NATO has de
ployed a nimiber of such missiles in the European area to counter this 
Soviet threat. In each case, because of the type of missile involved, 
the reduction will affect each side in like percentages and each side 
will also be required to destroy the missile-laimching portion of the 
bases from which those missiles are lamiched. In the Soviet Union 
the missile-launching portions of certain of the so-called domestic 
bases, which the West regards as threatening NATO territory in 
Europe, will be destroyed. Similarly, the missile-launching portions 
of certain of the NATO bases, which the Soviet Union claims to 
regard as threatening its territory, will also be destroyed. I t  is not, 
therefore, a question of whether a base is domestic or foreign that 
coimts under our proposals, but rather the gradual and balanced re
duction of armaments which will decide at what point in the process 
towards general and complete disarmament a particular portion of 
a base will be reduced or eliminated.

To do otherwise would be to introduce grave imbalances in the proc
ess, imbalances which would be contrary to the fifth principle of the 
Joint Statement of Agreed Principles.®

In  many respects our views concerning the reduction of all bases 
are very close to those expressed by the Soviet representative regard
ing domestic bases when he said:

. . . so-called national bases are in reality various installations and services in 
places where a particular State’s own armed forces are stationed in its own 
territory. These armed forces, with all the major and ancillary installations, 
services, workshops, depots and so on, wiU all be gradually reduced and 
eliminated as the disarmament process develops from stage to stage.*

With regard to bases we must take into account that there is some
thing of a balance in armaments and forces as between the major 
groupings in the world today. We believe that this present balance 
should not be upset as disarmament proceeds if disarmament measures 
are indeed to be equitable and fair to both sides. The balance between 
the two sides is maintained at the present time by a rough balance in 
at least two major categories of military strength.

First, in armaments, and to a lesser extent in forces, there is a rough 
balance between the two sides. Secondly, the strategic and tactical 
deployment of these armaments and forces has helped to create and 
preserve the present balance. Therefore, we firmly believe that as 
armaments are reduced States should not at the same time be asked

* Documents on Disarmament, 196S, vol. I, pp. 354r-357, vol. II, p. 718.
^lUd., 1961, p. 441.
‘ Ante, p. 402.
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to undertake redeployment of armaments and men which will upset 
this second area of balance. All this means that as States reduce 
their armaments and forces in an equitable fashion, as proposed under 
the Western suggestions, they should be free to continue to maintain 
such deployments of forces within existing defensive arrangements as 
are necessary to maintain the military balance.

This situation is graphically illustrated if we look for a moment at 
the geographical and political factors which shape the defensive pos
ture of the NATO alliance and compare them with the related factors 
within the Soviet bloc. In  the world today we have the Soviet bloc 
area of control stretching in one large contiguous central land mass 
for well over 7,000 miles from central Germany to the Pacific Ocean, 
and from the Arctic to the heart and beyond of Central Asia. This 
land mass provides the Soviet bloc with cohesion, interior lines of 
communication and the ability to face any particular area on the 
perimeter at a time and place of its own choosing with a very large and 
powerful concentration of forces. The rest of us in the world sit on 
the perimeter of the central land mass which is imder Communist 
domination. We must, of course, be alert and watch our defences at all 
points along that perimeter because of the ability of moving from 
the centre of the land mass rapidly in any one of a number of diverse 
directions.

But it also happens that in the West the centres of strength are 
diversified and separated by great distances. The United States, for 
example, lies, in almost all directions, several thousands of miles from 
the perimeter. In  addition, the free world is composed of many other 
States, all of varying capabilities. Only when welded together in a 
strong alliance in which the defence of all is shared by all do those 
States present a bulwark strong enough to ensure that their own 
individual defence is sound. In  terms of defence, then, the only cure 
for the geographical diversity of the free world is for it to ally itself 
into defensive arrangements. As a result of these defensive arrange
ments, deployments of armaments and forces are made to the areas 
which, from a military and strategic point of view, are best suited to 
the defence of the free world. As things stand, therefore, we have 
two very diverse Power groups confronting each other around the 
world: the single, compact Soviet bloc group of Stales as opposed to 
the f arrflung group of independent and diverse States which make up 
the, free world banded together in varying degrees to ensure their own 
defence.

The Western alliance system did not arise overnight nor without 
cause. I t  came about as a result of certain events in recent history 
well known to all, which compelled the States of the West to feel it 
necessary to group together in their own defence. The former leader
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of the United Eingdom delegation, Mr. Godber, set this otit particu
larly clearly at our meeting of 29 March, and we need only refer repre- 
sentatiTes to what he Said without repeating in detail his clear expla
nation of why the dfefensive requirements of the West came into 
being.”

Mr. Godber’s statement made clear some of the reasons why we find 
ourselves where w6  are £oday. We say that the NATO defensive 
alliance has ensured a balance and maintained peace in Europe and 
the world. We maintain that it is defmsive, and the proof of this is 
the fact that no aggression has been committed or contemplated in 
NATO against any other State or group of States. The Soviet repre
sentative may choose to reply that our claims about NATO’s defensive 
character are really only true because the strength of Soviet forces 
in Europe and elsewhere has deterred NATO. While, of course, we 
do not accept Soviet allegations about NATO having an offensive 
character, the argument which I  have just cited in some respects goes 
to indicate why we are not ready to undertake the complete dis- 
inantling of the NATO alliance and its military defence potential in 
the first stage while nlassive Soviet conventional forces would remain 
on the threshold of Western Europe. For if the Soviet Union can 
honestly believe it deters so-called lI'ATO aggression, how much more 
do we have a right to believe our alliance, with its defensive based sys
tem, has also served as a deterrent.

The present balance of military power in the world means that the 
Soviet proposals on so-dalled foreign military bases would cause grave 
imbalances for several reasons.® Initially it would mean that all com
mon bases of the NATO alliance, freely provided by its members for 
the use of the alliance, would be scrapped. All NATO’s means of 
common defence would be eliminated, while the Soviet Union would 
not at the same time have to abandon its own bases. The whole 
elaborate Soviet tiational base structure, with its extensive conven
tional armaments, could remain essentially unchanged. The major 
part of the conventional armaments in those bases along the borders 
of free world countries would not be removed or abolished. In  that 
sense alone, then, the Soviet proposal contains imbalances as regards 
the deployment of armaments on bases.

Secondly, the Soviet proposal will cause imbalances because it fails 
to take account of the differences between the East and the West as 
regards geo^aphy. In  fact the proposal appears to be designed to 
exploit to Soviet advantage the diversified nature of the Western 
defensive arrangements. The Soviet Union does that by proposing a

' See ante, pp. 134 -̂135.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1962,volLll,'PP‘ 9iQ-WXi.
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measure designed to mpe out those defensive arrangements without a 
c6 hsequent reduction or balancing arrangement in the Soviet strategic 
poStur6 .

For example, even if we assume that the first stage of the Soviet plan 
were completely implemented that would leave the Soviet Union with 
massive conventional forces and armaments on the very doorstep^ of 
W ^tern Europe. Those forces, would be organized into a completely 
integrated fighting machiae. The West,.,on thej,.;Obher hand, uj^der 
the Soviet proposals, would be a fractionated group pf smaller States, 
each with its own separate aimed force. In addition, many of the 
forces, which now maintain the balance in Europe woiild be located 
three thousand miles from the area where they might be urgently 
needed.

The Soviet representative and other Eastern representatives have 
sought to draw some dist^etion between dpmestic and foreign phases. 
The Soviet representative has relied heavily in this case on su.ch state
ments about bases on foreign territory as that they are aggressive, and 
so forth. That line of reasoning seems to constitute, in fact, the bulk 
o f, the Soviet case on the question of, foreign bases. But clearly, no 
amount of repetition will make true what , is not true. The Soviet 
representative has never really told us whjat makes sofcalled foreign 
bases any different from domestic bases. Aggression is ia the. first 
instance a condition of mind. W ith an aggressive policy all bases 
could be springboards for aggression, with a defensive policy, all bases 
bastions of defence. Certainly we caniiot rely on a, Soviet? argument 
based on some a^umed supei:ior moral virtue somehow to impute char- 
apteristigs to Western defense installations which just are,not there.

The West is clearly not going to accept one-sided measures aimed at 
divesting it in the first stage of the alliance on which it depends for 
defence. There is no truth ki the allegation that the West has built 
its .bases as stepping stones to aggression. Rather, as the facts make 
plear, the bases built by the West h,ave served to keep the peace and to 
help us reach and maintain the condition of balance from which we 
can negotiate toward viable and workable disarmament agreements.
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Fourth Interim Progress Report of the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee to the Disarmament Commis
sion and the General Assembly, August 29, 1963 ^

The Conference of the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament 
transmits herein to the United Nations Disarmament Commission and 
to the Eighteenth Session of the General Assembly, a further interim 
progress report on the Committee’s deliberations on all questions be
fore it for the period 17 April 1963 to 1 September 1963.

Representatives 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 Republic, United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, and the United States of America.

I. Nucl^r Test Ban

The Committee considered the problem of a nuclear weapon test ban 
at a number of plenary meetings while it was in session between 17 
April 1963 and 2 1  June 1963.

On 1 0  June 1963, at the 142nd meeting, a joint memorandum on the 
question of the cessation of nuclear weapon tests was submitted by the 
Delegations of Ethiopia, Nigeria and the United Arab Republic.^

A working Paper containing a synopsis of suggestions by the Non- 
Aligned members of the Conference concerning a treaty on the discon
tinuance of nuclear weapon tests covering the period from 12 Febniary 
1963 to 10 June 1963, was prepared by the Secretariat and circulated 
on 19 Jime 1963 at the request of the Delegation of Sweden.® 

On 10 June 1963, it was announced that it had been agreed between 
N. S. Elmishchev, Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR, 
John F. Kennedy, President of the United States of America, and 
Harold Macmillan, Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, to resume 
in the middle of July in Moscow the discussious on the cessation of 
nuclear weapon tests with the participation of the representatives of 
the Soviet Union, the United States and the United Kingdom.

On 1 2  June 1963, at the 143rd meeting, the United States submitted 
excerpts from an address by President Kennedy on peace, delivered

* ENDC/115, Aug. 29, 1963. The documentary annexes are not printed here. 
For the first two reports, see Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. I. pp. 577- 
581, and voL II, pp. 865-871. The third report appears ante, pp. 170-173.

* Ante, pp. 203-206.
’ Ante, pp. 206-214.
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in Washington, 10 June 1963, which included the announcement of 
tihe July discussions in Moscow.*

The Soviet Union submitted excerpts from an address by N. S. 
Khrushchev, Chairman of the Coimcil of Ministers of the USSR, on
2  July 1963 in Berlin in which he expressed the readiness of the Soviet 
Government to conclude an agreement banning nuclear weapon tests 
in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water.®

As a result of the discussions held in Moscow between the representa
tives of the USSR, the USA and the United Eongdom, agreement was 
reached on the text of a treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in the 
atmosphere, in outer space, and imder water, which was initialed on 
25 July by A. A. Oromyko, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics, Mr. Harriman, Under Secretary of 
State for Political Affairs of the United States, amd Lord Hailsham, 
Lord President of the Council and Minister for Science of the United 
Kingdom.®

On 30 July 1963, the United States submitted the text of an address 
of President Kennedy of 26 July 1963, reporting to the nation on the 
treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in tlie atmosphere, in outer space 
and under water.''

On 30 July 1963 and 1 August 1963, at the 148th and 14:9th meetings, 
all participants in the Conference expre^ed satisfaction with the re
sults of the Moscow Conference on a nuclear test ban, and with the 
aims proclaimed by the negotiating parties in the preamble to the 
treaty.

The treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer 
space, and under water was signed in Moscow on 5 August 1963, by
A. A. Gromyko, Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, Mr. Dean Rusk, Secretary of State of the United 
States of America, and Lord Home, Secretary of State for Foreign 
Affairs of the United Kingdom.®

At the 150th meeting, on 1 2  August 1963, the representatives of 
the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and the United States paid 
tribute to the contribution made by the Conference to the successful 
conclusion of the test ban treaty, and a statement to this effect was 
included in the communique issued by the Conference at the conclusion 
of that meeting.

* Ante, pp. 215-222.
' Ante, pp. 244r-246.
“ See ante, pp. 249-250.
'' Ante, pp. 250-257.
® Ante, pp. 291-293.



430 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1963

' Members of the Committee noted with satisfaction the large num
ber of states that have adhered to the nuclear test bah trea ty  or 
expressed their intention to do so.

II. General and Complete Disarmament

: The Committee has continued consideration of general and complete 
disarmament and in accordance with the agreed agenda ® discussed 
measure^ of the first stage of a treaty on general and complete dis
armament,regarding: nuclear weapons delivery vehicles, conventional 
armaments, nuclear disarmament, arid military bases and armed forces 
at such bases or elsewhere in foreign territories, together with ap- 
proptiate control measures. These discussions continued to give 
prim ary, coasiderstion' to a. revised draft treaty on general and com
plete^ disarmament, submitted by the Soviet Union on 26 November 
1962/“ a^cj to the outline of basic provisions of a treaty on general and 
complete disarmament in a peaceful world, submitted by the United 
States on 18^p ril 1962.“  r,, : -

On 18, June 1963, the resolution on general and complete disarmar 
ment adopted by the conference of Heads of African States and 
Governments, held in Addis Ababa from 22-25 May 1963, was sub
mitted by the Delegations of Ethiopia, Nigeria and the United Arab 
Eepublic.^^ . '

On 14 August 1963, at the iSlst meeting, the United States sub- 
iiiitted an amendment to its outline of basic provisions of a treaty on 
general arid complete disarmament in a peaceful world relating to 
nuclear disarmament in Stage A t the same meeting the United 
States' also submitted draft treaty articles relating to nucleair dis
armament measures in Stage 

On 14 August 1963, Canada submitted a revision of ENDC/36 of 
4 May 1962, Comparison of USA and USSE Disarmament Pro
posals.̂ ®

III. Measures aimed at the lessening of international tension, the con
solidation of confidence among States, and facilitating general 
complete disarmariient

The Committee continued consideration in its plenary meetings, of 
such measures as could be agreed to prior to, and as would facilita,te 
the achievement of, general and complete disarmament.

“ Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 679-681.
pp. 913-938. t

“ vol.  I, pp. 351-382; vol. II, pp. 718, 728-730.
“ Ante, p. 195.
“ Ante, p. 327.
“ Ante, pp. 327-330.
“ BNDO/36/Eev.l.
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XJjttder agreement, between the governments of tho United States 
and the.Soviet Union, repr^entatives of the twOjCOuntrjes held a 
numjber of meetings, beginning on 6  May 1963, on the question of 
the establishment of a direct communications linj: betwp^ the gov
ernments of the USA and the USSR for use in, tim§ of .emergency.. 

As a result of these negotiations, on 2 0  June 1963, representatives 
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Eepublics and the United States of 
America signed a Memorandum of Understanding regarding the 
establishment of a direct commimications link between the two goy- 
ermnents for use in time* of emergency^

On 6  May 1963, at the 128th, meeting, Brazil , and Mexico, sub,-̂  
mitted a Declaration on the denuclearization of Latin America/^ 

On 27 May 1963, at the 137th meeting, the Soviet Union submitted 
the itext of a Note which it had presented to the Government of the 
United, States of America on the denuclearization of the Mediter
ranean.̂ ® ■ : , j ,
, On 21 June 1963, at the 147th meeting, Mexico suW itted a working 

paper for the Committee’s consideration contaii^g  an Outline dr£(,ft, 
tr^ ty  prohibiting the placing in orbit and the stationing ui outer 
space of nuclear weapons.̂ ®

The Soviet Union submitted excerpts from an address by N. S. 
Khrushchev, Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSE, of 
19 July 1963 in Moscow,̂ ® and answers by N. S. Khrushchev on 
27 July 1963 to questions put to him by correspondents of Pravda and 
Izvestia containing the proposals of the Sovj.pt Union regarding 
measures for the lessening of , international tensipn and facilitating 
general and complete disarmament.^^ ,,r

On 16 August 1963, at the 152nd meeting, Canada submitted a Com
parison of Some Significant Developments in USA and USSR Pro
posals concerning the Reduction of the Risk of War through Accident, 
Miscalculation, Failure of Communications or Surprise Attack.^^

IV. Meetings of the Co-Chairmen

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-Chaiimen of the Eighteen KTation 
Committee on Disarmament, have held numerous meetings. The

“ Ante, pp. 236-238.
" Anie, pp. 182-183.
“ Awfe, pp. 187-193.
“ Anie, pp. 239-242.
“ knie, pp. 247-249.

A n t e , pp. 257-260.
"BNDCS/110.
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schedule of and procedure for the work of the Conference, general 
and complete disarmament, cessation of nuclear weapon tests and 
measures aimed at the lessening of international tension, the consoli
dation of confidence among States, and facilitating general and com
plete disarmament were discussed.

V. Ptocedural Arrangements

A. Thirty-six plenary meetings took place between 17 April 1963 
and 1 September 1963.

B. At its 145th meeting on 17 June 1963, the Conference decided 
to recess from 2 1  June 1963 to 30 July 1963.

C. At its 149th meeting, upon recommendation of the Co-Chairmen, 
the Conference decided to recess from 2  August 1963 to 1 2  August 
1963, in connexion with the signing of the treaty banning nuclear 
weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water.

D. The Committee at its 156th meeting on 29 August 1963 agreed to 
a recess beginning 1 September 1963. The Committee empowered the 
two Co-Chairmen, after consultation with the members of the Com
mittee, to set a date for reconvening at Geneva no later than one week 
following the termination of the consideration of the nuclear testing 
and disarmament items at the 18th Session of the General Assembly.

VI. Conference Documents

Transmitted herewith as Annex I I  to this report is a list of all 
documents and verbatim records of the plenary meetings.

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 Eepublics United States of America

S. K. Tsarapkin Charles C. Stelle

Chinese Communist Statement on the Soviet Union and 
the Test-Ban Treaty {Extracts), September 1, 1963 ^

On 2 1  August the Soviet Government issued a statement - in reply 
to the statement made by the spokesman of the Chinese Government 
on 15 August.® This Soviet statement is even less presentable than

‘ Peiping radio broadcast, Aug. 31, 1963. The Soviet Government replied on 
Sept. 21 {Current Soviet Documents, vol. I, no. 28, Oct. 7,1963).

“ Ante, pp. 404r-423.
" Ante, pp. 352-366.
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its forerunners. I t is unable to advance a single logical argument in 
defense of the Soviet leader’s act of betrayal; it cannot answer any 
of the questions of substance we raised in our last statement. The 
only new element in it is its assertion that China wants to gain victory 
through the launching of thermonuclear war and to bring about the 
death of half of mankind. With this assertion, the latest slander 
campaign of the Soviet leaders against Chiaa plumbs new depths. 
Apparently the Soviet leaders have already become so degenerate 
that they now depend on telling lies for a living.

More and more facts bear witness that on the question of war and 
peace the Soviet leaders’ theory is one of forbidding revolution, and 
their practice is one of moving from adventurism to capitulationism, 
and the conclusion of the tripartite treaty marks the further develop
ment of their capitulationism. And to cover all this up they are 
desperately distorting the Marxist-Leninist line of the Chinese Com
munist Party and the Chinese Government on the question of war and 
peace, asserting that China wants to impose its “adventurist program” 
on other countries.

The Soviet Government in its statement is insolent enough to say 
that we are able to criticize them only because China enjoys the pro
tection of Soviet nuclear weapons. Well, then, leaders of the Soviet 
Union, please continue to protect us awhile with your nuclear weapons. 
We shall continue to criticize you, and we hope you will have the 
courage to argue the matter out with us.

I

In our statements of 31 July and 15 August we demonstrated ir
refutably that in signing the tripartite treaty the Soviet leaders be
trayed their original stand, betrayed the interests of the Soviet people, 
betrayed the interests of the peoples in the socialist camp, and betrayed 
the interests of the people throughout the world.* In its statement on
3 August the Soviet Government erected the shield of state sovereignty 
against this criticism of ours.® Now they are erecting a shield out of 
national defense secrets. They say that what has changed are objec
tive circumstances and not the Soviet leaders. And what were the 
changed circumstances ? A h! That camiot be divulged because it is 
a national defense secret.

This is sheer hypocrisy. National defense secret indeed! The 
simple fact is that after its tests in 1961 and 1962 the Soviet Union 
came into possession of the technical data which it needed. Who does 
not know this so-called national defense secret! That took place back

‘ Ante, pp. 270, 353.
® Ante, p. 289.

728-<674— 64------29
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in 1962, but as late as 15 June 1963 the Soviet leaders were still saying 
that the position of the West was unacceptable.® How can the 180- 
degree turn made by the Soviet leaders after 15 June 1963 in betrayal 
of their original position be explained away by the change which took 
place ia 1962 ?

With the conclusion of the tripartite treaty, the Soviet, statement 
asserts, at the worst the situation is the same as without the treaty; 
how can anyone say the treaty has increased the danger of war? The 
United States may conduct underground nuclear tests, but cannot the 
Soviet Union do the same? This assertion can only delude people 
who do not look beyond the surface, or are most naive. The essence 
of the matter is that the United States is in the lead in the field of 
imdergroimd nuclear testing. Without the tripartite treaty the United 
States would have been condemned when it engaged in underground 
nuclear testing. The tripartite treaty legalizes underground nuclear 
testing, which precisely helps the United States maintain and improve 
its lead. In  the short period since the conclusion of the tripartite 
treaty the United States has already conducted three underground nu
clear tests. On 24 August the U.S. Defense Department submitted 
a program to the Senate proposing a great increase in underground 
nuclear tests. Deputy Defense Secretary Gilpatric said: “The under
ground testing program will be comprehensive. Therefore, it will be 
revised to include as many as feasible of the objectives of the tests 
which we would otherwise gain under conditions of unrestricted test
ing,” so as “to insure the highest practicable rate of progress in nuclear 
technology.” ’’

All this is shocking to people who are truly concerned about peace. 
How can the Soviet leaders pretend blindness? The whole world 
knows that the tripartite treaty is designed to manacle all socialist 
coimtries other than the Soviet Union and all the peace-loving coun
tries, and that it has no restraining effect whatsoever on U.S. imperial
ism. I t  does not hinder the United States from using nuclear weapons 
in time of war, manufacturing and stockpiling nuclear weapons, and 
proliferating nuclear weapons among its allies.

After the conclusion of the tripartite treaty, U.S. imperialism has 
continuously declared that it is not bound in any way, and the Soviet 
leaders have not uttered a sound of protest. The Soviet statement 
pretends ignorance of all this and maintains that the Soviet leaders’ 
position on the qu^tion of preventing the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons is perfectly reasonable. The Soviet statement says it would

“ See OMte, pp. 225-226.
'‘Nuclear Test Ban Treaty: Hearings Before the Committee on Foreign Rela

tions, United States Senate, Eighty-eighth Congress, First Session, on Executive 
M, 88th Congress, 1st Session, p. 978.
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not mean much if one or two more socialist countries came into posses
sion of nuclear weapons, but it would be terrible if one or two more 
capitalist countries did so; that the 3oviet Union caimot on the one 
hand give nuclear weapons to Chiua and on the other oppose the 
United States’ giving nuclear weapons to West Germany; and that if 
the Soviet Union did so, the United States would surely arm West 
Germany with nuclear weapons. The Soviet statement boastfully 
proclaims this to be the Soviet leadeirs’ “principled stand” on the ques
tion of preventing nuclear proliferation.

My! a “principled stand!” But let us see what this “principled 
stand” amounts to. Anyone with some knowledge of Marxism- 
Leninism who but slightly uses his head will see

— t̂hat is a cowardly stand which utterly despises the strength of 
one’s own class brothers and holds in awe and veneration the strength 
of the imperialists;

— t̂hat it is an absurd stand which puts the socialist camp and the 
imperialist camp on a par and makes no distinction between the enemy 
and our^lves; and 

— t̂hat it is a reactionary stand which implies that nuclear prolifera
tion by U.S. imperialism is not for aggression but for defense and that 
the aggressive nature of imperialism has already changed.

Even a bourgeois statesman with some common sense understands 
that a commitment undertaken must be premised on a commitment 
accepted by the other party. The Soviet Union is not giving nuclear 
weapons to China, but has the United States undertaken an obligation 
not to arm West Germany with nuclear weapons ?

In  our view, the dogged adherence by the Soviet leaders to their 
“principled stand” is a matter of unrequited love. Look how pitiless 
the U.S. imperialists are! After signing the tripartite treaty, they 
noisily proceed with building up the NATO “multilateral nuclear 
force” and continue to ship nuclear weapons to West Germany. 
Where is there any sign of a commitment ?

The tripartite treaty marks the surrender of the Soviet leaders to 
U.S. imperialism. I t  is rotten to the core. China of course cannot 
be a party to it. The Soviet statement asserts that in refusing to sign 
this treaty China is assuming the role of those in the rightwing of the 
ranks of the U.S. “madmen,” the West German revanchists, and the 
French extremists. I f  that is the case, do not Chiang Kai-shek, 
Adenauer, and Franco, who have signed, become leftwing forces of 
peace? So that is how matters stand! I t  is indeed a great discovery 
of the Soviet leaders!
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I I

Finding themselves unable to put up any defense for the tripartite 
treaty, the Soviet leaders resort to slandering China. One of the 
slanders is that China is opposed to the tripartite treaty because the 
Soviet Union has denied it the atom bomb. This is a deliberate distor
tion of China’s position. In our last statement we explained in detail 
how, as far back as 1959, the Soviet leaders made a gift to the United 
States of their refusal to provide China with the technical data re
quired for the manufacture of nuclear weapons. But for the sake of 
larger interests, we never mentioned this before, not even between 
fraternal parties. I f  it were not because the Soviet leaders have col
luded with the U.S. imperialists in an effort to force China to under
take not to manufacture nuclear weapons, we would not have wanted 
to talk about this. Our exposure has enraged the Soviet leaders, who 
declare that it amounts to divulgence of confidential documents and 
information relating to the defenses of the countries in the socialist 
camp, and that they will draw their own conclusions. Please do not 
pretend innocence. You know very well that long before we published 
our last statement you told the Americans the secrets between China 
and the Soviet Union concerning nuclear weapons. As for drawing 
conclusions, have you not already done that long ago ? Not only have 
you perfidiously and unilaterally scrapped the agreement on provid
ing China with nuclear technical data, but you have blatantly given 
more and more military aid to the Indian reactionaries, who are 
hostile to China and have made incessant armed provocations against 
it. What is this if not your “own conclusions ? ”

The real point is that the Soviet leaders hold that China should 
not and must not manufacture nuclear weapons, and that only the 
few nuclear powers, and particularly U.S. imperialism, the enemy 
of the people of the whole world, are entitled to the continued produc
tion of nuclear weapons.

The Soviet statement asserts that China can rely on the nuclear 
weapons of the Soviet Union and need not manufacture them itself, 
that if it tries to manufacture them it will result in a great strain on 
China’s economy.

Should or should not China itself master the means of resisting 
U.S. nuclear blackmail? True, if the Soviet leaders really practiced 
proletarian internationalism it might not be necessary for China to 
manufacture its own nuclear weapons. But it is equally true that if 
the Soviet leaders really practiced proletarian internationalism, they 
would have no reason whatever for obstructing China from manufac
turing nuclear weapons.
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Is not China very poor and backward? Yes, it is. The Soviet 
leaders say, how can the Chinese be qualified to manufacture nuclear 
weapons when they eat watery soup out of a common bowl and do 
not even have trousers to wear ? The Soviet leaders are perhaps too 
hasty in deriding China for its backwardness. They may or may not 
have judged right. But in any case, and even if we Chinese people 
are unable to produce an atom bomb for a hundred years, we will 
neither crawl to the baton of the Soviet leaders nor kneel before the 
nuclear blackmail of the U.S. imperialists.

The Soviet statement says that if China were to produce two or 
three atom bombs the imperialists would aim many more atom bombs 
at China. This is m effect instigating the imperialists to threaten 
China with atom bombs. Of course, the fact that the U.S. imperial
ists may wish to aim more atom and hydrogen bombs at China merits 
attention and vigilance. But there is nothing terrifying about it. 
At this very moment the United States has many such bombs already 
poised against China. I t will not make much difference if the United 
States listens to the Soviet leaders and adds a few more. The Chinese 
people will not tremble before U.S. nuclear threats. But none must 
ask “where do the Soviet leaders place themselves in making such an 
instigation?”

In  the eyes of the Soviet leaders, the whole world and the destiny 
of all mankind revolve around nuclear weapons. Therefore, they hold 
on tightly to their nuclear weapons, afraid that someone might take 
them away or come to possess them and so break up their monopoly. 
They are very nervous. They attribute China’s principled criticism 
of the tripartite treaty to its failure to obtain the atom bombs it 
desires.

I l l

The main feature of the Soviet Government’s latest statement is its 
slander that we want socialism to win by means of thermonuclear 
war and that we would sacrifice 300 million Chinese and half of man
kind in order to create a greater civilization on the corpses and the 
ruins. Bailing at China, the Soviet statement asserts that China is 
carrying out “an inhuman policy” and following a “bestial concep
tion.” This is really hair-raising stuff. How shocking! The 
Chinese communists are nothing but a bunch of bloodthirsty mon
sters, worse than Hitler, worse than any tyrants past or present and, 
needless to say, hundreds of times worse than the U.S. imperialists. 
But how is this possible? What do the Soviet leaders base them
selves on in making such fantastic charges against China? Their 
charges, however varied, boil down to two counts:
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First, that some responsible Chinese leaders have talked about the 
possibility that in a war people may die by himdreds of millions;

Second, that the Chinese journal E ed F lag has made the assertion 
that the victorious people would create a beautiful future for them
selves on the ruins of imperialism.

The references are to certain remarks made by Comrade Mao Tse- 
tung in his speech at the Moscow meeting of the communist and 
workers parties on 18 November 1957 and to a passage in the article 
“Long Live Leninism!” written by the editorial department of R ed 

F lag. Let us now see what the Chinese Communist Party actually 
said.

Comrade Mao Tse-tung [said] : “I t  is my opinion that the interna
tional situation has now reached a new turning point. There are 
two winds in the world today, the East wind and the West wind. 
There is a 'Chinese saying, either the East wind prevails over the 
West wind or the West wind prevails over the East wind. I t  is 
characteristic of the situation today, I  believe, that the East wind 
is prevailing over the West wind; that is to say, the forces of social
ism are overwhelmingly superior to the forces of imperialism.”

Proceeding from that estimation, Comrade Mao Tse-tung pointed 
to the steadily growing possibility of preventing imperialism from 
launching a new world war. Comrade Mao Tse-tung then added: 
“At present another situation has to be taken into account, namely, 
that the war maniacs may drop atomic and hydrogen bombs every
where. They drop them and we act after their fashion; thus there 
will be chaos and people will be lost. The question has to be consid
ered for the worst. The Political Bureau of our party has held sev
eral sessions to discuss this question. I f  fighting breaks out now, 
China has got only hand grenades and not atomic bombs—which 
the Soviet Union has, though. Let us imagine—how many people 
will die if war should break out? Out of the world’s population of 
2.7 billion, one-third—or, if more, half—^may be lost. I t  is they and 
not we who want to fight; when a fight starts, atomic and hydrogen 
bombs may be dropped.

“I  debated this question with a foreign statesman. He believed 
that if an atomic war was fought the whole of mankind would be 
annihilated. I  said that if the worst came to the worst and half of 
mankind died, the other half would remain while imperialism would 
be razed to the ground and the whole world would become socialist; 
in a number of years there would be again 2.7 billion people and 
definitely more.

“We Chinese have not yet completed our construction, and we desire 
peace. However, if imperialism insists on fighting a war, we will 
have no alternative but to make up our minds and fight to the finish
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before going ahead with our construction. I f  everyday you are afraid 
of war and war eventually comes, what will you do then ? First I  
have said that the East wind prevails over the West wind and that 
war will not break out, and now I  have added these explanations about 
the situation in case war should break out. In  this way both possi
bilities have been taken into account.”

The passage in “Long Live Leninism!” reads: “We consistently 
oppose the launching of criminal wars by imperialism, because impe
rialist war would impose enormous sacrifices upon the people of vari
ous countries (including the people of the United States and other 
imperialist countries). But shotild the imperialists impose such sac
rifices on them, we believe that, just as the experience of the Russian 
revolution and the Chinese revolution shows, those sacrifices would 
be rewarded.

“The victorious people would very swiftly create on the ruins of 
imperialism a civilization thousands of times higher than the capitalist 
system and a truly beautiful future for themselves.”

The meaning of these words is very clear:

1—China wants peace, and not war; .
is the imperialists, and not we, who want to fight a war;

3— world war can be prevented;
4—^Even in the eventuality that imperialism should impose a war 

on the people of the world and inflict tragic losses on them, it is the 
imperialist system and not mankind that would perish, and the future 
of mankind would still be bright.

In  effect, we make the point in these four sentences. These four 
sentences are interrelated. But the Soviet leaders have seized hold 
of half of the sentence in which we mention the possibility that the 
people of the world might suffer tragic sacrifice, quoted it out of 
context, and turned the other three and a half sentences inside out. 
Hence the conclusion: China wants war, and not peace; China, and 
not imperialism, wants to fight a world war; a world war is inevitable; 
and China wants to launch a nuclear world war and bring about 
the death of half of mankind so as to attain a bright future for man
kind. I t  is indeed pitiable that the leaders of a great power, and a 
great socialist power at that, should resort to such low fabrications.

But the lies told by the Soviet leaders are really too gross and 
fantastic. Anyone who uses his brains will ask, how can China 
launch a nuclear war if it does not have £i single atom bomb? All 
revolutionaries throughout the world know that imperialism is the 
source of war. How can anyone imagine that socialist China will 
launch a world war ? I t  is inconceivable.
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The quoted remarks of Comrade Mao Tse-tung in 1957 were a reply 
to some people’s view that mankind would be annihilated if im
perialism unleashed a nuclear war. The Soviet leaders have spread 
this view over a number of years and are still spreading it. They say 
that if imperialism unleashes a nuclear war it will not only scorch but 
will burn everything to ashes, i.e., the 3 billion people of the world 
will all die. We do not agree with this pessimistic and despairing 
view of theirs. We say that if imperialism should unleash a nuclear 
war and the worst came to the worst, half of the world’s populations 
would be killed. We are optimistic about the future of mankind.

They say, our extreme stipposition that half the world’s popula
tion might die is a bestial conception. Does that not make their 
oft-repeated view, that all the 3 billion people of the world would 
die, doubly bestial ?

While propagating the theory of the annihilation of mankind, they 
say that the people of the world will bury imperialism if imperialism 
forces a nuclear war on them. For instance, the open letter of the 
Central Committee of the CPSU of 14 July declared, “I t  stands to 
reason, of course, that if the imperialist madmen unleash a war, the 
peoples will sweep away capitalism and bury it.” ® But people are 
bound to ask, if according to your theory all the 3 billion people in 
the world will die if imperialism unleashes a nuclear war, then who 
will remain to bury imperialism ?

•  •  •  • •  • •

Why do the Soviet leaders continuously repeat this big lie? Do 
they really believe that the imperialists would not launch another 
world war? Do they really believe that China wants to launch a 
world war ? Clearly, this is not the crux of the matter. The crucial 
point is, what should be the policy in face of U.S. imperialist nuclear 
blackmail and threats—resistance or capitulation? We stand for 
resistance, and so they say we want to launch a war and bring about 
the death of half of mankind. They even believe that whoever dares 
to presume that imperialism may launch a war wants to launch a 
war himself. In that case, what is the way out? Of course, the 
only way is capitulation and to capitulate before the imperialists act. 
In the final analysis, they are racking their brains and telling all 
these lies for the purpose of covering up their disreputable capitula
tionist stand.

IV

The Soviet statement declares that “the appeals of the CPE leaders 
smack strongly of demagogy and adventurism,” and that “to link the

‘ Pravda, July 14, 1963, pp. 1 -4; Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XV, 
no. 28 (Aug. 7 ,1963), p. 19.
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fate of the national liberation moyement with an aggravation of in
ternational tension, with urging humanity to a world thermonuclear 
war, as the CPE leaders are doing, is like promising the peoples free
dom after death.” What the Soviet leaders mean is clear. Imperial
ism in possession of nuclear weapons must not be resisted. Should the 
oppressed peoples and nations resist and should the socialist countries 
support the resistance, that would be pushing mankind into a world 
thermonuclear war.

The Soviet leaders hold that “no problem of the revolutionary 
movement of the working class or the national liberation movement 
can now be considered in isolation from the struggle to preserve peace 
and avert a world thermonuclear war.” The Soviet leaders hold that 
“local wars in our time are very dangerous, for any small local war 
might spark off the conflagration of a world war.” The Soviet leaders 
hold that if the people of any country dare to wage a revolutionary 
war against imperialism, they are doing nothing but hankering after 
“dying beautifully” and engaging in a “movement for piling up 
corpses.” The Soviet leaders hold that if a nuclear war should break 
out “in the case of many peoples the question of socialism would be 
eliminated altogether because they would have disappeared bodily 
from our planet.” The Soviet leaders even hold that under the threat 
of a nuclear war Kennedy, the chieftain of U.S. imperialism, and 
people like him have “shown concern for the preservation of peace” 
and “try on their part to avert a war.”

In short, in the opinion of the Soviet leaders, the emergence of 
nuclear weapons has changed everything; it has changed both the 
nature of imperialism and the nature of our epoch. Our epoch is no 
longer one of revolution as defined in the Moscow statement, but a 
nuclear epoch, a nuclear century. In the 14 July open letter of the 
Central Committee of the CPSU, the Soviet leaders said, “The nuclear 
rocket weapons that were created in the middle of our century changed 
old notions about wars.” In reality, this means that after the emer
gence of nuclear weapons, war is no longer the continuation of politics, 
there is no longer any difference between unjust and just wars, im
perialism is no longer the source of war, and the people of various 
countries should no longer wage just wars against imperialist armed 
aggression and armed suppression by the reactionary regime, for such 
just wars cannot possibly be won but will only bring about the annihi
lation of mankind.

The conclusion must be: The only thing for all the oppressed peoples 
and nations and for all countries and people subjected to aggression 
and oppression to do, if they do not want to court self-destructibn, 
is to capitulate to imperialism which possesses nuclear weapons. Any
one who dares to resist imperialist oppression, aggression, and threats
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and to wage revolutionary war for independence and liberation, and 
anyone who dares to support such revolutionary war, is guilty of, the 
error of adventurism and will be held responsible for the disaster, of 
the so-called annihilation of mankind. In the opinion of the Soviet 
leaders, in this nuclear century to remain alive is everything, and there 
is no aim in life. This is the philosophy of willing slaves which 
demands of the people of the world that they submit to the tender 
mercies of imperialism. I t  is a reactionary theory in the service of 
imperialism. I t  is a truly bestial conception.

Y
The views of the SoAdet leaders referred to above are a total betrayal 

of Marxism-Leninism and are cpmpletely contradicted by the facts of 
history since the end of World War II . Except for the, blind it is 
clear that since the emergence of nuclear weapons, the imperialists; 
have continued to resort to nuclear weapons, the imperialists have 
continued to resort to counterrevolutionary wars as a way to carry 
out their, policies of oppressing and eii-slaving the peoples of various 
countries, and that the countries and peoples suffering from aggression 
and oppression have continued to regard revolutionary wars as the way, 
to oppose imperialist aggression and oppression and to win their inde
pendence and,lil?eration. Thp history of the last 18 .years is replete 
witii wars of aggression and wars against aggression, with unjust and 
just wars. War is still the continuation of politics.; , , ,

At the end of World W ar II , a,fte;^it had dropped tsvo atomic bombs 
on HiroSihima and Nagasaki in Japan, U.S. imperialism assumed that 
armed with this “ultimate weapon” it could ride roughshod over the 
world and do whatever it p leased.At the time there was a kind of 
fear nientality among the C leese people as well as among peoples >of 
other countries. U.S. imperialism, possessed of atomic weapons, ap
peared to them so powerful that they thought it coul^ put down peo
ple’s revolutions at will. Precisely at that crucial moment Comrade 
Mao Tse-tung said in his talk with the American correspondent Anna 
Louise Strong in 1946: “The atom bomb is a paper tiger which the 
U.S,. reactionaries use to scare people. I t  looks terrible, but in fact, it 
isn’t. Of course, the atom bomb is a weapon of mass slaughter, but 
the outcome of a war is decided, by the people, not by one or two,new 
types of weapons.

“All reactionaries are paper tigers. In appearance, the reaction
aries are terrifying, but in reality they are not so powerful. From 
a long-term point of view, it is not the; reactionaries but the people 
who are really powerful.’? ®!

“Committee for the Publication of the Selected Works of Mao Tse-tung, 
Central Committee of the Communist Party of China, Mao Tse-tung, Talks W ith  
the American Correspondent Anna Louise Birong. P eip ing: Foreign Language 
Press, 1961, p. 6.



CHINESE,COMMUNIST STATEMENT, SEPTEMBER 1 4 4 3

: This 'Mftrxist-Leninist, thesis of Qomrade ' Mao; Tse-tung’s ;was' ,a 
timely exposure of the U.S. imperialists’ plot of atomic blackmail and 
armed the Chinese people and the revolutionary people of all coun
tries against it. The victory after victory which the people of many 
countries have;'won in the revolutionary wars against the aggression 
and enslavement by the imp0rialists and their Jackeys in the past 17 
years haye repeatedly proved the correctness of this thesis. , ■
, While the U.S. imperiaiists still had a monopoly of nuclear weapons 
the Chinese people achieved the great victory of their revolution in 
defiance of U.S. imperialist blackmail and intimidation. While the 
U.S. imperialists still retained their nuclear superiority they were not 
able to prevent the defeat of their war of aggression in Korea. In 
November 1950, after the U.S. imperialists had met with serious re
verses on the Korean battlefield, Truman, then president of the United 
States, cried for the use of atomic bombs and this immediately 
aroused indignant protests from the people of the whole world and 
also general panic and opposition from the allies of the United State's. 
Furthermore, U.S. military personnel did not believe that the use of 
atomic weapons on the Korean battlefield would actually be effective. 
As 3, result, throughout the Korean war the U.S. imperialists never 
dared to use atomic weapons. ; , '  ̂ :

. Following the armistice in Korea, the people of Vietnam,are ;\riĉ ;ori- 
ous in their revolutionary war against French imperialism. Even 
..though; it held atomic weapons, U.S. imperialism was unable to realize 
its plan of increasing its intervention in the war in Vietnam.

The people of Algeriaj after more than seven years of hard and 
bitter struggle, were victorious in their war for national independence.

The people of Cuba, at the ;Very gate pf U.S. imperialism# won 
victory in their revolution throjigh armed struggle. U.S., imperialism 
has pever , dared to declare thfit it would use nuclear weapons against 
the Cuban people. . . , , . i

The people’s armed forces in Southern Vietnam are now carrying on 
a victorious struggle against the‘ U.S. imperialists and their lackey, 
the Ngo-Dinh Diem clique. Although the U.S. imperialists have em
ployed a great variety of new weapons, they have not,dared to use 
nuclear weapons. ;
, U.S. iHiperi^ism.caimot stop the people’s revolutionary struggles of 
various;countries, by;means of nuclear weapons. The reason is that 
politically, recourse to. this tind  of weapons would, place U.S. imperi
alism in a position of extreme isolation and niilitarily, the, massive

! “  At a press conference on Nov. 30,1950, President Truman made some remarks 
on Ills authority to .use the atomic bomb, wMcJi were widely misinterpreted as a 
threat to use it (see New York Times, Dee. 1, 1950, pp. 1, 3 ) . For his clarifying 
statement, see Department o f S ta te  Bulletin, Dee. 11,1950, p. 925.
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destructiveness of nuclear weapons limits their use, for in civil wars 
and wars of national independence, where the lines zigzag and the 
fighting is at close range, the use of nuclear weapons of mass de
struction would inflict damage on both belligerents. In his speech 
delivered on 16 December 1959, Kennedy admitted that U.S. nuclear 
strength “cannot be used in so-called brushfire peripheral wars. It 
was not used in Korea, Indochina, Hungary, Suez, Lebanon, Quemoy, 
Tibet, or Laos. In short, it cannot prevent the communists from 
gradually nibbling away at the fringe of the free world’s territory 
and strength, until our security is being steadily eroded in piecemeal 
fashion . . .

I t  is therefore evident that, provided the revolutionary people are 
not afraid of the imperialists’ nuclear blackmail and persevere in their 
just struggles, they can gain victories in their revolutions. And such 
struggles and victories have not led to world war but have constantly 
weakened and effectively restrained imperialism, and thus have re
duced the danger of the imperialists launching a world war and 
safeguarded world peace.

The interests of the people’s revolutions and the interests of world 
peace are identical. I t  is a manifestation of the proletarian inter
nationalism of the Chinese Communist Party when it gives full sup
port to the daily growing national liberation movements in Asia, 
Africa, and Latin America. The Soviet leaders slander this stand of 
the Chinese Communist Party as being racist and accuse us of under
mining the unity of the national liberation movement with the inter
national proletariat. As a matter of fact, since you smear the national 
liberation movement as a “movement for piling up corpses” and as 
“promising the peoples freedom after death,” what is the need of your 
talking about this unity ? Is there any meaning in uniting with a pile 
of corpses ? Your contempt for the colored peoples and the oppressed 
nations is a downright racist and reactionary nationalist viewpoint.

V I

Imperialism, whose doom is sealed, cannot save itself by relying on 
nuclear weapons, nor can the socialist countries win victory in their 
struggle against imperialism by relying solely on nuclear weapons. 
We have always fully appreciated the important role played by the 
Soviet Union’s possession of nuclear weapons in the struggle of the 
people of the world against the imperialist policies of aggression and 
war and for world peace.

But there is a limit to everything, and once the limit is exceeded, 
the thing is reduced to absurdity. I t  is a pity that in their attitude 
toward the Soviet Union’s possession of nuclear weapons the Soviet
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leaders have exceeded the limit. The Soviet leaders insist on exagger
ating the role of nuclear weapons and trust blindly in them, despise 
the masses, and have forgotten that the masses are the makers of 
history, and so they have degenerated into worshippers of nuclear 
weapons.

•  •  «  •  • •  •

The latest statement of the Soviet Government is even more blatant 
in asserting that the Soviet nuclear weapons played the decisive role in 
defeating the Anglo-French war of aggression against Egypt in 1956 
and frustrating the plot of the U.S. armed threat against Syria in 
1957 and the U.S.-British plot to send troops for intervention in Iraq 
in 1958. All these defeats suffered by the imperialists resulted pri
marily from the struggles of the Egyptian, Syrian, and Iraqi peoples. 
The firm support to these peoples by the people of the world, including 
the Soviet people, also played an important part. How then can all 
this be credited solely to Soviet nuclear weapons? I t  is especially 
ridiculous that the Soviet statement also gives all the credit to Soviet 
nuclear weapons for the Chinese people’s victory in smashing the 
armed provocations of U.S. imperialism in the Taiwan Strait in 1958. 
The Soviet paper Krasnaya Zvezda even said on 25 August 1963, “the 
nuclear might of the Soviet Union, the very country which has now 
been abused by the slanders of Peking, saved millions of Chinese from 
nuclear death and defended the sovereignty, security and independ
ence of their country.”

What were the facts ? In August and September of 1958, the situa
tion in the Taiwan Strait was indeed very tense as a result of the 
aggression and provocations by the U.S. imperialists. The Soviet 
leaders expressed their support for China on 7 and 19 September 
respectively. Although at that time the situation in the Taiwan 
Strait was tense, there was no possibility that a nuclear war would 
break out and no need for the Soviet Union to support China with 
its nuclear weapons. I t  was only when they were clear that this was 
the situation that the Soviet leaders expressed their support for China.

We have not forgotten and will not forget the support which the 
Soviet people have given to China on the question of Taiwan over a 
long period. Likewise, however, we have not forgotten and will not 
forget what the Soviet leader, Khrushchev, said about the question of 
Taiwan after his visit to the United States in October 1959. He said 
that the question of Taiwan was an incendiary factor in the inter
national situation and that because the United States supported 
Chiang Kai-shek and the Soviet Union supported China, there re
sulted the atmosphere of an imminent great war. But what the 
Soviet Union stood for was the creation of all conditions to ease inter-
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national tension and eliminate war, lie said. He further said that 
there was more than one way to solve every complicated question, 
depending on what basis you took. For example, after the October 
Revolution, there was established in the Soviet Far East the Far 
Eastern Republic, and Lenin recognized it at the time; this was a 
temporary concession and sacrifice,, but later- on it was united with 
Russia. The meaning of this statement by the Soviet leader was 
quite clear. To put it bluntly, this was to ask China to agree to the 
U.S. scheme of creating “two Chinas.” This absurd view was of 
course rebutted and rejected by China, whereupon the Soviet leaders 
made a, series of speeches hinting that China was “craving for war 
like a,cock for a fight,” and, like Trotsky, wanted “neither peace nor 
war,” and so on. ,

In  accordance with the procedure mutually agreed upon by the 
Soviet Union and the United States, the Chiang Kai-shek clique has 
now signed the tripartite treaty and is swaggering as if it were a: 
sovereign state. Not only has the Soviet leader asked the Chinese 
Government to sign the same tripartite treaty with the Chiang Kai- 
shek clique spurned by the Chinese people, and thus tô  create a situa
tion of two Chinas; he has also threatened that if the Chinese Govern
ment opposes this treaty and refuses to be bound by it th e ,United 
States will:help the Chiang Kai-shek clique to manufacture nuclear 
weapons. I t  tumS’ out that in order to “save millions of Chinese from 
nuclear death,” one China has to become two Chinas!

I t  is evident that the Soviet leaders will stop at nothing in order to 
curry favor with the U.S. imperialists. The international position 
of the GDR is beneath their notice and China’s sovereignty and 
territorial integrity are also beneath their notice. Although the truth 
has been exposed so fully, they still assert that the nuclear strength of 
the Soviet Union guarantees China’s independence and sovereignty. 
What effrontery!  ̂ , i

V II ;

IsTuclear weapons in the hands af socialist countries should always be 
defensive weapons against the nuclear threats of the imperialists. In 
contrast to the imperialists, socialist countries have no need to, and 
must not, use nuclear weapons for blackmail or gambling. The ques- ■ 
tion of using nuclear weapons is one that concerns the interests of 
millions upon millions of people, and the socialist countries must be 
extremely prudent on this question and never act recklessly. In this 
connection, both adventurism and capitula,ti6nism are extremely 
dangerous.

During the Caribbean crisis the Soviet leaders committed both the 
error of adventurism and the error of capitulationism. Instead of
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criticizing themselves, they have prided themselves on the slap in their 
face, boasted of their “genuine proletarian internationalism” and pro
claimed what they have called a “major victory of the policy of reason, 
of the forces of peace and socialism.” They have wantonly attacked 
the Chinese Communist Party for the righteous position it took on 
this issue, alleging that; China hoped for a head-on clash, between the 
United. States a,nd the Soyiet Union and tried to provoke a nuclear 
war. This is utterly jloathsomp- 

The Soviet leaders never weaiy of asserting that there was a thermo- 
:nuclear war crisis in the Caribbean Sea, which was averted only be
cause the Soviet leaders firmly pursued the, policy of peaceful coexist
ence. . ;

But tjje, facts are there,for evei^one to see. Although the tension 
in the Caribbean Sea stemmed from the U.S. imperialist policy of 
aggression agamat.:Cub.a and although there has been a continuing 
danger, of :an invasion of Cuba by tJie.UfS. imperialists, nevertheless, 
before the Soviet leaders sent pockets into Cuba, there did not exist a 
crisis,of the United,States using nuclear weapons in the Caribbean 
Sea and of a nuclear war breaking out. I f  it should be said that such 
a crisis did arise, it was a result of the rash action of the Soviet leaders.
,: The Soviet leaders slanderously accuse China of hoping for a head- 
on,clash between the United States and the Soviet Union. The ques
tion is, did, we ask you to transport rockets to Cuba? The label of 
,adventurism cannot be pinned on us.; I f  the Marxist-Lenini^t line, 
which we always follow, had been acted on, there would never have 
been a question of shipping rockets to Cuba and the so-called nuclear 
war crisis would never have existed. Then how could the question 
of adventurism have arisen ? ’

We should like to'iask the Soviet leaders: Sitice the transport of 
rockets to Cuba was a matter of such great imf»ortanc», did you ever 
consult about it with the Soviet people, or with the other socialist 
countries, or with the working dlass in capitalist countries ? Without 
consulting anybody, you willfully embarked on a reckless course and 
irresponsibly played with the lives of millions upon millions of people. 
The errors were of your own ma;king,' and so what ground is there for 
you to blame others? ; . ,

There is no need whatsoever to transport rockets to Cuba in order 
to support the Cuban revolutioni . . .

The Soviet leaders have said that China was opposed to the-with
drawal of the rockets from Cuba and to the efforts of the Soviet Union 
to avert a nuclear war. This is a completely groundless statement. 
We were totally opposed to your sending the rockets in, then why 
should we oppose their withdrawal ?
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I t  is understandable that you should have tried to extricate your
selves from the difficulties of your own creation, but we were 
resolutely opposed to your acceptance of the completely unjustifiable 
and humiliating terms which the U.S. imperialists advanced.

In recklessly introducing the rockets into Cuba and then humiliat
ingly withdrawing them, the Soviet leaders moved from adventurism 
to capitulationism and brought disgrace to the Soviet people, the 
Cuban people, the people of the countries in the socialist camp, and 
the people of the whole world. They have inflicted unprecedented 
shame and humiliation on the international proletariat. All this has 
been unalterably written into history. No matter how the Soviet 
leaders lie or what sleight of hand they perform they can never wash 
away their shame.

The capitulation of the Soviet leaders has inflated the aggressive
ness and arrogance of the imperialists. After the Caribbean crisis, 
when the U.S. imperialists saw that their policy of nuclear blackmail 
had succeeded, they concluded that Moscow was more afraid of atomic 
war than Washitigfcon. Just like any fortune hunter who gets a wind
fall, the U.S. imperialists became overweeningly arrogant. Now that 
they fully understand the weaknesses of the Soviet leaders, they are 
using both tough and soft tactics to force them into further capitu
lation. The signing of the tripartite treaty is a hallmark of such 
further capitulation to U.S. imperialism on the part of the Soviet 
leaders.

V III

The position and line of the Chinese Communist Party and the 
Chinese Government on the question of war and peace have always 
been clear and cannot be distorted. We resolutely oppose world war 
and we resolutely defend world peace. Not long after World War II, 
Comrade Mao Tse-tung stated definitely that a third world war could 
be prevented.

For over a decade the Chinese people have been firmly persisting 
in the struggle to oppose the imperialist policies of aggression and 
war, to prevent a new world war, and to preserve world peace. We 
have consistently held that, provided the people of the whole world 
become united, follow a correct line, and persevere in struggle, a new 
world war can be prevented, a nuclear war can be prevented, and 
world peace can be preserved.

I t  is our view that imperialism is the source of modern wars and 
that U.S. imperialism is the main force of aggression and war. 
Unless a resolute struggle is waged against the U.S. imperialist pol
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icies of aggression and war, defense of world peace is completely 
out of the question. . . .

I t  is our view that in order to strive for world peace it is necessary 
to give full support to the national liberation movement and the 
revolutionary struggles of the people of all countries. The more 
these struggles develop, the more the imperialist forces will be weak
ened and the more possible it will be to prevent the imperialist from 
launching a world war. I f  one refuses to support, and even sabotages, 
the national liberation movement and the revolutionary struggle of 
the people of all countries, this will only endanger world peace.

We consistently maintain that countries with different social sys
tems should coexist peacefully. I t  was China which initiated the five 
principles of peaceful coexistence. I t  has made unremitting efforts 
for peaceful coexistence with countries having different social systems 
on the basis of the five principles. For the socialist countries, peace
ful coexistence must in all circumstances be based on principles and 
must not depart from them. Negotiation is one form of struggle 
against imperialism. Necessary compromises can be made in negotia
tions so long as the principle of upholding the fundamental interests 
of the people is observed.

But if one regards negotiations as the main means, or even the sole 
means, of striving for peaceful coexistence and does not scruple to 
sell out the fundamental interests of the people in order to seek com
promises with imperialism, that is not peaceful coexistence but capit
ulationist coexistence, and it will only result in endangering world 
peace.

We are in favor of general disarmament and hold that the im
perialists can be forced to accept certain agreements on disarmament 
through the unremitting struggle of the people of all countries. We 
are of the opinion that the complete and thorough prohibition of nu
clear weapons can be achieved while imperialism still exists, just as 
poison gas was prohibited. This is because the use of such a weapon 
of mass destruction is completely contrary to the will of the people and, 
moreover, would subject the users to destruction. However, universal 
and complete disarmament can be realized only after imperialism, 
capitalism, and all systems of exploitation have been eliminated. To 
make propaganda about the possibility of realizing “a world without 
weapons, without armed forces, and without wars” through universal 
and complete disarmament while imperialism still exists is to deceive 
the people of the world and is detrimental to the struggle for world 
peace.

We hold that while affirming the growing possibility that imperial
ism can be prevented from launching a new world war, one should also 
recognize that the danger of a new world war still exists. Necessary

728-674— 64-------30
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preparations must be made against this danger. The better we are 
prepared, the less is the possibility that the imperialists will dare to 
launch such a war. I f  anyone stresses only one possibility— t̂he pos
sibility that imperialism will not launch such a war—tries to make 
the people of the world believe that no other possibility exists, and 
does not even dare think of the other possibility, that will only lull 
the vigilance of the world people, provide opportunities for imperial
ism to exploit, and increase the dahger of world war.

In  fighting imperialism we are of the opinion that, strategically aiid 
with regard to the whole, one must despise the enemy, dare to struggle 
against him, and dare to seize victory; at the same time, tactically 
and with regard to each specific struggle, one must take the enemy 
seriously and be prudent. I f  one does not take full accoimt of the 
enemy tactically and is heedless and reckless, while strategically one 
dares not despise the enemy, it is inevitable that one will comrpit the 
error of adventurism in tactics and the error of capitulationism in 
strategy.

Report by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on 
the Test-Ban Treaty, September 3, 1963 ^

The Committee on Foreign Relations, to whom was referred Execu
tive M, 8 8 th Congress, 1st session, the treaty banning nuclear weapon 
tests in the atmosphere, in outer 'space, and underwater, signed at 
Moscow on August 5,1963, on behalf of the United States of America, 
the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,^ having considered same, report 
the treaty favorably and recommend that the Senate give its advice 
and consent to ratification.

I .  PuEPOSE AND B a CKGEOTJND OF THE T eBATT

The treaty’s primary purpose is to inhibit the arms race by ban
ning nuclear tests in the atmosphere, in outer space, and underwater. 
As such, it represents a small but firm step toward arms control, and 
thus bears a significance that lies beyond its brief and simple text. For 
more than a decade the possibility of nuclear war, inadmissible by any 
rational standard, has stood before the world. Although the possi-

* S. Ex. Kept. 3, 88th Oong., 1st sess., pp. 1-26.
’‘Ante, pp. 291-293.
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bility remains, this treaty marks the beginning of what, hopefully, will 
become a continuing effort in every responsible quarter to remove it.

Through the years the United States and the Soviet Union, the 
chief nuclear powers, have each offered test ban proposals that the 
other would not, or could not, accept. In 1946, the United States, then 
with a clear monopoly of nuclear knowledge and power, proposed the 
establishment of an international atomic development authority, “to 
which should be entrusted all phases of the development and use of 
atomic energy, starting with raw materials and including managerial 
control, inspection, use of atomic energy for peaceful purposes, re- 
searchi and development.” ® The offer was rejected by the Soviet 
Union.

Since then, the United States (latterly with British cosponsorship) 
has sought on numerous occasions to limit or ban nuclear testing; U.S. 
draft agreements have been either self-enforcing, as in the case of this 
limited test ban treaty, or have guaranteed on-site inspection rights to 
the parties, as in the case of proposals for comprehensive prohibitions 
on testing. Heretofore, the Soviet Union has rejected all of these pro
posals, and, on its part, has advanced counterproposals that the United 
States would not accept owing to their lack of adequate control and 
inspection provisions.

In  1958, an informal and imofficial moratorium on nuclear testing by 
the United States, Britain, and the Soviet Union began. Technically, 
it ended on Decembdr 29, 1959, when President Eisenhower stated 
that the United States considered itself “free to resume nuclear weap
ons testing” subject to advance notification of such intention.^ In 
fact, the moratorium ended on September 1 , 1961, when the Soviet 
Uuion, after what must have been long and secret preparation, com
menced an intensive series of atmospheric nuclear weapons tests.® lu  
response, the 'P'-nited States began testing underground 2  weeks later 
and resumed atmospheric nuclear to ting  in April 1962.

On August 27,1962, the United States and Britain submitted to the 
U.N.-sponsored 18-nation Disarmament Conference a comprehensive 
test ban treaty, together with a treaty prohibiting tests in the atmos
phere, in outer space, and in the oceans and territorial waters.® Both 
Governments indicated a preference for the broader agreement, but 
offered the three-environment draft with this comment:

’ Of. Documents on Disarmament, 19^5-1939, vol. I, p. 10.
vol. II, pp. 1590-1591. Premier KhrushclieV later renewed the Soviet 

pledge not to be the first to resume testing (ibid., I860, pp. 5-6). France was not 
a party to the moratorium and conducted several tests in 1960-1961.

' See ibid., 1961, pp. 337-348.
• IMd., 196S, vol. II, pp. 792-«07.
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Unlike a ban on testing m all environments, including underground, a treaty 
banning tests in the atmosphere, underwater, and in outer space can be effec
tively verified without on-site inspections. Such a treaty would result in a 
definite downward turn in the arms race as it is  represented by testing to 
develop weapons technology. It would make it easier to prevent the spread 
of nuclear weapons to countries not now possessing them. It would free man
kind from the dangers and fear of radioactive fallout. Furthermore, agree
ment on such a treaty might be a first step toward an agreement banning test
ing in all environments.’

The limited test ban is an American proposal. Its substance was 
first offered by President Eisenhower, who, with British support, pro
posed in a letter to Chairman Khrushchev on April 13, 1959, a pro
hibition on atmospheric tests up to 50 kilometers.® On-site inspections 
would not have been required. Mr. Khrushchev rejected the Presi
dent’s proposal on the ground that it would not attain the basic goal 
of “preventing the production of new and ever more destructive types 
of nuclear weapons.” ® The Soviet Government held this position 
until July 1963 when it agreed to the three-environment treaty before 
the Senate.

Why has the Soviet Union accepted what heretofore it has con
sistently rejected?

The question is relevant and important, but any evaluation of Soviet 
motives is necessarily speculative. I t  is generally felt that the decision 
arose from a number of considerations, most of them related. First, 
the large Soviet tests series of 1961 and 1962 provided some assurance 
that the Soviet Union could accept the technological consequences of 
a test ban treaty. Although it is difficult for one power to evaluate 
the technological knowledge of another power, Soviet scientists pre
sumably are confident that in many critical areas of nuclear weaponry 
they have achieved a rough teclxnical parity with the United States.

Second, the Cuban missile crisis of the fall 1962 was almost cer
tainly a sobering experience. Nuclear war abruptly became less an 
abstract possibility than one of harsh immediacy. As Secretary of 
State Kusk told the committee:

During this past year, for the first time in history, nuclear powers had to 
look at a nuclear exchange as an operational matter. Men had a chance to 
I>eer into the pit of the infemo.“

Third is the Sino-Soviet schism, to which the question of nuclear 
warfare is closely related. Should the objectives of international 
communism be gained through war and military supremacy or by 
other less hazardous means ? In  part, this appears to be a doctrinal

’ lUd., p. 792.
“ lUd., 191,5-1959, vol. II, pp. 1392-1393.
‘ m a . ,  pp. 1396 fe.
^"Nuclear Test Ban Treaty: Hearings, p. 33.
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struggle between the established church adjusting its policies to shift
ing tides and new requirements, and the isolated church militant. 
Perhaps in larger part, the struggle transcends ideology and reflects 
an inevitable conflict of interests between a united and expansionist 
China and one of her historic antagonists, Eussia. The quarrel has, 
of course, created new issues and new problems throughout the Com
munist world. I t  is widely believed that Chairman Khrushchev, 
communism’s apostle of coexistence, required some kind of tangible 
expression of his policy as a practical political matter. The test 
ban treaty is popular, not only in the Soviet Union, but also in the 
East European satellites, which recently have shown signs of restive
ness and slightly more independence of close Soviet control. Thus, 
the limited test ban could strengthen Mr. Khrushchev’s political base, 
both at home and throughout most of his empire.

Fourth, the social and political ferment in the Soviet Union may 
have encouraged the Soviet leadership to reach an agreement that 
would allow some diversion of resources away from nuclear weapons 
development and toward the consumer goods area.^  ̂ The burden of 
the arms competition has had a depressing effect on Soviet economic 
growth. In the past 5 years, Soviet military investment has risen 
significantly, while the rate of increase in the gross national product 
has dipped sharply. A cause and effect relationship has been 
indicated.

Finally, Soviet leadership seems to share Washington’s concern with 
the problem of proliferation of nuclear weapons. The treaty provides 
no guarantee against proliferation; however, leaving aside France 
(already a nuclear power) and mainland China, it should strongly in
hibit the spread of nuclear weapons. The committee heard testimony 
that a number of countries have the human and material resources to 
develop nuclear weapons over the next decade. But as the Secretary 
of State told the committee:

Most of the countries with the capacity and incentive * * * have already 
announced that they will accept the self-denying ordinance of the treaty. While 
this does not guarantee that they will never become nuclear powers, their re
nunciation of atmospheric testing will act as a deterrent by making it much 
more difficult and expensive for them to develop nuclear weapons.^

For the United States, the rationale of the treaty has not changed 
significantly since the first proposal of this kind was put forward in

“ “Communism cannot be depicted as a table laid with empty plates and oc
cupied by highly conscious and completely equal people. To invite people to 
such communism is tantamount to inviting people to eat soup with a fork.” 
Nikita Khrushchev’s opening speech to the Communist Party Central Committee 
Plenum, Mar. 5,1962 [footnote in original].

Ante, p. 310.
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1959. The balance of risks in a limited test , ban—the possible ad
vantages and disadvantages to the United States and, indeed, to West
ern civilization—appears to favor the treaty. U.S. strategic forces 
are superior to the Soviet Union’s; whatever progress Soviet science 
may have made in improving Soviet weapon capabilities, a nuclear 
attack against the United States on any scale would assure the devasta
tion of the Soviet Union in a retaliatory blow. The security of the 
United States and its allies rests ultimately with this second-strike 
capability.

The treaty is a recognition of the hazard posed* by an unlimited 
continuation of the nuclear arms race over an indefinite period. As 
the arms increase in variety, number, refinement, and destructive 
power, so presumably will the danger that they might be used, either 
by accident or design. This is a prospect that confronts the United 
States and the Soviet Union quite impartially, and one upon which 
their interests meet.

II. S tibstance o r  t h e  T reaty

ARTIOLE I

The treaty consists of a preamble and five articles. The committee 
was assured by the President th a t:

This treaty is the whole agreement. U.S. negotiators in Moscow were in
structed not to make this agreement conditioned upon any other understanding; 
and they made none. The treaty si>eaks for itself.“

The text, in the main, is similar to the draft treaty for a limited 
test ban proposed by the United States and the United Kingdom in 
Geneva on August 27,1962.

Article I  obliges the parties “to prohibit, to prevent, and not to carry 
out any nuclear weapon test explosion, or any other nuclear explosion, 
at any place under its jurisdiction or control” in three environments— 
the atmosphere, underwater, and outer space. Outer space is, of 
course, regarded as existing without outer limit. The prohibition on 
underwater testing reads: “underwater, including territorial waters or 
high seas,” which, as Secretary of State Kusk told the committee, 
“includes inland waters—lakes, rivers within the territory.”

Article I  also bans testing “in any other environment,” meaning un
derground, “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.”

” Ante, pp. 299-300.
“ Nuclear Test Ban Treaty: Hearings, p. 49.
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Finally, the parties, in addition to denying themselves the right 
of nuclear testing in the prohibited environments, are obliged to with
hold any assistance or encouragement that might contribute to “the 
carrying out of any nuclear explosion” in one of these environments 
by another nation.

The phrase “or any other nuclear explosion,” occurs twice in article 
I. I t  did not appear in the August 27 draft treaty, but was added on 
the initiative of the United States to the pending treaty in order to 
prevent explosions of nuclear devices for peaceful purposes in the 
prohibited environments; such explosions, uninspected, could provide 
a means of evading the purpose of the treaty. The August 27 draft 
contained a provision (art. II )  that excluded explosions for peaceful 
purposes from the prohibition.

The explanation for its absence from this treaty was set forth in 
a memorandum to the committee from the Legal Adviser of the De
partment of State, which appears as appen^x I  to this report.^* 
The relevant paragraph reads as follows:

In the course of the Moscow negotiations, the Soviets rejected article II of 
the August 1962 draft completely. This rejection would have left a loophole 
in the treaty if article I had remained confined to “nuclear weapon test ex
plosions.” A party might have conducted explosions revealing valuable mili
tary data or even weapon tests on the pretense that they were in fact peaceful 
purposes explosions and not “nuclear weapon test explosions.” In order to 
close this loophole, the phrase “any other nuclear explosion” was Inserted 
in  article I at the appropriate points. Its purpose is to prevent, in the 
specified environments, peacetime nuclear explosions that are not weapons 
testa That is its only significance. . >

USE OP NXJCLEAE WEAPONS IK  EVENT OF HOSTILITIES NOT AFFECTED

BT TREATT

The language “or any other nuclear explosion” also created a ques
tion, whether in a t,echnical sense it might limit the President’s 
authority to use, nuclear, weapons in time of war. This question 
was raised most pointedly by former President Eisenhower who, when 
he endorsed the treaty, suggested it be made absolutely clear “that in 
the event of any armed aggression endangering a vital interest of the 
United States this Nation would be the sole judge of the kind and 
type of weaponry and equipment it would employ as well as the 
timing of its use.”

As a practical matter, it would be inconceivable that the treaty, or 
any of its provisions, could affect a decision to use nuclear weapons 
should a situation develop in which the security of the United States 
or any of its allies appeared to be in jeopardy. Both the President,

“ Ante, pp. 343-346.
“ Nuclear Test Ban Treaty: Hearings, p. 846.
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in his address on July and the Secretary of State, at the treaty 
signing ceremony, declared that the treaty dealt with nuclear weapons 
testing and that it “will not restrict their use in time of war.” 
The Secretary of Defense testified on this point as follows:

I am quite familiar with the background that led to the introduction of the 
language and it is clearly the intent of the parties that the phrase would not 
apply to a prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons in the event of war.’̂®

Parenthetically, it should be noted that the Soviet Government has 
publicly taken the same view. A portion of its statement of Au
gust 2 1 , issued in reply to a critical note of August 15 from the Com
munist Chinese Government, said:

The treaty, they say (the Communist Chinese), does not prohibit the United 
States of America from holding underground nuclear tests, from increasing 
its stockpile of nuclear weapons.

But, first, the hands of the United States were not bound in this respect 
before the signing of the treaty, and so nothing new has occurred in this re
spect. Second, the treaty also does not prohibit the Soviet Union, if need be, 
from holding underground nuclear tests, from increasing the stockpiles of its 
nuclear arms, and even from using these weapons against the imperialist 
aggressors if  they unleash a war In a fit of insanity.”

The memorandum from the State Department’s Legal Adviser 
clearly establishes the limits of the treaty’s scope and its irrelevance 
to wartime conditions.

The general counsel for the Department of Defense also testified on 
this question, and observed:

It is a commonly accepted rule of interpretation in international law that 
provisions of a treaty do not apply in time of war, or hostilities unless the 
treaty clearly indicates to that effect.^

In  the case of Techt v. Hughes^ before the U.S. Court of Appeals, 
1920, Judge Cardozo ruled:

International law today does not preserve treaties or annul them, regardless 
of the effects produced. It deals with such problems pragmatically, preserving 
or annulling as the necessities of war exact * » »

Intention in such circumstances is clear * * * provisions compatible with a 
state of hostilities, unless expressly terminated, will be enforced, and those 
incompatible rejected.®^

The Senate should be assured that the committee, in recommend
ing approval of this treaty, is entirely satisfied that the treaty ia no 
way impairs the authority and discretion of the Commander in Chief

” Ante, p. 251.
Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 26, 1963, pp. 314-315.
Nuclear Test Ban Treaty: Bearings, p. 176.

“ See ante, p. 408.
“ Nuclear Test Ban Treaty: Bearings, p. 176.

 ̂See Green H. Hackworth, Digest of International Law, vol. V, pp. 378-379.
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in time of crisis to employ whatever weapons he judges the situation 
may require, in accordance with our constitutional processes.

AETICLE II

Article I I  provides an amending procedure. Any amendment to 
the treaty must be approved by a majority of the votes of all the 
parties, including the votes of each of the three original parties, the 
United States, Britain, and the Soviet Union. Amendments are to 
have no force until instruments of ratification have been deposited by 
a majority, “including the instruments of ratification of all the original 
parties.” This means that any amendment to the treaty must be sub
mitted to the Senate and approved before it can take effect. The 
article provides that a conference may be called, if one-third of the 
parties so desires; however, the conference is not a necessary part of 
the amending procedure.

ARTICLE m

Article I I I  sets forth the procedures for ratification and accession. 
The treaty is open to all states for signature, and it is the hope of 
the United States that the greatest possible number will adhere. Some 
concern arose as to whether recognition might be accorded a regime 
that observed the accession procedure. East Germany, which has 
not been recognized as a sovereign state by certain signatories of the 
treaty, was cited as an example. The Secretary of State dealt with 
this matter in some detail, declaring:

. . .  In international law the governing criterion of recognition is intent. We 
do not recognize, and we do not intend to recognize, the Soviet occupation zone 
of East Germany as a state or as an entity possessing national sovereignty, or 
to recognize the local authorities as a government. Those authorities cannot 
alter these facts by the act of subscribing to the test ban treaty. . . .

All this would necessarily follow from the general rule of international law 
that participation in a multilateral treaty does not afEect the recognition status 
of any authority or regime. But this treaty contains additional safeguards. 
Treaties typically provide for a single depositary. Article III, however, pro
vides that each of the three original parties will be a depositary of the treaty. 
No depositary need accept a signature or an instrument of accession from 
authorities in a territory it does not recognize as a state.

The East German authorities will subscribe to the treaty in Moscow. The 
Soviet Union may notify us of that act. We are under no obligation to accept 
that notification, and we have no intention of doing so, but the East German 
regime would have committed itself to abide by the provisions of the treaty.

By this arrangement, we not only assure that no implication of recognition 
may arise, but we reserve our right to object if later the East German regime 
should seek to assert privileges under the treaty such as voting or participating 
in a conference called under article II.®

“ Ante, p. 308.
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The Secretary’s statement was fortified and expanded in an opin
ion of his Legal Adviser on this question found on page 15 of the 
printed hearings.

ARTICLE IV

Any party can withdraw from the treaty “if it decides that extraor
dinary events, related to the subject matter of this treaty, have 
jeopardized the supreme interests of its country.” This is a remark
ably flexible provision. According to Secretary of Defense McNa
mara, the original withdrawal provision was “modified specifically” 
to take account of the views of the Joints Chiefs of Staff.^^

Secretary of State Rusk emphasized, and the committee under
stands, that the language of article IV  is sufficiently permissive to 
enable the United States to denounce and withdraw from the treaty 
whenever its security interests nodght be adversely affected by activities 
pertinent to the treaty.̂ ® This means that in addition to possible vio
lations by the Soviet Union, the United States could abrogate the 
treaty if nonsignatories, or even other signatories, should test clan
destinely or otherwise engage in nuclear experiments deemed prej
udicial to U.S. national security.

Secretary of State Eusk was asked whether the United States would 
actually have to wait for 3 months, the prescribed withdrawal period, 
should the Soviet Union abrogate the treaty or commence testing in 
one of the prohibited environments. The Secretary replied:

It is our view that we would not have to wait 90 days, because the obligation 
of the Soviet Union not to test in the prohibited environments is central to the 
very purposes and existence of this agreement, and it is clearly established 
through precedents of American practice and international law over many 
decades that where the essential consideration in a treaty or agreement fails 
through violation on the other side that we ourselves are freed from those 
limitations * * * Where the gut of the treaty collapses, we are not limited 
Just by the withdrawal clause.^

As a practical matter, however, the committee was told that with a 
high state of readiness, even the simplest nuclear test series requires 
2 months’ preparation, development tests 3 months and effects tests 
6  months.

AKTICLB V

This article provides that the treaty shall be deposited in the archives 
of each of the three original parties. I t  has been asked whether as a 
depositary government the United States might necessarily commence 
having contacts with Communist regimes like East Germany that

^Nuclear Test Ban Treaty: Hearings, pp. 196-197.
Ante, p. 309.

“ Nuclear Test Ban Treaty: Hearings, p. 37.
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would amount to implied recognition. The final portion of the opinion 
of the Legal Adviser of the Department of State, referred to earlier 
and found on page 37 of the priated hearings, offers reassurance that 
the recognition question will not be affected by this or any provision of 
the treaty. This, indeed, is the committee’s understanding.

III . C om m ittee A ction

In addition to its obvious political content, the treaty bears heavily 
on military and technical questions. For this reason, and because of 
its deep significance, the chairman, after consultation with ranking 
committee members, invited the members of the Committee on Armed 
Services and Senate members of the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy to sit jointly with the Conamittee on F o re i^  Eelations during 
the hearings phase of consideration of the treaty. The two commit
tees agreed to this procedure; the information developed by the mem
bers of eiach during the course of the hearings provided considerable 
guidance and assistance to the Committee on Foreign Eelatidns in 
evaluating the merits and the risks contained in the treaty.

The committee was periodically consulted by the executive branch 
during the course of the negotiation of the treaty. Four members of 
the Committee on Foreign Eelations (Chairman Fulbright, Senator 
Sparkman, Senator Humphrey, and Senator Aiken), one member of 
the Committee on Armed Services (Senator Saltonstall), and one mem
ber of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy (Senator Pastore) 
attended the signing ceremonies in Moscow on August 5, 196S. The 
treaty was transmitted to the Senate by President Kennedy on August 
8 , 1963. On August 1 2 , the committees began a series of public and 
executive hearings designed to explore its political, militery, and tech
nological implications as they are viewed by the most competent wit
nesses, official and nonofficial.

The hearings were completely bipartisan in spirit. Membiers were 
interested in exploring the probable effects of this treaty on the national 
interests of the United States, nothing more.

The committee solicited the views of the three living ex-Presidents. 
Unfortunately, President Hoover was prevented by ill health from 
commenting. Presidents Truman and Eisenhower, however, both 
transmitted communications that were very helpful to the committee. 
President Eisenhower’s letter to the chairman contained a number of 
points that are reflected in the committee report. Specifically, his 
concern over the implications of the language “or any other nuclear 
explosion” is dealt with at length in the discussion of article I.

^ i t h  one exception, all of the official witnesses supported the treaty. 
These included the Secretary of State; the Secretary of Defense; the
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Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; 
the Director of the Central Intelligence Agency; the Chairman of the 
Atomic Energy Commission; the Director of Defense Research and 
Engineering for the Department of Defense; the Technical Director 
of the Air Force Technical Application Center; and the Director of 
the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory. Dr. John Foster, Director of 
the Lawrence Radiation Laboratory, was the sole critic of the treaty 
among the official witnesses and made his case strictly on technical- 
military grounds.

Also invited were a nmnber of former Government officials, some 
of whom are still retained by the Government as consultants. These 
include: Mr. Arthur H. Dean, former U.S. representative to the Con
ference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapons Tests (1961) and 
to the 18 Nation Disarmament Conference (1962), and now a con
sultant to the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA); Dr. 
George B. Kistiakowsky, formerly special assistant to President E i
senhower for science and technology, now a member of the ACDA’s 
General Advisory Committee; Dr. Willard F. Libby, former member 
of the Atomic Energy Commission, now a consultant to that agency; 
Dr. Marshall D. Shulman, former special assistant to the Secretary 
of State, now a consultant to that agency; Dr. Edward Teller, former 
Director of the Lawrence Radiation Laboratory, now Chairman, Divi
sional Advisory Group of the Air Force Ballistic Systems Division; 
Dr. Herbert F. York, former Director of the Lawrence Radiation 
Laboratory, a former Director of Defense Research and Engineering 
of the Department of Defense, now a member of the ACDA’s General 
Advisory Committee. Of these, only Dr. Teller opposed the treaty.

Adm. Lewis L. Strauss (retired), former Chairman of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, testified against the treaty. Dr. Robert Strausz- 
Hupe, director of the Foreign Policy Research Institute, University 
of Pennsylvania, favored approval of the treaty only with a number 
of reservations that he proposed.

As is customary, the committee opened the hearings to public wit
nesses submitting timely requests to appear. Twenty-five appeared, 
of whom a majority supported the treaty.

The burden of the committees’ questions concerned the effects of 
the treaty on the present and future military balance of power. Some 
of these questions cannot be answered with precision; they involve a 
number of related subjects; they are answerable only in part and 
in terms of relative advantages and disadvantages which are, them
selves, determined by analysis of limited data and by extrapolations. 
Nevertheless, the committees did produce a record containing a large 
body of information, much of it new and only recently top secret, 
that should give reassurance to the American people that the treaty
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represents a net advantage to the United States; that the risks it 
contains are acceptable; that the nuclear strike forces of the United 
States are superior in number and variety to those of the Soviet 
Union.

MILITARY BALANCE OP POWER

The Secretary of Defense, in a remarkably informative statement, 
told the committee that the United States has clear nuclear superiority 
and is determined to maintain it. He said:

I regard as essential to our Batlonal security the maintenance of a military 
posture such that we can absorb any initial surprise attack and strike back 
with sufficient power to destroy the aggressor. My assessment of the proposed 
treaty is made from that point of view— f̂rom the point of view of what is 
best for the security of the United States.®'

More specifically, the Secretary said that, in addition to SAC 
bombers on air alert and over 500 SAC bombers on quick reaction alert 
(all bearing nuclear bombs) :

The U.S. force now contains more than 500 missiles—Atlas, Titan, Minute- 
man, Polaris—and is planned to increase to over 1,700 by 1966. * * * By 
comparison, the consensus is that today the Soviets could place less than 
half as many bombers over North America on a first strike; the Soviets are 
estimated to have today only a fraction as many ICBM missiles; and their 
sub-launched ballistic missiles are short range, require surface launch, and 
generally are not comparable to our Polaris force. Between now and 1966, It 
is estimated that our ballistic missile numerical sui>eriority will increase both 
absolutely and relatively.

Further, the United States at present has in stockpile or planned for stock
pile a large number of nuclear explosives for tactical purposes. These 
weapons are planned for employment on the battlefield, in antisubmarine 
warfare, and against aircraft; they consist of warheads for artillery, battle
field missiles, demolition munitions, bombs, depth charges, air-to-air and sur
face-to-air missiles. The yield spectrum associated with these weapons ex
tends from the subkiloton range to hundreds of kilotons. The consensus Is 
that the United States is presently superior in design, diversity, and numbers 
In this class of weapons.

That is the very general picture. It is the picture of existing and continu
ing U.S. nuclear sui>erIority.“

The Joint Chiefs of. Staff presented a combined statement, which 
said:

As to net superiority In ability to inflict damage on the enemy, the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff consider that the United States at present Is clearly ahead of 
the U.S.S.R. In the ability to wage strategic nuclear war, whereas the Soviets 
have developed a substantial mldrange-ballistic-mlssile capability.®

Ante, p. 313.
Ante, p. 315.

® Ante, pp. 348-349.
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THE EISK8

In assessing the balance of technical and military risks of the treaty, 
the committee sought to compare the technological as well as the mili
tary capabilities of the United States and the Soviet Union. The 
principal witnesses appeared to be unanimously agreed that in terms 
of yield-to-weight ratios, one of the important criteria in determining 
the deliverability of nuclear weapons, the Soviet Union is superior 
in the high-yield range—roughly 10 megatons and above. Below 
that level, as Secretary McNamara testified;

The relative capability shifts progressively in favor of the United States. 
Below a few megatons, the United States appears to be clearly superior in 
yield-to-weight ratios.®

The committee was told that, although the United States could 
improve its yield-to-weight ratios for very large yield weapons with 
atmospheric testing, it could, without any further testing, develop a 
50- to 60-megaton warhead for B-52 delivery. However, the prin
cipal military and scientific witnesses all tended to minimize the im
portance of the Soviet advantage ia this area, and to assign very little 
military value to these extremely large weapons. The United States 
could have developed such weapons, but for many years has con
sistently chosen not to do so, to concentrate instead on the more useful 
and deliverable low- and intermediate-yield. weapons.

This decision has accounted in large part for the superiority of the 
U.S. forces. As Secretary of Defense McNamara stated:

Our high yield-to-weight ratio in the relevant range has facilitated the 
development of more powerful warheads for Minuteman and Polaris without 
concomitant increase in vehicle size or decrease in range. It is because of 
this that the United States has had the advantage over the Soviets of being 
able to deploy large numbers of hardened and dispersed Minuteman missiles 
and a large number of long-range, sub-launched Polaris missiles. And U.S. 
superiority in the lower ranges facilitates further development of relatively 
small warheads which would be used to assure penetration by saturation of 
sophisticated and very elaborate ballistic missile defenses.”

Even Dr. Edward Teller, a critic of the treaty, recently commented:
It is not clear to me that these very big yields w ill result in a substantial 

advantage for the Russians * » *. In evaluating the consequences of the test 
ban, I do not place very great importance on the lead which the Russians enjoy 
in this particular field.”

The Joint Chiefs of Staff testified that they—

“ Ante, p. 314.
“  IMA.
^Military Aspects and Implications of Nuclear Test Ban Proposals and Re

lated Matters: Hearings Before the Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee 
of the Committee on Armed Services, United States Senate, Eighty-eighth Con
gress, First Session, pt. 2, p. 547.
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have not regarded as important the attainment of weapons in the 100 megaton 
range * * *. They feel that the types and numbers of megaton-yield weapons 
available to us now or in the future could give us an adequate capability in the 
high-yield weapon range.®

And the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in response to a 
direct question on this point, replied:

; I attach very little importance to this, frankly. Senator. The whole very- 
high-yield weapons field is one which has very little, if  any, military signifi
cance.”

I t  is perhaps relevant to observe that a 1-megaton weapon provides 
50 times the explosive power of the 2 0 -kiloton “Hiroshima” bomb; a 
100-megaton weapon would provide 5,000 times that explosive power.

Of more interest to the committee were three other questions that 
do bear on the present and future strategic balance. These are the 
penetration capability of missiles; anti-ballistic-missile development; 
the survival capability of missile sites and systems. Furthermore, 
these questions are themselves influenced by atmospheric phenomena, 
such as communications and radar “blackout,” which are caused by 
nuclear blast and radiation and which could exercise some effect on 
both offensive and defensive nuclear weapons.

In  considering such questions, both ia comparative and real terms, 
the committee was presented with a great deal of highly technical 
testimony, some of it sharply conflicting. For example, two distin
guished scientists challenged the testimony of a number of other dis
tinguished scientists. I t  was necessary for the committee to bear in 
mind that some witnesses had the advantage of possessing all of the 
relevant information^— t̂echnical and military information, together 
with intelligence. These witnesses who were able to discuss the qties- 
tions against so broad a background included the Secretaries of State 
and Defense; the Director of the Central Intelligence Agency; the 
Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission; the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff; and the Director of Defense Research and Engineering of the 
Department of Defense. Each of these witnesses, as indicated, sup
ported the treaty.

Missile 'penetration GapaJ)ility

The committee is confident that the treaty poses no serious risk 
to the continued capability of U.S. missiles to penetrate any defensive 
system that a potential adversary might reasonably be expected to 
deploy. ' In  nuclear weapons development, offensive capabilities, ac
cording to virtually every competent scientific witness, will always

“ Ante, p. 351.
“ Nuclear Test Ban Treaty: Hearings, p. 304.
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range far ahead of defensive capabilities. Dr. York underlined this 
point succinctly:

I do not say, or believe, that there will be no progress in ideas or techniques 
in the field of anti-ballistic-missile development. I am in fact optimistic, tech
nically speaking, with regard to what human imagination and ingenuity can 
accomplish, in this area as in others. However, I am very much more optimistic 
with regard to what human ingenuity can accomplish in the way of designing 
ballistic missiles which can easily beat or penetrate any ballistic missile system. 
The race between offense and defense is a race between a tortoise and a hare 
and if only the hare does not go to sleep, the tortoise has no chance.®

Penetration capability depends largely on saturation and includes 
such techniques as multiple warheads, varied trajectories, the use of 
heavy and light decoys, barrage, salvos, and so forth.

I t  is conceded that atmospheric testing could provide additional 
useful knowledge regarding the effects of blast and radiation on nu
clear warheads and reentry vehicles. However, the limitation on 
gaining further knowledge will inhibit both the United States and 
the Soviet Union equally, although probably not seriously in either 
case. I t  is believed that the laboratories on either side will be able to 
compensate for uncertainties by extrapolating and “designing around 
them.” Secretary of Defense McNamara had this to say:

* * * regardless of the design of any Soviet ABM system, in view of warhead 
improvements we can make under the treaty, of the massive U.S. force available 
to saturate their defenses, and of the array of penetration aids which are being 
developed and can continue to be developed and improved, by underground 
testing where necessary, the United States will continue to have the capability— 
and the Soviets know that we will continue to have the capability—to penetrate 
and to devastate the Soviet Union if a retaliatory blow is required.”

Anti-ballistic-missile {ABM) develofment 
The committee took extensive testimony on the anti-ballistic-missile 

question. From this it has concluded that the treaty should not re
strict— n̂ot to any appreciable degree—the development of such a sys
tem, if, indeed, an anti-ballistic-missile system can be developed with 
sufficient effectiveness to justify the enormous cost of deploying it. 
The United States has a number of nuclear warheads of suitable design 
and performance for anti-ballistic-missile systems under development. 
Still others of larger yield can be developed underground. How
ever, the development of a high performance ABM system is a com
posite of staggering teclinical problems, largely unrelated to the war
head, a relatively simple and manageable part of the whole system. 
In essence, the problem, again, turns on the great disparity between 
offensive and defensive capabilities in the nuclear art. As was fre-

® ma.., pp. 758-759.
^ Ante, p. 320.
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quently observed during the hearings, interception and penetration 
are opposite sides of the same coin. Secretary of Defense McNamara 
said this in describing the problem:

An ABM system consists of several types of radars, the interceptor missile 
and the very complex computing equipment at a ground station to control the 
radars and to direct the interceptor missile. The various radars serve to 
detect incoming objects in nearby space, to track the incoming warhead, and 
to track and control the interceptor missile, which is targeted on the incoming 
warhead by the computing equipment.

In designing an antiballistic missile system the major factors are reaction 
speed, missile performance, traflBc handling capacity, capacity for decoy dis
crimination, resistance to blackout effects, 4nd warhead technology. The last 
two of these items, resistance to blackout effect and warhead technology, de
pend on nuclear testing.

With respect to warhead technology, the United States now has the capa
bility, without further testing to weaponize a variety of possible ABM war
heads, including those within the yield range desired by the designers of 
what is known as our Nike-X system. * * * As for the blackout prob
lem * * * Soviet and United States experience appears to be comparable 
although obtained in different ways. Each side has had about the same 
number of high altitude tests, and over yield ranges and altitude ranges which 
are comparable though not identical. By theoretical analysis of presently 
available data, we believe we can adequately predict effects over the range of 
yields and altitudes in which we are most interested. We will be able to 
design around the remaining uncertainties.

The best present judgment is that our design efforts are comparable in 
magnitude and success with those of the Soviets. Any deployed system which 
the Soviets are likely to have in the near future w ill probably not be as 
effective, almost certainly not more effective, than the Nike-Zeus system. It 
should be noted that the United States decided not to deploy the Nike-Zeus 
because its effectiveness was inadequate.

One important point stands out in connection with the antiballistic m issile: 
The ABM problem is dominated by factors unrelated to the treaty * » *. A 
fuller understanding of the blackout phenomenon, which would result from 
tests prohibited by the treaty, might at most permit some reduction in the 
number of ABM radars required per ABM site.”

The Secretary underlined these points during a lengthy discussion 
of the ABM problem. He indicated that the Department of Defense 
is seeking $450 million for further research and development on both 
the Nike-Zeus and Nike-X ABM systems, and added:

But whether these development expenditures and programs will lead to a 
recommendation for deployment I can’t say. But the decision will not depend 
upon further tests of the warhead.*®

This judgment was confirmed by Dr. Seaborg, Chairman of the 
Atomic Energy Commission.

Ante, pp. 319-320.
” Nuclear Test Ban Treaty; Bearings, p. 138.

728^674— 64----31



466 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1963

The Secretary was then asked: “Can you test the system and deter
mine that it will work without atmospheric testing?” He replied:

The answer is obviously no, because to test tbe system— a full scale system 

test means, for example, an I CBM warhead must be launched over a distance 

of 4,000 or 5,000 miles and detonated in the presence of the A B M  system 

to create blackout, and then the interceptor missile must be detonated in 

the proximity of another incoming IGBM. Quite clearly that kind of a test 

cannot be carried out under the terms of the treaty. But neither is that 

kind of test necessary to reach a reasoned conclusion that we should or 

should not deploy such a system.™

The chief critics of the treaty among scientists were Dr, Foster and 
Dr. Teller. Neither appeared to be convinced that further unrestricted 
testing would guarantee or necessarily promote significant progress 
in ABM development. Dr. Foster commented:

Regarding defense, one of the critical questions concerns the effect of 

blackout from defending missiles on the defense itself. Supiwse that the 

attack is so heavy that the defense detonations themselves screen a wide area 

of space from radar view.

To some extent, this obstruction to radar view can be circumvented by 

deploying a suflScient number of radars. But there are two points here 

which must not be overlooked. The first is that the ultimate decision whether 

or not to deploy an A B M  system may well depend upon just how expensive 

the system is in relation to its effectiveness.
Therefore, to say that blackout can be avoided simply by the installation 

of additional radars involves far more than a casual statement.

The second point is that even if such a solution were technically feasible, 

it is not enough just to be able to state the corrective measure; we must also 

do it.
An alternative solution which might compete favorably from an economic 

view might be to develop a new type of A B M  warhead designed to further 

reduce blackout. Suitable warheads to try out could be developed in under

ground tests. Under the treaty, however, the crucial atmospheric tests would 
be prohibited and we would be denied the confirmation of this solution.®

And Dr. Teller, in reply to a question, said:

There is one type of test about which I am most worried, although again it is 

based on pure speculation. It would be wonderful if we could install a missile 

defense system which intercepts the incoming missile before it has even 

reached our shores. This means we have to intercept the missile in near 

space, in a region where there is no atmosphere. There is no system iwo- 

posed at the present time which is really hopeful, which looks good, and 

which we can count upon in the end. There might be such a possibility. If 

so, it has to be tested in space somewhere."

The committee was impressed by this comment from Dr, Kistia- 
kowsky:

‘‘ i m .
“ i m „  p. 615. 

p. 461.
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Before leaving the A B M  problem, which seems to be perhaps the issue 

of greatest concern to those who question the wisdom of the treaty, I would 

like to make one other observation. I a m  not really intimately familiar 

with this important problem in all its technical details. Neither have been 

most of the other witnesses who have been heard. I would, therefore, urge 

that the committee give special weight to the testimony of Harold Brown, 

who to m y  knowledge is the only witness so far heard who can speak with 

real authority regarding the total A B M  problem, and the related developments 

in offensive systems. He has access to all of the intelligence regarding 
Soviet activities and all of the expertise In the United States on our capa

bilities that relate to the problem.
Based on m y  own knowledge I believe it very likely that the offense has 

now, and with even only moderate efforts to counter A B M  development, will 

continue to have, a commanding lead over the defense for as far into the 

future as we can foresee.®

Dr, Brown’s most pertinent comment on ABM development is as 
follows:

* * * m y  best judgment ... is that our A B M  development efforts are 
comparable in magnitude and success with those of the Soviets. Any deployed 

system which the Soviets are likely to have now or in the near future does 

not appear to be as effective, almost certainly not more effective, than Nike- 

Zeus.

The United States decided not to deploy the Nike-Zeus because its effec
tiveness was inadequate against U.S. penetration aids programed for entry 

into the U;S. inventory before a Nike-Zeus system could be deployed. . . . U.S. 
penetration aids now under development will be effective against much more 

sophisticated systems."

In response to a question from the chairman of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee^ Dr. Brown expanded on this point:

I think we are roughly comparable (the United States and U.S.S.B.). If I 

were forced to say one side or the other is ahead on knowledge, I would say that 

we were, but I don’t think that is a very firm statement on m y  part.

A  better judgment, I think, is that we are about equal * * *. The Soviets 

have said that they have intercepted a missile with a missile. W e  have inter

cepted a missile with a missile on numerous occasions. The Soviets have not 

said— and on m y  examination of all the available evidence I believe that 

they have not intercepted a missile with a missile at I C B M  ranges, that is, at 

ranges ,of many thousands, several thousand miles, 4,000 miles or more. It 

is not a firm conclusion but it is what I believe. W e  have intercepted a missile 

at ICB M  ranges, at our test site at Kwajalein.

Second, the Soviets have not said that they have intercepted a missile with 

an interceptor carrying an exploding nuclear warhead. Again, on investigation 

of the relevant facts, I conclude that they have not. W e  have not, either, and 

I conclude from that that neither we nor they feel that is the most vital part 

of an antimissile deyelopment."

p. 855. 

pp. 530-531. 

p. 548.
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The committee is doubtful that either the United States or the Soviet 
Union will develop an ABM system capable of protecting major popu
lation centers and military targets in a general nuclear exchange. Yet 
the importance of the program is such that the committee can only 
urge that the research and development funds regarded as necessary 
for this program should be made available. Indeed, apart from their 
defensive purposes, efficient anti-ballistic-missile systems, as Dr. York 
and others observed, perform a critically important function in test
ing the reliability of penetration aids for offensive missiles. But in 
any case, after considering all of the testimony on this subject, the 
committee agrees with the Joint Chiefs of Staff that “in the anti-bal
listic-missile field, development of the U.S. system does not depend on 
atmospheric testing * *

Effects of induced 'phenomena on nuclear weafons

Concern was expressed that the United States might have in
sufficient knowledge about the effects of induced phenomena on its 
nuclear weapons, and might even have dropped behind the Soviet 
Union in this area. Dr. Foster commented:

Missile systems for offense or defense are extremely complex, yet must func

tion not only under the ideal laboratory conditions in which they are usually 

tested, but also under the most adverse conditions— those of nuclear war.

I know of simpler systems which have not performed as expected— or which 

have actually failed— ^when proof-tested in environments which are far better 

understood than that of a hostile nuclear situation.

Technical people have had this experience not once but many times. That 

the exact nuclear environment for missiles, missile sites, and reentry vehicles 

probably cannot be completely duplicated even without treaty restrictions is 

not an argument for no atmospheric tests whatever. W e  can obtain a much 

better understanding of the situation with nuclear experiments in the 

atmosphere than without them."

With regard to Soviet knowledge in this field, Dr. Foster said:
When the Soviets resumed, it surprised us. It surprised us because they 

were testing at a great rate, and testing at a great rate implies not so much 

that you have a lot of things to test but that you are geared up for it, that 

you can handle the flow of the designs into hardware and into stock, into 

the aircraft, whatever it is, missiles. This takes a bit of depth and width 

in a test program.

In addition, the experiments that are so frequently referred to having to do 

with missiles and radar, and so on, were just very extensive, and the unmis

takable conclusion you come to is that the Soviets had a very definite objective 

in mind.

The United States, on the other hand, I would say, conducted some very in

teresting scientific probes into the phenomenology of nuclear effects.

“ A n t e , p. 348.
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N ow  whether or not one approach or the other is of overriding importance I 

honestly do not know."

His colleague, Dr. Bradbury, in responding to a question on the 
relative degree of Soviet knowledge of nuclear weapons effects, took 
a somewhat different view:

M y  impression is * * * that these tests have been conducted under circum

stances that make it seem somewhat unlikely that the Russians have acquired 
a very great deal of complicated technical information.

As you are aware, our experiments over the years In Bikini, Christmas, 

and Johnston Islands are extremely complicated experimental diagnostic oper

ations on which a great deal of effort is spent to maximize the amount of 
scientific information that we get.

I a m  not aware that the Russians have conducted similar types of operations 

except in one instance where I have heard that they had carried out a fairly 

sophisticated type of operation.*®

The best qualified witness on this question, in terms of the nature 
and diversity of information crossing his desk, together with the tech
nical competence to evaluate such information, was Dr. Brown. He 
told the committee:

With respect to high-altitude tests carried out for the purpose of determining 

the effects of nuclear bursts on communications blackout, radar blackout, and 

nuclear weapons vulnerability, Soviet and United States experience appear to 

be comparable. Each side has had about the same number of tests, over yield 

ranges and altitude ranges which are comparable though not identical. * * * 
Enough has been learned by the United States to verify the existence, nature, 

and rough dependence of blackout characteristics on yield and altitude, al

though important details still have not been explored. The same is probably 

true in the Soviet Union on the basis of tie tests which they have done.

Probably neither side understands the phenomena sufSciently well to permit 

theoretical extension with complete confidence to some other altitudes, yields, 

and types of devices; but we have, and presumably the Soviets also have, 

enough information to enable us to take steps to design around our 

uncertainties."

Dr. Brown was asked to comment on the opinion of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff that “the U.S.S.R. is ahead of the United States * * * in 
weapons effects knowledge derived from high-yield nuclear explo
sions * *

Dr. Brown disagreed with this view, responding:
That, by the way, I consider not a military question but a technical question, 

and m y  interpretation of all the data, and it is available to the Chiefs as well as 

to me, indicates that although they have done more high-yield tests those were 

not effects tests.

pp. 623-624.
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Their geography, and the associated activity, do not indicate to me that 

they are effects tests.

With respect to high-altitude blackout, the Chiefs say the Soviets may have 

some data that we do not have. I vrould say “Yes, and we have some data that 

they may not have” * * *.

Of those hundred (Soviet) tests only a very small number were at altitudes 

where the fireball blackout and so on are important. I think that we have also 
had many, many tests and we haven’t done blackout experiments except on 

a few of the high-altitude ones, either * * *.

But I think that the evidence is very strong from geographical position, and 
the associated facilities, that these were not effects tests except for the few that 

I mentioned.”

Dr. Brown was subsequently asked whether our defensive radar 
would be operative after an initial large nuclear blast. He replied 
affirmatively, saying:

* * * we have done the experiments both in 1958 and again in 1962. That 

is where we learned about this phenomenon (blackout), and the systems 

that we are talking about are designed to survive in such a situation, to deploy 

additional radars, to be able to see, to allow for this blackout.

W e  must ♦ * ♦ whether we know about it or not, design around the prob

lem because ♦ * * a big enough flrebaU cannot be seen through; you cannot 

make a radar that will see through it. That means you have to take other 

measures, and we are taking those other measures, having learned enough 

about blackout from the previous tests to take these other measures.

The more we learned about it, the better we could do. But I want to make 
the point that this is a useful, btit not a vital, additional piece of information.®

Dr. Brown’s and Dr. Bradbury’s testimony was consistent with 
that of Secretary of Defense McNamara and General Taylor; the 
latter had this comment:

* * * W e  know quite a bit about the general phenomenology of blackout 

effects from our own testing. I think that all of our experts would say, how
ever, we certainly do not know everything, and we would like to know more.

However, with regard to the immediate problems of the weapons systems 

we are contemplating, the general opinion is that we can attain these weapons 

even with the present uncertainties about this particular phenomenon.®*

In  this same context, Dr. Brown was asked to compare the number 
of atmospheric tests conducted by the United States with the number 
conducted by the Soviet Union. He replied that “we have had of 
the order of 200 atmospheric tests and the Soviets have had of the 
order of 180.” He also stated that in the past 2 years, “we have 
had something over 130 atmospheric and underground [tests] as com
pared to sometliing like 160 in the 13 years before that.”

'Nuclear T est Bern T reaty: Hearings, p. 564.
“ m a . ,  p. 570.

“ m & . ,  p. 286.

“ l u a . , pp. 553, 563.
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The Soviet Union has, of course, done very little testing under
ground.

The committee, after considering the testimony of Dr. Brown and 
other competent witnesses, has concluded that the inhibition on gain
ing further knowledge of effects on nuclear weapons through testing 
in the upper atmosphere, although perhaps the most serious inhibition 
imposed by the treaty, is an acceptable one; that it will not seriously 
deter the United States in developing and maintaining missile systems 
that are capable of performing the functions for which they are 
deployed.

Sm vwal capability of missile sites 
The committee is confident that the second-strike capability of U.S. 

strategic forces could survive an all-out Soviet nuclear strike. Both 
Secretary of Defense McNamara and Dr. Brown testified at some 
length on this question. The Secretary said:

The U.S. strategic missile force is designed to survive and it will survive. 

Our missile force is deployed so as to assure that under any conceivable Soviet 

first strike, a substantial portion of it would remain in firing condition. Most 

of the land-based portion of the force has been hardened, as well as dispersed. 

Minuteman silos are designed to withstand thermal and pressure effects and 

ground motion effects of typical Soviet weapons detonated at relatively close 

quarters.

The Minuteman control posts are protected by extreme hardening. In addi

tion, we have duplicative facilities which will in the future include the capabil

ity of launching each individual Mintiteman by a signal from airborne control 

posts.

Large-yield nuclear tests in the atmosphere on or near the ground would help 

us to determine with greater precision the degree of hardness of our Minuteman 

silos. However, we believe the Soviets have conducted no such tests. W e  can 

achieve, by underground tests of substantial yields, a significant reduction in 

certain existing uncertainties. And, it must be remembered that the United 

States has already had considerable experience with low-yield surface and 

near-surface detonations which have been used to study the effects of surface 

bursts on hardened structures such as the Minuteman silos."

The Secretary also said that command and control posts can be 
constructed at sufficiently great depths “to preclude their destruction 
even by surface detonation of 100-megaton bombs.” He added that 
the vulnerability of such posts is reduced by the use of alternate, 
airborne systems already in operation.®®

The effects of surface bursts on hardened structures such as missile sites 

have been studied in the United States by means of several low-yield explo

sions. Such low-yield explosions have also taken place in the Soviet Union.

W e  have only limited knowledge about the nature of their instrumentation, 
but there appear to have been some heavily instrumented shots, thotagh perhaps

pp. 317-318.
“ Ante, pp. 316-317.
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not as heavily instrumented as the most elaborate U.S. tests of this kind * * *.

In any case the vulnerability of hard missile sites is even more sensitive to 

missile accuracy than to yield, and both of these will always be rather uncer

tain with respect to the future threat. The separation and numbers of our 

projected Minuteman force, in addition to their hardening, certainly provide 

adequate margin against these uncertainties as well as the uncertainty in the 

precise distance at which a given yield can destroy a given site.®'

Dr. Brown was asked whether in his opinion the purpose of the 
Soviet tests of very-high-yield weapons was to test the vuhierability 
of hardened sites. He replied that he was “quite sure that they did 
not use that test to test hard sites.” He observed that “the geograph
ical position and its altitude and the facilities around it * * * indi
cate this * * *. I  think the purpose was to test the weapon and see 
whether it would work”

The coromittee was reminded that should the damage caused by a 
first strike against the U.S. missile and bomber forces exceed even the 
outer limit of probability, the Polaris forces would remain intact and 
capable independently of launching a devastating retaliatory blow.

Clcmdestine testing 
The committee was told by the principal Government witnesses, and 

understands, that the treaty is not founded on the element of mutual 
trust. I t  is considered to be self-enforcing. The advantages to be 
gained by “cheating” are generally not considered to be worth the ef
fort ; in any case, the U.S. nuclear detection and identification capabil
ity has reached a high level of performance and reliability, and is be
ing steadily improved. The complex subject of clandestine testing and 
surprise abrogation was exhaustively discussed in the prepared state
ments of Secretary of Defense McNamara and Dr. Brown, found re
spectively on page 97 and page 528 of the printed hearings,®® and was 
thoroughly examined in executive session with competent witnesses. 
However, this single observation of Secretary McNamara’s should be 
pointed up :

The consensus is that the Soviets could not in a single series of tests, how

ever carefully planned those might be, achieve a significant or permanent lead 

in the strategic field, much less a superweapon capable of neutralizing our 

deterrent force.™*

And the committee was impressed by this comment of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff:

* * ♦ the dangers of detection and the cost and diflSculty of testing in outer 

space would tend to impose severe restrictions upon such clandestine testing. 

Other clandestine tests in the atmosphere or underwater, depending upon their

N u c l e a r  T e s t  B a n  T r e a t y :  H e a r i n g s , p. 529.

^ l U d ,  p. 567.

“ Secretary McNamara’s statement is printed ante, pp. 312-326. 

“• A n t e , p. 323.
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size, would Involve a fairly high probability of detection by our conventional in

telligence or our atomic energy detection system. Moreover, the Joint Chiefs 

of StafE consider the resulting progress which the Soviets might make clan

destinely to be a relatively minor factor in relation to the overall present and 

probable balance of military strength if adequate safeguards are maintained.“

TH E SAFEGUARDS

In evaluating the risks inherent in the treaty, the Joint Chiefs 
stated their belief that these “can be reduced through certain safe
guards.” These included {a) continuation of a comprehensive, ag
gressive, underground nuclear test program; (5) maintenance of the 
vitality of our nuclear laboratory facilities and weapons programs; 
(<?) the maintenance of a state of readiness to resume atmospheric nu
clear testing in the event of violation or abrogation of the treaty; { d )  

the improvement of the multiple system designed to detect and iden
tify Soviet (and Chinese) nuclear activity.

These so-called safeguards generated considerable interest, and it 
should be observed that, besides being enumerated in the statement of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, they were implicitly and independently 
endorsed by the President and in the statements of all the principal 
Government witnesses who preceded and followed the appearance of 
the Joint Chiefs.

First, the President, in his letter transmitting the treaty to the 
Senate, said:

This treaty does not halt American nuclear progress. The United States has 
more experience in underground testing than any other nation ; and we intend 

to use this capacity to maintain the adequacy of our arsenal. Our atomic 

laboratories will maintain an active development program, including under

ground testing, and we will be ready to resume testing in the atmosphere if 

necessary. Continued research on developing the peaceful uses of atomic 

energy will be possible through underground testing.®

And Secretary of State Eusk said:

The policy of the United States is to continue to test underground as neces

sary to our security. Moreover, although we hope for compliance, we cannot 

discount the possibility that the Soviet Union may violate the treaty. W e  

shall be on the alert for any violations, and we have a high degree of confidence 

in our ability to detect them * * *. i am confident that, if significant testing 

in violation of the treaty takes place, we will know about it. And we will be 

ready at all times to resume testing in all environments, and promptly, if that 

should become necessary

Secretary of Defense McNamara, in a letter to the committee of 
August 19, said:

A n t e , p. 349.

“ A n t e , pp. 300-301. 
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W e  will maintaia the vitality of our weapons laboratories. W e  will con

tinue to conduct a program of underground, tests as necessary to meet our 

military requirements. This ongoing test program will also include tests 

designed to lay the foundation for a major atmospheric series to be conducted 

in case of Soviet abrogation. W e  will retain the administrative talent and 

logistic capabilities required for quicli expansion of our test program into addi

tional environments. W e  have the determination to retain a readiness to test 

in every relevant environment. This is a firm national policy. Its existence 

will not only render the risk of abrogation minimal, but will also constitute 

a strong deterrent to abrogation.^

Some concern was expressed over the ability to maintain the vitality 
of the laboratories, with a limited test ban in force. Among others, 
the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, Dr. Glemi T. Sea- 
borg, provided reassurance on this score. In  response to questions, 
Dr. Seaborg observed that “we didn’t lose very many” scientists from 
the Commission’s laboratories during the 3-year moratorium on test
ing. He added that the problem would be eased under the test ban 
treaty because of the continuance of underground testing.®^

Dr. York, a former director of the Lawrence Kadiation Laboratory, 
stated that laboratory personnel grew by 50 percent during a period 
that roughly coincided with the moratorium. He added that—
Most of the new people added during the moratorium period went into research 

areas other than weapons development and testing * * * but these new people 

worked largely on programs which were scientifically related to the weapons 

program, and they were at the place where the knowledge was, where the 

equipment was, where the computer programs were, and they could be and, in 

fact, were rapidly converted to weapons scientists and engineers when that 

became necessary.”

Dr. Bradbury, Director of the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, 
commented on the ability to resume atmosphere testing promptly:

I believe, with a reasonable expenditure, it could be possible to resume the 

airdrop type of nuclear atmospheric test almost immediately upon notice to 

proceed provided current normal preparations are continued and somewhat 

amplified. The Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory would expect to have devices 

“upon the shelf” ready for such testing when they had reached a stage of 

design within the Laboratory that could not be further Improved by additional 

calculational or laboratory experimental efEort.

By such means the effect of abrogation upon immediate warhead develop

ment progress could be made minimal and primarily restricted to the area of 

actual yield determination of the highest yield weapons. Again, it may be 

parenthetically noted that very few people will care whether a given warhead 

had a yield of 50 or 70 megatons, nor does it make much difference to the 

planners.”

® N u c l e a r  T e s t  B a n  T r e a t y :  H e a r i n g s , p. 190.

p.216.

“ /6id.,p.761.

“ /6i(Z.,p.582.



SENATE COMMITTEE REPORT, SEPTEMBER 3 475

The committee also heard testimony expressing the determination 
of the executive branch to broaden and improve the complex detection 
system upon which the United States would rely in large part to 
monitor the terms of the treaty. Information on the system itself is 
restricted data; however, such data convinced the' committee that the 
possibility that any power could advance its nuclear weapons capabil
ity appreciably, or develop such a capability, by claindestine' testing 
in any one of the forbidden environments is negligible and, as such, 
an acceptable risk. Furthermore, the improvements planned for the 
U.S. detection system should minimize the risk even more. Finally, 
the United States has alternative means of detecting violations of the 
treaty and preparations of such violations.

I t is the committee’s clear understanding and opinion that the safe
guards will be maintained for just as long as the security of the 
United States and its allies requires continued nuclear development 
and testing programs, together with elaborate means of detecting and 
identifying the nuclear activities of other nations. The committee 
would also observe that these programs—the development and testing 
programs, the monitoring and detection improvement programs-—are 
now and will continue to be the urgent business of the U.S. Govern
ment quite apart from whether there is a test ban treaty. The treaty 
does not impose new responsibilities upon the Government. By for
bidding nuclear testing in three environments, it merely alters some
what the manner in which these responsibilities can be carried out.

OTHEK CONSIDERATIONS

Obligations to allies
I t  was asked whether the treaty might possibly inhibit cooperation 

with our allies for defensive purposes. First, the treaty will not affect 
the cooperative relationship between the United States and the United 
.Kingdom on nuclear weapons matters. Second, the Atomic Energy 
Act of 1954, as amended^ forbids the transfer of nuclear weapon 
parts of fissionable material for use in nuclear weapons to allies 
which are not nuclear powers. Similarily, it forbids the cominuni- 
cation of data to assist a nation in the design, development, or fabri
cation of nuclear weapons imless that nation has already made sub
stantial progress in developing nuclear weapons. Thus, the treaty 
itself does not bear on the U.S. relationship with such countries. The 
treaty does prohibit the transfer of materials for use in nuclear 
weapons, or information concerning their design or manufacture, to 
any country that is testing nuclear weapons in one of the prohibited 
environments, or preparing to test in one of these environments. 
(The text of a letter from Secretary of State Eusk to the chairman 
covering this point may be found on p. 976 of the printed hearings.)
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Finally, the treaty will not affect bilateral agreements under which the 
United States transfers nuclear materials for peaceful purposes.

The Plowshare 'program 
The committee understands that the Plowshare program, which 

involves the use of nuclear devices for peaceful purposes, will not be 
seriously inhibited by the treaty. A great many, if not most, of such 
projects can be conducted undergroimd and within the limits of the 
treaty. Dr, Seaborg testified at length on this question and said: 

Device development and the program for scientific studies planned for the 

immediate Plowshare program can clearly proceed under the terms of the 

treaty. This is also true of applications for mining and water resource devel

opments which would be carried out deep underground and involve the release 

of very little, if any, radioactivity.
In the excavation application, however, some radioactivity will reach the 

atmosphere and a careful determination will have to be made that a given 

project is permissible • * *.

Our present considerations lead us to believe that excavation experiments or 
projects which have a downwind distance of several hundred miles from the 

project site to a territorial limit probably can be conducted, and that these 

experiments wlU be sufficient to develop the excavation technology.”

The United States will also be able to explode nuclear devices under
ground for peaceful purposes in other countries, at their request, pro
vided, of course, that such an explosion does not cause debris to be 
issued beyond that country’s territorial limits. I f  and when a project 
is proposed that might possibly violate the terms of the treaty— 
development of a new Panama Canal with nuclear explosives, for 
example—an amendment to the treaty presumably would be sought. 
The treaty will, however, prevent certain nuclear experiments in outei 
space that have been considered.

With regard to immediate plans for canals, harbors, and excava
tions, Dr. Seaborg said:

W e  are not ready. It wiU take a few years of device development and 

experiments in excavation technology before we would be ready, and those 

things can be accomplished under the treaty. Also, some practical applica

tions of actual excavation within the continental United States, when we 

are ready, can take place within the treaty."

Secretary of State Rusk was asked whether “a little venting” would 
be regarded “as sufficient cause to break the treaty.” He replied:

♦ ♦ * if we got to that point, and so far as I know such a situation is 

several years off, if we got to that point, it would seem to me we might well 

want to inform other signatories to the treaty that we are proceeding with a 

particular iieaceful uses explosion, give them the information to that effect. 

Indeed, I think we may well get from the Soviet Union at some stage infor

mation that they themselves want to use an underground explosion for a 

particular peaceful uses purpose. I would suppose that if it is quite clear

p. 211.
p. 265.
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what was involved and if there was some small accidental venting, I am 
sure that itself would not destroy the treaty.

I would hope that such venting would not occur. But as you pointed out 

these things are not always capable of being guaranteed in advance.™

Radioactive fallout 
The problem of radioactive fallout was considered by the committee, 

though in less detail than some of the other questions, which, in the 
committee’s view, were of broader concern. I t  is generally agreed 
that radiation from fallout amounts to considerably less in terms of 
human exposure than normal background radiation. Moreover, 
informed opinion appears to be that the radioactive fallout 
produced to date has remained well below a level at which it might 
be deemed hazardous. But it is also clear, as the Chief of the Division 
of Radiological Health of the U.S. Public Health Service said in 
June of this year:

Fundamental is the hypothesis that any amount of radiation exposure in
volves some risk in exposed population groups.™

Geneticists have shown greater and more specific concern.
I t  is feared that continued, or stepped up, atmospheric nuclear 

testing would increase the damage, genetic and otherwise, induced by 
increased exposure by population groups to radiation. The treaty, in 
halting the release into the atmosphere of radioactive fallout, offers 
a distinct benefit. Moreover, great numbers of people around the 
world have been deeply disturbed by the implications of this fallout. 
I t may be that their concern has been highly exaggerated. Neverthe
less, it exists. The ability of this treaty to ease their concern must 
also be regarded as a beneficial consequence.

Defmtion of wnd&rgrowid test 
The Secretary was asked if agreed criteria had been established to 

determine what constitutes an imderground test. This is a complica
ted question; very shallow subsurface tests may be more productive 
in terms of knowledge gained than deeper tests, and they are obviously 
cheaper. Secretary Eusk replied:

* * * there are potentially, looking ahead over the years, potentially many 

dozens, perhaps even hundreds, of contingencies which might develop through 

technical advance or otherwise, which I think could not be spelled out in 

detail in such a treaty; it would even be, I think, unwise to attempt to spell 

this out in the enormous detail that would be required to try to anticipate all 

those things that we could think, about now because we would almost certainly 

not think about some that are going to arise with technical advance.

m a . ,  p. 26.
’"‘Fallout, Radiation Standards and Countermeasures: Bearings Before the 

Subcommittee on BesearcJi, Development, and Radiation of the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy, Congress of the United S tates, Eighty-eighth Congress, F irst 
Session, pt. 1, p. 304.
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Now ♦  * * obviously this treaty permits a clear underground test where 
the explosion is underground, where the testing apparatus is based on that 
phenomenon, and I would think that we would not think that it applied to a 
surface explosion which was christened by a few shovelfuls of dirt, * * *.

I f  these marginal things occur or any pretense is made with respect to it 
we will know about them and we will be able to take whatever action is 
necessary in our own security, either with respect to insisting that it be 
stopped or the treaty coUapses or * * * resuming our own freedom of action.”

Consultation of Joint Chiefs of Staff 
Early in the committee’s hearings, the question arose as to whether 

the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff had been adequately represented 
in the development of policy on the limited test ban treaty and the 
content of the treaty. Secretary of Defense McNamara and the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff testified on this question. The burden of their testi
mony showed that the chiefs of the uniformed services had been in
timately involved with the question. General Taylor is a member of 
the Committee of Principals, the top-level unit within the executive 
branch which reviews major questions, of national security before they 
are presented to the President. As indicated earlier, article IV, the 
treaty’s withdrawal clause, was simplified and made more flexible 
to take account of the views of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. General 
Wheeler, Chief of Staff of the Army, offered this comment :

* ♦  * the Chiefs have been * * * dealing with various types of test ban 
agreeihents for a couple or 3 years * * ».

You will recaU that General Taylor * ♦  ♦  testified that starting on about 
the 15th of June, he asked the Joint Staff, with the knowledge of the other 
members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, to start to review a possible limited 
test ban proposal, although we had no specific wording to deal with. This 
arose as a result of talks between a Euroi>ean political leader and Mr. 
Khrushchev.

You will also recall on the 2d of July Mr. Khrushchev made a speech in East 
Berlin, at which time he laid down in rather general terms the type of treaty 
that would be acceptable to Mm.™ At that time, we stepped up the tempo of 
our activities.

And then, of course, we were aware that the Harriman mission was going to 
Moscow. General Taylor, himself, participated in meetings of the Committee 
of Principals on this subject. He did make us aware of the results of these 
deliberations. And during the course of the meetings with Under Secretary 
Harriman in Moscow, cables came back and the Chairman briefed us concern
ing their contents.

I believe the Joint Chiefs of Staff position on past projHwals was well known 
within the Government. And certainly we knew on a day-by-day basis the 
trend of the discussions in Moscow.”

” Unclear Test Ban Treaty: Hearings, pp. 34-35.
” Ante, pp. 244r-246.
™ Nuclear Test Ban Treaty: Hearings, pp. 382-383.
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Parenthetically, it should be noted that the Joint Chiefs of StaJff 
sought the views of the Commanders in Chief of the nine unified com
mands on the treaty/^ Seven of these nine supported the treaty, one 
opposed it, and one disqualified himself on grounds of insufficient 
knowledge.

IV. OONOLtrDIKTG COMMENTS

The committee finds the balance of risks weighted in favor of the 
treaty. I t  is possible that by testing underground the Soviet Union 
will slowly erase the technological lead the United States possesses in 
some critical areas of nuclear development. But it is equally true, as 
the hearings indicated, that this gap could be closed much more rap
idly if unrestricted testing were continued. In  short, the effect of the 
treaty will be to slow the rate and significantly increase the expense 
of Soviet progress in those technological areas in which the United 
States has superiority, while confining such progress as both sides 
may achieve to the underground environment, where the United States 
has a broad advantage thanks to its experience. In that light, now 
would seem to be a good time to stop.

For the United States, the returns on further atmospheric nuclear 
testing appear to have sharply diminished. Much of what remains to 
be learned can be achieved underground. Admittedly, further infor
mation on weapons effects would be useful and would simplify certain 
design problems. However, the United States and the Soviet Union 
appear to face roughly comparable uncertainties and difficulties in 
this rather broad area.

Dr. Teller dissented from the general view, saying;
To acquire more knowledge in order to know how to defend ourselves, this, 

I would suggest, is not quite properly called an arms race.
This treaty wlU not prevent the arms race. It w ill stimulate it. This treaty 

is not directed against the arms race. This treaty is directed against knowl
edge, our knowledge.™

The committee disagrees. The treaty is directed against the arms 
race. The refinement of nuclear weapons is the explicit purpose of 
the pursuit of knowledge of this kind. All such knowledge is rela
tive. Perhaps the ultimate knowledge of nuclear ballistic missiles— 
at least, the only certaia test of the missile systems—would mean 
launching a large salvo of ballistic missiles with nuclear warheads

” The nine are Commander in Chief, Europe; Commander in Chief, Pacific; 
Commander in Chief, Continental Air Defense; Commander in Chief, Alaskan 
Command; Commander in Chief, Caribbean ; Commander in Chief, Atlantic; Com
mander in Chief, Strike Command; Commander in Chief, Strategic Air Com
mand ; Commander in Chief, Naval Forces Eastern Atlantic and Mediterranean. 

™ Ihul., p. 423.
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over a distance of several thousand miles and intercepting these weap
ons with antiballistic missiles, also equipped with warheads.

An unrestricted competition to develop offensive systems that will 
continue to remain technologically far in advance of defensive systems, 
and, conversely, to strive for defensive missiles that can close this 
gap, would amount to an arms race. Of that there can be little doubt. 

Dr. Bradbury told the committee:
I am somewhat dubious that one can ever find out in practice all that one 

would ideally like to know and one may have to rely on simply what one has 
found out and what one can extrapolate from existing experimental knowledge.

It is not feasible frankly to take an existing ballistic missile site, a Titan 
site, and drop a 10-megaton bomb over it. I don’t think you would like it or 
anybody else would. Unless you do that experiment, you can always say, “I 
will not know exactly what will happen.” Xou have to rely on what you can 
deduce now on strictly precise experiments, and my general feeling is * * » 
that I would be willing to take the risk that we now can take with existing 
knowledge, although admittedly one is taking a risk. ♦  * « i  doubt that you 
would ever know all that you possibly could know.™

Dr. York expressed similar concern about a relentless competition 
for constantly improved and more refined arms:

It is my view that the problem posed to both sides by this dilemma of steadily 
increasing military power and steadily decreasing national security has no tech
nical solution. If we continue to look for solutions in the area of science and 
technology only, the result will be a steady and inexorable worsening of this 
situation.

I am optimistic that there is a solution to this dilemma; I am pessimistic 
only insofar as I believe that there is absolutely no solution to be found within 
the areas of science and technology.”

Replying to a question he added:
* * * I am concerned primarily about the fact that * * * if wo do not do 

anything about the arms race, the security of the United States will just get 
steadily worse, will get less.™

Dr. Kistiakowsky’s statement also reflected this concern:
I do not believe that we or any other nation can find any real security in a 

continuing arms race. It is now evident that the United States and the Soviet 
Union each have the capability to deliver an utterly devastating attack on each 
other.

To talk of winning such a conflict is to misuse the language; only a Pyrrhic 
victory could be achieved in a nuclear war.

Under the present conditions of unrestrained arms race it is certain that the 
numbers of warheads each side might deliver w ill increase, as will their yields. 
Perhaps even more threatening is the prospect of an increasingly large num
ber of countries having nuclear weapons, with the concomitant increase in the

” urn., p. 507. 
” Ihid., p. 762. 
™ Ihid., p. 783.
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probability that some will be used and that uncontrolled escalation will 
follow.™

Dr. Brown was asked whether he regarded the treaty as an arms 
limitation agreement, and he replied:

It does limit arms development. It does not reduce armaments but it does 
reduce arms development. I believe that unless we get some kind of arms 
limitation as well as maintaining our own military capability the next 10 years 
are going to see further degradation in everyone’s security as other nations 
obtain nuclear weapons, less responsible ones than have them now, 1 think that 
will make everyone le ^  secure.

I don’t say this treaty is going to solve that or produce the millennium but I 
think in the absence of this treaty, which has represented the first step, no one 
can go on to anything else.™

The committee, no less than the President, believes that—
no treaty, however much it may be to the advantage of all, however tightly it 
may be worded, can provide absolute security against the risks of deception 
and evasion. But it can, if it is sufficiently effective in its enforcement and 
if  it is sufficiently in the Interests of its signers, offer far more security and 
far fewer risks than an unabated, uncontrolled, unpredictable arms race.“

The committee believes that the treaty reflects an identity of in
terests in the specific area of containing the arms competition. Both 
the United States and the Soviet Union appear to have a sober appre
ciation of the hazard implicit in the continuation of such a competition 
between the world’s two great powers over an indefinite period of time. 
Both appear to be persuaded that the limited treaty will not appre
ciably affect the balance of military power; also, that the clear political 
advantages it offers will strengthen the national security of each. 
First, the treaty will inhibit the proliferation of nuclear weapons, thus 
reducing the danger of accidental or catalytic nuclear war, as well as 
nuclear war by design. The committee was impressed that by the day 
it approved the treaty 82 nations had acceded. Leaving aside France, 
already a nuclear power, and mainland China, this number includes 
all those countries thought to have the capacity and/or incentive to 
develop nuclear weapons.

Second, the treaty has already deepened and complicated the divi
sions within the Communist orbit; this, on balance, represents a net 
gain for the rest of the world. I t  bears heavily on the position of 
China, communism’s second-ranking and most militant power. China 
is expected to explode a nuclear device in the near future, possibly next 
year. Although the distance fro’*' there to even a crude nuclear

pp. 852-853.
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weapons system is considerable, the event will nevertheless impress 
Asians deeply with Chinese strength and potential. But the tinwill- 
ingness to sign this treaty, together with a generally defiant attitude, 
may further isolate Chiaa from her Asian neighbors and, of course, 
from the rest of the world as well. This, in turn, should encourage 
greater resistance to Chinese expansionist policies. The treaty would 
also seem to formalize, and thus simplify, the unwillingness of the 
Soviet Union to assist China’s nuclear development program.

This identity of United States and Soviet interest in limiting the 
arms race is a reflection of what Dr. Shulman, one of the foremost 
American authorities on the Soviet Union, described as the “limited 
adversary relationship” between the two powers. He said:

• * * we are engaged in an extremely serious conflict but it is neither total 
nor absolute.

In certain aspects of our confrontation, the security of each side is  inter
locked with the security of the other. It is therefore possible to have some 
measures which the Soviet leaders feel may serve their interests, and which 
we, for reasons of our own, regard as in our interests as well * * *.

♦  * * since 1954 there has been a very considerable evolution of the Soviet 
appreciation of the effect of nuclear war * * * an increasing sobriety, and this 
has a deep effect on the Soviet attitude. Within the past year and a half 
there has been a substantial increase in the discussion In Soviet journals of 
what in this country is called arms control, and what the Soviets call partial 
measures of disarmament.®^

Dr. Shulman explained that—

the (Soviet) shift to a “peaceful coexistence” emphasis, originally a tactical 
alternation, has been evolving and deepening into a policy directed to power- 
bloc politics rather than toward social revolution.

At the 20th, 21st, and 22d party congresses, and in the new Communist Party 
program, this policy has acquired doctrinal underpinnings, related to the possi
bility of a peaceful transition to socialism, and the noninevitability of 
war * *

Dr. Shulman believes that the deep changes at work in the Soviet 
Union derive—

not from the proletariat, but from nationalism, which is fragmenting the 
polarization of power, from technology, which is  Increasing the destructiveness 
of war; and from the continued Industrial transformation of the advanced 
industrial states, which has if  anything increased their power and their 
prosperity.

What the Chinese Communists are now attacking as “revisionism” Is in 
fact an effort by the Soviet leadership, i>erhaps not wholly consciously, to 
adapt its policies to this reality.®*

“ N u c l e a r  T e s t  B a n  T r e a t y :  H e a r i n g s , pp. 798-799.
“ lUd., p. 797.
“  lUd.
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These changes are in part accountable to Western strength and 
determination and, as such, reflect credit on the basic postwar policies 
we have followed. Thus, it is critically important—for this and other 
reasons— t̂hat the solidarity and determination of the Western alliance 
be maintained. We have seen the tendency of the alliance to loosen 
whenever the Soviet threat appears to have receded somewhat. An 
easing of cold war tensions would impose new stre^es on the rela
tionships between the Western nations; the treaty should lead to 
even stronger efforts to improve these relationships and the institu
tions through which the West seeks to promote unity of purpose and 
policy.

This will be difficult. For the United States it means that decisions 
affecting the future of Western Europe must be made with West 
European participation. Thus, the United States must find and 
maintain a delicate but true political balance, and avoid giving even 
the impression that it may be unilaterally disposing of major ques
tions dividing East and West. Europeans, for their part, must recog
nize that such questions are not static, but changing. Also, Euro
peans, in order to play their role, wUl hopefully maintain the pace of 
the moveinent toward regional and supranational solutions to their 
major tasks, recognizing that these have grown too large for any 
one of Europe’s sovereign powers to contain. In  short, the movement 
toward European unity and Atlantic partnership that has been 
gathering force since World War 11 should proceed unaffected by 
the rise and fall in the temperature of the cold war.

A good part of the committee’s time and attention during the hear
ings was devoted to military considerations. This treaty does bear, 
though perhaps not heavily, on the military balance. But its thrust 
is political. And among other things, it illustrates that military con
siderations cannot be divorced from political considerations; they 
are inseparable, especially in. the nuclear age. The maintenance of a 
strong military position is clearly essential to the national s^urity 
of the United States. But exclusive, or excessive, reliance oii mili
tary considerations could undermine national security by encouraging 
comparable military efforts by others, thereby strengthening the de
stabilizing forces adrift in the world, possibly creating new ones.

This treaty offers the prospect of a gradual lessening of tensions, 
of a start toward the progressive elimination of the danger of nuclear 
war. Thus, the committee (by a vote of 16 to 1) recommends that the 
Senate give its advice and consent to the ratification of the pending 
treaty.
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Address by Secretary of State Rusk to the American 
Legion Convention {Extract}, September 10, 1963  ̂

! • • • • *

N e e d  f o e  P ow ek etjl  M i u t a k t  D e f e n s e s

As advocates of powerful military defenses, we in the Department 
of State are second to none—and the record since World W ar I I  will 
prove it. I t  is essential that we maintain strategic deterrents so 
strong that sane men would never dare attack us or, if insanity 
prevails, to insure the destruction of the aggressor. I t  is equally 
essential, of course, that our adversaries know that we have the will 
to use these forces in defense of the vital interests of the free world. 
I t  is also important that, with our allies, we have powerful and 
flexible and mobile conventional forces. And it is important to 
continue to increase the capabilities of the free world to deal with 
guerrilla warfare.

President Kennedy, in recognition of the harsh situation in which 
we find ourselves in this modem world, with the full support of the 
Congress, has, as the Legion knows, substantially increased our de
fense forces: a 2 0 -percent increase in the defense budget—^making 
it possible to add 1 0 0  percent to the warheads and the strategic nuclear 
alert force, a 60-percent increase in the tactical nuclear weapons in 
Western Europe alone, and a 2 0 0 -percent increase in our counter- 
insurgency forces.

But it is impossible to enhance or even to preserve the security of the 
United States by military means alone. Indeed, there is no security 
for anyone in an unlimited arms race.

Since 1947 the defense budget of the United States has necessarily 
increased by more than four times. And yet we cannot truthfully 
say that we are safer today than we were at that time, however neces
sary those increases were. And therefore we must find a way, if pos
sible, to preserve the peace and protect our vital interests by means 
short of war.

Two K e c e n t  A g e e e m e n t s  W i t h  S o v ie t  U n io h "

Recently we have reached two agreements with the Soviet Union. 
One was on the so-called “hot line”—a direct line between the Kremlin 
and the White House, for use in emergency.^ The need for reliable 
and direct and rapid contact was underscored during the crisis over 
Cuba last fall, when events began to outrun the ability of our two 
Governments to communicate by ordinary means. We hope there

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 30,1963, pp. 490-494.
° Ante, pp. 236-238.
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will be no crisis requiring the “hot line,” but in a fast-moving and 
dangerous situation it might prevent miscalculation or a fateful 
misunderstanding.

The second agreement is, of course, the treaty banning atomic tests 
in the air, in space, and under water.'* The hearings on it conducted 
under the leadership of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee ex
plored thoroughly every relevant question.^ And yesterday the Sen
ate as a whole took up that debate.

I  am convinced myself that this treaty safeguards fully the security 
of the United States. This conviction is supported by the great 
weight of testimony of our scientific and military leaders, including 
the Secretary of Defense and the Chairman of the Atomic Energy 
Commission. The Joint Chiefs of Staff have concluded that the 
military risks in the treaty are acceptable.

We know that we hold in this country an overall superiority in 
nuclear weapons, that the formidable military power represented by 
these and other weapons is ever-increasing, and that we have and will 
maintain the strongest military arsenal in the world.

We know that since 1945 the danger of a nuclear holocaust has in
creased. With this increase ia danger there has been an increase in 
the destructive power of modem weapons. For almost two decades, 
beginning with the moment of the use of the first bomb, we have dili
gently searched for an alternative to the nuclear arms race. Now 
within our grasp lies at least a small opportunity to begin a reversal 
if possible of the trend of the race itself.

We are confident in the adequacy of our nuclear forces to deter a 
Soviet attack and to inflict a devastating damage against anyone who 
might attack us or our allies. Given our present nuclear capabilities, 
now is an appropriate time to restrict further nuclear testing, at least 
in those environments in which we may assure ourselves that the Soviet 
Union is doing likewise.

We know the effect this treaty can have on potential nuclear powers. 
A dozen nations have the capability of developing nuclear weapons 
within the next decade. Yet all but one, Eed China, are among the 
some 90 signatories not yet nuclear powers who have signed the agree
ment. In the absence of a treaty most of them probably would feel 
obliged to elect another course for themselves.

We will continue a testing program under ground. More than 90 
underground tests have provided the most significant information. 
The treaty is self-policing. Our own detection system will monitor 
the ban. As additional insurance, our testing facilities affected by

® Ante, pp. 291-293.
* The Senate Foreign Relations Committee Report is printed supra.
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the treaty will be maintained on an alert standby basis. And if the 
interests of our coiintry are jeopardized, we can withdraw from the 
treaty—promptly if need be. These are safeguards based on practical 
requirements. And I  want to emphasize that this treaty does not rest 
upon trust and confidence.

We must consider also the consequences of a rejection of the treaty. 
In my judgment they would be extremely grave, both for our position 
in the world and for the prospects for peace. The possibility of 
exercising any control over armaments would almost certainly vanish. 
The possibility of settling dangerous political problems would be 
greatly reduced.

Our rejection would lend weight to the Chinese Communist conten
tion that peaceful coexistence with the West is impossible. I t  would 
cost us the confidence of many countries in the free world—allies and 
nbnalinM alike.
, The limited nuclear test ban treaty has been aptly characterized by 

President Kennedy as a step toward peace and away from war.® This 
is a step which I  believe that we should take, for rejection of the treaty 
would lead to more intensive rounds of nuclear tests in the atmosphere, 
an upward surge in the arms race spiral, further pollution of the air, 
increased tensions and distrust, and increased prospects of a war of 
which Klirushchev said to the Chinese the survivors would envy the 
dead.®

O t h e r  P o s sib l e  A g k e e k e n t s

Eealistically, what do we hope to accomplish through any further 
discussions with the Soviet Union ?

There can be no assured and lasting peace until Communist leaders 
abandon their goal of a world revolution. They are quite frank in 
declaring that they don’t  intend to do that.

After the test ban treaty was signed. Chairman Khrushchev said 
again that there can be “no coexistence in ideology—that conflict,” he 
says, “goes on.” ’’ His proclaimed objective still is to “bury” all non- 
Communist societies. He used this phrase again in a speech on June 
2 1  of this year.® He made it plain that he was not speaking just of 
an alleged historical inevitability.

Thus the Soviet Communists, as well as the Chinese Communists, re
main committed to Communist domination of the world. Indeed, they

° Ante, p. 252.
° See Pravda, .Tuly 20, 1963, pp. 2-4; Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. 

XV, no. 29 (Aug. 14,1963), p. 3.
'Pravda, .Tune 29, 1963, pp. 1-4; Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XV, 

nos. 24 and 25 (July 10 and 17,1963), pp. 5 and 4, respectively.
® On Aug. 24, 1963, Premier Khrushchev reportedly told American correspond

ents, “Your own working class will bury you” (New York Times, Aug. 25, 1963, 
p. 19).
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have indicated that they will try to iatensify the struggle, at least in 
its nonmilitary aspects, and the present quarrel between them started 
over an argument about how best to accomplish this result.

But we think the Soviet leaders^ realize that it would be disastrous 
for them to try to “bury” us by military means. Nor do we ourselves 
want war, nor need it to insure success for the cause of freedom. We 
believe that the Soviet Union and the. United States therefore have a 
mutual interest in avoiding a war of total devastation. And we thiiik 
that the Soviet leaders are beginning to recognize this;

So we hope that it will be possible to reach agreements on possible 
other safeguards against war by accident, or miscalculation, or sur
prise attack—limited steps—as yet no agreement in sight. We favor 
also, though this will be more difficult to achieve, some possible slowing 
down of arms production and reductions in level of armaments—with 
fully adequate safeguards and inspection. We and our allies are of 
course interested in eliminating or reducing the crisis potential of 
Berlin and other points of friction. And we think the Soviet Union 
could serve its larger interests, as well as ours, by joining us in the 
peacemaking activities of the United Nations.

We are prepared to explore the possibilities of a freer flow of both 
information and peoples between the Soviet Union, and the Eastern 
European countries generally, and the United States. We would 
like to expand existing exchange agreements. And we would hope 
that more people and information might move back and forth in a 
natural and normal way, because opening up the doors of that society 
can be in the most profound interests of freedom. In  this connec
tion, we have noted with satisfaction that during the last 3 months 
the Soviets have not jammed broadcasts to the U.S.S.K. by the Voice 
of America or by the BBC.

We would also join with the U.S.S.E. in undertakings to serve our 
own and all other peoples in the unending battle against disease and 
other hazards of nature, against poverty and ignorance. We believe 
that good can come from pooling efforts on various frontiers of science 
including the peaceful potentialities of space and nuclear energy.

These are not bilateral issues between us and the Soviet Union; 
they involve our allies and the uncommitted countries as well. These 
other countries m ust play, and they do play, a large p a rt in such 
discussions—in the U nited Nations, in NATO, a t Geneva, and in  other 
forums.

C o m m u n is t  W orld  A m b it io n s

In seeking understandings with the Soviet Union along the several 
lines I  have indicated, we do not expect to effect a miraculous change 
IQ Soviet intentions toward us. Our aim is to keep the conflict within
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tolerable bounds—to defend and build freedom if possible without a 
thermonuclear war.

However, it must be an object of policy to move the Communist 
world by all available means to abandon their program of world dom
ination. I t  is evident that Communist ambitions entail severe costs 
and risks for the Soviet Government and people. Even now we see 
some suggestive signs of restiveness about the burdens and risks of 
their commitments to the world Communist movement—which, inci
dentally, no single government can now fully control.

Herein lies, perhaps, the greatest significance of the schism between 
the Soviet and Chinese Communists. I  have repeatedly emphasized 
that we should not take cheap comfort from that historic break. I t  
eliminates none of the dangers that hang over us and makes none of 
our immediate tasks appreciably easier. But the Chinese Communists 
have brought emphatically to the attention of the Soviet Government 
and people the sharp conflict that exists between the requirements of 
the Communist world revolution and Soviet national interests. The 
Chinese Conmnmists insist that Communist world ambitions, as inter
preted by themselves, must come first, no matter what the cost, includ
ing the destruction of the present Soviet leadership—and even the 
thermonuclear devastation of the Soviet Union. The Soviet leaders 
have drawn back from the abyss the Chinese Communists have pre
pared for them. We would hope that they would go on from there, 
by putting aside the illusion of that eventual Coromunist triumph.

There is reason to believe that the Soviet people are more interested 
in improving their living standards than in Coramunist world ambi
tions. And in the Soviet Union, as well as in other Communist states 
of Eastern Europe, we see the stirrings of desire for more individual 
freedom. Processes of evolution are at work. In  the long run they 
favor the great ideas of freedom, of government by consent of the gov
erned, of individual rights and dignity.

But we must be careful not to confuse what we hope will happen 
with the actual situation now before us. For nothing has happened 
yet to justify us in relaxing even in the slightest. We must carry on 
energetically with all of our unfinished business: such as building and 
improving the Atlantic partnership and all that this entails in going 
forward with trade negotiations, and with political and military coop

eration, including the proposed multilateral nuclear force; with help
ing the newly independent and other less developed countries to find 
firm political and economic footing; and we must maintain unfail
ingly, with our allies, the means to defend the free world against 
aggression by whatever means are required.
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Letter From President Kennedy to Senators Mansfield and 
Dirksen Regarding the Test-Ban Treaty, September 
11, 1963'

D ear S enator M a n sfield  and S enator D ir k s e n : I  am  deep ly  

ap p rec ia tiv e  o f  th e  suggestion  w h ich  you  m ade to  m e on  M onday  m o rn 

in g  th a t  i t  w ould  be h e lp fu l to  have a  fu r th e r  c la rify in g  s ta tem en t 

ab o u t th e  po licy  o f th is  A d m in is tra tio n  to w ard  ce rta in  aspects o f  o u r 

n u c lea r w eapons defenses, u n d e r th e  p roposed  te s t b a n  tre a ty  now  

b efo re  th e  Senate.^ I  sh are  y o u r view  th a t  i t  is  desirab le  to  d ispel 

any  fe a rs  o r concerns in  th e  m in d s o f  S en a to rs  o r  o f th e  peop le  o f  o u r 

co u n try  on  these m atte rs . A n d  w hile  I  believe th a t  fuU y adequate  

s ta tem en ts h ave  been m ade on these  m a tte rs  b efo re  th e  v a rio u s conm iit- 

tees o f th e  S en a te  by  th e  S e c re ta ry  o f  S tate,^ th e  S ec re ta ry  o f D efense,^ 

th e  D ire c to r o f  C e n tra l In te llig en ce , th e  C h a irm an  o f th e  A tom ic 

E n e rg y  C onm iission, an d  th e  J o in t  C h ie fs o f  S ta ll, n evertheless I  am  

h a p p y  to  accep t y o u r ju d g m e n t th a t  i t  w ou ld  be h e lp fu l i f  I  re s ta ted  

w h a t h a s  a lread y  been sa id  so th a t  th e re  m ay  be no  m isapp rehension .

In  confidence that the Congress will share and support the policies 
of the Administration in this field, I  am happy to give these unquali
fied and unequivocal assurances to the members of the Senate, to the 
entire Congress, and to the country:

1. Underground nuclear testing, which is permitted under the 
treaty, will be vigorously and diligently carried forward, and the 
equipment, facilities, personnel and funds necessary for that purpose 
will be provided. As the Senate knows, such testing is now going on. 
While we must all hope that at some future time a more comprehensive 
treaty may become possible by changes in the policies of other nations, 
until that time our underground testing program will continue.

2 . The United States will maintain a posture of readiness to resume 
testing in the environments prohibited by the present treaty, and it 
will take all the necessary steps to safeguard our national security in 
the event that there should be an abrogation or violation of any treaty 
provision. In particular, the United States retains the right to re
sume atmospheric testing forthwith if the Soviet Union should con
duct tests in violation of the treaty.

* Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 30,1963, pp. 496-498.
“ Ante, pp. 291-293.
’ Ante, pp. 302-311.

Ante, pp. 312-326.
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3. Our facilities for the detection of possible violations of this treaty 
will be expanded and improved as required to increase our assurance 
against clandestine violation by others.

i. In  response to the suggestion made by President Eisenhower to 
the Foreign Relations Committee on August 23,1963,® and in conform
ity with the opinion of the Legal Adviser of the Department of State, 
set forth in the report of the Committee on Foreign Relations,® I  am 
glad to emphasize again that the treaty in no way limits the authority 
of the Coromander-in-Chief to use nuclear weapons for the defense of 
the United States and its allies, if a situation should develop requiring 
such a grave decision. Any decision to use such weapons would be 
made by the United States in accordance with its Constitutional proc
esses and would in no way be affected by the terms of the nuclear test 
ban treaty.

5. While the abnormal and dangerous presence of Soviet military 
personnel in the neighboring island of Cuba is not a matter which can 
be dealt with through the instrumentality of this treaty, I  am able 
to assure the Senate that if that unhappy island should be used either 
directly or indirectly to circumvent or nullify this treaty, the United 
States will take all necessary action in response.

. 6 . The treaty in no way changes the status of the authorities in East 
Germany. As the Secretary of State has made clear, “We do not 
recognize, and we do not intend to recognize, the Soviet occupation 
zone of East Germany as a state or as an entity possessing national 
sovereignty, or to recognize the local authorities as a government. 
Those authorities cannot alter these facts by the act of subscribing to 
the test ban treaty.” ^

7. This Government will maintain strong weapons laboratories in 
a vigorous program of weapons development, in order to ensure that 
the United States will continue to have in the future a strength fully 
adequate for an effective national defense. In particular, as the Secre
tary of Defense has made clear, we will maintain strategic forces fully 
ensuring that this nation will continue to be in a position to destroy 
any aggressor, even after absorbing a first strike by a surprise attack.®

8 . The United States wiU diligently pursue its programs for the 
further developnient of nuclear explosives for peaceful purposes by 
underground tests within the terms of the treaty, and as and when 
such developments make possible constructive uses of atmospheric

’ Nuclear Test Ban Treaty; Hearings Before the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions, United States Senate, Eighty-eighth Congress, First Session, on Executive 
M, 88th Congress, 1st Session, pp. 846-848.

“ Ante, pp. 343-S46.
’ Ante, p. 308.
® See ante, p. 313.
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nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes, the United States will seek 
international agreement under the treaty to permit such explosions.

I  trust that these assurances may be helpful in dispelling any con
cern or misgivings which any member of the Senate or any citizen may 
have as to our determination to maintain the interests and security of 
the United States. I t is not only safe but necessary, in the interest 
of this country and the interest of mankind, that this treaty should 
now be approved, and the hope for peace which it oflPers firmly sus
tained, by the Senate of the United States.

Once more, let me express my appreciation to you both for your 
visit and for your suggestions.

Sincerely,

J o h n  F. K e n n e d y

News Conference Remarks by President Kennedy on 
the Test-Ban Treaty (Extracts}, September 12,1963 ^

T h e  P e e s k >e n t : Good afternoon. Ladies and gentlemen, I  want 
to stress again how important it is that the United States Senate ap
prove the pending nuclear test-ban treaty.^ I t  has already been 
signed by more than 90 governments, and it is clearer now than ever 
that this small step towards peace will have significant gains, and 
I  want, to commend to the American people the two distinguished 
and outstanding speeches made by Senator Mansfield and Senator 
Dirksen, the majority and minority leaders, who in the great tradition 
of American bipartisanship and national interest, I  thiok put the case 
most effectively.

This treaty will enable all of us who inhabit the earth, our children 
and children’s children, to breathe easier, free from the fear of 
nuclear test fallout. I t  will curb the spread of nuclear weapons to 
other countries, thereby holding out hope for a more peaceful and 
stable world. I t  will slow down the nuclear arms race without im
pairing the adequacy of this Nation’s arsenal or security, and it will 
offer a small but important foundation on which a world of law can 
be built.

The Senate hearings and debate have been intensive and valuable, 
but they have not raised an argum ent in  opposition which was not

’ The WasMngton Post and Times Eerald, Sept. 13,1963, p. A16.
“ Ante, pp. 291-293. The Senate approved the treaty on Sept. 24,1963, by a vote 

of 80-19.
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thoroughly considered by our military, scientific, legal and foreign 
policy leaders before the treaty was signed.

This Nation has sought to bring nuclear weapons under interna
tional control since 1946.=* This particular kind of treaty has been 
sought by us since 1959.̂  If  we are to give it now only grudging sup
port, if this small, clearly beneficial step cannot be approved by the 
widest possible margin in the Senate, then the Nation cannot offer 
much leadership or hope for the future.

But if the American people and the American Senate can demon
strate that we are as determined to achieve a peace and a just peace as 
we are to defend our freedom, I  think future generations will honor 
the action that we took.

Keeping Labs Open

Q : Mr. President, last year when you discussed resumption of nu
clear testing in a public speech, you anticipated difficulty in being able 
to keep topflight scientists operating on standby preparations; you 
doubted that large-scale laboratories could be kept fully alert, and you 
said this wasn’t  merely difficult or inconvenient, but that after 
thorough exploration, you had determined that keeping laboratories 
fully alert on a standby basis would be impossible.® Could you tell 
us, sir, what has happened since then to change your mind about this ?

A: Yes. I  believe that what I  was talking about then was a com
prehensive test-ban treaty. Obviously, if you had no underground 
testing, the laboratories would atrophy. I  stated at that time, or on 
other occasions, that if we could get a responsible, comprehensive test- 
ban treaty that I  would be willmg to take that risk. But we didn’t 
get a comprehensive test-ban treaty, but only a limited one. Under 
that limited agreement, it is possible to carry on underground testing, 
and, therefore, we will not have the deadening of the vitality of the 
laboratories. Instead, the underground testing will continue, free 
from fall-out, but the scientists will be able to engage in their work. 
They will be maintained, the laboratories will be maintained, and, 
therefore, I  think that we are faced with a different situation than the 
one that I responded to earlier in the year.

Amending the Treaty

Q: Mr. President, some opponents of the test-ban treaty have ex
pressed the fear that once the treaty has been ratified it might

® Documents on Disarmament, 1945-19S9, vol. I, pp. 7-16.
‘ m d .,  vol. II, pp. 1392-1393.
“ Hid., 1962, vol. I, p. 74.
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then be possible later by Executive action to amend the treaty so as to 
further limit the freedom of action of the United States. What is 
your reaction to these suggestions ?

A: No, I  can give a categorical assurance that the treaty, as you 
know, cannot be amended without the agreement of the three basic 
signatories. The treaty cannot be changed in any way by the three 
basic signatories, and the others, without the consent of the Senate. 
There would be—of course, any proposal to change the treaty would 
be submitted to the usual ratification procedure, followed by or pre
scribed by the Constitution.

In  addition, there would be no Executive action which would permit 
us to in any way limit or circumscribe the basic understandings of the 
treaty. Quite obviously, this is a commitment which is made by the 
Executive and by the Senate, operating under one of the most impor
tant provisions of the Constitution, and no President of the United 
States would seek to, even if he could—and I  strongly doubt that he 
could, by stretching the law to the furthest—seek in any way to break 
the bond and the understanding which exists between the Senate and 
the Executive and, iu a very deep sense, the American people, in this 
issue.

Secret Agreements

Q: Mr. President, ia a Chicago speech last night. Senator 
Goldwater said there are not ten men in America who know the full 
truth about Cuba, all the facts of the test-ban treaty or the commitments 
made on behalf of this Nation with governments dedicated to our 
destruction. He seems to be hinting that you made secret agreements 
both in the Cuban settlement last fall, and to obtain the test-ban treaty.

A: No, that is not—

Q : Could you say unequivocally that there were no commitments or 
would you care to comment on Senator Goldwater’s comments?

A : There are no commitments, and I  think Senator Goldwater is 
at least one of the ten men in America who would know that is not 
true. I  think there are a good many other men. The fact is, as 
you know, we ojffered to have the correspondence on the test-ban treaty 
made available to the leadership of the Senate. I t  stands on its own. 
So I  can tell you very flatly there were no commitments made that 
have not been discussed and revealed. I  think most people know that.

Q : Would you care to comment further on this type of attack by 
Senator Goldwater ?

A : No, no, not yet. Not yet.
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Cuba and Treaty

Q : Mr. President, what significance do you see in the failure of Cuba 
so far to sign the treaty ? Do you think specifically that this reflects 
any new friction between Cuba and Russia ? Also, I  was wondering 
whether it is satisfying to be called more imperialistic by Castro than 
Eisenhower was.

A : Well, lately, I  have had so many things said about me that I  
thought that what Castro said was not particularly bad. He is at
tempting to demonstrate he is an independent figure. That is what 
he is attempting to do. I  think probably he may sign finally. T don’t 
know. We made it very clear in iny letter to Sen. Dirksen that if there 
is any breach in the treaty which involves Cuba, that appropriate 
action will be taken.

Therefore, this is a gesture of protest against what is obvious. But 
I  don’t  put much significance on it. As far as what he says, I  think 
it would be— don’t  know.

Address by ACDA Director Foster Before the Seventeenth 
National Conference on Administration of Research, 
September 12, 1963 ^

The Road Ahead for Arms Control and Disarmament

Good evening . . . .  I t  is always refreshing to explore this magnifi
cent country of ours and experience the stimulation and inspiration 
that comes from its great natural beauty, found in such abundance 
in so many places and particularly here in Colorado.

I t  is also most enjoyable to renew acquaintance with many old 
friends and to have the opportunity and pleasure of meeting others.

There has been an active interest in the field of arms control and 
disarmament in this State. I  am reminded of the conference held 
earlier this year at Aspen which bore on some of our problems and 
of the work on peace research undertaken by Colorado State Univer
sity and by others in the Eocky Mountain-Great Plains Eegion.

Surrounded by these achievements of nature, set in place by the 
work of hundreds of millions of years, one is reminded that each of us 
stands rooted on a pinpoint of time. While we are learning to look

 ̂ACDA press release, Sept 12,1963.
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further and further into the past, the future is still a mystery— ŷet 
the theme of this conference is, “The Ebad Ahead.”

I t  is typical of the inquisitive, searching spirit of man that he is 
always attempting to see the direction of this road ahead in his many 
different fields of endeavor.

He wishes not only to see but to control the forces at work—to shape, 
to bend the road in directions which appear more desirable than others.

I t  seems most appropriate, then, that I  tell you something of the 
road ahead^ as I  see it, for arms control and disarmament. And as 
behooves anyone who has learned a certain respect for caution, I  
win keep my comments short so the coming months and years can
not prove me too greatly in error. Brevity may also provide an op
portunity to respond to any questions you may have at the conclusion 
of my remarks.

First, a word about the past and the present. The Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency was created to a greater degree than most 
other government agencies, out of that intangible substance called 
“hope.”

The Act establishing the Agency in September, 1961, stated that 
“An ultimate goal of the United States is a world which is free from 
the scourge of war and the dangers and burdens of armaments . . . .  
I t  is the purpose of this Act to provide impetus toward this goal by 
creating a new agency of peace to deal with the problems of 
reduction and control of armaments looking toward ultimate 
world disarmament.” ^

The creation of the Agency was further proof, if more were needed, 
of a fundamental United States foreign policy objective: to increase 
U.S< security through reaching safeguarded and balanced arms con
trol and disarmament agreements with other nations.

We are an Agency of hopeful—but practical realists. We try to 
temper our hope with the facts of the past and the realities of the 
present. Our goal envisages nothing more nor less than a radical 
change in the political structure of the world. We know that this 
will not come suddenly, but as I  speak to you this evening there are 
at least some hopeful signs on the horizon.

Limited Test Ban Treaty

On July 25 a limited nuclear test ban treaty banning tests in the 
atmosphere, in outer space, and under water was initialed in Moscow 
by representatives of the United States, the United Kingdom, and 
the Soviet Union. On August 5 the treaty was formally signed by

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 482.
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these three powers.® Since that time more than 90 nations have 
signed the treaty, and a number of others have indicated their in
tentions to do so.

The treaty, if consent to ratification is voted by the required two- 
thirds majority of the Senate, will represent the partial attainment 
of a goal first sought by this Government in 1946 when Bernard 
Baruch presented a comprehensive control plan to the United 
Nations.^

The Senate Foreign Relations Committee recently concluded ex
haustive hearings on the limited test ban treaty, after some 2^^ weeks 
during which some of the finest political, military, and scientific 
minds in the United States appeared as witnesses either for or against 
the treaty. The overwhelming majority of witnesses testified in favor 
of the treaty, and the Senate Foreign Relations Committee voted its 
approval 16 to one opposed.

Debate is now being conducted on the floor of the Senate prior to a 
vote on consent to ratification.

This is as it should be.
This treaty, limited as it may be, represents a first, and therefore 

significant, step toward peace. Considering the ideological conflict 
and the international tensions that have been built up since World 
War II, it is only appropriate that this limited nuclear test ban treaty 
be debated fully and publicly. The future welfare and security of 
the United States, its people, and of the peoples of the world may ulti
mately be decided by the decision to take this limited step.

A limited nuclear test ban treaty would not reduce the level of pres
ent armaments, but it would dampen the arms race by prohibiting 
nuclear tests in the atmosphere, in outer space, and under water. I t  
would leave only testing underground—where it is more difficult 
to test—still legally permissible. To a considerable extent the added 
difficulty of underground tests would not only restrict the testing of the 
present nuclear powers, but would also slow down the spread of nu
clear weapons to nations not now possessing them.

The stability of the world is precarious enough with four nuclear 
powers. Proliferation of this capability can only add to the inse
curity of all.

I t  is interesting to note that the treaty is directed toward an area 
of arms control considered by many to be among the most difficult 
and complex to handle—field of research and development—where, 
in a way, the arms race begins.

The limited test ban treaty prohibits only those tests we ourselves 
can police. I t  does not establish any international verification ma-

’ Ante, pp. 291-293.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 7-16.
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chinery. Yet it does establish a court of world public opinion encom
passing all those nations adhering to the treaty and the millions of 
people they represent. The political costs of violation would be great 
and, we believe, would not be undertaken lightly.

The treaty proposes to stop the further contamination of the atmos
phere which would result from unrestricted testing.

But by far the greatest accomplishment of the limited test ban is 
that it helps to reduce world tensions and opens the door to further 
progress. As President Kennedy said on July 26:

This treaty is not the millennium. It will not resolve all conflicts, or cause 
the Communists to forgo their ambitions, or eliminate the dangers of war. 
It w ill not reduce our need for arms or allies or programs of assistance to 
others. But it  is an important first step—a step toward peace—a step toward 
reason—a step away from war.®

The President stated further on August 8 when he transmitted the 
limited nuclear test ban treaty to the Senate that “this treaty is the 
first concrete result of 18 years of effort by the United States to impose 
limits on the nuclear arms race. There is hope that it may lead 
to further measures to arrest and control the dangerous competition 
for increasingly destructive weapons.” ® Nor should we forget that 
this treaty would also curb pollution of our atmosphere from radio
active fallout.

Senator J. William Fulbright, Chairman of the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee, stated last Monday as the debate began on the 
floor of the Senate that it is essential to “break out of the fatal cycle 
of fear and armaments and greater fear and finally war. . . .  I f  it is 
faithfully observed, this treaty can, in some small measure, mitigate 
the fears and suspicions of the cold war and perhaps, in time, lead to 
further measures of limited accommodation.”

Just yesterday the distinguished. Senate Eepublican leader Everett 
M. Dirksen of Illinois read to the Senate a letter from President 
Kennedy in which he listed 8 unqualified and unequivocal assurances 
that the nation’s security is adequately safeguarded in the limited 
nuclear test ban treaty.®

Senator Dirksen then stated “if there be risks, Mr. President, I  am 
willing to assume them for my country. I  support the treaty and I  
will vote for approval with no reservations whatsoever.” ®

Senator Dirksen listed 16 reasons of his own for supporting the 
treaty which included reference to the Republican Party’s own 1960

® Ante, p. 252.
* Ante, p. 299.
’ Congressional Record, Sept. 9,1963, p. 15673, col. 1.
* Ante, pp. 489-491.
' Congressional Record, Sept. 11,1963, p. 15916.
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platform pledge to seek an early agreement to forego nuclear tests in 
the atmosphere. Senator Dirksen concluded that in all the years 
since the destruction of Hiroshima the present treaty represents the 
“first small step” to prevent a far more devastating recurrence.

I  wholeheartedly support these views expressed by the President 
of the United States and by the distinguished Senators from Arkansas 
and I llinois. Ratification of the treaty will not lessen the security of 
the United States. This nation will continue its underground testing, 
it will maintain its nuclear laboratories at top capability, and it will 
be prepared to test in the atmosphere on short notice should events so 
require. And finally the United States will continue to seek further 
improvement in its detection system. The United States must con
tinue to take the initiative and leadership in seeking ways and means 
toward arms control and disarmament by which it can enhance its 
national security and that of the world. This is the kind of leader
ship that nations throughout the world can respect and follow.

The Road Ahead

Then one must ask: Where do we go from here ?
At Geneva we have presented a number of measures which could 

reduce the risk of war. These were included in the U.S. “Outline of 
Basic Provisions of a Treaty on General and Complete Disarmament 
in a Peaceful World.” They have also been presented as measures 
which could be placed in operation prior to the implementation of a 
disarmament program and might serve as stepping stones to wider 
agreements.

Agreement on one of these measures, the “hot line,” has already 
been reached (June 20,1963) and the line is now operational.^^

Advance notification of major military movements has been sug
gested as a way of minimizing the possibility that such movements 
might be viewed as hostile, precipitating counter action and raising 
the level of tension. For its own part, the United States frequently 
provides advance notification in order to preclude any chance of 
misinterpretation. However, the current practices of nations vary 
widely as to the amount of information provided and its timing. I t 
would be useful if such practices could be expanded and regularized 
to increase reassurance.

Another measure under consideration is a system of ground obser
vation posts at major transportation centers such as principal ports, 
major railroad junctions, intersections of key highways, and possibly 
at certain significant air fields.

“ Documents on Disarmanent, 1962, vol. I, pp. 351-382, vol. II, pp. 718, 728-730.
“  Ante, pp. 23&-23S.
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Each post would be responsible for observing major military move
ments at the agreed upon points. .

The willingness of host nations to cooperate in the establishment 
and operation of observation post systems could contribute further 
to the building of confidence and the lessening of the possibility of 
surprise attack.

The Soviets first mentioned such an arrangement in May of 1955.̂ ® 
Again in 1958, during the surprise attack conference in Geneva, where 
I  headed the U.S, delegation, it was brought forward, but coupled 
with other measures which blocked agreement.^®

The U.S. is now exploring present Soviet interest in this measure 
at the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Conference. We are attempting 
to determine whether or not it is inflexibly tied to other actions as 
in the 1958 proposal. Any agreement in this area could, of course, 
only be negotiated after full consultation with our NATO allies. 
These consultations have been going on, and will continue, on these 
and related questions.

The exchange of military missions is yet another possible way to 
reduce the risk of war. Direct contact between the military estab
lishments of many states and groups of states, are often relatively 
narrow, and may lead to incorrect assessments of overall military 
relationships.

I t  might be useful to enlarge this contact through the exchange of 
of military missions which would be available to the host state to 
assist in the clarification of ambiguous situations where lack of au
thentic information might prove disquieting either to the host nation 
or the sponsoring state.

B e y o n d  these admittedly small steps, which yet would have a very 
significant, effect on the confidence level, there are others of greater 
magnitude presently included ia our April 18 treaty outline which 
we would be willing to, talk about separately should the Soviets indi
cate a desire to do so. These include, for instance, the cut-off of pro
duction of fissionable materials for nuclear weapons and the transfer 
of agreed quantities of such material to peaceful purposes, and the 
prevention of the proliferation of nuclear weapons through agree
ment not to transfer control over any nuclear weapons to individual 
states not now possessing them.

There is something of a pattern in the carrying out of arms control 
negotiations.

Large and rather complex packages of arms control and disar- 
mammt measures have been ,put on, the table at Geneva. These inevi

Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 464-467.
“ 76i(*.,vol.II,pp.l264fl.
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tably focus on tlie world of tomorrow from different vantage points—■ 
and it goes without saying that our view is not the same as the 
Communist view—so it is difficult to be optimistic about reaching 
agreement at this level of the dialogue.

But sometimes out of the debate positions become clarified, some
times modified, and, hopefuUy, solidified into agreement to explore 
modest steps if developments at any certain time make it in the mutual 
interest of countries to do so.

In  the present series of negotiations at the Eighteen Nation Dis* 
armament Conference, the U.S. has been attempting to reach agree
ment at any one of three different levels: (1) General and complete 
disarmament; (2) the widest area of agreement that could be reached 
short of general and complete disarmament; or (3) the specific imme
diate steps that could be taken to reduce the risk of war and increase 
confidence.

Discussions at the general level have often stimulated thought on 
what immediate specific measures might be taken. Specific steps can, 
in turn, improve the climate for reaching broader agreements.

The communication link was the first item coming out of the U.S. 
disarmament program which proved negotiable.

While the communication link—or so-called “hot line”—may seem 
like a very small step, it does represent, we hope, a sober realization 
of the dangers of a nuclear age.

I t  can, at least, improve thfe reading of the traffic signals on the 
world highway. Sometimes they are read incorrectly and this leads 
to dangerous situations. A traffic control system is put in place to 
prevent accidents. You may not agree with the philosophy or the 
principles of other people on the road; you may even dislike some of 
them intensely— b̂ut you keep to your side of the road—and you stop 
at the red light—as a matter of self-preservation if nothiag else. The 
Cuban crisis proved the vital need for rapid commimications.

Today the danger is clear for everyone to see. Even the Central 
Committee of the Soviet Communist Party mentions it in their letter 
to the Eed Chinese. This is a very long letter, actually some 50,000 
words, and I  will quote only one paragraph:

We also soberly appraise the radical, qualitative changes In the means of 
waging war and, consequently, its possible aftermaths. The nuclear rocket 
weapons that were created in the middle of our century changed the old no
tions about war. These weapons jwssess an unheard-of devastating force. 
Suffice it to say that the explosion of only one powerful thermonuclear bomb 
surpasses the explosive force of aU ammunition used during all previous wars, 
Including the World Wars I and II. And many thousand such bombs have 
been accumulated! “

^Ifew York Times, July 15,1963, p. 14C,
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AO DA Besea/rch Program

I  would like to turn now to another subject that may be of more 
direct interest to many of you here. This is our research program.

I  am told that back in 1890 the head of the Patent Office suggested 
that the Office be closed, since everything of value had already been 
invented and it wasn’t  likely much more would come along.

We hope this doesn’t  turn out to be the case with our research 
program!

One of the principal objectives in establishing ACDA was to create 
a group within the government that would conduct continuing re
search on arms control and disarmament so that, regardless of the ups 
and downs of the cold war, a body of knowledge would be developed 
which would back up the formulation of plans and policy and the 
carrying on of negotiations with the Soviet Union whenever these 
were underway.

Formerly, when negotiations were contemplated, an interagency 
committee would be assembled, and there would be a crash effort with
in the government to study the problem and come up with negotiating 
proposals and policy recommendations. When the negotiations 
petered out, as they sometimes did, the study group would be dis
banded and it became even difficult to find the papers that had been 
prepared.

By “research,” as the former head of our Science and Technology 
Bureau, Dr. Franklin Long, once commented, “we mean pretty much 
any study, any calculation, any experiment which we can reasonably 
hang on the hook of disarmament.”

One of the principal ways study requirements are generated is by 
the various arms control measures, and groups of measures, which 
come under consideration from time to time. From each of these a 
family of studies fans out, delving into the associated political prob
lems, the problems of military balance and security, and the scientific 
and technical aspects of verification.

These studies can be carried out in an almost infinite progression 
depending upon the degree of interest and the amount of funds avail
able. For it is a feature of research that it is never finished. Each 
study generally turns up several more problems that need to be ex
amined in greater detail.

The VELA program, conducted by the Department of Defense in 
support of a comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty, is a case in point. 
Some hundreds of separate projects have been undertaken and more 
than a hundred and twenty million dollars have been spent investi
gating the inspection and verification problems associated with this 
one measure.
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Grant Program

Nobody has a monopoly on new ideas. While we have specific prob
lems that we need to have studied, we also try to encourage creative 
thinking through our Grant Program. In  this program we consider 
unsolicited proposals largely by individual scholars for the conduct 
of research on arms control and where these appear worthwhile, a 
grant of funds can be arranged—^providing, of course, tha-t adequate 
funds are available. >

During the past fiscal year (FY  63) the Agency’s budget for per
forming research through contracts and grants amounted to 4 million 
dollars. We are requesting 11 million dollars in this area for the 
current year.

Industry E forts

I t has been encouraging to find that a number of firms have been 
thinking about various features of arms control in their advanced 
research groups as they look for new channels for experimentation 
and study. Many have been doing this on their own time, as it were, 
without benefit of any specific contract from ACI>A. I  roight also 
add that this shows up very clearly in the proposals we receive from 
industry in response to the terms of reference we put out for bid. Wei 
often receive from between 10 to 20 proposals ia reply, which puts 
quite a load on our contract selection boards, but the firms which 
have been doing some of their own study always stand out.

EconomiG Implications

The pendulum of public interest in the economic impKcations of 
arms control and disa,rmament has followed quite closely the trend 
of optimism and pessimism in regard to the test ban negotiations, 
the Geneva disarmament discussions, and East-West relations in gen
eral. Quite naturally there is now a somewhat greater concern with 
this problem. This is to be welcomed purely as a matter of increasing 
public understanding of an often-misunderstood issue although the 
need for such understanding probably was as important before the 
test ban agreement as it is now. The test ban agi^m ent itself, it may 
be noted, involves no current changes of direct significance to the 
economy.

I  emphasize the need for greater understanding of the problem of 
economic adjustment to disarmament since the problem sometimes is 
posed as one without solution. I t  is perhaps forgotten that the United 
States first grew to be the most affluent of the membere of the society 
of nations with the most limited defense budget of any of the major 
powers. I t is perhaps also forgotten that we successfully mobilized 
for war and converted back to peace several times in the past decades.



FOSTER ADDRESS, SEPTEMBER 12 503

We are neither dependent upon defense spending for our prosperity 
and economic growth, nor incapable of adjustment to large-scale 
changes in the orientation of our production.

This is not to suggest that a decline in the ratio of defense demand 
to total demand in the economy will not be without problems for the 
economy and particularly for the localities, industries, and individuals 
directly affected. Nor is it to suggest that we should treat these prob
lems lightly. Optimism certainly will help to solve these problems 
but optimism alone will not solve them.

Research and planning are essential to preparing the way for any 
reduced levels of defense spending, and such planning has already 
been initiated within the Government. I t  should not be expected, 
however, that the Federal Government now can develop a total plan— 
a sort of grand design—to deal with the adjustment process. For 
one thing, no single comprehensive plan can be developed to deal with 
the vast multitude of circumstances under which reductions of pro
curement, forces, or bases might take place. For another, there clearly 
are limits to the role which the Federal Government can play in our 
economic life and certainly much of the necessary planning for eco
nomic adjustments to defense expenditure cuts must be made by State 
and local governments and by industry and labor.

While the present situation does not suggest the probability in the 
near future of arms control and disarmament measures having a major 
effect on the economy, I  see no useful purpose to be served in delaying 
investigation and preparation for economic impact until disarmament 
prospects appear more immediate. On the contrary, the sooner we 
do our homework in this matter, the better prepared we will be, 
actually and psychologically, to cope with such tests of adjustment as 
eventually may arise.

ConclMsion

Not the least important of the areas that require study is the Soviet 
Union and its attitude toward arms control and disarmament. Soviet 
tactics are always in a state of flux but it is possible that the changes 
we see at the moment are caused by forces less transitory than those 
which have brought tactical shifts in the past.

The world political situation, of course, casts its shadow over the 
arms control environment and greatly affects what can be accom
plished at any given time.

Certainly one of the most significant events of the day is the wid.en- 
ing Sino-Soviet split which is changing the political power map of 
the world.

We have talked for many years about “the Communist Bloc” even 
as the signs multiplied that the “Bloc” was not as solid as the term



504 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1963

indicated. But we hate to be jarred out of the concepts and the 
stereotypes that have become familiar to us. Just as the military are 
often accused of thinking of the next war in terms of the last, so 
those looking at the Soviet political scene sometimes tend to think in 
terms of past alignments, even as these are slowly receding into his
tory. However, there is no evidence at this time to indicate that their 
goal of world domination has changed. I t  remains the same. Khru
shchev has stated so and we must believe him.

There is no time to go into the roots of the Sino-Soviet quarrel. 
They go deep into history. Kecent surface indications include the 
cutting back of Soviet trade and aid to China, and the provision of 
military assistance to India. And there is the basic quarrel over who 
is going to provide leadership to the Communist parties around the 
world. The Communist Party of the Soviet Union maintains it is 
the party of peace and will lead the world to Communism while avoid
ing nuclear war. The Soviets accuse the Chinese of a willingness to 
sacrifice the lives of millions of working class people . . .  in order to 
improve the lot of the working class.

I t  may be true that the Soviets now really wish to appear de
termined to avoid nuclear war in deed as well as word. Time will 
tell if this is to be a straighter road ahead in the future than the zigs 
and zags we have become accustomed to in the past.

As long as they remain committed to—and the victim of— t̂he propo
sition that all other social systems must evolve toward theirs, we must 
remain, aware of the fimdamental hostility such a view engenders.

Yet even within this setting there can be areas where our interests 
coincide and where further progress down the road of arms control 
and disarmament may be possible. I  have pointed to some of these 
tonight. We are determined to continue down this path to peace, 
tortuous as it may be. I f  trod carefully, it is the path to national 
security.

Statement by the Department of State: 
Inspection of Antarctica, September 13, 1963 ^

The United States will conduct an inspection in Antarctica during 
the 1963-1964 austral summer season (November-March). Planning 
for the conduct of such an inspection has been under way for some

'^Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 30, 1963, p. 513. See also post, p. 603.



D e  ARAUJO CASTRO STATEMENT, SEPTEMBER 19 505

time, ajid the United States has advised the other signatory powers 
of its intention to inspect.

The inspection is in keeping with provisions of the 12-power Ant
arctic Treaty, signed on December 1, 1959, which was subsequently 
ratified by the 12 powers and entered into force on June 23, 1961.̂  
The treaty stipulates that “Antarctica shall be used for peaceful 
purposes only.” Article V II provides for inspection “to promote the 
objectives and ensure the observance” of the treaty.

This inspection is not based on any anticipation that there have 
been treaty violations by any signatory power. Indeed, the United 
States believes that any inspection conducted under the treaty, 
whether by the U.S. or any other signatory power, will in fact re
inforce the basis of mutual confidence that prevails in Antarctica. 
In this respect the United States has informed the other signatory 
powers that it will welcome inspection of its stations.

The 12 powers to the treaty are Argentina, Australia, Belgium, 
Chile, France, Japan, New Zealand, Norway, South Africa, the 
U.S.S.E., the United Kingdom, and the United States.

Statement by the Brazilian Foreign Minister (de Araujo 
Castro) to the General Assembly: Prohibition of Under- 
groimd Nuclear Weapon Tests (Extract), September 
19, 1963^

The eight mediating countries in Geneva—Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, 
India, Mexico, Nigeria, the United Arab Republic and Sweden— b̂ear 
a great diplomatic responsibility in this question of disarmament. 
These countries were not acting as a “political bloc,” but as a “diplo
matic group” which, in a spirit of mediation, was trying tenaciously to 
broaden the sparse areas of agreement between the two power-blocs. 
Acting always in response to world public opinion, these nations have 
made a decisive contribution through their eiforts which allowed the 
Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee to secure its first major 
positive step, the treaty banning nuclear tests in the atmosphere, in 
outer space and under water, recently concluded in Moscow. Brazil 
has always upheld the view that the nuclear Powers, without waiting 
for the conclusion of a treaty for general and complete disarmament.

Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1550-1556.
" A/PV.1208 (prov.), Sept. 19,1963, pp. 8-16.
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should proceed to formalize agreements whenever views are found to 
coincide. For this reason we have always given priority to the ques
tion of nuclear testing, the non-dissemination of nuclear arms, and the 
prevention of war by accident. I t  was in this context that, perceiving 
the continuing difficulties in the matter of detection and verification of 
Tmderground tests, Brazil addressed, on 25 July 1962, the following 
question to the nuclear Powers:

It 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. It 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 difiiculties. 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 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 identification of under
ground tests? *

This question, formulated on 25 July and reiterated on 11 August 
1962 met at first, however, with nothing but silence on the part of the 
three nuclear Powers which constituted the Sub-Committee of the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament. I t  was only on 27 
August 1962 that the great Powers began to move forward with the 
submission of the joint Anglo-American proposal on the partial ban
ning of nuclear tests.® I  mention this fact here not to enhance the 
contribution of my country to the cause of disarmament, but to indi
cate that, in the fulfillment of their mediation role, the eight non- 
aligned Powers at Geneva must run the risk of misunderstanding and 
criticism that often result from tactical motives prevailing at a given 
moment.

My comitry has welcomed with enthusiasm the signature of the 
Treaty of Moscow,  ̂ and President Joao Goulart, in his message to 
President Kennedy, Chairman Khrushchev and Prime Minister Mac
millan, expressed Brazil’s gratification at the constructive spirit in 
which the United Kingdom, the United States of America and the 
Soviet Union had conducted the negotiations. My Government was 
one of the first to sign the treaty which has been submitted for ratifica
tion by our Congress. For Brazil the partial treaty has not only the 
great merit of immediately eliminating the deadly effects of radiation, 
but also the symbolic value of demonstrating that a common effort of

“ Documents on Disarmament, 196$, vol. I, pp. 334-336.
 ̂ENDC/PV. 61, p. 36.

“ Documents on Disarmament, 196$, vol. II, pp. 804^807.
" Ante, pp. 291-293.
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the great Powers to resolve their differences is always possible and 
viable. In  that sense Brazil has welcomed the partial treaty as one 
of the most auspicious events since 1945 and as a starting point for 
agreements even more far-reaching and creative. The words which 
1  am about to add must therefore not be interpreted as indicating any 
lack of enthusiasm in respect of that treaty.

Without wishing to attenuate the impact and the high significance 
of the partial test ban treaty, which reflects an idea which we have 
defended since the very first days of the Geneva Conference, we cannot 
refrain from regretting that the Moscow meeting was held outside the 
province of the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee. We see 
no logical or plausible reason for this development, since we cannot 
admit the possibihty that the nuclear Powers had wished to segregate 
the remaining members from the solution of a question which was a 
matter of common interest. Inasmuch as there existed in Geneva a 
Sub-Committee on Nuclear Tests made up solely of the three nuclear 
Powers, that Sub-Committee, under the rules of that conference, could 
have met in any place and at any level of representation; why, then, 
did the three nuclear Powers not wish to give the Moscow Conference 
the character of a meeting of that Sub-Committee ? This would have 
had the great merit of placing the subject matter within the context 
of general and complete disarmament and of serving as a starting 
point for the future work of the Committee. World peace and security 
cannot be the object of exclusive negotiations of a directorate of great 
Powers, no matter how great and powerful they may be. To a com
mon danger of death and destruction, common responsibility must be 
the counterpart. And it is this responsibility that the non-nuclear 
Powers wish to assume.

Just as we formulated our question on 25 July 1962, Brazil is 
formulating today, from this rostrum, the following questions ad
dressed to the three nuclear Powers: What are the real difficulties 
which keep us from a final solution on underground tests ? Why not 
reco^ize that, with reference to this question, the opposing view
points have been narrowed down to a point where any one of the parties 
could accept the opposing pdint of view without making, in fact, great 
concessions ? Why not explore, by common agreement, the possibility 
of broadening immediately the area of agreement reached at Moscow 
by tlie additional banning of underground tests above an established 
range of detectability ?

The Sub-Committee on Nuclear Tests of the Eighteen-Natioii Com
mittee on Disarmanifenti when it meets again, could perhaps explore 
immediately the possibilities of a gradual and successive treatment of 
the question of placing nuclear testing under a ban. I t  is possible 
to envisage, for example, in a first stage, the immediate prohibition of
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underground tests to a limit currently detectable by the monitoring 
systems of the parties concerned and, in a second stage, to commence, 
within a maximum period of one year, to suspend those tests above 
a certain limit of, say, 4.75 kilotons, or the most technically feasible 
limit on that occasion. This scheme, of course, involves technical and 
scientific aspects that can be revised and modified during the discus
sions to be held by the nuclear Powers, which certainly are technically 
better qualified through their well-known familiarity with explosions.

I t  is evident that in all these cases a meeting of minds is indispensable 
on the part of the nuclear Powers which, on the other hand, cannot 
continue to ignore the reiterated manifestations of this General Assem
bly. In  advancing these suggestions, I  am aware that we may face 
again some instances of the lack of understanding encountered in the 
past.

Brazil, jointly with Bolivia, Chile, Ecuador and Mexico, will con
tinue its efforts aimed at the conclusion of a unanimous agreement 
bringing into effect the de-nuclearization of Latin America, while we 
formulate the hope that similar agreements may be concluded else
where to cover as great an area of the world as possible. With regard 
to the de-nuclearization of Latin America, my delegation, which has 
submitted this question as a specific item on the agenda, would like to 
indicate that we are not proposing that Latia America be declared a 
de-nuclearized zone by the General Assembly. Brazil proposes that 
Latin American nations, as sovereign nations, should consider the 
possibility, by the most appropriate ways and means, of concluding 
a treaty under which they would commit themselves not to manufac
ture, store, receive or test nuclear weapons. This is the sense which 
we attach to the proposal of the five Latin American countries, recently 
re-affirmed by a joint declaration of 30 [29] April, signed by the 
Presidents of Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Ecuador and Mexico.'̂  In this 
matter, my delegation will maintain the closest contact with all Latin 
American delegations.

In  the same spirit, the Brazilian delegation to the Disarmament 
Committee recently aired in Geneva the idea of a multilateral non
aggression pact which would establish a reciprocal machinery linking 
the greatest possible number of States parties to that pact, under which 
they would pledge not to commit aggression against any other State, 
regardless of its geographical location.® This idea seems to us much 
more reasonable and dynamic than the previous idea of a non-aggres- 
sion pact between the members of NATO and the Warsaw Pact.® 
The Charter is universal in spirit. Peace should prevail among all 
members of the international community and not only among those

' Ante, pp. 182-183.
® ENDC/PV.154, pp. 20-21. 
' Ante, pp. 57-58,
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States that are committed to specific military alliances. The idea of a 
pact limited to a certain category of States is founded on the old East- 
West patterns, the predominance of which, as I  have said, appears to be 
on the wane.

Brazil continues to favour the idea that a technical committee be 
established within the framework of the Eighteen-Nation Conmiittee 
on Disarmament to study solutions for the problems of control, with
out which it will not be possible to advance decisively towards general 
and complete disarmament. We continue to believe that political dis
cussions cannot permanently move within a technical void. We do 
not conceive of disarmament without control.

Address by Foreign Minister Gromyko to the General 
Assembly [Extracts}, September 19, 1963 ^

This session of the General Assembly of the United Nations is 
starting out in a more favourable atmosphere than many of the pre
vious sessions. One may say that the eighteenth session of the As
sembly is weighrag anchor with a favourable wind—even if a weak 
one—in its sails.

Two events in the interval between this session and the past ses
sions of the General Assembly have generated this favourable wind: 
the weathering of the Caribbean crisis and the signing of the treaty 
banning nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere, outer space and 
under w a t e r I t  is indeed hard to overestimate the influence of these 
events on the policies of States and on the minds of men.

The Caribbean crisis showed all those who do not turn their eyes 
away from reality the risks with which the present world situation 
is still fraught. This was indeed a very precipitous pass in interna
tional affairs. But thanks to restraint and the correct choice of 
avenues leading to the objective—the prevention of war—it proved 
possible successfully to traverse it. The well-known obligations as
sumed by the Soviet Union and the United States formed the basis 
for understanding between the parties concerned and made it possible 
to eliminate this most dangerous international crisis since the end of 
World War II.

Another, but more gently sloping, pass in international affairs was 
the signing of the nuclear test ban treaty.

The result is that today the new frontiers which still have to be 
reached in order to achieve the further relaxation of international

" A/PV.1208 (prov.), pp. 56-91. 
“ Ante, pp. 291-293.
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tension and to lessen the danger of military conflicts have become 
more distinct.

Correct lessons should be drawn from both these events to enable 
this session of the Assembly to justify the hopes of the nations. And 
the chief lesson is that only a course armed at an international detente 
and at the consolidation of peace is in line with the interests of the 
peoples, provided the word ‘*peace” is regarded not just as a loud 
phrase but as a specific programme of actions and agreements directed 
towards the improvement of relations between States.

The second and no less important conclusion is that to rule out the 
recurrence of situations where tension in certain areas of the world 
would again reach the boiling point, threatening to culminate in a 
head-on collision of the big Powers, it is essential to remove the causes 
of such tension and, above all, to refrain from interference in the in
ternal affairs of other States, which is an obligation imposed by the 
Charter of the United Nations on all its Members.

Today the peoples are more aware of the risks involved in “cold 
war” policies, and they are voting for making a start—even though 
a small one—towards the consolidation of peace, rather than marking 
time and indifferently observing the spiralling war menace. But how 
can this menace be completely removed, and what are the approaches 
that lead to the road in international relations along which increasingly 
swift progress can be made towards a future without war ? The Soviet 
Government offers a clear reply to that question. These approaches are 
those marked by a signpost reading: “To the peaceful coexistence of 
States with different social systems”.

Two decades ago, when looking upon the ruins of cities and the 
ashes of villages and mourning their dear ones lost in the war, people 
thought that this was the ultimate in the scourge of war. But today 
everyone knows that there are weapons one single blast of which ex
ceeds the capacity of all the explosives used not only during World 
W ar I I  but throughout man’s history. And we know, too, that hy
drogen and atomic bombs are no longer counted in anything like one
digit numbers; their quantity is steadily growing. Everyone under
stands that today the only alternative to peaceful coexistence is devas
tating war. This alone makes it incumbent on all those who cherish 
the future of nations to hold the banner of the struggle for peace in 
a firm grasp, determinedly rejecting all attempts to inject into the 
idea of peaceful coexistence a content that would run counter to this 
great humanistic concept.

I t  is just as unnatural for socialist countries, by the very nature of 
their social system, to orient themselves on conquests and on the
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spreading of their views by force or war as it would be for a worker 
to wish, for the destruction of all that was created by his labour, or 
for a ploughman to wish for a crop failure.

We believe that many Western statesmen also realize that it is one 
thing to uphold one’s ideals of the organization of society by demon
strating their advantages and by fighting for the hearts and minds 
of men, and quite another thing to develop relations between States 
at opposite ideological poles by inculcating these ideals with the help 
of arms. Yes, we, the representatives of the world of socialism, have 
indeed waged and will go on waging an unremitting struggle for the 
triumph of the ideals of socialism and communism. We shall accept 
no ideological compromise, just as we are not demanding under threat 
of arms that our ideological opponents renounce their own ideology. 
What we are calling for is something else: it is not divisions of soldiers 
but legions of books, not nuclear bombs but the ability to produce more 
of the human benefits and to distribute them more equitably that 
must constitute the weapons in the fight between the two philosopMes. 
In the age of thermonuclear weapons progress and world war are just 
as incompatible as genius and villainy, to paraphrase the words of 
the great Russian poet, Alexander Pushkin.

As for the question as to which views and which ideals will ultimately 
triumph in this country or another and how this will come about, we 
communists offer a direct reply which is that the people of each 
country, and they alone, must determine their destiny and decide on 
the system that suits them most. The Soviet people are imbued with 
the unshakable belief that the example provided by the Soviet Union 
and the other nations which are building socialism and communism 
is convincing, and will with growing strength continue to convince 
the people that it is this system that offers the maximum opportunities 
to develop man’s abilities and to assure the complete freedom of man 
from every kind of exploitation and oppression, from need and from 
fear for his future.

But this does not mean the iinposition of this order on other States, 
it means peaceful competition, a competition by example and by the 
strength of conviction, a competition which completely rules out the 
use of force for the establishment of one’s philosophy. I t  is on this 
basis, in the profound conviction of the Soviet Government, that rela- 
tions between States must be built.

There are those in the West who frequently argule that one must of 
course willy-nilly coexist with a State that belongs to another social 
system ! if this State is a big one and possesses good weapons at that. 
With such a State it is better to coexist on good terms without bringing 
matters to military conflict, for in such a conflict one can only lose, not
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win. But as soon as the question arises of peaceful coexistence be
tween a big capitalist Power and a smaller country, particularly a 
neighbouring one, the readiness to pursue a policy of peaceful coex
istence immediately and markedly declines and the methods of diJctat 
and pressure which have long since outlived themselves are brought 
into play.

These methods are indeed dangerous for the cause of peace, very 
dangerous. They are dangerous wherever attempts are made to re
sort to them. I t  is far from superfluous to re-emphasize this today. 
The Soviet Government is doing so in the hope that no one will resort 
to attempts to change the order existing in another country, even a 
small one, by force, and that all States will strictly observe the princi
ple of non-interference in the internal affairs of other countries.

But let no one confuse the Soviet people’s revulsion for war with 
non-opposition to the schemings of the aggressors or with sickly 
pacificism. The people of our country have on more than one occasion 
proved their staunchness and their indomitable will to attain victory 
on the battlefields of the world. Our people have a kind but firm and 
strong workingman’s arm which can force any aggressor to his knees 
should he dare to encroach upon the frontiers of our homela.nd. The 
Soviet people succeeded in upholding their honour and freedom when 
they had to fight in the years of the civil war and the armed foreign 
intervention launched by fourteen States. They broke the backbone 
of Hitler’s Germany and crushed its military machine. And if the 
names of those who put that machine into action are damned forever 
and they are perhaps remembered only when someone wants to compare 
the criminal plans for the preparation of a new war with the situation 
twenty-odd years ago, this too goes above all to the credit of the Soviet 
people who bore the brunt of the struggle against the fascist aggressors. 
And should the need appear once again to defend their socialist gains 
and the freedom and independence of their friends and allies, their 
hands will not tremble.

The Soviet Union is invariably on the side of those who defend 
themselves, arms in hand, against aggression, and who react to the 
trampling of their rights and to colonial oppression by fighting for 
their liberation and national independence. Many, indeed, are the 
peoples which by their own experience know that in their hour of trial 
they can always rely on the firm support of the Soviet Union.

We cannot but be gladdened by the fact that the ranks of the fol
lowers of the policy of peaceful coexistence are swelling with every 
passing year and that this policy is bearing fruit. Its major result
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is quite evident: the people no longer hear the blasts of rockets or the 
explosions of nuclear bombs and their hopes for a future without wars 
are strengthening.

I t  is not fortuitous that the more far-sighted minds of the capitalist 
world, including some from among statesmen and public figures, 
representatives of business quarters, scientists and military men, are 
with increasing frequency speaking out in favour of the policy of the 
peaceful coexistence of the two social systems; capitalism and 
socialism.

The Soviet Government appeals to all Governments and says: Let 
us develop relations between States in such a way as to ensure that 
international disputes are settled at the conference table, not on the 
battlefield, and that no State could use force against another State 
whose internal order it does not like. Let us agree on closer co-opera
tion, including the expansion of economic and trade ties which are the 
strongest foundation for the development of political relations be
tween States, and on the broadening of cultural exchanges.

Today it is no longer possible to picture the international scene 
without the clear and specific objective which was put forward from 
this rostrimi on 18 September 1959. On that day the Head of the 
Soviet Government Nikita S. Khrushchev, tabled a programme for 
general and complete disarmament under strict international control.® 
If  the Western States had also supported that appeal by deeds, it is 
possible that today there would have been nothing left to do but to 
make several crowning efforts to achieve the final removal from the 
world of the remnants of the military machines of States. And if to 
this day there is no disarmament agreement, it is not the Soviet Union 
that is responsible.

Our side submitted a draft treaty which assures the solution of this 
problem in the interests of all States.^ To bring the positions closer 
the Soviet Union made a number of important steps to meet the West
ern Powers half-way by agreeing to the retention by the USSR and 
the United States of a limited number of missiles until the end of the 
second stage, by accepting the United States proposal on a percentage 
cut in conventional armaments and armed forces and by agreeing to 
increase the time-limit for the completion of general and complete 
disarmament.®

I t appears, however, that to solve the problem of disarmament 
successfully it is not enough to table sound proposals and make

’‘Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1452 fC.
‘ IMd., 1962, vol. I, pp. 103-127.
® These Soviet moves were incorporated in the revised draft treaty of Sept. 22, 

1962 (m d ., vol. II, pp. 913-938).
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reasonable steps to bring the positions of the two sides closer. Such 
proposals already exist and such steps have been taken. But look 
where the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee stands as a result 
of its eighteen-months-long work. At first there was no shortage 
of assurances about the dedication of the member Governments to 
the idea of general and complete disarmament. And no small number 
of compliments were lavished on the programme of general and com
plete disarmament put up for discussion in the Conmuttee. But no 
sooner did the process of concerting the specific obligations of the 
parties begin when those Western States on which the implementation 
of disarmament largely depends started to talk a completely different 
language.

Instead of business-like discussion, the conference table suddenly 
started to spout forth a fountain of speeches which reflect, if anything, 
simply the unwillingness of the Western Powers to agree to genuine 
disarmament. And so it appears that, figuratively speaking, there 
are two fountains in Geneva: one, the real thing, on Lac Leman, and 
the other in the conference halls of the Eighteen-Nation Committee. 
The difference between them may perhaps also be that the Swiss, 
being very thrifty people, do not needlessly turn on the fountain on 
Lac Leman, whereas the speech spout in the Committee flows on 
almost uninterruptedly.

This, of course, is irony, but bitter irony indeed. This question, 
however, concerns something that preoccupies mankind most of all, 
something indeed that cannot fail to preoccupy mankind. The ques
tion is whether the arms race can be arrested and turned back or 
whether it will go on paving the way towards the precipice. The 
Soviet Union has not and will not spare any effort in order to open 
people’s eyes to the danger of the continuing arms race and to prove 
the great advantages of a disarmed world.

Guided by a desire to reinforce the success resulting from the 
signing of the nuclear test ban treaty and to bring about a radical 
shift in the disarmament talks, the Soviet Government is making 
the proposal to convene in the first quarter or the first half of 1964 
a conference of the States Members of the Eighteen-Nation Dis
armament Committee with the participation of leading statesmen 
of the highest level. The Soviet Government believes that this con
ference should discuss both, the question , of general and complete 
disarmament and separate measures to achieve the further alleviation 
of international tensions.

I f  it is correct, and it certainly is, that the arms race grows in a 
spiral, then it is all the more essential that efforts to check it should 
be made in an even steeper spiral, that they should outpace the arms
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race, put barriers in its way, undermine it, and eventually put an 
end to it. This is the purpose of the Soviet Government’s proposal 
to convene the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee at summit 
level.

Such a conference could be convened at any place convenient for 
its participants. For its part the Soviet Government would be pre
pared to receive for the purpose of such a conference the Heads of 
Government or State of the members of the Committee in Moscow, 
the capital of the Soviet Union if this should meet their wishes.

The Soviet Government is submitting another important proposal 
in order to promote the success of disarmament negotiations to the 
utmost.

This Assembly will, of course, recall that at the last session of the 
General Assembly the Soviet Government agreed to exclude, in the 
process of the elimination at the first stage of nuclear weapons de
livery vehicles, strictly limited and agreed numbers of rocket and 
nuclear means which are at the disposal of the USSR and the United 
States and in their own territory. I t  was intended at that time to 
preserve these means imtil the end of the second stage of disarmament 
when nuclear weapons are to be eliminated.®

What were the motives for this step by the Soviet Union? I t  was 
prompted by the apprehensions expressed by the representatives of 
the Western Powers, primarily the United States, in the course of the 
negotiations. Suppose, they said, if in the process of disarmament 
and before all weapons are eliminated, someone goes and mounts 
an aggression. Might it not be better to preserve a certain number 
of nuclear rockets to deal v ith  such an eventuality? The Soviet 
Government considers this apprehension to be basically artificial. 
However, desirous of facilitating the elaboration of a disarmament 
treaty, it came out at the last session of the General Assembly with 
a proposal which, it seemed, would allay the fears of the Western 
Powers.

“Yes”,—we heard in reply—“the nuclear umbrella is a good thing. 
But it is somewhat insufficient to maintain it only for the two initial 
stages of disarmament. Would it not be better to carry out the final 
disarmament stage under its protection as well?” I f  this is the only 
point at issue and if the retention of a limited contingent of nuclear 
rocket means in the hands of the USSE and the United States would 
open up better prospects for successful negotiations, the Soviet Union 
is prepared to go even further to accommodate the wishes of the'

‘ See ibid., pp. 90i-905.



516 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1963

Western Powers in the hope that this will provide a way out of the 
present deadlock.

The Soviet Government states its readiness to agree that limited 
contingents of intercontinental, anti-missile and anti-aircraft missiles 
should remain at the disposal of the Soviet Union and the United 
States in their own territories not only imtil the end of the second 
stage, but also until the end of the third stage, that is, until the com
pletion of the whole process of general and complete disarmament. 
Accordingly, we propose that in eliminating all nuclear weapons at 
the second stage an exception should be made for nuclear warheads 
for the rockets to be preserved until the end of the third stage. At 
the end of this stage, the missiles preserved on both sides should be 
eliminated together with their nuclear warheads. From the very 
outset of the second stage, control should be instituted over the remain
ing rockets as well as over their nuclear warheads.

With the Soviet Union and the United States retaining a limited 
number of rockets, the problem of confidence in the process of dis
armament will turn out to be solved even under the most mistrustful 
approach on the part of the sceptics in the West who reach the 
height of invention just to erect barriers in the way of disarmament. 
We hope that our partners in the negotiations will consider the Soviet 
Government’s proposal in the spirit of a desire to come to agreement.

The Soviet Government refuses to accept the concept of man’s 
inability to solve the disarmament problem and rejects the view that 
man by his very nature seeks to kill, bum and go to war, as is often 
argued by the opponents of disarmament. Unfortunately, reper
cussions of such views are heard fairly often coming from some 
Western statesmen, even at the disarmament negotiations in Geneva.

I f  in our minds we make an imaginary geological cross-section of 
the history of hmnanity, we shall see numerous strata of armaments 
and cemeteries of the hundreds of millions of people who died because 
of these weapons. One generation made way for another on the 
historical arena, taking with it into the past the weapons which had 
accompanied it, but each time these weapons were replaced by even 
more powerful and destructive ones. But the Socialist States reject 
the fatalistic concept under which wars are regarded as something 
akin to natural calamities.

For States to disarm, great effort is required, but more essential is 
a desire of the Governments and statesmen to achieve this goal. I f  
it is true that man’s mind and hands have created weapons, then it is 
doubly true that they can also destroy them.

I t  seems that whatever careful calculations of the military items of 
States’ budget are made, it is impossible to get a complete picture of
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the enormous resources which are squandered as a result of the arma
ments race. Just as nuclear fission sets free gigantic forces, so would 
disarmament release colossal human energy and values, which could 
be channelled to the development of economy, science, culture, educa
tion and medical care, to the benefit of all nations.

At the last session of the General Assembly, the Soviet Government 
came out with a proposal on the economic progranmie of disarmament 
and submitted a draft resolution on the conversion to peaceful needs 
of the resources released as the result of disarmament.^ The reper
cussions caused by this proposal reinforce our conviction that it is the 
duty of Members of the United Nations actively to advance the elabo
ration of this programme.

We make no secret of the fact that disarmament, even more so gen
eral and complete disarmament, is beneficial to our people and to the 
peoples of the socialist countries. We believe, indeed we are sure, that 
disarmament would also render inestimable service to the countries 
which have just embarked upon the road of independent development 
and which are engaged in the building of their national economy. I t  
would be no less beneficial than for the socialist countries to those 
States which today are speeding up the arms race.

Everyone who mounts this rostrum will probably speak in favour of 
disarmament. But who can fail to understand that at times such 
speeches are in glaring contradiction with the actions of the Govern
ments on whose behalf they are made? Sad as it is, it must be ad
mitted that there is a great discrepancy between the greatness and the 
nobleness of the task of the general and complete disarmament of 
States and the role played in its solution by the United Nations. 
However unpleasant is this truth, it is a fact.

I f  one indifferently observes the incredible speed of the arms build
up, compared with which all the means of destruction used in the past 
seems like a child’s toy, is this not a crime against the world and 
against the nations? The military budgets, on whose reduction the 
Soviet Union and other socialist countries are still insisting today, 
are being debated and approved before the eyes of all the Governments 
and Parliaments. They are endorsed not by some sort of abstract 
political figures, but by men whose names appear on election posters 
and who get the votes of those against whom these weapons are forged 
and upon whom they will crash down with all their might in the event 
of a new war.

Who should be the first to raise a voice of protest against this 
abnormal situation, when, every year, even every day, the military 
machine of States is more and more lavishly lubricated by appropria

''m a., pp. 938-943.
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tions extorted from the populations in the shape of taxes? You will 
agree that not last on the list should be the United Nations, if it sought 
properly to play its part of guardian of the peace. Unfortunately, it 
is not as yet doing this. No one could ever remove from the United 
Nations the burden of responsibility for all the troubles that would be
fall the nations if a new war werfe allowed to break out.

We should like all Member States of the United Nations to display 
more concern about the situation that has developed in the disarma
ment'talks and to interpret this situation as a warning signal. Who
ever wants peace cannot be afraid of the cause of disarmament mov
ing ahead. On the contrary, he should strive to find common language 
with the Soviet Union, with all the other socialist countries and with 
all the champions of disarmament.

Such, is the picture that must stand in full view during the debate 
on the disarmament problem in the United Nations. This is how we 
see the task facing the United Nations in the field of disarmament. 
This is how we evaluate the ways and possibilities for the solution of 
this task of paramount importance^the implementation of general 
and complete disarmament.

The same profoundly humane goals—the securing of the peaceful 
coexistence of States and the prevention of the threat of military con
flicts—define the approach of the Soviet Government to the problem 
of strengthening security in Europe.

Europe was the cradle of both world wars. The shot in Sarajevo 
provoked a many-voiced cannon and machine-gun echo on the fronts 
of the First World War. The provocation by the Hitlerites on the 
Germah-Polish border, prefaced by the policy of revenge and the 
thirst for conquests, was echoed by the clang of tanks and the roar of 
dive bombers on almost all continents which were the scene of military 
operations during the Second World War.

I f  iri;the past the wars which were precipitated in Europe began 
with the conflict of only several, and not always the most powerful. 
States, ia our day the situation is much more complicated. In the 
centre of Europe the armed forces of the two major military and 
political groupings, including those of all the nuclear Powers, are in 
a state of confrontation. This fact alone provides grounds for the 
great danger that as a result of just one spark the Powers may come 
to cross weapons of imseen destructive power.

Regai’dless of the plans being hatched on the banks of the Ehine 
and the extent to which the West German revenge-seekers take into 
consideration the possible consequences to themselves of the unleash
ing of a rocket-nuclear war—I  - rppeat, even regardless of this—the 
danger of a new military explosion exists and will continue to exist 
until the final line is drawn xmder the Second World War. So long
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as the borders whieh have taken shape in Europe, mcluding those 
between the two German States, are not legally formalized by a peace 
treaty, so long as unbridled propaganda to revise the results of the 
victory over Hitlerite Germany and to recarve the political map of 
Europe goes on in West Germany, the spectre of a new war will loom 
at the door of every house, for the violation of borders means war.

The maintenance in West Berlin of the occupation regime two 
decades after the end of the Second World W ar is, in a sense, like 
applying fertilizer to the political soil on which, ia West Germany, 
there thrive and prosper revanchism and the ideas of militarism which 
differ but little from what animated Hitlerite Germany on the eve; of 
the Second World War.

One of the main reasons for the present tensions in Europe is the 
fact that the Government of the Federal Eepublic of Germany is do
ing its utmost to torpedo a German peace settlement while at the 
same time pursuing a hostile policy in regard to the other German 
State, the German Democratic Eepublic. I t  does not scruple, in its 
choice of methods to invite the direct or indirect support of anyone 
who displays pliancy in the face of Bonn’s blackmail for its claims 
which are dangerous for peace. Thus, the stress which exists in the 
relations of Western Germany with the German Democratic Eepublic 
is transferred to international relations as a whole, to the relations 
between the principal military groupings of States and to the relations 
between the great Powers. And this is exactly what causes the joy 
of the revenge-seeking leaders of the Federal Eepublic of Germany, 
who have obviously placed their stake on setting the great Powers at 
loggerheads.

The Government of Chancellor Adenauer has long since won a stable 
and quite definite reputation: wherever proposals originate that could 
lead to the relaxation of international tensions, Bonn will inevitably 
throw a spanner into the works and interfere with its implementation. 
Take, for instance, the proposal to withdraw, or at least to reduce, 
foreign troops in Central Europe: the Government of the Federal 
Eepublic of Germany is against, it. Take, for example, the conclusion 
of a non-aggression pact between NATO and the Warsaw Treaty 
Organization: again the Government of the Federal Eepublic of 
Germany is against it. Now take the proposal of Poland, supported by 
Czechoslovakia and the (jerman Democratic Eepublic as well as by 
many other States, to establish a denuclearized zone in the centre of 
Europe: ® again the Government of the Federal Eepublic of Germany 
is in opposition.

But when measures are discussed which aggravate international ten
sions, such as the elaboration of plans for the establishment of a multi

• i m . ,  vol. I, pp. 201-205.
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lateral or multinational NATO force providing the Bundeswelir with 
access to nuclear weapons, the Government of the Federal Republic of 
Germany turns out to be in the very forefront, even ahead of its allies 
in the NATO camp which are closest to its aspirations.

To maintain, as does the Federal Government, that not the two 
German States which do exist, but only a unified Germany which does 
not exist, should sign a German peace treaty, is something that can be 
done only by those who want neither a German peace settlement nor 
the unification of Germany.

I t  is obvious that after the implementation, by the Government of 
the German Democratic Eepublic, of protective measures on its borders 
with West Berlin, the problem of the conclusion of a German peace 
treaty, from the standpoint of the immediate interests of the socialist 
countries, presents itself in a different way as compared with the 
situation before the implementation of the said protective measures. 
But from the point of view of the basic interests of safeguarding peace 
and security in Europe, the need to conclude a German peace treaty 
retains all its topicality.

• • • • • • •

Not everybody, perhaps, may like the fact that on the ruins of the 
shattered Hitler Beich two sovereign German States have appeared, 
one of which is a socialist State. But even people who so far fail 
to understand the historic significance of this fact will, we are con
vinced, pay ever greater tribute to the German Democratic Eepublic 
as a reliable stronghold against aggression in the centre of Europe.

The Soviet Government deems it necessary to emphasize once again 
from the United Nations rostrum that the preservation, in the centre 
of Europe, of the remnants of World War I I  is fraught with serious 
danger to peace, and that a German peace treaty would therefore 
meet the interests of all States and of all peoples.

The vise of the “cold war”, in which the nations had been squeezed 
for many years, was pulled some distance apart as a result of the 
signing of the test-ban treaty and the nations breathed more freely. 
The direct practical result of this treaty— t̂he ending of the contami
nation of the atmosphere and of water and space by radioactive faU-out 
harmful to people’s health—is alone proof of the fact that States with 
different social systems, with different ideologies, and often with op
posite views on many aspects of international life, have mastered 
enough strength to undertake this act of genuine humanism. Never
theless, if the signing of this treaty is viewed in the broad historical 
perspective— t̂hat is from the point of view of the objectives by which
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the United Nations must be guided in its activities, namely to make 
every possible effort to contribute to the consolidation of peace and the 
elimination of the threat of war— t̂he test-ban treaty is only a 
beginning, though indeed a good one.

I t  is clear to everyone that the cessation of nuclear tests in the three 
environments does not yet signify the end of the armaments race, and 
consequently, this measure alone does not reduce the risk of war. 
But the nations want to have firm guarantees of their security and 
they cannot be satisfied by the test-ban treaty alone. Therefore, the 
Soviet Government believes that the more favourable opportunities 
resulting from the signing of this treaty should be utilized fully 
for the settlement of other international problems which are ripe for 
solution.

The General Assembly would fail in its duty before the nations and 
would fail to justify the hopes reposed in it if, for its part, it did not 
call upon the Governments of all the nations of the world to utilize 
this more favourable atmosphere in order to reach agreement on fur
ther steps aimed at the relaxation of international tension. Such 
steps in turn would no doubt facilitate the settlement of the problem of 
general and complete disarmament.

There are a number of steps which relate both to disarmament and 
to European security and which, at the same time, independently 
are of great international importance. They are well known. The 
Soviet Government has repeatedly enumerated them. These are: 
a non-aggression pact between the States Members of the Warsaw 
Treaty and the countries members of the North Atlantic bloc, measures 
to prevent surprise attack and to reduce foreign forces in the Federal 
Eepublic of Germany and the German Democratic Republic, the re
duction of military budgets, and the setting up of denuclearized zones 
in different areas of the world.

Those who, for some reason, are convinced that, since the Soviet 
Union and other socialist countries make this or that proposal de
signed to reduce international tension, such as the proposal to include 
a non-aggression pact, this is more profitable for them than for the 
Western Powers, are making a grave miscalculation. Indeed, the 
implementation of such proposals would correspond to an equal 
degree— n̂ot one milligramme more and not one milligramme lesŝ — 
to the interests of all nations, including the big Western Powers. The 
chief gain for everyone would be the strengthening of international 
confidence and a new improvement of the international climate. And 
it is only those circles wliich are guided by their narrow interests and 
want the nations to go on looking at each other out of the trenches of 
the “cold war”, through the observation slots of tanks, through artil
lery sights and submarine periscopes, that can see some detriment to
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their interests in such measures. But we reject such a narrow, mili
taristic point of view.

Every man, whether he lives under the tropical sun or is subjected 
to north winds, whether he lives in a big city or in a remote village, 
is especially alarmed by everything that increases the risk of nuclear 
war.

Until recently, an impression could be formed that nuclear weapons 
were under some kind of magic spell and that the nations would never 
dare to make these weapons the subject of agreement. The signifi
cance of the test-ban treaty lies, among other things, in the fact that, 
for the first time, an international agreement was concluded in a field 
connected with nuclear weapons.

What are the measures which, in the opinion of the Soviet Union, 
could have a positive effect in reducing the danger of nuclear war 
even before the complete elimination of nuclear weapons and their 
stocks?

One such measure could be the conclusion of an appropriate inter
national agreement on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. The 
plans to bring nuclear weapons within reach of those States which at 
present do not have such weapons at their disposal, particularly 
Western Germany, through the military alliances of the Western 
Powers, remain the main obstacle to such an agreement.

As one of the Powers po^essing nuclear weapons, the Soviet Union, 
too, is willing to make its contribution to the settlement of questions 
connected with the setting up of denuclearized zones in different areas 
of the world. The Soviet Union is quite ready without hesitation to 
give, jointly with the Western Powers, the necessary safeguards 
excluding from the sphere of the use of nuclear weapons both nu
clear-free zones which may be the subject of regional agreements 
and individual countries which would declare their territories to be 
denuclearized zones.

In recent years humanity has been enriched by great discoveries the 
remarkable consequences of which cannot yet be fully appreciated. 
For the first time in history human beings have succeeded in breaking 
away from the earth and are confidently blazing trails to the universe. 
Humanity pronounces with admiration, the names of the piojieers of 
space flights, including the first woman cosmonaut, Valentina 
Tereshkova. The exploration of the virgin expanse of outer space has 
been started, but these are only the first steps.

The Soviet Union and the United States are persistently working 
to solve even more complicated and provocative problems in this field. 
And the nations are entitled to expect that the new environment 
entered by man—the infinite space ocean—will never become another 
springboard for war, destruction and death. Gazing at the distant
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stars, people are full of hope that th© conquest of space will serve ex
clusively peaceful ends. • .'

The Moscow Treaty hasi bamied nuclear tests in space. Now we 
have another question on the agenda.;

Being willing now to take steps in order*to prevent the spread of 
the armaments race to outer space, and desiring to create the best 
possible conditions for the utilization and exploration of outer space 
to the benefit of all nations, the Soviet Government deems it neces
sary. to reach agreement with the United States Government to ban 
the placing; into orbit of objects with nuclear weapons on board.

We are aware,that the United States Government also takes a posi
tive view of the solution of this question. We assume also that an 
exchange of views on the banning, of the placing into orbit of nuclear 
weapons willsbe continued between the Governments of the USSR aiid 
the United States on a bilateral basis. I t  wttuld be a very good thing 
if understanding could be reached and an accord concluded on this 
vital question. The Soviet Government is ready.

With all the diversity in the interests of nations,'the main course of 
the development of international events is seen quite clearly: it lies 
where the two opposite trends in international politics meet each 
other, one trend directed at the relaxation of international tension, 
the other directed at preserving and even increasing this tension.

The higher the piles of atomic weapons, the more worthless appear 
those who do not want to destroy them.

The deeper in shafts and under the surface of the seas that safe 
shelters are sought for rockets and from rockets, the more evident 
becomes the danger which is threatening humanity.

The wider the sphere of preparations for nuclear war, the more 
narrow is the circle of States which are ready to put up with this.

The higher military budgets soar, the more acute becomes the aware
ness of the nations of their needs and of the necessity to put an end to 
the burden of armaments. ■ : .

The louder are the bellicose speeches of the advocates of the arma
ments race and of the increase of international tensions, the greatisr is 
the isolation'Surrounding them and the stronger the rebuff that should 
be given to them.

And,>on the other hand, even a small gleam of hope on the interna
tional horizon gives'the liglit of new hope to billions of eyes. Even 
a modest success at the negotiation table evokes wide and just support.

Two months’ ago, the representatives of the three Powers which had 
been on one side of the front in the greatest of all wars met in Moscow 
in order to elaborate an agreement on a sore problem of international
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life. There were different evaluations of the possible outcome of this 
meeting. There were sceptics, and there were people who pinned cer
tain hopes on it. And what did the Moscow negotiations of the Gov
ernments of the TJSSK, the United States and United Kingdom show? 
They testified to the fact that there was no impenetrable wall between 
the complicated, and in many respects dangerous, atmosphere in the 
world and agreement which could improve tliis atmosphere. They 
showed that, when sober account of mutual interest is taken, agreement 
becomes real. I f  we are to draw lessons from the signing of the test- 
ban treaty, the first lesson will be that the big Powers, and all nations 
generally, have opportunities to move ahead, even if along twisting 
paths which are not always smooth, but still ahead and in the right 
direction— t̂o the consolidation of peace.

The Soviet people refute as anti-scientific the concept that war is 
something inevitable. This is a concept of the doomed. I t  cannot 
inspire people. I f  people start to believe they have no future and 
that only an abyss lies ahead which cannot be avoided in any way, 
what will they live for and in the name of what will they put their 
labour, their knowledge, and their searching intellect into the cause 
of creation and progress? Can it be possible with such a prospect 
to raise the nations to the struggle against militarism, against the 
armaments race? No, this is not our philosophy; this is not our 
concept, since it contradicts the vital interests of the peoples; and we 
reject it categorically.

The rejection of the fatal inevitability of war, the possibility of 
excluding it forever from the life of society, the possibility of prevent
ing a new world war and not allowing it to break out—these ideas and 
conclusions underlie the programme of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union. Socialism and communism, with their life-assertiag 
and profoundly humanistic world outlook, are by their very nature 
indivisible from peace. Belief in the strength of the peoples and an 
optimistic look into their future strengthen the will and multiply the 
forces of those who do not want a military disaster and who see the 
morrow not as the twilight of human history but as the dawn of a 
better future for the nations.

The good wind accompanying initiatives conducive to the relaxa
tion of international tension, the wind whose breath is today felt by the 
nations, can add new strength to the efforts to save this and succeeding 
generations from the scourge of war, to the efforts towards consolidat
ing peace. The States Members of the United Nations can rest 
assured that the Soviet Union will continue, as hitherto, to place all 
its influence as a big Power and all its international prestige at the 
service of peace among nations.
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Address by President Kennedy to the General Assembly 
(Extracts), September 20, 1963 ^

Mr. President—as one who has taken some interest in the election 
of Presidents, I  want to congratulate you on your election to this 
high office—Mr. Secretary-General, delegates to the United Nations, 
ladies and gentlemen:

We meet again in the quest for peace.
Twenty-four months ago, when I  last had the honor of addressing 

this body, the shadow of fear lay darkly across the world. The free
dom of West Berlin was in immediate peril. Agreement on a neutral 
Laos seemed remote. The mandate of the United Nations in the 
Congo was imder fire. The financial outlook for this organization 
was in doubt. Dag Hammarskjold was dead. The doctrine of troika 
was being pressed in his place, and atmospheric nuclear tests had been 
resumed by the Soviet Union.

Those were anxious days for mankind, and some men wondered 
aloud whether this organization could survive. But the 16th and I7th 
General Assemblies achieved not only survival but progress. Eisiag 
to its responsibility, the United Nations helped reduce the tensions 
and helped to hold back the darkness.

Today the clouds have lifted a little so that new raya of hope can 
break through. The pressures on West Berlin appear to be tempo
rarily eased. Political unity in the Congo has been largely restored. 
A neutral coalition in Laos, while still in difficulty, is at least in being. 
The integrity of the United Nations Secretariat has been reaffirmed. 
A United Nations Decade of Development is under way. And, for 
the first time in 17 years of effort, a specific step has been taken to 
limit the nuclear arms race.

I  refer, of course, to the treaty to ban nuclear tests in the atmosphere, 
outer space, and under water, concluded by the Soviet Union, the 
United Kingdom, and the United States and already signed by nearly 
100 countries.® I t  has been hailed by people the world over who are 
thankful to be free from the fears of nuclear fallout, and I  am confi
dent that on next Tuesday at 10:30 o’clock in the morning it will 
receive the overwhelming endorsement of the Senate of the United 
States.®

* Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 7, 1963, pp. 530-535.
“ Ante, pp. 291-293.
® The Senate approved the treaty on Tuesday, Sept. 24, by a vote of 80-19.
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The world has not escaped from the darkness. The long shadows 
of conflict and crisis envelop us still. But we meet today in an 
atmosphere of rising hope and at a moment of comparative calm. 
My presence here today is not a sign of crisis, but of confidence. I 
am not here to report on a new threat to the peace or new signs of 
warj I  have come to salute the United Nations and to show the sup
port of the American people for your daily deliberations.

For the value of this body’s work is not dependent on the existence 
of emergencies— n̂or can the winning of peace consist only of dramatic 
victories. Peace is a daily, a weekly, a monthly process, gradually 
changing opinions, slowly eroding old barriers, quietly building new 
structures. And however undramatic the pursuit of peace, that pur
suit must go on.

Today we may have reached a pause in the cold war, but that is 
not a lasting peace. A test ban treaty is a milestone, but it is not the 
millennium. We have not been released from our obligations; we 
liave been given an opportunity. And if we fail to make the most 
of this moment and this momentum, if we convert our new-found 
Jiopes and imderstandings into new walls and weapons of hostility, 
if this pause in the cold war merely leads to its renewal and not to 
its end, then the indictment of posterity will rightly point its finger 
at us all. But if we can stretch this pause into a period of cooperation, 
if both sides can now gain new confidence and experience in concrete 
collaborations for peace, if we can now'be as bold and farsighted 
in the control of deadly weapons as we have been in their creation, 
then surely this first small step can be the start of a lonig and fruit
ful journey.

P e a c e , a n  TJn d e r t a jk in g  fo k  A l l  N a t io n s

The task of building the peace lies with the leaders of every nation, 
large and small. For the great powers have no monopoly on conflict 
or ambition. The cold war is not the only expression of tension in this 
world, and the nuclear race is not the only arms race. JEven little wars 
are dangerous in a nuclear world. The long labor of peace is an under
taking for every nation, and in this effort none of us can remain im- 
alined. To this goal none can be uncommitted.

The reduction of global tension must not be an excuse for the narrow 
pursuit of self-interest. I f  the Soviet Union and the United States, 
with all of their global interests and clashing commitments of ideology, 
and with nuclear weapons still aimed at each other, today can find areas 
of common interest and agreement, then surely other nations can do 
the same—^nations caught in regional conflicts, in racial issues, or in 
the death throes of old colonialism.
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Chronic disputes which divert precious resources from the needs of 
the people or drain the energies of both sides serve the interests of no 
one, and the badge of responsibility in the modern world is a willing
ness to seek peaceful solutions.

I t  is never too early to try, and it’s never too late to talk ; and it’s 
high time that many disputes on the agenda of this Assembly were 
taken off the debating schedule and placed on the negotiating table.

B a s ic  D it it e e e n c e s  B e t w e e n  U.S. a n d  XJ.S.S.E.

The fact remains that the United States, as a major nuclear power, 
does have a special responsibility in the world. I t  is, in fact, a three
fold responsibility—a responsibility to our own citizens, a responsi
bility to the people of the whole world who are affected by our deci
sions, and to the next generation of humanity. We believe the Soviet 
Union also has these special responsibilities and that those responsi
bilities require our two nations to concentrate less on our differences 
and more on the means of resolving them peacefully. For too long 
both of us have increased our military budgets, our nuclear stockpiles, 
and our capacity to destroy all life on this hemisphere—^human, animal, 
vegetable—without any corresponding increase in our security.

Our conflicts, to be sure, are real. Our concepts of the world are 
different. No setvice is performed by failing to make clear our dis
agreements. A central difference is the belief of the American peo
ple in self-determination for all people.

We believe that the people of Germany and Berlin must be free 
to reimite their capital and their country.

We believe that the people of Cuba must be free to secure the fruits 
of the revolution that has been betrayed from within and exploited 
from without.

In  short, we believe that all the world—in eastern Europe as well as 
western, in southern Africa as well as northern, in old nations as well 
as new—that people must be free to choose their own future, without 
discrimination or dictation, without coercion or subversion.

These are the basic differences between the Soviet Union and the 
United States, and they cannot be concealed. So long as they exist, 
they set limits to agreement and they forbid the relaxation of our 
vigilance. Our defense around the world will be maintained for the 
protection of freedom, and our determination to safeguard that free
dom will measure up to any threat or challenge.

But I  would say to the leaders of the Soviet Union, and to their 
people, that if either of our countries is to be fully secure, we need a 
much better weapon than the H-bomb—a weapon better than ballistic 
missiles or nuclear submarines—and that better weapon is peaceful 
cooperation.
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We have, in recent years, agreed on a limited test ban treaty,* on an 
emergency communications link between our capitals,® on a statement 
of principles for disarmament,® on an increase in cultural exchange, 
on cooperation in outer space, on the peaceful exploration of the Ant
arctic,'̂  and on tempering last year’s crisis over Cuba.

N ew  S teps T oward P eaceful  C ooperation

I  believe, therefore, that the Soviet Union and the United States, to
gether with their allies, can achieve further agreements—agreements 
which spring from our mutual iaterest in avoiding mutual destruction.

There can be no doubt about the agenda of further steps. We must 
continue to seek agreements on measures which prevent war by accident 
or miscalculation. We must continue to seek agreement on safeguards 
against surprise attack, including observation posts at key points. We 
must continue to seek agreement on further measures to curb the 
nuclear arms race, by controlling the transfer of nuclear weapons, 
converting fissionable materials to peaceful purposes, and banning 
imderground testing, with adequate inspection and enforcement. We 
must continue to seek agreement on a freer flow of information and 
people from East to West and West to East.

We must continue to seek agreement, encouraged by yesterday’s 
affirmative response to this proposal by the Soviet Foreign Minister, 
on an arrangement to keep weapons of mass destruction out of outer 
space.® Let us get our negotiators back to the negotiating table to 
work out a practicable arrangement to this end.

In  these and other ways, let us move up the steep and difficult path 
toward comprehensive disarmament, securing mutual confidence 
through mutual verification and building the institutions of peace as 
we dismantle the engines of war. We must not let failure to agree 
on all points delay agreements where agreement is possible. And we 
must not put forward proposals for propaganda purposes.

Finally, in a field where the United States and the Soviet Union 
have a special capacity— în the field of space—there is room for new 
cooperation, for further joint efforts in the regulation and exploration 
of space. I  include among these possibilities a joint expedition to the 
moon. Space offers no problems of sovereignty; by resolution of this 
Assembly, the members of the United Nations have forsworn any 
claim to territorial rights in outer space or on celestial bodies and 
declared that international law and the United Nations Charter will

* Ante, pp. 291-293.
 ̂Ante, pp. 236-238.

“ Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442.
" lUa., 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1550-1556.
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apply.® Why, therefore, should man’s first flight to the moon be a 
matter of national competition ? Why should the United States and 
the Soviet Union, in preparing for such expeditions, become involved 
in immense duplications of research, construction, and expenditure? 
Surely we should explore whether the scientists and astronauts of our 
two countries—indeed, of all the world—cannot work together in the 
conquest of space, sending some day in this decade to the moon not 
the representatives of a single nation but the representatives of all 
of our countries.

All these and other new steps toward peaceful cooperation may be 
possible. Most of them will require on our part full consultation with 
our allies, for their interests are as much involved as our own and we 
will not make an agreement at their expense. Most of them will re
quire long and careful negotiation. And most of them will require a 
new approach to the cold war—a desire not to “bury” one’s adversary 
but to compete in a host of peaceful arenas, in ideas, in production, and 
ultimately in service to all mankind.

The contest will continue— t̂he contest between those who see a 
monolithic world and those who believe in diversity— b̂ut it should 
be a contest in leadership and responsibility instead of destruction, a 
contest in achievement instead of intimidation. Speaking for the 
United States of America, I  welcome such a contest. For we believe 
that truth is stronger than error and that freedom is more enduring 
than coercion. And in the contest for a better life, all the world can 
be a winner.

S t ip p o e t  ro R  U.N. P ea c ek eepih tg  O p e r a t io n s

The peacekeeping record of the United Nations has been a proud 
one, though its tasks are always formidable. We are fortunate to 
have the skills of our distinguished Secretary-General and the brave 
efforts of those who have been serving the cause of peace in the Congo, 
in the Middle East, in Korea and Kashmir, in West New Guinea and 
Malaysia. But what the United Nations has done in the past is less 
important than the tasks for the future. We cannot take its peace
keeping machinery for granted. That machinery must be soundly 
financed—-which it cannot be if some members are allowed to prevent 
it from meeting its obligations by failing to meet their own. The 
United Nations must be supported by all those who exercise their 
franchise here. And its operations must be backed to the end.

Too often a project is undertaken in the excitement of a crisis, and 
then it begins to lose its appeal as the problems drag on and the bills

" Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 738.
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pile up. But we must have the steadfastness to see every enterprise 
through.

I t  is, for example, most important not to jeopardize the extraor
dinary United Nations gains in the Congo. The nation which 
sought this organization’s help only 3 years ago has now asked the 
United Nations presence to remain a little longer. I  believe this As
sembly should do what is necessary to preserve the gains already 
made and to protect the new nation in its struggle for progress. Let 
us complete what we have started, for “No man who puts his hand to 
the plow and looks back,” as the Scriptures tell us—“No man who puts 
his hand to the plow and looks back is fit for the Kingdom of God.”

I  also hope that the recent initiative of several members ia preparing 
standby peace forces for United Nations call will encourage similar 
commitments by others. This nation remains ready to provide logis
tic and other material support.

Policing, moreover, is not enough without provision for pacific set
tlement. We should increase the resort to special missions of fact
finding and conciliation, make greater use of the International Court 
of Justice, and accelerate the work of the International Law Commis
sion.

The United Nations cannot survive as a static organization. Its 
obligations are increasing as well as its size. Its charter must be 
changed as well as its customs. The authors of that charter did not 
intend that it be frozen in perpetuity. The science of weapons and 
war has made us all, far more than 18 years ago in San Francisco, one 
world and one human race, with one common destiny. In such a world 
absolute sovereignty no longer assures us of absolute security. The 
conventions of peace must pull abreast and then ahead of the inven
tions of war. The United Nations, building on its successes and 
learning from its failures, must be developed into a genuine world 
security system.

A L ever To M ove th e  W oeld

But peace does not rest in the charters and covenants alone. I t 
lies in the hearts and minds of all people. And in this world out here 
no act, no pact, no treaty, no organization can hope to preserve it 
without the support and the wholehearted commitment of all people. 
So let us not rest all our hopes on parchment and on paper; let us 
strive to build peace, a desire for peace, a willingness to work for 
peace, in the hearts and minds of all of our people. I  believe that 
we can. I  believe the problems of human destiny are not beyond the 
reach of human beings. ' ’ ;.

“ Luke 9 :62.
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Two years ago I  told this body that the United States had proposed, 
and was willing to sign, a limited test ban treaty.^^ Today that treaty 
has been signed. I t  will not put an end to war. I t  will not remove 
basic, conflicts. I t  will not secure freedom for all. But it can be 
a lever, and Archimedes, in explaining the principles of the lever, was 
said to have declared to his friends: “Give me a place where I  can stand, 
and I shall move the world.” ,

My fellow inhabitants of this planet, let us take our stand here in 
this Assembly of nations. And let us see if we, in our own time, can 
move the world to a just and lasting peace.

Remarks by President Kennedy on , Ratification of the 
Test-Ban Treaty, October 7, 1963

Ladies and gentlemen: In its first two decades the Age of Kuclear 
Energy has been full of fear, yet never empty of hope. Today the 
fear is a little less and the hope a little greater. For the first time 
we have been able to reach an agreement which can limit the dangers 
of this age.

The agreement itself is limited, but its message of hope has bê en 
heard and understood not only hy the peoples of the three originating 
nations but by the peoples and governments of the hundred other 
countries that have signed. This treaty is the first fruit of labors 
in which multitudes have shared: citizens, legislators, statesmen, dip
lomats, and soldiers, too.

Soberly and unremittingly this nation—but never this nation 
alone—has sought the doorway to effective disarmament into a world 
where peace is secure. Today we have a beginning, and it is right 
for us to acknowledge all whose work across the years has helped 
make-this beginning possible.

What the future will bring, no one of us can know. This first fruit 
of hope may or may not be followed by larger harvests. Even this 
limited treaty, great as it is with promise, can survive, only if it has 
from others the determined support in letter and in spirit which I 
hereby pledge in behalf of the United States.

I f  this treaty fails, it will not be our doing; and even if it fails, 
we shall not regret that we have made this clear and honorable na
tional commitment to the cause of man’s survival. For, under this 
treaty, we can and must still keep our vigil in defense of freedom.

“ Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 469.
^Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 28, 1963, p. 658. For the text of the

treaty, see ante, pp. 291-293.
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But this treaity need not fail. This small step toward safety can 
be followed by others longer and less limited, if also harder in the 
taking. With our courage and understanding enlarged by this 
achievement, let us press onward in quest of man’s essential desire 
for peace.

As President of the United States and with the advice and consent 
of the Senate, I  now sign the instruments of ratification of this 
treaty.

Statement by the United States Representative (Steven
son) to the First Committee of the General Assembly: 
Cessation of Nuclear Tests (Extract}, October 15,1963 ^

For the last nine years, we have gathered here to discuss the urgent 
problem of nuclear weapons testing— b̂ut without results, as the 
eloquent representative of the Sudan has reminded us today. But, 
this time, a significant step has been taken since our Committee last 
met. A partial test ban is a reality, and more than 1 0 0  countries 
have committed themselves to it. Like everyone else who has spoken 
here this afternoon, I  cannot refrain from saying something about 
that treaty, which was officially registered this morning with the 
Secretary-General by the representatives of the United Kingdom, the 
United States and the Soviet Union.“

This treaty is the final chapter of a long story and represents the 
most important single step which has been taken in the field of arms 
control and disarmament since the war. I  think we can say that rea
son has begun to triumph. The treaty is a clear demonstration of 
the fact that, when the nuclear Powers have a common interest and 
act upon it, we can make progress in improving man’s environment. 
In  the future, the air we breathe will be cleaner. Our children will 
have a better chance of growing up to contribute to the well-being 
of mankind rather than to its destruction.

The achievement of agreement is a matter of great personal gratifi
cation to me because, as some of you may know, I  have believed a test- 
ban agreement possible and have advocated it in this country for 
many years.

"A/O.l/PV. laiO, pp. 32-37.
“ The treaty is printed ante, pp. 291-293.
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We take heart from this treaty, and also from the fact that the 
direct communications link that we have sought is now in operation 
between Washington and Moscow.®

W ith the test-ban treaty, we have moved a little closer to a world 
governed by reason rather than by force. We are that much closer 
to an agreement on a comprehensive test-ban treaty. I t  should also 
improve the prospects for achieving agreement on other measures 
which might, ia turn, lead to general and complete disarmament.

The overwhelming vote of the Senate of the United States in favour 
of the test-ban treaty is a reflection of the strong support that the 
treaty has in the United States. We have been pleased, too, by the 
strong support that the treaty, the essentials of which were put for
ward at Geneva and in this Committee over a year ago,  ̂has received 
elsewhere in the world, and we echo the earnest hope, so often ex
pressed, that it will receive universal acceptance in order to ensure 
that all nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and 
under water are ended everywhere and forever.

Throughout the world, I  dare say, it is recognized that this treaty 
is useful in helping, in the first place, to halt the nuclear arms race; 
secondly, to discourage the search for ever-larger and more destruc
tive weapons; thirdly, to make more difficult the development of nu
clear weapons in any country which has not begun to test; fourthly, 
to end the danger of radioactive fall-out; and, finally, to facilitate 
agreement on other measures.

In  considering the benefits of the partial test ban, it is also important 
to note what the treaty will not do. The fact that we have a test-ban 
treaty must not lull any of us, especially here in the United Nations, 
into believing that the task that we have set for ourselves has more 
than just begun. As the President of the United States has said of the 
treaty, it is a milestone but not a millennium.. The treaty does not 
stop underground testing, nor does it put an end to all weapons de- 
velopmen;t. I t  does not reduce the nuclear arsenals of States. I t  does 
not eliminate the threat of war. These are serious problems, and we 
must continue to work toward the solution of each of them.

We share emphatically the view expressed by the representative of 
India here this afternoon, and also by the representatives of the United 
Arab Republic and the Sudan, that we must work urgently toward 
agreement on an adequately verified, comprehensive test-ban treaty 
ending all nuclear weapons tests. Wliile we in this country recognize 
the difficulties of this task, we are nonetheless convinced that such an 
agreement can be reached. The General Assembly of the United Na
tions and the participants in the Geneva Conference'of the Eighteen-

’ For text of the agreement, see ante, pp. 236-238.
‘ See Documents on Disarmament, 1968, vol. II, pp. 804-807.
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Nation Disarmament Committee were influential in heljiing the United 
States, the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union to reach agreement 
on a partial test ban. We feel that the efforts of the General Assem
bly aiid’ of the Eighteen-Nation Committee have been most usfeful in 
stimulating negotiations and in furthering progress toAtard a compre
hensive agreement with adequate verification. The efforts of the eight 
non-aligned participants have reinforced our conviction of the useful
ness of the Geneva Conference, and we are grateful to the representa
tive of the United Arab Republic for his review of the contributions 
of the eight non-aligned nations during the Conference at Geneva.®

The United States also believes, like everyone else, that' a ban 6n 
underground testing is the important next forward step'in stopping 
the nuclear artos race. I  am bound to say, however, that the United 
States remains steadfastly opposed to a volimtary, unverified mora
torium on underground testing. We know that a moratorium on test
ing will not facilitate agreement but will only engender suspicioii and 
increase tension.

The scientific facts point to the amount and type of verification 
necessary to reach agreement. The United States has already spent 
over $150 million on trying to improve our knowledge of the detection 
and identification of nuclear events so tha;t we should not heed to ask 
for any more verification than that which is required by the scientific 
facts. The core of our effort will be to improve bur knowledge of 
seismology and of nuclear test detection. The United States project 
in this direction is caUed “Project Vela”. This effort will continue to 
receive our urgent attention.

The memorandum submitted by the United Kingdom and the United 
States at Geneva on 1 April of this year sets forth in general terms 
the type of agreernent which could be achieved in short order.® We 
ask only for as much verification as is necessary to give adequate assur
ance of compliance with the provisions of a comprehensive treaty. 
And, in the case of underground tests, adequate assurance requires on
site inspection in order to make it possible to dispel doubts as to the 
nature of certain seismic events.

In  the past the Soviet Union has complained that on-site inspection 
might be used for purposes of espionage. We have done all that we 
could to offer safeguards against such an abuse of inspection. For 
example, the area to be inspected in any on-site inspection would be 
limited. A sensitive installation consisting of a building or similar 
facilities could be excluded from inspection. All the safeguards con
sidered necessary to assure the security of military and other sensitive 
defence installations, provided that inspection teams could still arrive

= A/C.1/PV.1310, pp. 16-20. 
“ See ante, pp. 141-145.
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promptly, could be taken. The receiving State could use its own air
craft and its own pilots and could choose its own flight routes; its per
sonnel could accompany the teams, which would include members of 
an international staff.

iThe United Kingdom and the United States in their memorandum 
have indicated what elements they regard as necessary for effective 
verification of a test ban treaty. I t  would be helpful to the negotia
tions if the Soviet Union similarly were to indicate for us the neces
sary elements of a properly safeguarded’ agreement, in accordance 
with the present state of the science of nuclear test detection and 
identification.

As recognized in the test ban treaty, the goal remains the ending 
of all nuclear weapons tests and the achievement of general and com
plete disarmament. When the participants in the eighteen-nation 
disarmament conference return to Geneva, we believe that efforts 
should be renewed to reach agreement on an adequately safeguarded 
comprehensive test ban treaty.

From the time that the Baruch Plan was first presented to the 
United Nations on 14 June 1946  ̂ to the present, the United States 
has sought to place the atom under control so that it will be de
veloped for the good of mankind rather than for mankind’s destruc
tion. In this country we feel that we must continue our efforts to 
control the power and the danger of the atom, so that hope and not 
despair may reign, so that confidence may replace fear, and so that 
safe and sound competition may become the way of international life.

Statement by the United States Representative (Steven
son) to the First Committee of the General Assembly: 
Stationing Weapons of Mass Destruction in Outer 
Space, October 16, 1963 *

May I  first echo the words of our Chairman—a welcome to the two 
Soviet astronauts who are visiting the General Assembly this morn
ing—and express the welcome of my Government and its respect and 
admiration for their extraordinary acMevement in pioneering the ex
ploration of outer space.

I t  is my agreeable duty to speak to tlie draft resolution introduced 
in this Committee yesterday by the representative of Mexico, Ambas

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 19^5-1959, vol. I, pp. 7-16.
“A/0.1/PV.1311, pp. 2-7.



536 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1963

sador Padilla N"ervo, who has spent so many years of devoted effort in 
the field that probably preoccupies the attention of all of us with a 
greater uniyersality than anything else—and that is the field of dis
armament.^

This resolution represents another decisive advance in the disarma
ment process, one which we believe will prevent the orbiting or sta
tioning of weapons of mass destruction in outer space. We warmly 
welcome the co-operation of the Soviet Union in this endeavour. We 
are particularly pleased that this draft resolution is co-sponsored by 
all of the participants in the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarma
ment.

While attempting to realize our ultimate objective of general and 
complete disarmament, we have sought continuously to implement 
less ambitious measures which could help to lessen international ten
sions and to facilitate our larger task. By the adoption of this draft 
resolution, Members of the United N’ations will be taking a positive 
step toward the goal of disarmament. Hopefully this step could lead 
us to further measures.

The resolution itself, as you know, is a simple one. I t  does not re
quire the cessation by Governments of any present activity. To the 
best of our knowledge, no weapon of mass destruction has ever been 
placed in orbit around the earth. Eather, this resolution calls for 
abstention. I t  would represent international recognition that the arms 
race must not be extended into this new environment, that while we 
are seeking ways of limiting and of reducing existing armaments, we 
undertake to refrain from developing a new potential in the arma
ments field. Certainly it would seem easier not to arm an environ
ment that has never been armed than to agree to disarm areas which 
have been armed.

The draft resolution on the table sets forth a policy which has al
ready been adopted by the United States. On 5 September 1962, the 
Deputy Secretary of Defense, Mr. Gilpatric, made the following state
ment of United States intentions respecting the placing in orbit of 
weapons of mass destruction. With the permission of the Chair, I  
will quote a few paragraphs from what he said at that time:

Today there is no doubt that either the United States or the Soviet Union 
could place thermonuclear weapons in orbit, but such an action is just not a 
rational military strategy for either side for the foreseeable future.

We have no programme to place any weapons of mass destruction into 
orbit. An arms race in ^ ace will not contribute to our security. I can 
think of no greater stimulus for a Soviet thermonuclear arms effort In space 
than a United States commitment to such a programme. This we will not do.

At the same time that we are pursuing co-operative scientific efforts in 
space through the United Nations and otherwise, we will, of course, take such

' The resolution is printed infra.
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steps as are necessary to defend ourselves and our allies, if  the Soviet Union 
forces us to do so. This is in accordance with the inalienable right of self- 
defence confirmed in the United Nations Charter.®

Our policy in this regard was made clear to the United Nations by 
Senator Albert Gore, speaking as the United States representative 
to the First Committee on 3 December 1962.® On 20 September 1963, 
President Kennedy reaffirmed our intention to keep weapons of mass 
destruction out of orbit.*

Since that time, we have met with the representatives of the Soviet 
Union on this problem. We aire glad that the intentions of the Soviet 
Union in this regard are the same as our own, and I  am h a p p y  to 
report that the resolution which is before the Assembly has the sup
port of both Governments.

Speaking on behalf of my Government, let me say what has been 
said many times before: the United States has no intention of placing 
in or*bit around the earth any weapons of mass destruction, of in
stalling such weapons on celestial bodies, or of stationing such 
weapons in outer space in any other manner. The United States 
intends to refrain from causing, encouraging, or in any way par
ticipating in the conduct of the foregoing activities by others.

The United States fully intends to pursue this policy.
We recognize that it is not possible to foresee today; all events 

which may at a future time occur in the newly emerging field of space 
technology and in the exploration and the use of outer space. Nor 
can we foresee fully the outcome of continuing efforts to achieve 
disarmament. Naturally, if events as yet unforeseen suggest the need 
for a further look at this matter, we would acquaint the United Na
tions with such events.

I  have set forth my Government’s policy of refraining from orbit
ing weapons of mass destruction in outer space and have reitemted 
our firm endorsement of this resolution. I  am certain that the mem
bers of this Committee are fully aware of the value of this resolution, 
and I  would, on behalf of my Government, strongly recommend it to 
them.

My Government is gratified at this important step we are about to 
take. We believe it should help reduce international tension. The 
United States hopes that there will be unanimous agreement to this 
draft resolution. We believe that by faithfully following the policy 
expressed in it we will help make the world a safer place in which 
to live. By avoiding a nuclear arms race in space we will have taken 
one further step on the road to disarmament.

“ Congressional RecorA, Sept. 21,1962, p. A7008.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 1119-1124.
‘ Ante, pp. 528-529.
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General Assembly Resolution 1884 (XVIII): Stationing 
Weapons of Mass Destruction in Outer Space, October 
17, 1963'

The General Assembly^
Recalling its resolution 1721 A (XVI) of 20 December 1961, in 

■which it expressed the belief that the exploration and use of outer 
space should be only for the betterment of mankind,“

Determined to take steps to prevent the spread of the arms race to 
outer space,

1. 'Welcomes the expressions by the Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics and the United States of America of their intention not to 
station in outer space any objects carrying nuclear weapons or other 
kinds of weapons of mass destruction f

2. Solemnly calls upon all States:

(a) To refrain from placiag in orbit around the earth any objects 
carrying nuclear weapons or any other kinds of weapons of mass de
struction, installing such weapons on celestial bodies, or stationing such 
weapons in outer space in any other manner;

(h) To refrain from causing, encouraging or in any way partici
pating in the conduct of the foregoing activities.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Novikov) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Cessation of 
Nuclear Tests, October 17, 1963 ^

In the course of almost ten years the question of the nuclear test ban 
has been a fixture on the agenda of the General Assembly. We are 
also dealing with this question now. Yet it is not hard to perceive 
what significant moves presently separate us from conditions as they 
existed in the past. I f  at the last session of the General Assembly we 
had been discussing the problem of a nuclear test ban in conditions

 ̂A/RES/1884 (X V III), Oct. 17,1963. The resolution was adopted by acclama
tion.

’ Documents on Disarmament, 19S1, pp. 738-741.
“ See ante, pp. 523, 528, 537.
‘ A/C.1/PV.1312, pp. 16-20.
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of a severe international crisis related to events in the Caribbean 
region, the picture is completely different presently.

Through the efforts of the peace-loving countries, the ominous events 
of the autumn of last year have been overcome, events which brought 
the world to the brink of nuclear war. The very manner in which 
the question of a nuclear test ban was discussed has changed com
pletely inasmuch as in Moscow the Ministers of the USSR, the United 
States and the United Kingdom have signed a Treaty banning nuclear 
tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water.®

The Head of the Soviet Government, Mr. Khrushchev, called this 
Test Ban Treaty in three environments a beginning beneficial to all 
mankind.® And this evaluation is shared by the people throughout 
the world. The conclusion of the Moscow Treaty was welcomed by 
millions and millions of people in . all the comers of our planet, above 
all because it is in keeping with the interests of all the peace-loving 
peoples, and it is the first—even though it is a limited one—realistic 
success achieved in the course of many years of struggle of the broad 
masses against the threat of a nuclear war. The peoples of the world 
recognize the practical significance of this Treaty and see this signifi
cance in the fact that with the conclusion of the Treaty the contami
nation of the air by radioactive elements is stopped. I  am referring 
to Strontium-90, Cesium-137, and so on, which are a threa;t to the 
health of not only the present but also future generations.

I t  may be said with all assurance—and the experience of years past 
substantiate it— t̂hat had this Treaty not been concluded this year or 
in the very near future, there would have been further nuclear tests 
in the atmosphere which would have spared no geographical regions, 
and doubtless they would have increased the threat of radioactive 
contamination. The conclusion of the Treaty provides direct benefits 
to the cause of peace and to the interests of all peoples. Also in that 
respect, if it is implemented by aU the coimtries, it will adt as a break 
applied to a further intensification of the nuclear armaments race. 
But this is not the only positive aspect of this agreement. The fact 
that the Soviet Union on the one hand, and the United S tat«  and the 
United Kingdom on the other hand, have been able to achieve an 
agreement to ban nuclear tests in three environments, creates prerequi
sites for strengthening mutual trust among countries and therefore a 
prerequisite for further steps to weaken international tensions. Of 
course, we are far removed from saying that the Moscow agreement 
is a panacea against all evils, and we certainly do not believe that with 
the conclusion of the Treaty all the international contentions and

® Ante, pp. 291-293.
' Vew Torlc Times, Aug. 6,1963, p. 12C.
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difficulties have been eliminated. However, it is quite obvious that 
the conclusion of the Test Ban Treaty in three environments is defi
nitely a realistic step towards weakening international tension and 
answers the wish of all peoples.

The whole pace of events related to the conclusion of the Moscow 
Treaty undeniably testifies to the fact that in order to achieve agree
ment, one thing is necessary: a desire to agree. When this desire is 
absent, then different reservations are being put forward. Reference 
to controls are being made, and so forth. And indeed in Geneva, for 
five years, we had to face various plans for instituting controls, even 
in such environments as the atmosphere, outer space, the oceans and 
the seas. While in Moscow, in only ten days, it became possible to 
agree on the recognition that international controls on a test ban in 
these environments is not necessary.

Therefore, what is important is the desire. All this talk about con
trols for five years was simply concealing the absence of such a desire. 
The Soviet Government was doing whatever depended on it to conclude 
an agreement which would also provide for banning all nuclear tests 
without any exception, including undergroimd tests. We are starting 
here from the premise that the ban on all tests, including underground 
tests, may be controlled by instruments which are already at the dis
posal of the national Governments.

The Soviet Union is prepared to continue efforts in order to com
plete the Moscow agreement by suitable provisions to eliminate com
pletely all possibilities of further dangerous nuclear experiments. 
However, it would have been improper to involve States in endless 
discussions on international inspection to stop underground tests since 
such inspection is in fact not necessary. The Soviet delegation feels 
that the question of an underground test ban will be solved and an
swered whenever the Western Powers give up their demand to insti
tute inspections. The Soviet Union will not be prepared to accept any 
inspections inasmuch as they are not necessary.

The most important conclusion which must be drawn from the events 
which are related to the conclusion of the Moscow Treaty, the con
clusion which must be drawn by the present session of the General 
Assembly, is that it is only by continuous struggle with the forces of 
war that peace can be achieved. The Moscow Treaty is one step in that 
direction, but it would have been an unforgivable self-complacency 
to rest now. The Moscow Treaty has warm supporters, but it also 
has influential opponents who are not satisfied to see new, weak 
sprouts, something new which is emerging in international relations. 
They want to tread on them and thus frustrate the weakening of in
ternational tensions which has become possible and to create the 
environment of the cold war.
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- In  that relation it is impossible to overlook the fact that the peoples 
of all the world are manifesting legitimate concern because of the 
decision of the French Government to continue nuclear tests in the 
atmosphere. The positive outcome of the struggle for the termina
tion of nuclear tests has shown that the acute present-day problems 
which are placed before the United Nations by life itself can be suc
cessfully solved. I t  indicates that if this or that important ^ u te  
question cannot be solved immediately after it has been presented to 
the United Nations, it may nevertheless be solved and will doubtless 
be solved in the future. I t  is important however not to give up, but, 
on the contrary, to increase efforts, and any problem may thus be 
solved.

This is what happened with the problems of the nuclear tests and 
this is what must happen to the far more important question of general 
and complete disarmament. I t  is important not only to consolidate 
the success which was achieved, but we must increase efforts to adopt 
several measures which, step by step, would draw mankind away from 
the abyss of nuclear rocket war. In  endeavouring to exploit the 
favourable impact exercised by the conclusion of the Moscow Treaty 
on iutemational relations as a whole, the Soviet Government has made 
proposals for a programme of measures the implementation of which 
is facilitated by the conclusion of the Treaty and which would lead 
to making international relations more salubrious and would clear the 
way to the solution of the ropt problem: general and complete dis
armament.

This is the path to which events are pointing, events which flow out 
of the conclusion of the Moscow Treaty. By taking this direction we 
shall be able to secure peace.

Address by President Kennedy at the University 
of Maine, October 19, 19^3 ^

In the year 1Y15 King George I  of England donated a veiy valuable 
library to Cambridge University and, at very nearly the sain6 time, 
had occasion to dispatch a regiment to Oxford. The King, remarked 
one famous wit, had judiciously observed the condition of both univer
sities—one was a learned body in need of loyalty and the other was 
a loyal body in need of learning.

' Department of State Bulletin, Nov. 4,1963, pp. 694-697.
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Today some observers may feel that very little has changed in two 
centuries. We are asking the Congress for funds to assist our college 
libraries including those in Cambridge, Massachusetts, and it was 
regrettably necessary on one occasion to send troops to Oxford, Mis
sissippi, and more generally speaking, critiques of our modem univer
sities have often accused them of producing either too little loyalty or 
too little learning. But I  cannot agree with either charge. I  am con
vinced that our universities are an invaluable national asset which 
must be observed, conserved, and expanded.

I  am deeply honored by the degree which you award me today—• 
and I  think it is appropriate to speak at this university, noted for 
both loyalty and learning, on the need for a more exact understanding 
of the true correlation of forces in the conduct of foreign affairs.

One year ago this coming week the United States and the world 
were gripped with the somber prospect of a military confrontation 
between the two great nuclear powers. The American people have 
good reason to recall with pride their conduct throughout that harrow
ing week. For they neither dissolved in panic nor rushed headlong 
into reckless belligerence. Well aware of the risks of resistance, they 
nevertheless refused to tolerate the Soviets’ attempt to place nuclear 
weapons in this hemisphere but recognized at the same time that our 
preparations for the use of force necessarily require a simultaneous 
search for fair and peaceful solutions.

D if f e r e n t  I n t e e p k e t a t io n s  o f  H is t o r t

The extraordinary events of that week and the weeks that followed 
are now history—a history which is differently interpreted, differently 
recounted, and differently labeled among various observers and na
tions. Some hail it as the West’s greatest victory, others as a bitter 
defeat. Some mark it as a turning point in the cold war, others as 
proof of its permanence. Some attribute the Soviet withdrawal of 
missiles to our military actions alone, while some credit solely our 
use of neigotiations. Some view the entire episode as an example of 
Communist duplicity, while some others abroad have accepted the 
assertion that it indicated the Soviets’ peaceful intentions.

While only the passage of time and events can, reveal in full the 
true perspective of last October’s drama, it is already clear that no 
single, simple view of this kiad can be whoUy accurate ia tliis case. 
While both caution and common sense proscribe our boasting of it in 
the traditional terms of unconditional military victory, only the most 
zealous partisan can attempt to call it a defeat. While it is too late 
to say that nothing has changed in Soviet-American relations, it is 
too early to assume that the change is permanent. There are new 
rays of hope on the horizon, but we still live in the shadows of war.
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Let us examine the events of 12 months ago, therefore—and the 
events of the past 12 months—and the events of the next 12 months— 
in the context of cahn and caution. I t  is clear there will be further 
disagreement between ourselves ajid the Soviets as well as further 
agreements. There will be setbacks in our nation’s endeavors on be
half of freedom as well as successes. For a pause in the cold war is 
not a lasting peace, and a detente does not equal disarmament. The 
United States must contiaue to seek a relaxation of tensions, but we 
have no cause to relax our vigilance.

A year ago it would have been easy to assume that all-out war was 
iaevitable, that any agreement with the Soviets was impossible, and 
that ah unlimited arms race was unavoidable. Today it is equally 
easy for some to assume that the cold war is over, that all outstanding 
issues between the Soviets and ourselves can be quickly and satis
factorily settled, and that we shall now have, in the words of the 
psalmist, an “abundance of peace so long as the moon endureth.” ^

S l ig h t  P rogress o n  a  L o n g  J ottenet

The fact of the matter is, of course, that neither view is correct. 
We have, it is true, made some progress on a long journey. We have 
achieved new opportunities which we cannot afford to waste. We have 
concluded with the Soviets a few limited,, enforceable agreements or 
arrangements of mutual benefit to both sides and to the world.

But a change in the atmosphere and in emphasis is not a reversal 
of purpose. Mr. Klirushchev himself has said that there can be no 
coexistence in the field, of ideology. In  addition, there are still major 
areas of tension and conflict, from Berlin to Cuba to Southeast Asia. 
The United States and the Soviet Union still have wholly different 
concepts of the world, its freedom, its future. We still have wholly 
different views on the so-called wars of liberation and the use of sub
version. And so long as these basic differences continue, they cannot 
and should not be concealed; they set limits to the possibilities of 
agreement; and they will give rise to further crises, large and small, 
in the months and years ahead, both in the areas of direct confronta
tion—Germany and the Caribbean—and in areas where events beyond 
our control could involve us both—areas such as Africa and Asia and 
the Middle East.

In times such as these, therefore, there is nothing inconsistent with 
signing an atmospheric nuclear test ban, on the one hand, and testing 
underground on the other; about being willing to sell to the Soviets our 
surplus wheat while refusing to sell,strategic items; about probing 
their interest in a joint lunar landing while making a major effort to 
master this new environment; or about exploring the possibilities of

“ Ps; 72: 7.
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disarmament while maintaining our stockpile of arms. For all of 
these moves, and all of these elements of American policy and Allied 
policy toward the Soviet Union, are directed at a single, comprehensive 
goal—^namely, convincing the Soviet leaders that it is dangerous for 
them to engage in direct or indirect aggression, futile for them to 
attempt to impose their will and their system on other unwilling 
people, and beneficial to them, as well as to the world, to join in the 
achievement of a genuine and enforceable peace.

E v e e t  E e s p o n s ib l e  E f f o e t  To I m p e o v e  E e l a t io n s

While the road to that peace is long and hard and full of traps and 
pitfalls, that is no reason not to take each step that we can safely take. 
I t  is in our national self-interest to ban nuclear testing in the atmos
phere so that all of our citizens can breathe more easily. I t  is in our 
national interest to sell surplus wheat in storage to feed Eussians and 
Eastern Europeans who are willing to divert large portions of their 
limited foreign exchange reserves away from the implements of war. 
It is in our national self-interest to keep weapons of mass destruction 
out of outer space, to maintain an emergency communications link with 
Moscow, and to substitute joint and peaceful exploration in the ^ait- 
arctic and outer space for cold-war exploitation.

No one of these small advances, nor all of them taken together, 
can be interpreted as meaning that the Soviets are abandoning their 
basic aims and ambitions. Hor should any future, less friendly Soviet 
action—whether it is a stoppage on the autobahn, or a veto in the U.N'., 
or a spy in our midst, or new trouble elsewhere—cause us to regret 
the steps we have taken. Even if those steps themselves should be 
undone— b̂y the violation or renunciation of the test ban treaty, for 
example, or by a decision to decline American wheat— t̂here would 
still be no reason to regret the fact that this nation has made every 
responsible effort to improve relations.

For without our making such an effort, we could not maintain the 
leadership and respect of the free world. Without our making such 
an effort, we could not convince our adversaries that war was not in 
their interest. And without our making such an effort, we could never, 
in case of war, satisfy our own hearts and minds that we had done all 
that could be done to avoid the holocaust of endless death and 
destruction.

Historians report that in 1914, with most of the world already 
plunged in war, Prince Biilow, the former German Chancellor, said 
to the then Chancellor Bethmann-Hollweg: “How did it all happen?” 
And Bethmann-Hollweg replied: “Ah, if only one knew.” My fellow 
Americans, if this planet is ever ravaged by nuclear war, if 300 mil
lion Americans, Eussians, and Europeans are wiped out by a 60-minute
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nuclear escliange, if the pitiable survivors of that devastation can 
then endure the ensuing fire, poison, chaos, and catastrophe, I  do not 
want one of those survivors to ask another, “How did it all happen?” 
and to receive the incredible reply, “Ah, if only one knew.”

E e a d in e s s  f o r  P e a c e  a s  W e l l  a s  W a r

Therefore, while maintaining our readiness for war, let us exhaust 
every avenue for peace. Let us always make clear both our willing
ness to talk, if talk will help, and our readiness to fight, if fight we 
must. Let us resolve to be the masters, not the victims, of our history, 
controlling our own destiny without giving way to blind suspicion 
and emotion. Let us distinguish between our hopes and our illusions, 
always hoping for steady progress toward less critically dangerous 
relations with the Soviets but never laboring under any illusions 
about Communist methods or Communist goals.

Let us recognize both the gains we have made down the road to 
peace and the great distance yet to be covered. Let us not waste the 
present pause by either a needless renewal of tensions or a needless 
relaxation of vigilance. And let us recognize that we have made these 
gains and achieved this pause by the firmness we displayed a year ago 
as well as our restraint— b̂y our efforts for defense as well as our 
efforts for peace.

In  short, when we think of peace in this country, let us think of 
both our capacity to deter aggression and our goal of true disarma
ment. Let us think of 'both the strength of our Western alliances and 
the areas of East-West cooperation.

For the American eagle on the Presidential seal holds in his talons 
both the olive branch of peace and the ajrows of military might. On 
the ceiling in the Presidential office, constructed many years ago, that 
eagle is facing the arrows of war on its left. But on the newer carpet 
on the floor, reflecting a change initiated by President Roosevelt and 
implemented by President Truman immediately after the war, that 
eagle is now facing the olive branch of peace. And it is in that 
spirit—the spirit of both preparedness and peace— t̂hat this nation is 
stronger than ever before—strengthened by both the increased power 
of our defenses and our increased efforts for peace, strengthened by 
both our resolve to resist coercion and our constant search for solutions. 
And it is in this spirit that I  assure you that the American eagle still 
faces toward the olive branch of peace. In  the months and years 
ahead, we intend to build both kinds of strength—during times of 
detente as well as tension, during periods of conflict as well as coopera
tion—until the world we pass on to our children is truly safe for 
diversity and freedom and the rule of law covers all.

728- 674—64------------ 36
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Statement by the United States Representative (Stelle) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly, October
29, 1963 ^

Yesterday this Committee began consideration of what I  believe we 
all would agree is the most important item on its agenda—the question 
of disarmament.

I t  is a question which has been considered no less than seventeen 
times in as many previous years by this Assembly—considered ever
more earnestly, considered evermore thoughtfully and considered ever
more hopefully.

There was, of course, progress—progress in studies, in understand
ing, in growing realization of the urgent need to achieve sound and 
balanced agreements based on common interests shared by all man- 
!^ d . But we still, foor those years, were engaged merely in laying 
foundation stones. I t  was a period of the gradual emergence of more 
adequate machinery for considering disarmament issues within gov
ernments, and of more widely representative instrumentalities for 
negotiation between governments.

In  the year since this Assembly last discussed this topic, disarmament 
ha^, however belatedly, however hesitantly, and on however small a 
scale, reached a new phase of development. Areas of actual agree
ment have finally begun to crystallize and to emerge.

Let us view briefly some of the more important events that have 
occurred in this field during the past year. A series of letters between 
President Kennedy and Chairman Khrushchev during the first few 
months after our most recent disarmament discussion hei-e gave clear 
in^cation of a serious common desire for a test ban.  ̂ Though no 
agreement was reached, the negotiations which finally brought a lim
ited treaty were revived and intensified in the Eighteen-Nation Dis
armament Committee as a result of those exchanges.

On 10 June President Kennedy, in an address at American Univer
sity, called for a re-examination of attitudes towards the cold war and 
towards peace itself. He announced the decision to engage in the talks 
in Moscow that eventually led to the test ban agreement.®

You are all familiar with the results of the negotiations. Following 
Senate advice and consent by an overwhelming and bipartisan vote of 
80 to 19, the treaty was formally ratified by President Keimedy on

" A/C.1/PV.1320, pp. 2-22.
* See Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 1239-1242, 1277-1279, and 

ante, pp. 1-A
® Ante, pp. 215-222.
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7 October, and after exchange of instiraments of ratification by the 
three original parties came into force on 10 October.^

On 20 June the United States and the Soviet Union signed in. Ge
neva an agreement for the establishment of a direct communications 
link— t̂he so-called hot line—between Washington and Moscow. This 
communications link became operational two months ago.^‘‘

The United States had long sought to avoid the extension of the 
arms race into outer space. President Eisenhower, in an address to 
the United Nations General Assembly on 23 [£^] September 1960, 
spoke eloquently of the need for avoiding such an arms race.® Deputy 
Secretary of Defence GUpatric stated on 5 September 1962 that the 
United States did not intend to be the first to place weapons of mass 
destruction in orbit.®

I t  was with satisfaction, then, that the United States joined with 
the Soviet Union and with all the participants in the Eighteen-Nation 
Disarmament Conference in sponsoring the resolution which embodies 
this policy and which was adopted by the General Assembly by 
acclamation.

These steps, all achieved since our deliberations here a year ago, are 
far from general and complete disarmament. But they can contribute 
to it. The glacial disarmament problem has begun at last to melt a 
bit and to move.

There -are, I  think, two landmarks which have guided us towards 
the more realistic discussions of disarmament in the recent past.

One of these is the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles for Dis
armament Negotiations, agreed upon by the United States and the 
Soviet Union on 20 S ep t^ber 1961, and endorsed by the General 
Ajssembly as the basis for negotiations.^ I t  provided for the first time 
a basis for longer range consistent effort in a clear and agreed direction. 
In the interest of progress, we wUl not be content to rest indefinitely 
on the limited area of agreement there defined; but as we move ahead 
we are determined to expand the area of agreement recorded in that 
instrument, rather than to depart or to detract from it.

The second landmark which has set us on the path to the intensifica
tion and greater realism of the disarmament effort has been the es
tablishment of the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee and the 
useful work it has done. The members of that Committee who had 
not participated in previous disarmament negotiations should be par
ticularly commended for their contributions to its worjc. Each of the

* The treaty is printed ante, pp. 291-293.
Ante, pp. 236-238.

' Documents on Disarmament, 1960, pp. 225-229.
• Congressional Record, Sept. 21,1962, p. A7008.
’’ Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442.
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areas in which agreed policy has now been recorded has antecedents 
in the work, the proposals and the common objectives hammered out 
through discussions in the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee.

But let us not look to the past. Let us look to the road ahead. The 
United States will return to the negotiating taible of the Eighteen- 
Nation Disarmament Committee in Geneva to seek to define areas of 
agr^ment on three important levels.

A first level of agreement, to which we shall address our efforts, will 
be that of general and complete disarmament. We recall in the words 
of the Joint Statement th a t:

1. The goal of negotiations is to achieve agreement on a programme wMch 
will ensure:

(a) That disarmament is general and complete and war is no longer an 
instrument for settling international problems, and

(b) That such disarmament is accompanied by the establishment of re
liable procedures for the peaceful settlement of disputes and effective ar
rangements for the maintenance of peace in accordance with the principles of 
the Charter of the United Nations.

In  connexion with our prospective discussions of this topic, we have 
taken note of the latest suggestion by Foreign Minister Gromyko put 
forward in the Assembly on 19 September.® He proposed that lim
ited contingents of inter-continental, anti-missile, and anti-aircraft 
missiles and their nuclear warheads should be retained until the end 
of the third stage.

We shall want to explore the implications of this proposal. I t  may 
prove to represent a further move toward realism in the Soviet ap
proach to the basic disarmanifent problem. We do not know—but we 
want to give every consideration to its implications. And we hope 
that, upon our return to Geneva, the Soviet Union will be equally 
willing to give every consideration to the United States approach to 
the problem of nuclear disarmament.

On 14 August, the United States submitted in the Eighteen-Nation 
Disarmament Committee draft treaty language covering the various 
nuclear disarmament measures proposed by the United States for 
Stage I.® I t  elaborates the four major measures proposed in the 
United States treaty outline which relates to nuclear disarmament in 
Stage I.

First, the race in nuclear weapons production would be halted 
through a cut-off in the production of fissionable material for use in 
nuclear weapons.

® Ante, p. 516.
° Ante, pp. 327-330.
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Second, States would undertake obligations with respect to the non
transfer of nuclear weapons.

Third, nuclear weapons technology would be frozen with a compre
hensive test ban which we hope would be agreed upon and put into 
effect even before Stage I  of a general and complete disarmament pro
gramme is initiated.

Fourth, in addition to and in association with placing a ceiling on 
the nuclear weapons capabilities of nuclear Powers by a cut-off of 
production, the United States proposals also call for a cut-back in 
these capabilities by means of transfer to purposes other than use in 
nuclear weapons of significant quantities of weapons grade U-235 
already produced.

Such action would serve not only to reduce the destructive potential 
of present nuclear stockpiles, but would be simple to implement and 
to verify. Its verification would involve only verification of the 
quantity and quality, and assurances against possible diversion to 
weapon uses of the materials transferred. This measure would cir
cumvent one of the major difficulties inherent in nuclear disarma
ment, namely, the revelation of highly sensitive information concern
ing nuclear-weapon design.

The United States Treaty Outline tabled on 18 April 1962, provides 
that the United States and the Soviet Union would each transfer to 
non-weapon uses 50,000 kilogrammes of weapons-grade U-235.^“ At 
the same time, in our statements we have repeatedly indicated that if 
that amount is for some reason unsatisfactory to the Soviet Union, we 
would be prepared to consider, within reason, appropriate adjust
ments. In  its efforts to find a mutually acceptable arrangement in 
this field, the United States delegation in Geneva approached the 
Soviet delegation in April of this year and indicated that if the 
Soviet Union’s objection to the United States proposal was based on a 
feeling that the 50,000-kilogramme amount proposed by the United 
States was not sufficiently large, the United States would be prepared 
to consider, within reason, an amount larger than 50,000 kilogrammes. 
In addition, the United States delegation stated that if the Soviet 
Union felt that transfer of equal amounts by both the United States 
and the Soviet Union would for some reason entail certain inequities 
for the Soviet Union, the United States would be prepared to con
sider a reasonable arrangement in this respect too. The United States 
delegation told the Soviet delegation that transfer by the United 
States of 60,000 kilogrammes and by the Soviet Union of 40,000 kilo
grammes could be an example of such an arrangement. We also indi

“ Documents on Disarmament, 19€2, val. I, pp. 146-147, 358-359.
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cated to the Soviet delegation that the United States cooitinued to 
be prepared to explore the possibility of an arrangement under which 
the cut-off and the transfer, as a combined step, would not need neces
sarily to await agreement on, or the initiation of, the first stage of 
general and complete disarmament.

We are hopeful that in the discussions in Geneva, with the aid of 
our colleagues there, agreement may be brought closer on an. approach 
such as I  have outlined.

With respect to the question of reduction of armaments, the United 
States believes that armaments, including nuclear delivery vehicles, 
should be reduced gradually rather than abruptly. Through progres
sive reduction of the whole range of armaments, stability would be 
maintained as the reductions were made. Disarmament would be bal
anced, and security for all would be maintained as provided for in the 
Joint Statement of Agreed Principles. Specifically, we have proposed 
that in Stage I  there should be a 30 per cent reduction of armaments, 
including nuclear delivery vehicles; in Stage I I  half of the remain
ing inventory would be eliminated; and final reductions would be made 
in Stage III. Production of the armaments to be reduced would be 
limited to agreed allowances during Stage I, and such limited produc
tion would be only for the purpose of maintenance and one-for-one 
replacement of armaments within the agreed levels. By the beginning 
of Stage II, production would be halted, except for production within 
agreed limits of parts for maintenance of the agreed retained arma
ments. We believe that the gradual approach which we urge is soimd 
and one which would not disturb military balance and thus jeopardize 
the security of States.

In  its plan for general and complete disarmament, the United States 
recognizes the essential need for adequate verification to ensure that the 
provisions are properly carried out and to provide international con
fidence. Such verification should also provide assurance that activities 
limited or prohibited under the treaty are not conducted clandestinely 
and that the armaments retained do not exceed agreed levels. Yet we 
have made clear we would not ask for more verification than neces
sary for the amount of disarmament and risk involved. In  the past 
we have illustrated by example that we do not ask for unnecessary 
verification. We have also asked the Soviet Union for its ideas as to 
possible modes of verification which would be effective. We have not 
yet heard any suggestion from the Soviet Union, which continues to 
concern itself with arms destroyed but not arms retained. We would 
welcome suggestions from them on how verification might best be 
made effective and not misused.

In  addition, the United States believes that in our negotiations on 
general and complete disarmament, appropriate attention must be
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paid to the principle that disarmament should be accompanied by the 
establishment of reliable peace-keeping procedures and institutions. 
This principle is clearly endorsed in the Joint Statement of Agreed 
Principles. In recognition of its importance, the United States Out
line of a Treaty on General and Complete Disarmament in a Peaceful 
World contains specific recommendations on measures to be taken in 
each stage of disarmament to strengthen arrangements for keeping 
the peace.

President Keimedy clearly reiterated United States support for the 
development of United Nations peace-keeping machinery in his ad
dress to the Assembly on 20 September 1963. He said:

The conventions of peace must pull abreast and then ahead of the inventions 
of war. The United Nations, building on its successes and learning from its 
failures, must be developed into a genuine vrorld security system."

Indeed, there is no rational alternative to a sound system of peace
keeping under the aegis of the United Nations. This is in the interest 
of the smaller Powers which depend upon an effective United Nations 
for their protection. The interests of the major Powers as well would 
be served by a stronger United Nations which could help promote 
great-Power disengagement from dangerous confrontations and pre
vent brush-fire conflicts from becoming big ones.

Since this Committee last discussed disarmament, the United Na
tions has made significant progress in developing its peace-keeping 
capacity. This year the fourth special session of the General As
sembly passed seven resolutions on the financing of peace-keeping 
operations, including one which endorsed the principle that such 
financing is the collective responsibility of all United Nations Mem
bers. Another significant development has been the announcement 
of plans by several Member States to earmark imits of their armed 
forces for emergency United Nations service. As President Kennedy 
said on 20 September, we hope these initiatives will encourage similar 
action by others, and the United States remains ready to provide 
logistic and other material support.

The Secretaary-General has stated that he saw “no acceptable alterna
tive method of keeping peace in the world to the steady and sound 
development of the peace-keeping functions of the United Nations”, 
and that he is also “a firm believer in the organic development of 
institutions.” The United States shares this view and will continue 
to support sound measures designed to develop the United Nations 
as an effective peace-keeping institution. Progress in this direction

“ Ante, p. 530.
“ See United Nations Review, vol. 10, no. 7 (July 1963), p. 5T.
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is a necessary concomitant for progress toward general and complete 
disarmament.

Many more topics directly relating to general and complete dis
armament on our agenda in Geneva require equally thoughtful con
sideration. Among these are such problems as armed forces, bases, 
military expenditures, and the establishment, organization and func
tioning of the International Disarmament Organization. There is 
much work which must be done, both within and between Govern
ments, before agreement can be concluded. That work must be con
tinued, imaginatively and persistently, even when final agreement 
seems distant. The most important problems are not infrequently 
the most difficult.

A second level on which agreement must be sought is on a series of 
measures which, in our negotiations, we have come to call collateral 
measures. These are initial measures of disarmament which could, 
if put into effect without delay, materially improve international 
security and prospects for further disarmament progress. The United 
States will continue its efforts to identify and to seek agreement on 
such measures.

President Kennedy, in his address before the General Assembly on 
20 September, put special emphasis on collateral measures. Eeferriag 
to several recent agreements he said:

I believe, therefore, that the Soviet Union and the United States, together 
with their allies, can achieve further agreements—agreements which spring 
from our mutual interest in avoiding mutual destruction.

There can be no doubt about the agenda of further steps. We must con
tinue to seek agreements on measures which prevent war by accident or mis
calculation. We must continue to seek agreement on safeguards against sur
prise attack, including observation posts at key points. We must continue to 
seek agreement on further measures to curb the nuclear arms race, by control
ling the transfer of nuclear weapons, converting fissionable materials to 
peaceful purposes, and banning underground testing, with adequate Inspection 
and enforcement. “

The agenda is a full one, the opportunities are varied and chal
lenging;

I  shall not attempt now to deal separately with the possibilities sug
gested either by the United States, by the Soviet Union, or by other 
States represented in the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee.

I  should like, however, to call attention in particular to a significant 
paper submitted by the United States to the Conference, which has not 
yet been fully discussed in all its aspects. I t  is a working paper on the 
reduction of the risk of war through accident, miscalculation, or

Ante, p. 528.
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failure of communication transmitted in a report to this Assembly as 
document No. A/5408.^^

I t is this paper, tabled last December, which contains the suggestion 
for a direct communications link which has now been happily agreed. 
I t  is this paper which sets forth certaia proposals on observation posts, 
a subject ia which the Soviet Union in recent months has seemed to 
indicate a rfenewed interest. There are other possibilities thus far not 
fully explored in the programme of action set forth. We hope these 
ideas will receive thoughtful consideration within Governments, within 
this Assembly, and in the disarmament negotiations forum in Geneva.

And, of course, it is in the area of separable measures that one finds 
the question of a comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty—a topic that 
has already received separate consideration as an agenda item of this 
Committee. The United States has already pledged its continued and 
constructive efforts to seek an agreement on an adequately verified 
comprehensive test ban treaty which will put an end to all nuclear 
weapon tests in all environments.

Nuclear-free zones also come under the heading of collateral meas
ures. The United States feels that as aji aid in halting further pro
liferation of nuclear weapons, such zones under appropriate circum
stances would be a most useful approach.

For a measure in the field of disarmament and arms control to have 
a beneficial rather than ah unsettling and dangerous effect, it must be 
balanced so that no State or group of States gains military advantage. 
Where the establishment of nuclear-free zones would upset this bal
ance, a measure aimed only at nuclear weapons would be unrealistic 
and dangerous. In  such areas broader approach^ to arms control are 
necessary.

Obviously, any effective nuclear-free zone would have to include 
adequate provision for verification, if the nations participating in 
the zone, as well as those respecting it, are to have sufficient assurance 
that the zone is not being abused or misused. Ideally such a zone 
would include all States in the area concerned, but particularly any 
whose failure to participate might render the agreement ineffective.

In  addition, it is the feeling of the United States that if a nuclear- 
free zone is to be effective it should be initiated by the States in the 
area concerned and be freely acceptable to them. Such an arrange
ment cannot be forced upon a group of nations if it is generally felt 
to be inimical to their best interests. In  this regard, until there is 
general support from within an area where such an arrangement has 
been proposed it would be premature to attenipt to secure> outside 
endorsement for it from the United Nations or other external bodies. 
On the other hand, where there is prior broad agreement among

“ Documents on Disarmament, 196Z, vol. II, pp. 1214r-1225.
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the States involved, a united request for outside endorsement and 
recognition of a zonal arrangement would doubtlessly receive wide 
support.

Of course, each zone must be considered on its merits. Some of the 
proposals which have been made are serious attempts to find a way 
to alleviate to some degree the frightening threat of nuclear war that 
hangs over the heads of all of us. Others would alter the balance of 
power in a way which would be detrimental to world peace. In tliis 
latter connexion I  refer specifically to proposals calling for nuclear- 
free zones in Europe and also in Asia and the Pacific. The creation 
of zones in these areas, where nuclear weapons form part of existing 
security arrangements, would upseit the military balance. In  these 
areas measures directed only at nuclear weapons are not only inade
quate but are likely instead to increase tensions and promote instability. 
Moreover, in Asia and the Pacific there is also the factor of the ag
gressive policies of the Chinese Communists, who have not been will
ing to join in endorsing the partial test ban treaty and whose policies 
pose serious hazards for their neighbours.

I  have dealt with general and complete disarmament and with sev
eral collateral measures. I  turn now to a third and intermediate level 
of agreement, thus far perhaps too little in the forefront , of our atten
tion. I t  is an objective made clear in paragraph 8 of the Joint State
ment of Agreed Principles. That paragraph is of such importance as 
to bear quotation. I t  says:

States participating in the negotiations should seek to achieve and implement 
the widest possible agreement at the earliest possible date. Efforts should con
tinue without interruption until agreement upon the total programme has been 
achieved, and efforts to ensure early agreement on and implementation of 
measures of disarmament should be undertaken without prejudicing progress 
on agreement on the total programme and in such a way that these measures 
would facilitate and form part of that progranmie.“

President Kennedy and Prime Minister Macmillan referred to this 
as one of three objectives to be sought in negotiations, in their joint 
letter of 7 February 1962 to Premier Khrushchev. In addition to a 
programme of general and complete disarmament and initial measures, 
they wrote,

our negotiators should attempt to ascertain the widest measure of disarmament 
which would be implemented at the earliest possible time while still continu
ing their maximum efforts to achieve agreement on those other aspects which 
present more diflBeulty.“

That is not a new proposal or objective. I t  is, however, at this point 
in negotiations, a new way of thinking about the various possibilities

“ Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 441-442.
vol. I, p. 25.
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that have been put before the Conference. I t  is a concept which may 
help us find new groupings of measures which may emerge as being 
ripe for agreement. Let us not be content with small initial steps of 
the kind we are beginning to achieve. Neither let us feel impelled to 
wait until a full programme of general and complete disarmament has 
been agreed to take substantial steps of actual physical disarmament. 
Let us search for middle ground in accordance with the essential prin
ciple of balance. As we return to Geneva, let us seek more actively 
than in the past to consolidate the widest possible area of agreement.

We are living in a decisive moment of history, and it is our responsi
bility to make the most of it. Let us not falter because of the magni
tude or the difficulty of the task ahead, but let us persevere in our 
efforts to make the world a better and safer place in which to live. 
Ours is a mission of peace.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Fedorenko) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly, October
30, 1963^

Before setting forth the position of the Soviet delegation on the 
question of general and complete disarmament, allow me first of all 
to s^ ak  of the attitude of the Soviet delegation on the draft resolu
tion on the cessation of nuclear and thermonucleaa* tests.^

The Soviet delegation carefully studied this draft resolution. The 
Soviet delegation is happy to note that in the draft it is recognized 
that in the field of nuclear weapons tests there is an awareness on the 
part of world public opinion. The fact that the General Assembly 
takes note with satisfaction of the partial nuclear test-ban treaty, 
concluded on 5 August of this year by the Soviet Union, the United 
Kingdom and the United States of America, and later signed by a 
large number of other countries, is also noteworthy.®

We must also stress the fact that in the draft i;esolution it is stated, 
with satisfaction also, that the participants in this treaty state that 
they strive to obtain forever the cessation of all nuclear weapons tests, 
and that they want to continue negotiations to this end.

The Soviet delegation supports this draft resolution and coinsiders 
that its adoption would be an important and significant step forward.

' A/0.1/PV.1321, pp. 2-25.
“ Post, p. 627.
 ̂Ante, pp. 291-293.
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I  should now like to state the views of the Soviet delegation on the 
question of general and complete disarmament— t̂his matter being now 
under discussion in our Committee.

This year the work of the General Assembly started under favour
able auspices, and the Soviet delegation would like to hope that this 
would have a positive influence on discussions in the United Nations 
on the most important problem of our time: general and complete 
disarmament.

In  plenary meetings of the Assembly, and here in the First Com
mittee, it was often stressed that the Moscow Treaty on the prohibi
tion of nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere, outer space and under 
water, brought a new note in international affairs and created favour
able conditions for new steps towards the cessation of the armaments 
race and towards disarmament. I t  is especially important to expand 
this success to consolidate the spirit of Moscow, evincing common 
sense and goodwill in the search for agreements which would free man
kind from the threat of a destructive nuclear war.

I t  is with satisfaction that we take note of the fact that a few days 
ago the General Assembly unanimously adopted a resolution prohibit
ing the putting into orbit in outer space of weapons of mass destruc
tion.* The adoption of this decision was a new achievement in the 
cause of peace after the adoption of the Moscow Treaty. Man has 
already conquered the known fields of space and has opened up an 
era of cosmic research, and the best possible conditions must now be 
created for the exploration and conquest of space for the advantage of 
the peoples. The resolution of the General Assembly prohibiting the 
orbiting of nuclear weapons and weapons of mass destruction consti
tutes a step to prevent the extension of the armaments race to outer 
space. This decision is not only concerned with celestial bodies, but 
also bears upon terrestrial matters, thus opening up one of the roads 
leading to general and complete disarmament.

Nevertheless, it would be wrong to over-estimate the results so far 
achieved. Important as the Moscow Treaty and the General Assembly 
resolution on the prohibition of the orbiting of nuclear weapons and 
weapons of mass destruction may be, they do not by themselves put 
an end to the armaments race or prevent the danger of war. In the 
light of the present danger and the urgent tasks confronting the Com
mittee of Eighteen, we must exaniine the work of this organ, consider 
its activities and determine what the participants in the disarmament 
negotiations in Geneva must do in the near future.

I t  is well known that the Committee of Eighteen was seized of three 
main tasks. The first, essential task was to conclude in the shortest

■' Ante, p. 538.
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possible time a treaty on general and complete disarmament. This task 
was set by the General Assembly in 1959, and subsequently confirmed 
at the fifteenth, sixteenth and seventeenth sessions of the General As
sembly. The second task of the Committee of Eighteen was to solve 
the most timely problem of all, the prohibition of nuclear weapon 
tests. We have already discussed that matter. Finally, the third task 
of the Committee was to work out agreed measures for the relaxation 
of tension which would contribute to general and complete disarma
ment. What is the position so far as the discharge of these tasks is 
concerned ?

Unfortunately, the Soviet delegation is compelled to note that the 
Committee’s main task, that of general and complete disarmament, has 
not yet been solved, and we are still very far from its solution, although 
four years have elapsed since the General Assembly in 1959 declared 
that the question of general and complete disarmament was the most 
important problem confronting the world. Strictly speaking, during 
that time one could not only have agreed on disarmament, but could 
also have carried it out. But no progress has taken place with regard 
to the solution of general and complete disarmament, and the arsenals 
of many States continue to be full of the most destructive and deadly 
weapons. Not a single nuclear bomb or nuclear warhead has been 
destroyed.

Tens of millions of men are still in uniform in the various armies and 
thus cannot devote themselves to peaceful pursuits. The cause of 
destruction still mobilizes the best of human brains in scientific and 
technological fields. The peoples still bear the heavy burden of huge 
military expenditures. The globe has not yet been freed from the 
cobwebs of military bases on foreign territories. This gives rise to 
tension and the danger of war. Day after day, the armaments race 
demands its tribute from mankind, and casts the horrible phantom of 
the fear of nuclear catastrophe.

Can we accept or condone this ? Is it not the direct duty of the peo
ples of the world to strive zealously to put an end to the armaments 
race and finally to destroy all weapons, as was recently stressed by 
the head of the Soviet Government, Chairman Khrushchev, who said:

It is necessary to make new efforts which, step by step, will lead to the 

consolidation of peace and to the realization of the centuries old hope of man

kind, general and complete disarmament. Above all, the great Powers must 

devote themselves to this task immediately.'

I f  we are to speak of the past activities of the Committee of Eight
een, we must state that its work was unsatisfactory and not in con
sonance with the task set before it. The report presented by this

“ Variant translation of July 27 statement {ante, p. 259).
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Cormnittee, A/5488, which is the object of our discussion, is an eloquent 
and incontestable proof of the sterility of the work of the Committee 
of Eighteen on disarmament.® THs is certainly not the first time that 
the General Assembly has received a purely formal report from a Com
mittee in which there is practically nothing except a reference to the 
documents tabled by various participants in the negotiations and 
reference to the number of meetings held in vain. The Committee 
did not move forward towards the achievement of its main goal; as is 
well known, the wheels of negotiation are still turning without effect. 
The Soviet delegation, together with those of the socialist coimtries in 
the Committee of Eighteen, have many times drawn attention to this 
intolerable and abnormal situation.

Many times we heard in the Committee of Eighteen from the non- 
aligned nations that the work of the Committee on general and com
plete disarmament should be organized in a more businesslike manner, 
since this was the Committee’s main task. In the summer of this year, 
the representative of Burma quite rightly stated in the Committee:

But this Committee does not derive its value from its mere exisitence; its 

value can only be measured in terms of the work we have dO'ne and the 

achievements we have accomplished here.̂

One must also recognize the well founded nature of the statement 
made by the Brazilian representative in the Committee of Eighteen, 
Mr. de Castro, when he said:

W e  believe that it is still our fundamental duty never to lose sight, duriiig 

our discussion of the various items on our agenda (ENDC/52),* of our 

principal goal of achieving the signature of a treaty on general and complete 

disarmament under effective international control, in accordance with the 

instructions we have received from the General Assembly of the United 

Nations. . . . Our position is clear. W e  shall not consider that our terms of 

reference have been carried out until we have succeeded in drafting the text, 

acceptable to all, of a treaty which can save mankind forever from the threat 

of new wars."

The question arises as to what the reason is for these delays in the 
work of the Eighteen-Nation Committee. What is it that prevents 
that Committee from discharging the many tasks repeatedly entrusted 
to it by the General Assembly in the field of general and complete dis
armament and a treaty on general and complete disarmament? The 
Soviet Union has already given its answer to this question in the pres
ent session of the General Assembly. The Foreign Minister of the 
Soviet Union, Mr. Gromyko, in his speech before the General Assem-

’ A n t e , pp. 428-432.

’’ ENDO/PV.147, p. 29.

’ D o o u m e n t s  o n  D i s a r m a m e n t ,  1962, vol. II, pp. 679-681. 

“ ENDC/PV.154, p. 19.
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bly on 19 September underlined the fact that instead of businesslike 
discussion at the negotiating table, there has been, in the Eighteen- 
Nation Committee, for a year and a half nothing but a fountain of 
words, and if anything lies behind this fact it is the unwillingness of 
the Western Powers to accept genuine disarmament.“

In this connexion one must examine on the one hand the position of 
the West, and on the other that of the Soviet Union, on some of the 
most important problems in connexion with general and complete 
disarmament.

The Soviet Union is in favour of an unconditional prohibition of 
the manufacture, and the destruction of all stockpiles of nuclear weap
ons, and we are prepared to do this as soon as possible and without any 
delay. The Western Powers, on the other hand, do not in their plan 
provide for prohibition of the use of atomic weapons, nor are there 
in fact any firm obligations under this plan concerning the total liqui
dation of Stocks of weapons of mass destruction. We have heard state
ments many times by representatives of the Western Powers calling 
for the retention, after disarmament, of nuclear weapons, leaving 
them at the disposal of international armed forces.

The Soviet Union wishes to see, at the very start of the process of 
disarmament, the destruction of the means for delivery of nuclear 
weapons togethei” with the liquidation of military bases on foreign 
territory, thus eliminating most effectively and speedily the threat of 
nuclear attack. The Western Powers oppose the liquidation of the 
means of delivery at the beginning of disarmament and wish to see it 
delayed for an unlimited time, and they likewise wish to see delayed 
the liquidation of military bases on foreign territory.

The Soviet Union proposes to complete the process of general and 
complete disarmament within four or five years. The West does not 
lay down any time-limit for measures of general and complete dis
armament.

The Soviet Union is in favour of strict international control over 
measures of general and complete disarmament and cannot accept the 
demand that this control be carried out not over disarmament but over 
armaments, which would in fact put control before disarmament. Ex
cessive demands concerning control are dictated not by a desire to pro
duce an agreement on general and complete disarmament but by quite 
different considerations having certainly nothing to do with the cause 
of disarmament.

We would like to believe that the obstacles along the path to dis
armament wiU be eliminated and that the Committee will finally get 
off dead-centre, but strict realism compels us to face the facts and not

“ Ante, p. 514.
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succumb to unjustified illusions. Although many political leaders in 
the West now evince an attitude of common-sense and realize that nu
clear war would spell catastrophe and must therefore be avoided, it is 
no secret to anyone that in the Western countries there are certain 
forces—and most influential forces—which set up obstacles on the 
road to disarmament and compel us to engage in the armament race. 
In  this connexion we must draw attention to the dangerous conse
quences of the plans for the creation of a multilateral nuclear NATO 
force in the West. Their purpose is to disseminate nuclear weapons 
and to place these weapons of mass destruction at the disposal of West 
German irredentists and revenge-seekers who do not trouble to conceal 
their aim of obtaining a revision of the present boundary-lines in 
Europe. According to the Press, the NATO countries in October of 
this year began a new series of conversations looking toward the cre
ation of multilateral nuclear forces in the form of a surface fleet armed 
with rockets carrying nuclear warheads. In this connexion, in a TASS 
statement published on 24 October of tliis year it is noted th a t:

Steps recently taken on the initiative of the United States and the Federal 

Republic of Germany for the creation of N A T O  nuclear forces are in direct 

contradiction of the spirit of the Moscow Treaty prohibiting nuclear tests. 

One cannot, indeed, on the one hand state that one is ready to continue the 

quest for peace and transform what some political leaders in the West have 

called a pause in the cold war, into a period of fruitful co-operation with 

negotiations aimed at the cessation of the nuclear armament race, while at 
the same time, on the other hand, yielding to the demands of the West German 

revenge-seekers and satisfying their nuclear appetite by creating multilateral 

nuclear N A T O  forces which would open to the West German militarists the 

doors to the stockpiles of nuclear weapons.^

Nor can we close our eyes to the agreement between the military circles 
of Bonn and those of France, collaboration between which has been 
expanded by the French-West German treaty of 22 January 1963.̂  ̂
The revenge-seekers of the West German Federal Republic, with the 
a^istance of France, are trying to obtain access to nuclear weapons.

All this of course makes discussion of the question of general and 
complete disarmament more difficult and it is incompatible with any 
policy aimed at the consolidation of peace. The icy blasts of the cold 
war should not be allowed to chill the warm current in international 
relations arising out of the Moscow Treaty. The hopes of the peoples 
for lasting peace and for disarmament must be made a living reality. 
I t is essential to remedy, without delay, the situation created in the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee and to instil new life into its negotiations. 
The Soviet Union has done much to enable the Eighteen-Nation Com-

“ See C u r r e n t  D i g e s t  o  f t h e  S o v i e t  Press, vol. XV, no. 42 (Nov. 13,1963), p. 21. 

“ C u r r e n t  Hist o r y , Apr. 1963, pp. 237-239.
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mittee to carry out its task. In  fact, the history of the negotiations in 
Geneva of the Eighteen-Nation Committee is the history of the inde
fatigable efforts of the Soviet Union to ensure progress towards a solu
tion of the problems of general and complete disarmament. At the 
very outset of the Geneva negotiations, on 15 March 1962, the Soviet 
Government tabled, in the Eighteen-Nation Committee, a draft treaty 
on general and complete disarmament under strict international con
trol.̂ ® This was a fimdamental contribution to the work of the Com
mittee which would make possible a businesslike discussion of the 
matter. Nor did we limit ourselves to this. In  further negotiations, 
in order to effect a rapprochement between the different points of view 
and thus move forward, we several times amended our draft agreement 
and added to it in order to take into account the points of view of our 
partners in the negotiations. First taking into account the" views of 
several non-aligned States, the Soviet Union declared itself ready to 
transfer from the second stage to the first stage measures for the pro
hibition and liquidation of nuclear weapons if the Western Powers 
would agree to this.^*

Secondly, the Soviet Union accepted the proposal by the United 
States concerning the order of reduction of conventional armaments. 
As a result there is now an agreement between the Soviet Union and 
the United States that during the first stage of general and complete 
disarmament there should be a 30 per cent reduction of tanks, armoured 
cars, armoured transport, artillery and other types of conventional 
weapons.

Thirdly, the Soviet Union has agreed to meet the United States on 
the question of levels of forces for the United States and the USSK in 
the first stage, having agreed to the reduction of the forces of those 
Powers to 1.9 million men in the first stage.

Fourthly, we consented to have the time limit for general and com
plete disarmament extended to five years.

Fifthly, the Soviet Union agreed to some of the measures proposed 
by the United States for the first stage to reduce the danger of surprise 
attack.

SixtMy, the Soyiet Government at the last session of the General As
sembly agreed that during the destruction in the first stage of all 
means of delivery of nuclear weapons an exception be made for a 
strictly limited and mutually agreed number of intercontinental bal
listic missiles, anti-missile missiles and ground-to-air missiles, which 
would remain at the disposal of the Soviet Union and the United 
States on their own territories.^® At that time we proposed that such

“ D o c u m e n t s  o n  D i s a r m a m e n t ,  1962, vol. I, pp. 103-127.

“ END0/PV.81, p. 15.

“ D o c u m e n t s  o n  D i s a r m a m e n t ,  1962, vol. II, pp. 904r-905.
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missiles be kept until the end of the second stage of disarmament. I t 
should be stressed that we agreed to this only in order to dispel appre
hensions on the part of the Western Powers that during the disarma
ment process someone would be able to conceal a certain number of 
missiles or other means of aggression in order to try to change in its 
favour the balance of forces. We do not consider that such apprehen
sions are well founded but we have taken into account the fact that 
these objections are made to our disarmament plan and represent an 
obstacle to the solution of disarmament problems. In order to dispel 
these apprehensions and pave the way to further progress in our dis
cussions, the Soviet Union proposed that this keeping of an agreed 
number of intercontinental ballistic missiles should be considered as an 
additional guarantee of security, of which the Western Powers have 
spoken so often. Of course the number of missiles thus retained should 
be minimal. Only thus could the nuclear umbrella which would deter 
a potential aggressor not at the same time serve as a means of waging 
war or carrying out aggressive designs. During the negotiations of 
the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament the Soviet Union 
also took into account the wishes of the Western Powers concerning 
control over the remaining missiles. We agreed that there should be 
control over such remaining missiles directly at the launching sites.

The Soviet Government carefully examines all constructive sugges
tions and requests made by our partners in the negotiations. At 
Geneva some delegations, in particular the United Kingdom delega
tion, expressed the wish to have the elimination of the nuclear um
brella occur not during the second stage but during the third stage of 
disarmament. Of course we should like to see all missiles and all 
nuclear weapons eliminated as soon as possible; but, if the existence 
of a nuclear imibrella during the third stage of disarmament serves 
to dispel the objections of the Western Powers and improve the pros
pects for future negotiations, the Soviet Union is ready to agree also 
to this wish expressed by the Western Powers. As was stated by 
Foreign Minister Gromyko on 19 September 1963 in the General 
Assembly:

iThe Soviet Government states Its readiness to agree that limited contin

gents of intercontinental, anti-missile and anti-aircraft missiles should remain 

at the disposal of the Soviet Union and the United States in their own terri

tories not only until the end of the second stage, but also until the end of the 

ithird stage, that is, until the completion of the whole process of general and 

complete disarmament.'*

So that the umbrella could be effective, we also agreed that during 
the elimination of all nuclear weapons during the second stage an ex

Ante, p. 516.
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ception should be made for nuclear warheads for the rockets retained 
until the completion of general and complete disarmament. I t  goes 
without saying that international control must be established over 
the remaining rockets and remaining nuclear warheads, beginning 
with the second stage.

The new proposal by the Soviet Government opens wide the door to 
an agreement on the cardinal problem of international life: that is to 
say, general and complete disarmament. I t  is a clear manifestation of 
the spirit of the Moscow Treaty, of a desire to co-operate and to solve 
controversial international problems through negotiations. The Soviet 
delegation has noted with satisfaction that the head of the United 
Kingdom delegation, Lord Home, had a positive reaction to this new 
initiative on the part of the Soviet Government. In  his statement on 
1 October he said:

... I have given close attention to Mr. Gromyko’s speech, and I welcome 

very much the constructive passages in it on disarmament, and particularly 

that passage in which he said that the Soviet Union would be willing to see a 

certain number of missiles retained on both sides in the third phase of dis

armament. It .removes, in m y  opinion, one of the objections to the proposals of 

1962 made by the Soviet Union . . . .”

We expect also from the Western Powers a positive reaction to our 
proposals. As may be seen, the Soviet Union certainly spared no 
efforts to take the Eighteen-Nation Committee out of the doldrums; if 
there was no success in that direction, it was certainly not our fault. 
Our partners in the negotiations did not do anything to enable us to 
move forward together.

The Eighteen-Nation Committee has not much to be proud of either 
as far as its goal in the field of measures to relax tension and contribute 
to general and complete disarmament is concerned. The conclusion 
this year of an agreement on a; direct line of communications between 
the Governments of the Soviet Union and the United States did not in 
fact change the situation.’̂® Of course we do not deny the usefulness 
of that agreement. We do not deny that it was the first turning point 
in the conversations between the West and the East and brought about 
a spirit which found clear expression in the Moscow Treaty, as can be 
seen by all. Nevertheless the direct line between Moscow and Wash
ington represents, as is well known, a limited agreement. However, 
the Eighteen-Nation Committee had and still has on its agenda many 
very important questions, such as a non-aggression treaty between the 
countries of NATO and the Warsaw Pact, the creation of denuclear
ized zones, the prohibition of the further spreading of nuclear weapons

" A/PV.1222, pp. 28-30.
“ Ante, pp. 236-238.
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and other items. Unfortunately, the Committee has not been able to 
solve a single one of those problems. The Soviet delegation considers 
that, whilst it should devote primary attention to general and complete 
disarmament, the Committee must, at the same time, strive to adopt 
measures conducive to a relaxation of international tension.

Life itself dictates the need for such measures which would over
come the division of the world into two hostile blocs. The Soviet 
Union has many times proposed a non-aggression pact between the 
NATO countries and the countries of the Warsaw Treaty.^® The basis 
for such an agreement could be the statement by both contracting 
parties that they would renounce force or the threat of force aad 
undertake to solve disputes only by peaceful means. The value of such 
an agreement would, first of all, rest in the fact that it would have a 
serious restraining influence on a potential aggressor who, if he de
cided to unleash a war, would be completely isolated on the interna
tional plane.

Another problem which is not only mature but is almost too mature, 
is an agreement to prevent the further dissemination or spreading of 
nuclear weapons. At the present session much has been said about 
the grave danger that could be created by the dissemination of nuclear 
weapons all over the world and the addition to the ranks of the nuclear 
Powers, whether these countries own these weapons on a national 
basis or through membership in military blocs. I t  is no coincidence 
that the most militaristic circles of the Federal Republic of Germany 
demanded nuclear weapons under the guise of so-called multi-lateral, 
multi-national or other nuclear forces of NATO. In  order to liquidate 
the danger weighing upon the world from this threat, it is indispens
able to conclude an agreement which would be a solid dam against a 
further spread of nuclear weapons.

Another effective way to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons 
would be to agree to specified geographical areas, whole continents or 
individual countries, being kept free from the stationing or produc
tion of nuclear weapons. I t  is well knovm that in recent years many 
proposals were made to create such zones in practically all parts of 
the world. The Soviet Government deems it essential to contribute to 
the practical implementation of these plans. We are prepared, to
gether with the Western Powers, to give the necessary guarantees 
excluding the denuclearized zones from the areas where nuclear weap
ons could be used, whether these be regional or group agreements, 
and even in cases where individual countries would wish to proclaim 
their territory as being denuclearized zon^.

We are deeply convinced that international tension could be sig-

“ See am,te, pp. 57-58; also D o c u m e n t s  o n  D i s a r m a m e n t ,  1 9 4 S - 1 9 5 9 , vol. I, p. 727, 
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nificantly reduced if States could agree to such urgent measures as 
prevention of surprise attack on the basis of the Soviet proposals made 
in November 1958 ^ and also the reduction of military budgets and 
foreign troops in Europe. We note with satisfaction that many dele
gations at the present session have raised these problems just as we 
have done. A favourable evolution in international relations not only 
opens broad prospects, but also imposes heavy obligations upon us. 
The peoples would never forgive us for lost opportunities to make the 
world move away from war. In  order to discharge this noble task, 
it is indispensable to revise rapidly our attitude toward the solution 
of the problem of general and complete disarmament, to awaken the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee from its deep slumber and to pass on from 
general conversations to practical steps. The Eighteen-Nation Com
mittee should be freed from the shackles of sterile discussions which 
tie it hand and foot, and added impetus in the right direction should 
be given to its work. The Soviet proposal as to the convening in the 
first quarter or half of 1964 of a meeting of Member States of the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee at the highest level would certainly serve 
this objective.^^ Who if not these highest leaders, vested with the full 
confidence of their peoples and having the widest powers, would be 
strong enough to breach the gap, to bridge the abyss in which the 
Geneva negotiations find themselves and to put them on to the right 
road?

I t  is satisfying that the proposal of the Soviet Union was welcomed 
by many representatives at the present Assembly. In their statements, 
the representatives of Uganda, Tunisia, Afghanistan, the United 
Kingdom, the United Arab Republic, Thailand, Indonesia, Sweden, 
Italy, Syria and other States, adopted a positive attitude towards this 
Soviet proposal. This is quite logical since, just as we do, they see in 
such a conference a good means to lift the Eighteen-Nation Commit
tee to the level of the tasks which confront it after the conclusion of 
the Moscow Treaty. That is why we fully support the view of the 
representative of Afghanistan, Mr. Pazhwak, who said that he sup
ported our proposal since its goal was th a t:

. . .  of reinforcing the success resulting from the signing of the test-ban
treaty and bringing about a radical shift in the disarmament talks, outpacing
the arms race . . .

I t  now behooves all other States and, above all, the participants in 
the Eighteen-Nation Committee not to delay any further in agreeing 
speedily to such a conference at the highest level. The General As
sembly would not be doing its duty to the peoples of the world if it did

“ Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1264 fE
See ante, p. 514.
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not appeal to States Members of the Eighteen-Nation Committee to 
convene a conference at the summit level in the first quarter or first 
half of 1964. This would be a most useful decision and would be an 
excellent starting point to solve the problem of general and complete 
disarmament and to take measures in order to relax international 
tensions. The peoples expect that the Governments of the world will 
be energetic and consistent in their search for the consolidation of 
peace.

As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, we are always guided by 
the policy of the peaceful coexistence of States, and we are prepared to 
make new efforts to do all in our power to see to it that the movement 
forward toward better international relations as a result of the conclu
sion of the treaty banning nuclear weapons tests wiU be the beginning 
of a radical turning point towards sounder international life and 
toward general and complete disarmament.

Address by ACDA Director Foster Before the Southwest 
Conference on Arms Control: National Strategy, Secu
rity, and Arms Control, October 31, 1963 ^

I t  happens that I  have long been involved in the national defense 
program of the United States. From 1951 to 1953 I  served as Deputy 
Secretary of Defense. With this background, some of my friends 
think it a little strange that I  am now so thoroughly involved in the 
arms control and disarmament program.

But I  am not the only public oiEcial that has made tliis type of 
transition. In fact, a significant portion of the personnel of the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency, scientists and military personnel, 
have come to us from previous positions in the Department of Defense.

Within the last six to eight years the problems of arms control 
and disarmament have come to be broadly recognized in the de
fense community as an integral part of our over-all national security 
program. Thus at the present time our arms control program is a 
serious policy concern that merits and receives substantial personal 
attention from both the Secretary of State and the Secretary of De
fense, as well as the President of the United States.

Today I  would like to consider the greatly increased importance of 
arms control planning in our national security program. To explain

‘ ACDA press release, Oct. 31, 1963. The conference was convened by the 
Human Relations Center, University of Oklahoma.
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the importance and the role of our arms control and disarmament pro
gram, it is necessary to review the changes which technology has im
posed on our national defense strategy. While I  am sure that most 
of you are aware of these basic technological developments— t̂he 
ICBM, the thermonuclear bomb, and the jet aircraft—I  suspect that 
comparatively few are aware of the effect that these developments have 
had on the strategy of diplomacy and of warfare down to the foot 
soldier.

The problem of maintaining military security for our free society, 
at the present time, centers around the dilemma of defense in a thermo
nuclear environment. The basic difficulty is that nuclear weapons 
have become so powerful, and the means of delivering them have 
become so effective, that development of an adequate defense, at pres
ent, does not appear feasible. There are, of course, designs for ballis
tic missile defense systems, and the technical analysis shows that these 
systems should operate effectively against small numbers of unsophisti
cated ICBM warheads. But the essential point is this: Every such 
defense system that has been studied has been very expensive and 
none has been designed that could offer an adequate over-all defense 
against a massive coordinated missile attack using penetration aids 
that are within the present state of the art. Even providing a theoreti
cally effective defense against an intelligent opponent is essentially 
prohibitive. Best estimates indicate the cost to the defense runs any
where from ten to one hundred times what it would cost the offense to 
override the defense system.

As you know, much money and technical effort have gone into the 
development of anti-missile defenses. But still the basic difficulty 
remains: At present there is no effective defense against these weap
ons. Moreover, in the foreseeable future technology offers no great 
hope that an effective over-all defense can be devised. Of course, re
search will and must continue. And, it is possible that presently un
foreseen developments may ultimately provide a practical defense. 
However, we cannot rest the long-term security of the free world to
day on such a hope. The basic task of the diplomat and the strategist, 
therefore, is to face up to the facts now in hand and to provide for the 
security of the free world, in the absence of a classic defense situation.

We are already well embarked on such a course. The present tech
nical infeasibility of a real defense has led us to rely on a strategy 
of deterrence. Thus, for the first time in our history, we are not rely
ing on the oceans to serve as an effective defense barrier. And for 
the first time in our history the vast power of the U.S. military estab
lishment is not in a position to provide an entirely effective physical 
defense. Eat her, with a strategy of deterrence our security is assured 
by the threat of retaliation. Thus in the last analysis (so long as we
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must rely on deterrence) the security of this nation will depend in large 
measure on the restraint, the moderation, and the rationality exer
cised by our potential opponents.

This central fact of the present military environment colors the en
tire spectrum of international relations. I t  constitutes the basic stra
tegic dilemma of our time. In  coping with this dilemma the United 
States is following two parallel and complementary roads.

The first is an effort to make deterrence work. In travelling this 
road our attention must be given to a strong and flexible defense pos
ture and to such appropriate adjustments in the spectrum of military 
and political affairs as will foster greater international stability in an 
inherently unstable world.

The second is the effort to reduce our dependence on force for the 
settlement of international disputes. This road is almost unused. But 
since deterrence or the balance of terror does not provide a satisfactory 
long-term solution, we must work toward the development of interna
tional machinery which gradually but ultimately can replace national 
military forces as guarantors of security.

There is no conflict here. The steps now under way to improve our 
defense establishment—to help make deterrence work—should help 
rather than hinder our progress toward a more effective world order. 
The efforts we are undertaking to strengthen the world order should 
help to make deterrence work. Arms control and disarmament meas
ures play a role in both parts of the strategy.

In the first, while deterrence requires the maintenance of a strong 
military posture, limited arms control measures can promote stability 
by reducing suspicions and the dangers of stumbling into a nuclear ex
change through accident, or misunderstanding, or even the tensions 
that could develop out of an uncontrolled arms race.

In the second, disarmament through major limitations or reductions 
of national arsenals can curb the war-making potentials of states and 
permit the development of peace-keeping machinery which would in
sure that as arsenals are scaled down, international peace and security 
can be fully and fairly protected.

At the present time, of course, our major effort is concentrated on 
arms control measures rather than disarmament. Disarmament is a 
long-term goal. I t  will require major modifications not only in world 
institutions but in the conventions and traditions or relations between 
nations. There is no easy way or any shortcut to this objective.

The United States has introduced an outline plan for General ajid 
Complete Disarmament in a Peaceful World.^* The discussion of this 
plan at the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Conference in Geneva has 
clearly illustrated the variety and extent of the difficulties involved

Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. I, pp. 351-382.
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in such an undertaking. We expect to continue to negotiate in earnest 
on an approach to disarmament. But in the meantime, recognizing 
the practicalities of the world in which we live, it seems that for the 
immediate future progress is more likely to take the form of more 
limited arms control steps.

While the broad outlines of the defense problem can be summarized 
in rather simple terms, the actual problem is enormously complex. 
When we consider the ambitions of the Soviets and the Chinese around 
the world, and the separate interests and concerns of our allies and 
the uncommitted nations; and when we think of the separate ways 
in which military threats can develop—ranging all the way from local 
insurrection or guerrilla activity to general nuclear war—we have a 
problem of enormous complexity.

The public image of the problem of deterrence is often limited to 
the problem of strategic nuclear war. However, as seen from the deci
sion levels of the government in Washington, the problem of deter
rence includes also the deterrence of non-nuclear aggression and sub
version at all levels of violence.

I f  a war of any type were to begia between major powers, there 
would always be the risk that the intensity of the conflict would in
crease : A limited guerrilla activity could expand into an open non
nuclear conflict; a non-nuclear conflict could escalate with the tactical 
application of nuclear weapons; or a tactical nuclear war could well 
explode into a general thermonuclear exchange. The key to the control 
of such escalation from the lowest to the highest level is mutual re
straint—^political restraint in time of peace to avoid a conflict and 
military restraint in time of war to keep any conflict limited. Just 
as the risk of nuclear war serves to deter non-nuclear aggression, so 
the risk of a larger non-nuclear war can serve to deter indirect ag
gression or guerrilla-type war.

Since the deterrent strategy operates in the entire spectrum of lim
ited war as well as at the strategic level, the concept of restraint^ and 
arms control must also operate at these levels. Conventions of re
straint are needed and inust be developed for all potential levels of 
violence. Over-all, the nuclear environment tends to impose a partial 
military stalemate throughout the spectrum of conflict. This stale
mate, however, is not an entirely stable one. I t  could be upset by 
irrational behavior of the political leaders; or by miscalculation; or 
by accident or failure of command and control.

The price that humanity would have to pay for any such faihu'e 
would be fantastic. Consequently, we have an obligation to improve 
our present security system by every means at our command, unilateral 
or negotiated, to make sure that so long as we have to rely on deterrence 
it will work.



570 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1963

Our national program toward this objective includes a strong na
tional defense program to deal with those aspects of the problem over 
which we have full national control. I t  also includes a program of 
bilateral and international agreements on separate arms control meas
ures designed to minimize those risks which we cannot unilaterally 
control. These two aspects of our program work as partners in the 
effort to make deterrence work.

Our basic military strategy is to deal with all situations using the 
minimum force required for the situation. That is, to avoid any con
flict unless it is essential for the preservation of our national interests, 
and if a conflict does start we will endeavor to keep it as limited as 
possible. The foundation stone for success in this strategy is a strong 
national defense posture. Our defense forces must be so designed that 
a potential aggressor would never be given a rational motivation either 
to initiate a conflict, or to raise an existing conflict to a higher level of 
violence. To achieve this our military forces must be sufficiently strong 
at each potential level of violence that a prospective opponent would 
see no advantage in such a conflict.

In  addition to being strong, our forces must not be vulnerable to sur
prise attack. Vulnerable forces invite attack, and perhaps just as 
serious, a nation with vulnerable forces may feel forced to initiate 
even an unprofitable war, just to avoid being the second to strike. 
Thus survivable military forces take the advantage out of surprise 
attack. This explains the great effort which has been expended in 
recent years to make our strategic forces as invulnerable as possible. 
The air and ground alert program for our bomber forces; the harden
ing and dispersal program for our land-based missiles; and the 
POLARIS system with its mobility and concealment; all represent 
forces to take the advantage out of surprise attack.

However, even if we strongly desire to avoid the escalation of a 
limited conflict, and even if our forces at the next level are strong and 
well protected, it is nevertheless possible that such escalation may 
occur contrary to the desires of all concerned. This might happen as 
a consequence of a series of small misunderstandings, unless the di
viding line between the two levels of conflict is clear, unambiguous, and 
well understood by both sides.

Here we have a new and important aspect of military strategy in 
the nuclear age, that is just beginning to be recognized. The De
fense Department now takes this dividing line into consideration when 
evaluating the advantages of new weapon systems, or changes in de
ployment, which might either sharpen or obscure the lines between 
potential levels of conflict.

In  the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency we have recently 
undertaken a series of studies addressed to this problem. From our
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point of view, we are looking for areas where international negotia
tions might contribute either by defining more clearly the conven
tions of restraint for various types of limited war, or by multilateral 
modification of military deployments to make such restraint more 
feasible. This is a complex area which will require much more study 
before specific approaches can be advanced with confidence. But it is 
an area in wliich we may anticipate future contributions of the arms 
control program toward our national security.

In addition to the foregoing, we must also face the risk of war or 
escalation of war as a consequence of accident, miscalculation or ir
rational behavior. Our national security program is designed to deal 
with these risks in many different ways. The efforts of the State De
partment, the Defense Department, and the Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency are all involved.

Let me first consider the risk of accidents in which either by me
chanical or human failure armaments might be used contrary to offi
cial authorization. This has been a source of continuous concern to the 
Department of Defense. The precautions to avoid accidents through 
human and mechanical failure have been extremely rigorous ever 
since nuclear weapons were introduced.

On the other hand, certaia types of weapons which could be devel
oped in the future might be extremely difficult to make comparably 
safe.

I  am thinking in particular of weapons of mass destruction which 
might be stationed in outer space. Present analysis indicates that 
such weapons would be both more expensive and less effective than 
conventional ICBM delivery systems. Moreover, once placed in space 
such weapons would constitute a permanent risk. Therei would always 
be a possibility that normal mechanical failure; collision with a 
meteorite; or interaction with unforeseen solar radiations might trig
ger it by accident.

In  our Agency we have long believed ;that it would be desirable if 
we could reach an understanding that such weapons would not be 
placed,in space. Without such an understanding we believe there 
would be a greater risk that an arms race in space might develop sim
ply for prestige reasons, rather than because of any real military util
ity. After full coordination with other agencies we entered into nego
tiations with the Soviet Union. These resulted in recent agreement 
on the text of a United Nations resolution which subsequently was 
endorsed by acclamation by the General Assembly.* The resolution, 
which constitutes a recommendation on the part of the Assembly, calls

“ Ante, p. 538.
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upon all states to refrain from placing in orbit or stationing in space 
vehicles carrying weapons of mass destruction.

There are as well the related risks of miscalculation, misunderstand
ing, or less than completely rational behavior. Our basic military 
posture is, of course, designed as a partial answer to these risks. Our 
ability to provide for a controlled and graduated response at every 
level of conflict, allows us to make our determination known at lim
ited levels of violence with lesser risk of triggering a holocaust. In 
addition, the ability to fight effectively at a variety of levels—guer
rilla warfare, non-nuclear warfare, or even tactical nuclear warfare, 
provides a multiplicity of possible stopping places where a miscalcula
tion ihight be corrected without triggering general nuclear war.

During our negotiations at Geneva, the United States has placed 
on the table a substantial list of measures designed to reduce the risk 
of war by accident or miscalculation.® The first of these proposals to 
interest the Soviet Union was our proposal for a “hot line” between 
the two heads of government. This line has now been installed and is 
in operation.^ The “hot line” obviously reflects the mutual interest 
of the United States and the Soviet Union in avoiding war through 
miscalculation or failure of communications.

Some of the other measures that the United States has proposed on 
which we have not yet had favorable response from the Soviet Union 
include: an exchange of military missions, advance notification of mili
tary maneuvers, and establishment of a commission to examine the pos
sibilities in budget control. We believe that an exchange of military 
missions would result in improved communication and understanding 
between our two military systems. I t  might provide a better tool for 
mutual reassurance in crisis situations. In addition, informal con
tacts between our military officers could result in some practical new 
suggestions for reducing some of the risks imposed by the new tech
nology.

We believe that advance notification of major military maneuvers 
could also contribute to better understanding and reduce the risk that 
these would be misinterpreted. We also believe that a requirement to 
announce maneuvers might also serve to discourage maneuvers which 
could reasonably be interpreted as hostile.

No discussion of our arms control program would be complete with
out at least a mention of our efforts to restrict the geographic and 
political expansion of the arms race. While our present problems of 
maintaining national security in what is essentially a bipolar world 
are extremely complex, they are nothing compared to the problems

® See Documents on Disarmament, 196Z, vol. II, pp. 1214 -̂1225.
* Tlie agreement is printed ante, pp. 236-238.
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we would face in a world where large nuclear arsenals were available 
to most major powers. To visualize the problems we might fac^ 
simply try to imagine a world in which nuclear weapons were avail
able : to the Chinese Communists; to India and Pakistan; to the major 
powers in. Latin America; or to the major powers in the Middle East. 
The limitation of the spread of these weapons—ia order to give us 
time to solve our problems before they become even more complex—is 
thus a major arms control objective.

We hope that the limited nuclear test ban, which has now been 
signed by 107 nations and acceded to by one other will prove to be a 
useful step toward this objective.® Of course, in and of itself the test 
ban will not stop the spread of nuclear weapons—although it is a 
strong inhibitor. But we hope it will produce a climate in which more 
effective measures will be possible, and where the US and the USSR 
will be able to effectively exert their influence toward tliis end.

In  a sense, the initial US, UK, USSR agreement should be viewed 
something like a no-smoking pledge between parents. I f  both parents 
smoke, they will find it very difficult to influence their children to 
abstain. While the treaty is valuable for the major powers—we are 
certainly better off without the ever-iacreasing contamination of fall
out— t̂here is also real significance in the treaty for the smaller nations.

When I  began this talk, I  called your attention to the two aspects 
of our national security program. Thus far I  have talked only about 
the first, or the arms control side of our arms control and disarma
ment mission and how it can complement the military system, and 
assist in the development of the machinery and conventions of re
straint that are needed to make deterrence work. I  will now talk 
briefly about the second or longer range side of our program—the 
problems of disarmament and peacekeeping under a world rule of law.

As we observed earlier, one of the major effects of nuclear weapons 
is to induce a partial military stalemate throughout the spectrum of 
conflict. Thus it may become possible, in passage of time, to achieve 
some reduction in the economic burden of armaments through mutually 
acceptable agreements. As long as we are unable to obtain the partici
pation of Communist China or other major powers in a disarmament 
program, there will be severe limits on how far we can go. Clearly 
we must limit ourselves to those types of agreement which would not 
seriously upset the balance of power vis-a-vis non-participating states. 
We are currently conducting research to determine how such agree
ments might be designed, in order to improve military stability as well 
as reduce the economic burden.

° Tlie treaty appears ante, pp. 291-293.
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Of course, any agreement which places significant limits on military 
forces would require effective inspection and verification procedures. 
The problem of inspection and verification has received heavy atten
tion in our research program ever since the Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency was established. Research in this area accounts 
for well over half of our research expenditure. This research involves 
more than just paper studies. In  order to obtain practical experience 
with specific inspection techniques we have initiated an inspection 
field test program as a joint venture with the Department of Defense. 
As a consequence of this research program, we hope to be prepared 
with tested inspection procedures which can be used in connection with 
specific disarmament proposals.

Even limited arms control agreements may require some limited 
form of inspection, and may also call for some limited form of inter
national machinery. As the significance of the agreements becomes 
greater, we should gradually increase our experience and our ability 
to utilize international peacekeeping techniques. Over the long run 
we hope that the development of international inspection and peace
keeping machinery will contribute toward the development of an inter
national climate in which the rule of law could gradually displace 
the rule of force. We do nbt expect such a change to take place 
quickly. The achievement of such a goal will require a major change 
in the traditions of diplomacy and in the minds of men. But over 
the long run, it is the only real hope of avoiding disaster. I t  is a goal 
toward which we must work.

We must not be misled into accepting the balance of terror as a satis
factory substitute for the rule of law.

General Assembly Resolution 1896 (XVIII): Effects of 
Atomic Radiation, November 11, 1963 ^

The General Assemily,
Rea-fjirming the objectives of its resolutions 1629 (XVI) of 27 Octo

ber 1961  ̂and 1764 (X V II) of 20 November 1962,®
Recalling the important part which the study of the effects of atomic 

radiation has played in alerting world opinion to their dangers,

’ A/RES/1896 (X V III), Nov. 12, 1963. The resolution was approved unani
mously.

“ Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 550-552.
‘ Ibid., 1962, vol. II, pp. 1059-1061.
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Emphasizing the importance, from the point of view of harmful 
atomic radiation, of the cessation of nuclear tests in the atmosphere, in 
outer space and under water,

Noting with satisfaction the progress achieved toward implement
ing the scheme for monitoring and reporting levels of atmospheric 
radio-activity,

Oonvinoed that international co-operation in this field continues to 
be necessary to gain knowledge of the levels of radio-activity from all 
sources,

1 . Takes note of the report of the United jSTations Scientific Com
mittee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation on the work of its twelfth 
session; *

2 . Invites the International Atomic Energy Agency, the specialized 
agencies, international and national non-governmental scientific orga
nizations and individual scientists to continue to extend to the Scien
tific Committee the co-operation which it requires;

3. Recomsmends the Governments of Member States, the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency, the specialized agencies, and inter
national and national non-governmental scientific organizations to 
take appropriate action to carry out, with the means at their command, 
information programmes on the effects of atomic radiation;

4. Urges the World Meteorological Organization to proceed with 
the implementation of the scheme for monitoring and reporting levels 
of atmospheric radio-activity, taking into account the recommenda
tions made by the Scientific Committee at its twelfth session;

5. Requests the Scientific Committee to continue its programme and 
its co-ordinating activities to increase the knowledge of the levels and 
effects of atomic radiation from all sources;

6 . Notes the intention of the Scientific Committee to submit to the 
General Assembly at its nineteenth session a further report on the 
results of its work.

‘ A/5406.
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Statement by the Brazilian Representative (Bernardes) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: De
nuclearization of Latin America, November 11, 1963 ^

In  pleading the case for the denuclearization of Latin America be
fore this Committee, I  would like to commence by recalling the begin
nings arid the development of the proposal which is going to be debated 
here, in order to put the whole question in proper historical perspec- 
tiYO and to see clearly into it.

Brazil has favoured in principle the concept of denuclearized zones 
since the very first days of the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Confer
ence. Speaking on 16 March 1962, the Foreign Minister of Brazil 
made the following statement in Geneva:

Anotlier question which in our opinion calls for a clear and constructive treat
ment is the problem of the specific security of nations which have neither 
nuclear nor thermonuclear armaments and have no access to final decisions 
concerning their tactical or strategical use. The treaty which was signed 
by twelve Powers on 16 December 1959 provided in article 1 that the Antarctic 
“wotild be used only for peaceful purposes” while article 5 prohibited nuclear 
explosions or any deposit of radioactive material in that area.® On 28 Novem
ber 1961, the General Assembly of the United Nations approved resolution 16.'52 
(XVI), which declares that the African continent is a denuclearized zone and 
is to be treated as such.® Brazil supported that resolution. Measures of that 
kind, whatever their efiicieney, are evidence that there is a desire to restrict 
the area of atomic danger. At the same time, such measures are an expres
sion of the refusal of any attempt to legitimize the use of indiscriminate 
mass-destruction weapons.

The Foreign Minister of Brazil pointed out in conclusion:
The acceptance by a country for this type of armament to be used on its terri
tory while such a country had no participation in the decisions relating to their 
use would impair its sovereignty and might well affect the relations between 
the Government and peoples concerned. Not only would they be exposed to 
unforeseeable measures of retaliation but above all they would have to shoulder 
an indeterminate part of the responsibility while in fact they would not be in 
a position to share in the initiative.*

In the speech that opened the general debate of the seventeenth ses
sion of the General Assembly, the head of the Brazilian delegation, 
having defined the Brazilian position towards the disarmament 
negotiations, proceeded to remark that

Brazil is also favourable, in principle, to the establishment of denuclearized 
zones on the planet, provided proposals to this end are not involved in the

‘ A/0.1/PV.1333, pp. 2-17.
‘ Documents on Disarmament, 1943-1959, vol. II, pp. 1550-1556.
® lUd., 1961, pp. 647-648.
‘ ENDC/PV.3, p. 8.
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polemics of the cold war, which we shall continue to shun. Latin America
might well be one of these denuclearized zones.”

At that time, Brazil was already carefully considering the possi
bility of Latin America’s becoming an atom-free zone. I t  was the 
outbreak of the Caribbean crisis in October 1962 that convinced the 
Government of Brazil that it was time to put forth the idea of a de
nuclearized Latin America. The crisis was bom precisely out of the 
attempt to introduce nuclear weapons into a continent free of them 
and would have had the rhost incalculable consequences had it not been 
for the restraint and the political wisdom shown by all concerned.

The draft resolution tabled in those days by Bolivia, Brazil, Chile 
and Ecuador is known by all of you and therefore I  do not need to 
recall here its terms and its wording.® SuiEce it to say that during the 
debates in this Committee our draft resolution received wide support 
and was generally praised as a constructive step. Fifty-four delega
tions referred to it tod the majority of them gave it their backing. 
Among the delegations supporting the Brazilian draft, we were glad 
to find countries belonging to all regions of the world and to all the 
existing political systems. The Western and the socialist countries, 
the aligned and the non-aligned, the committed and the uncommitted 
saw in it a significant measure designed to further peace and security, 
not only in Latin America but everywhere.

The negotiations, however, between the interested Powers, relating 
to the Caribbean crisis, lasted beyond the closing of the seventeenth 
session of the General Assembly. On 18 December 1962, the repre
sentative of Uruguay, after announcing that his country would sup
port the draft when it came to a vote, proposed that the First Com- 
raittee postpone voting on the draft until the next session of the Gen
eral Assembly. The Committee so decided. After this decision had 
been made, the Brazilian representative made it very clear that his 
Government was not withdrawing the proposal but merely acceding to 
the wishes of the Committee on a purely procedural point.'^

The idea of denuclearizing Latin America gathered new momentum 
thanks to the Declaration of 29 April 1963, signed by the Presidents 
of Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Ecuador and Mexico.® In  this Declaration, 
they announce that their Governments are prepared “to sign a multi
lateral agreement whereby their countries would undertake not to 
manufacture, receive, store or test nuclear weapons or nuclear launch
ing devices”. This Declaration was also brought to the attention of

'A/PV.1125 (prov.),p .l2 .
° Documents on Disarmiim&nlt, 196Z, vol. II, pp. 1056-1057.
’ See ibid., p. 1056, n. 1.
“ Ante, pp. 182-183.
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all the heads of State in Latin America in the hope that all the 
countries in the region would accede to it.

The five Presidents’ Declaration received favourable and warm 
response everywhere in Latin America. I t  was welcomed here in the 
United States not only in the Press, but in official circles also. In  the 
United States Senate, it received the most enthusiastic endorsement 
from prominent political leaders, such as Senator Humphrey and 
Senator Mansfield.

Speaking in the Senate on 14 February 1963, Senator Humphrey 
said: “A denuclearized Latin America should thus be high on the 
priority list of Latin American diplomatic goals in 1963.” And he 
went on to suggest that “we [the Americans] give some leadership 
to this project and not merely tacit approval by means of a statement 
from some official spokesman. We ought to embrace it; we ought to 
make it our primary objective.” ®

On 2  August 1963, Senator Mansfield said the following:
May I suggest, most respectfully, that the time could be ripe, now that 

the nuclear test ban Treaty has been initialled, for the Mexican Government, 
in conjunction with Brazil, Bolivia, Chile and Ecuador, to consider the 
possibility of pursuing this declaration, this pledge, this significant initiative. 
May it not be possible for these nations to begin to move to consolidate their 
declaration in formal agreement with the other Latin American nations, 
Including Cuba?

Senator Mansfield also pointed out th a t:
. . .  if  among Latin American nations the foundations of a nuclear-free 
zone could be established by treaty with adequate provision for inspection 
and verification, a great and tangible step beyond the present proposed 
nuclear test ban Treaty would have been taken.“

In  the world at large, the declaration was considered and praised 
as an important disarmament initiative. We were particularly 
pleased at the welcome given to it by the Secretary-General, U Thant. 
During his press conference at Geneva on 3 May 1963, the Secretary- 
General declared th a t:

. . . the mood of the United Nations General Assembly has always been 
in favour of the establishment of denuclearized zones in parts of the world. 
I think it was the feeling of most African nations last year and the year 
before that Africa should be made a denuclearized zone; and last week— 
actually a few days before 1 left New York—I received a communication from 
five Latin American Governments declaring their Intention to make Latin 
America a denuclearized zone.

® Congressional Record, Feb. 14,1963, p. 2240, col. 2. This speech on “Regional 
Arms Control Agreements,” was inserted in the Record of that day, but was 
actually delivered by the Senator on Dec. 20, 1962, before the International Arms 
Control Symposium at Ann Arbor, Mich.

“ lUd., Aug. 2,1963, p. 13150, col. 2.
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My personal feeling is that that attitude on the part of a growing num
ber of States Members of the United Nations should be welcomed, because 
I feel very strongly that any denuclearized area would represent some kind 
of territorial disarmament. I interpret this trend as some kind of territorial 
disarmament—a trend which should be welcomed.

Last July, Brazil requested of the Secretary-General the inclusion 
of an item entitled “Denuclearization of Latin America” in the pro
visional agenda of the current session of the General Assembly.

I  should like now to comment on certain specific points raised in 
regard to the idea of making Latin America an atom-free area.

In Geneva and in the present session of the General Assembly, it 
has been stated that the creation of denuclearized zones ought to meet 
satisfactorily the following criteria: first, the area contemplated must 
be outside the zone of direct great-Power confrontation and must not 
disturb the existing global power balance; secondly, the decision to 
denuclearize a given area must be freely taken by all the countries 
belonging to this area; and, thirdly, the denuclearization agreement 
must include adequate measures for verification and control. We 
believe that the denuclearization of Latin America can fully satisfy 
these criteria.

To begin with, I  should like to stress the fact that Latin America is 
not an area of direct great-Power confrontation and that its denuclear
ization would in no way disturb the present world balance of power. 
The Western coalition, and the United States in particular, has never 
used Latin American territory for the purpose of installing missile 
bases. There has never arisen the need to station in Latin American 
countries the components of a tactical or a strategical nuclear air force. 
On the contrary, it appears that the technological improvements 
brought about by the inter-continental ballistic missiles will progres
sively do away with the need for foreign bases. Furthermore, it looks 
as if the increasing need for invulnerability and the new techniques 
devised to achieve it will make unnecessary the utilization of foreign 
territory or foreign territorial waters for the purpose of defence and 
security. I t  follows that denuclearization in Latin America would in 
no way impair the security of the Western coalition and that of the 
United States in particular.

In this context, I  should like to point out the fact that the repre
sentative of the United States, in his statement before this Committee 
on 31 [29] October, recognized tacitly the truth contained in our 
assertion that the denuclearization of Latin America will not disturb 
the present balance of power.^  ̂ In listing the areas where denuclear
ization could disturb the balance of power, Mr. SteUe did not refer to 
Latin America.

“ Ante, pp. 553-554. See also infra.
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On the contrary, Brazil is very much, convinced that the world’s 
power balance would gain, not lose, from the point of view of increased 
stability, were Latin America to be turned into a denuclearized area. 
The Caribbean crisis of October 1962 fully demonstrated that global 
power balance can be disturbed with grave consequences by any 
attempt to introduce nuclear weapons and vehicles to carry them into 
any area that does not possess them. In  consequence, the potential 
danger that confronts the Western alliance does not arise from a 
denuclearized Latin America but from an unguarded Latin America 
which can overnight be put in possession of such weapons. Were a 
Latin American country to receive or to acquire a nuclear capability 
of its own, a chain reaction would not come as a surprise.

The Brazilian delegation does not, of course, intend to indulge here 
in a technical discussion of the comparative advantages of general 
and complete disarmament plans or arms control schemes; but it is 
worth noting that the denuclearization of Latin America satisfies the 
theoretical exigencies of both schools of thought. From the point of 
view of a disarmament programme, the denuclearization of Latin 
America would represent a measure of territorial disarmament; from 
the perspective of arms control schemes, it would contribute to con
ferring an increased stability to the power balance and to checking any 
disorderly trend in the arms race.

As to the requirement that the denuclearization of a given area must 
be a free decision taken by all countries of that area, my delegation 
should like to make clear that Brazil is in the forefront of those who 
uphold this principle. The denuclearization of our countries will be 
an affirmation of their respective sovereignties, or there will be no such 
denuclearization. Denuclearization could never be imposed or forced 
upon Latin America.

The Foreign Minister of Brazil, in his opening speech during the 
general debate, on 19 September, gave emphasis to the fact th a t:

. . . With regard to the denuclearization of Latin America, my delegation, 
which has submitted this question as a specific item on the agenda, would like 
to indicate that we are not proposing that Latin America be declared a de
nuclearized zone by the General Assembly. Brazil proposes that Latin Ameri
can nations, as sovereign nations, should consider the possibility, by the most 
appropriate ways and means, of concluding a treaty under which they would 
commit themselves not to manufacture, store, receive or test nuclear weapons. 
This is the sense . . . [of] the proposal of the five Latin American countries, 
recently reaffirmed by a joint declaration of 29 April, signed by the Presidents 
of Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Ecuador and Mexico.^

Nor should any dra,ft resolution submitted on the subject be inter
preted as a kind of pressure by the General Assembly on the Latin

^ Ante, p. 508.
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American countries, or as constituting external interference in the 
affairs of our continent. Such a resolution could only mean that the 
international community supports, in principle, the creation of a 
denuclearized zone in the area and could only imply that these coun
tries should persevere in their efforts and should try to see if it is 
possible to obtain general agreement on the need for such a measure. 
The General Assembly would not be saying to us “you ought to estab
lish a denuclearized zone”. We are not here to obtain a General 
Assembly decision to denuclearize Latin America but we are only 
seeking the encouragement of tile world community.

As to the problem of controls, I  think nobody believes that de
nuclearization of Latin America can be achieved without the establish
ment of a working system of verification and inspection. But it is 
too soon to discuss now the modalities of such a system. We will 
dertainly discuss it later in the broad context of the negotiations on 
the actual agreement.

The Brazilian delegation would like also to point out that our 
initiative fits with precision into the logic of the disarmament process 
and of the measures to pave the way for it. I t  is widely recognized 
that, owing to political and strategic difficulties, the question of dis
armament, as everything that is complex and intricate, should be at
tacked first where better prospects of progress are to be found. It 
means that while engaging in actual disarmament negotiations we 
ought to prevent the armaments race from spreading to the disarmed 
areas. I t  means that before trying to reverse the arms race we should 
stop it. I  need not remind this Committee that this approach has 
already produced good results as it inspired the Washington Treaty 
of 1959, concerning the Ajitarctic,^^ and resolution 1884 (X V III), 
approved only a few weeks ago, banning the orbiting and the stationing 
of nuclear weapons and weapons of mass destruction in outer space.̂  ̂
The denuclearization of Latin America represents a logical follow-up 
to these measures. In  this context, it is worth noting that the initia
tive to denuclearize Latin America was already, by implication, ap
proved by this Assembly when it recognized the need to prevent the 
dissemination of nuclear weapons. The representative of Uruguay 
pointed out last year in this Committee that “from a truly conceptual 
point of view and from the logical aspect, we must agree that this 
proposal is fully justified because it is intended to implement a general 
principle already approved by the Assembly”.̂ ®

Criticism might be voiced to the effect that the denuclearization of 
Latin America would place it in a position of inferiority vis-a-vis the

” Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1550-1556.
^Ante, p. 538.
“ A/C.1/PV.1280, Nov. 19,1962, p. 7.
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other areas of the world that would remain free to enter the nuclear 
race at any time they deemed desirable. Those who may think so 
forget that the agi'eement to be concluded among the coujitries con
cerned should see that the whole region should not be placed, in any 
circumstances, in a position of inferiority in relation to other areas. 
A limited period of validity could be established, a period of, say, five, 
seven or ten years, at the end of which the contracting parties would 
be free to revise their armaments policy in the light of the interna
tional situation and of the negotiations on general and complete dis
armament. Furthermore, the agreement could include a clause that 
would permit abrogation of the treaty should any developments detri
mental to the security of its parties occur.

A year ago we surmounted a dreadful crisis and we managed some
how to reach, at last, the end of a dark, frightful tunnel. I t  was rec
ognized at the time that the denuclearization of Latin America pro
vided an adequate answer for the predicament in which all nations 
found themselves in those days of fear and uncertainty. Fortunately, 
the problem has been solved and a nuclear holocaust averted. But 
the passing of fear should not mean the weakening of the determina
tion to destroy the root of the crisis.

So, we hope that the draft resolution presented by ten nations, and 
which is before this Committee, will receive its overwhelming support.

Statement by the United States Representative (Steven
son) to the First Committee of the General Assembly: 
Denuclearization of Latin America {Extract}, Novem
ber 13, 1963'

In  our statement in this Committee on 29 October, we set forth 
at some length the position of the United States on the question 
of nuclear-free zones.  ̂ I  shall therefore be brief in my remarks on 
the question of a Latin American nuclear-free zone.

The United States believes that a Latin American nuclear-free 
zone, under appropriate circumstances, would be a most construc
tive contribution to the cause of peace. I t  is our policy to support 
measures to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons. The establish
ment of nuclear-free zones in areas where nuclear weapons do not 
form part of the existing security arrangements can be most useful 
in achieving this objective, and thus in reducing the threat of nuclear

' A/C.1/PV.1335, pp. 32-33.
> Ante, pp. 553-554.
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war. The United States therefore welcomes the introduction of the 
joint draft resolution which is now before us and will support it.®

This draft resolution notes with satisfaction the initiative for the 
denuclearization of Latin America taken on 29 April in the Joint 
Declaration of five Latin American republics.^ I t  also expresses the 
hope that the States of Latin America will initiate such studies as 
they deem appropriate, in the light of the principles of the Charter 
and of regional arrangements, concerning the measures that should 
be agreed upon with a view to achieving the objectives of the 
Declaration.

In adopting this draft resolution, the United Nations is acting in 
response to the wishes of the Latin American States. I t  is our 
understanding that this draft resolution has their broad support. 
Any ultimate decision on the desirability of a denuclearized zone must, 
of course, be made by the Latin American States themselves.

For any zone to be effective, there should, I  repeat, be adequate 
provisions for verification to assure the countries participating, and 
those who are respecting it, that the arrangement is being fully ob
served. In  addition, it should include, also to repeat, all States in 
the area concerned, for the refusal of any State to participate could, 
of course, make the arrangement ineffective.

Address by Secretary of Defense McNamara Before the 
New York Economic Club, November 18, 1963 °

Before long this administration will be presenting, once again, the 
details of a proposed national defense budget for the consideration 
of the Congress and the public. Given the importance of these 
matters, their complexities and uncertainties and the existence of 
real differences of opinion, a degree of controversy is inevitable, and 
even desirable.

Some controversies, however, reveal underlying differences in per
spective that scarcely suggest the participants are living in the same 
world. Within the past few weeks some critics have suggested that 
we have literally hundreds of times more strength than we need; 
others have accused us of risking the whole future of the Nation by

“ Post, pp. 628-629.
* Ante, pp. 182-183.
® Department of State Bulletin, Dee. 16,1963, pp. 914-921.
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engaging in unilateral disarmament. I  would like to believe that 
criticisms bracketing our policy in that fashion prove it to be rational 
and sound. But a discrepancy of that order cannot be reassuring. 
Rather, it indicates that we have failed to convey to some part of 
our audience even the broadest outlines, as we see them, of the prob
lems that our military strategy and force structure are meant to 
address.

I  believe we should be able to move from controversy on that scale 
toward consensus in military affairs, not always on details or com
ponents of our policies but at least on an appreciation of the major 
national security problems confronting us, on the broad alternative 
paths to their solution, and on the dominant goals, obstacles, costs, and 
risks affecting choice. My purpose in speaking to you this evening is 
to help move in this direction.

As a prelude, then, to the coming season of debate, I  should like to 
identify and discuss some basic matters on which a considerable degree 
of consensus seems to me both possible and desirable, although by no 
means assured.

These include those overall comparative strengths and weaknesses of 
the opposing military alliances that form the bold relief in the stra
tegic environment. In  short, they are the considerations that seem to 
have relatively longterm significance compared to the annual budget 
cycle.

Matters of that degree of permanence tend to be stamped on our 
minds as being unchanging and unchangeable, the unquestioned frame
work of daily and yearly policymaking. Yet these factors of which 
I  shall speak do change—more swiftly and more profoundly than our 
picture of them tends to change. Indeed, I  believe it is just the fact 
that over the last decade this topography has changed—^while many 
maps have not— t̂hat accounts for some apparently irreconcilable 
controversies.

T h e  S t r a t e g ic  L a n d s c a p e  o f  t h e  F bbttes

Let me recall the earlier period briefly, for comparison. The stra
tegic landscape at the outset of the fifties was dominated by two out
standing features. One was the practical U.S. monopoly of deliver
able strategic nuclear weapons. The other was the Soviet Union and 
Oommunist China’s virtual monopoly of ground force on the conti
nents of Europe and Asia.

Both of these determinants of Western military policy had changed 
considerably by the end of the Korean war. The Soviets had pro
duced atomic explosions and had created a sizable nuclear delivery 
capability against Europe, while NATO groimd forces had expanded
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rapidly and military operations in Korea had greatly tarnished the 
significance of Chinese Communist superiority in numbers. But the 
old notions of monopoly persisted as shortcut aids to thinking on 
policy matters. And they were not so misleading as they came later to 
be. Soviet armed forces approaching 5 million men still heavily out
weighed the NATO forces in Europe; and Soviet delivery capability 
against the U.S. was dwarfed by that of SAC [Strategic, A ir Com
mand]. Moreover, tactical nuclear weapons were being heralded as 
a new nuclear monopoly for the West.

Even as these earlier notions of monopolies grew obsolete,, ideas 
about the feasibility of alternative policies continued to reflect them. 
So did ideas about how wars might be fought. Nuclear operations, 
both strategic and tactical, by the U.S. in response to Soviet aggression 
against our allies were considered to be virtually unilateral. Hence it 
was supposed the problem of credibility of the U.S. response would 
scarcely arise, even in the case of relatively limited Soviet aggressions. 
Western reliance upon nuclear weapons, in particular strategic systems, 
both to deter and to oppose nonnuclear attack of any size seemed not 
only adequate but also unique in its adequacy.

That sort of situation is convenient for policymakers. I t  makes 
policy easy to choose and easy to explain. Perhaps that is why 
throughout most of the fifties, while the Soviets under various pres
sures decreased their ground forces and the NATO allies built theirs 
up, and while the Soviets acquired a massive nuclear threat against 
Europe and laid the groundwork for a sizable threat against the 
U.S., the picture underlying most policy debate remained that appro
priate to 1949. I t  was a picture of a Communist Goliath in conven
tional strength facing a Western David, almost naked of conventional 
arms but alone possessed of a nuclear sling.

Toward the end of that decade the prospect that the Soviets would 
acquire intercontinental ballistic missiles at a time when our strategic 
forces consisted almost entirely of bombers focused our attention and 
our budget even more sharply than before upon our strategic forces. 
The urgency of the problem of deterring the most massive of attacks 
was a new reason for thinking that the West could spare neither re
sources nor thought to deal more specifically with lesser threats. The 
most urgent task was to provide for deterrence of massive aggression 
by assuring the survival under any attack of forces at least adequate, 
in the calculations of a potential attacker, to destroy his society in 
retaliation. I t  was now not the assurance of continued nuclear superi
ority that preempted the attention of policymakers but, on the con
trary, the struggle to maintain it.

But it is time for the maps to change by which policy is charted 
and justified. The old ones, which assumed a U.S. nuclear monopoly.
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both strategic and tactical, and a Communist monopoly of ground 
combat strength, are too far removed from reality to serve as even 
rough guides. Neither we nor our allies can afford the crudities of 
maps that tell us that old policies are still forced upon us, when a true 
picture would show important new avenues of necessity and choice.

What most needs changing is a picture of ourselves and of the West
ern alliance as essentially at bay, outmanned and outgunned except 
for nuclear arms no longer exclusively ours. We should not think 
of ourselves as forced by limitations of resources to rely upon strat
egies of desperation and threats of vast mutual destruction, com
pelled to deal only with the most massive and immediate challenges, 
letting lesser ones go by default. I t  would be a striking historical 
phenomenon if that self-image should be justified. We are the largest 
member of an alliance with a population of almost 450 million people, 
an aggregate annual product which is fast approaching a trillion dol
lars, and a modem and diverse technological base without parallel, 
facing the Soviet Union and its European satellites with their hun
dred million fewer people and an aggregate output no more than half 
that of the West.

And quite apart from ignoring the underlying strengths of the West, 
the outdated picture I  have described takes no account of the military 
capabilities in being that our investments over the last decade, and 
specifically in the last few years, have bought for us. I f  new problems 
put strong claims on our attention and our resources today, it is very 
largely because we have come a large part of the way that is feasible 
toward solving some old ones.

CuERENT S tatus of S trategic N uclear F orces

Let me summarize the current status of the balance of strategic 
nuclear forces, that part of the military environment that has pre
occupied our attention for so long. In strictly relative nimierical 
terms, the situation is the familiar one. The U.S. force now contains 
more than 500 operational long-range ballistic missiles—Atlas, Titan, 
Minuteman, Polaris—and is planned to increase to over 1,700 by 1966. 
There is no doubt in our minds and none in the minds of the Soviets 
that these missiles can penetrate to their targets. In addition the U.S. 
has Strategic Air Command bombers on air alert and over 500 bombers 
on quick-reaction ground alert. By comparison, the consensus is 
that today the Soviets could place about half as many bombers over 
North America on a first strike. The Soviets are estimated to have 
today only a fraction as many intercontinental missiles as we do. 
Furthermore, their submarine-launched ballistic missiles are short 
range and generally are not comparable to our Polaris force. The 
Soviets pose a very large threat against Europe, including hundreds
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of intermediate- and medium-range ballistic missiles. This threat 
is today and will continue to be covered by the clear superiority of 
our strategic forces.

The rnost wishful of Soviet planners would have to calculate as a 
certainty that the most effective surprise attack they could launch 
would still leave us with the capability to destroy the attacker’s society. 
What is equally pertinent is that the relative numbers and surviv
ability of U.S. strategic forces would permit us to retaliate against 
all the urgent Soviet military targets that are subject to attack, thus 
contributing to the limitation of damage to ourselves and our allies.

Deterrence of deliberate, calculated attack seems as well assured as 
it can be, and the damage-limiting capability of our numerically 
superior forces is, I  believe, well worth its incremental cost. I t  is a 
capability to which the smaller forces of the Soviet Union could not 
realistically aspire. That is one reason, among others, why I  would 
not trade our strategic posture for that of the Soviets at any pomt 
during the coming decade.

But given the kind of force that the Soviets are building, including 
submarine-launched missiles beyond the reach of our offensive forces, 
the damage which the Soviets could inflict on us and our allies, no 
matter what we do to limit it, remains extremely high.

That has been true for our allies ever since the middle and late fifties. 
Soviet acquisition of a sizable delivery capability against the U.S., and 
more significantly their acquisition of relatively protected forces, sub
marine-launched or hardened, has been long and often prematurely 
heralded. Its arrival at last merely dramatizes the need to recognize 
that strategic nuclear war would, imder all foreseeable circumstances, 
be bilateral—and highly destructive to both sides.

Larger budgets for U.S. strategic forces would not change that fact. 
They could have only a decreasing incremental effect in limiting some
what the damage that the U.S. and its allies cpuld suffer in a general 
nuclear war. In short, we cannot buy the capability to make a strategic 
bombing campaign once again a unilateral prospect.

That must, I  suggest, be accepted as one of the determinants affect
ing policy. Another is that the same situation confronts the Soviet 
leaders, in a way that is even more intensely confining. In fact, enor
mous increases in Soviet budgets would be required for them to achieve 
any significant degree of damage-limiting capability. The present 
Soviet leaders show no tendency to challenge the basis of the U.S. 
strategic deterrent posture by such expenditures.

In  the last 2 years alone we have increased the number of nuclear 
warheads in the strategic-alert forces by 100 percent. During that 
period we have more than doubled the megatonnage of the strategic-
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alert forces. The fact that further increases in strategic-force size 
will at last encounter rapidly ditniaishing returns—which is largely 
an effect of the very large investments the U.S. has made in this 
area—should be reflected in future budgets. The funding for the 
initial introduction of missiles into our forces is nearing completion. 
We can anticipate that the annual expenditure on strategic forces will 
drop substantially and level off well below the present rate of spend
ing. This is not to rule out the possibility that research now in prog
ress on possible new technological developments, including the possi
bility of useful ballistic missile defenses, will require major new 
expenditures. In any event, there will be recurring costs of 
modernization.

U.S. StJPEEiOKiTY IN T actical N uclbae W eapons

In the field of tactical nuclear weapons, the picture is in important 
respects similar. The U.S. at present has in stockpile, or planned for 
stockpile, tens of thousands of nuclear explosives for tactical use on 
the battlefield, in antisubmarine warfare, and against aircraft. They 
include warheads for artillery, battlefield missiles, demolition mimi- 
tions, bombs, depth charges, air-to-air missiles, and surface-to-air mis
siles. The consensus is that the U.S. is presently substantially superior 
in design, diversity, and numbers in this class of weapons.

This Is an iudispensable superiority, as we can readily understand 
if we consider how our problems of strategic choice would be altered 
if the tables were reversed and it were the Soviet Union which held a 
commanding lead in this field. Nevertheless, what we have is su
periority, not monopoly, and even if tactical nuclear warfare can 
be limited, below some ill-defined threshold of strategic exchange, the 
key fact is that if the West initiates such warfare in the future, it must 
be expected to be bilateral in any theater which engaged the Soviet 
Union. Agaia, we cannot buy back a monopoly, or the assurance of 
unilateral use.

C ombat E eadiness and  M o b ilitt  of U.S. F oeges

Finally, there is the area of what we call our general-purpose forces. 
Within the last 2 years we have increased the number of our combat- 
ready Army divisions by about 45 percent, from 11 to 16. There has 
been a 30-percent increase ta the number of tactical air squadrons, a 
75-percent increase in airlift capabilities, and a 100-percent increase in 
ship construction and conversion to modernize the fleet.

But it is not only force size that matters. The key to the effective 
utilization of these forces is combat readiness and mobility.
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The most recent demonstration of our ability to reinforce our troops 
presently stationed in Europe occurred last month in Operation Big 
Lift, the first of a, series of planned large-scale, worldwide exercises. 
For the first time in military history, an entire division was airlifted 
from one continent to another. That movement could never have been 
accomplished without a massive increase in our airlift capability, 
which is still being expanded. (I t will have risen 400 percent between 
1961 and 1967.) I t  required the development of new techniques to 
preposition combat equipment, of which we have two extra division 
sets now in Europe. I t  called for new techniques in military training 
and administration to make sure that units are really ready to move 
out on a moment’s notice. This exercise, in which some 16,000 airmen 
and soldiers and more than 350 planes took part, is directly relevant 
to the needs of Europe, where it brought a seventh division to join 
the six that are to remain in place. I t  is also relevant to the ability 
of the U.S. to fulfill its policy commitments worldwide, swiftly and 
in eifective strength.

But, it might be asked, what is the significance of all this for the 
realistic security problems of the United States and its allies? To 
what contingencies are these forces expected to contribute, and how 
effective might they be, measured against the strength of opposing 
forces? How meaningful is it to talk of 16 or 20 or 30 divisions in 
opposing the ground armies of the Soviet Union and Communist 
China?

Such questions are often meant to be merely rhetorical, in view of 
the supposed masses of Communist troops. The fact is that they 
are serious, difficult questions, to which I  shall suggest some tentative 
answers. But it is difficult to encourage realistic discussions of specific 
contingencies so long as the shadow of the Communist horde hangs 
unchallenged over the debate. The actual contingencies that seem 
to be to me most likely and most significant are not those which would 
involve all, or even a major part, of the Soviet bloc or Chinese Com
munist armed forces, nor do they all involve Europe. Hence, aggre
gate figures of armed strength of NATO and the Warsaw Pact nations 
are not immediately relevant to them. But it is useful to make these 
overall comparisons precisely because misleading or obsolete notions 
of these very aggregates often produce an attitude of hopelessness 
toward any attempt to prepare to meet Communist forces in groiind 
combat, however limited in scope.

The announced total of Soviet armed forces for 1955 was indeed 
a formidable 5.75 million men.  ̂ Today that figure has been cut to

* See Documents on Disarmament, 1960, p. 11.
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about 3.3 million; the Warsaw Pact total, including the Soviets, is 
only about 4.5 million. Against that, it is today the members of 
NATO whose active armed forces number over 5 million. The 
ground forces of NATO nations total 3.2 million, of which 2.2 million 
men are in Europe, as against the Soviet ground combat forces’ total 
of about 2 million men, and a Warsaw Pact total of about 3 million. 
Both the Soviet Union and the U.S. forces of course include units 
stationed in the Far East. In  Central Europe, NATO has more men, 
and more combat troops, on the ground than does the bloc. I t  has 
more men on the ground in West Germany than the bloc does in East 
Germany. I t  has more and better tactical aircraft, and these planes 
on the a,verage can carry twice the payload twice as far as the Soviet 
counterparts.

E stim ates of S oviet G kottnd F okces

These facts are hard to reconcile with the familiar picture of the 
Eussian Army as incomparably massive. The usual index cited to 
support that picture is numbers bf total active divisions, and the spe
cific number familiar from the past is 175 divisions in the Soviet 
Army.

This total, if true, would indeed present a paradox. The Soviet 
ground forces are reliably estimated to be very close to 2 million men, 
compared to about 1 million for the U.S. How is it that the Soviets 
can muster ten times the number of active, combat-ready, fully 
manned divisions that the United States has manned, with only twice 
as many men on active duty ? The answer is simply that they do not. 
Eecent intensive investigation'has shown that the number of active 
Soviet divisions that are maintained at manning levels anywhere 
close to combat readiness is less than half of the 160-175 figure.

What remains is a large number, but even that is misleading. For 
one thing, U.S. divisions have about twice as many men in the division 
unit and its immediate combat-supporting units as comparable Soviet 
divisions. A U.S. mechanized division has far more personnel in 
maneuvering units, far more in armored cavalry, far more engineers, 
far more signals, far more light armored personnel carriers, and far 
more aircraft available in support than Soviet divisions. In addition 
to longer staying power, much of the U.S. manpower and equipment 
margin is muscle that would make itself felt on D-Day. If, on the 
other hand, we were to reorgani^ie along Soviet lines, we could display 
far greater numbers of divisions comparable to those of the Soviets.

The Soviet combat-ready force remains a formidable one. More
over, the Russians do have a powerful mobilization capability; in par
ticular, they have a large number of lightly manned or cadre divisions



McNAMARA STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 18 591

to be filled out on mobilization. Still, this reality remains strikingly 
different from our accustomed maps of it.

I  do not wish to suggest that such aggregate comparisons are by 
themselves a valid index to military capabilities. But they are enough 
to suggest the absurdity, as a picture of the prevailing military 
strengths on which new efforts might build, of David-and-Goliath 
notions borrowed from 1949.

None of this is to say that NATO strength on the ground in Europe 
is adequate to turn back without nuclear weapons an all-out surprise 
nonnuclear attack.

But that is not in any case the contingency toward which the recent 
and future improvements in the mobility and capabilities of U.S. gen
eral-purpose forces are primarily oriented. Aggression on that scale 
would mean a war about the future of Europe and, as a consequence, 
the future of the U.S. and the U.S.S.II. In the face of threats of that 
magnitude, our nuclear superiority remains highly relevant to deter
rence. The Soviets know that even nonnuclear aggression at that 
high end of the spectrum of conflict so threatens our most vital inter
ests that we and our allies are prepared to make whatever response 
may be required to defeat it, no matter how terrible the consequences 
for our own society.

The probability that the Soviet leaders would choose to invoke that 
exchange seems to me very low indeed. They know well what even the 
Chinese Communist leaders must recognize upon further reflection: 
that a nuclear war would mean destruction of everything they have 
built up for themselves during the last 50 years.

S pectrum: of P ossible Cases op A ggression

If  we were to consider a spectrum of the possible cases of Communist 
aggression, then, ranging from harassment, covert aggression, and in
direct challenge at one end of the scale to the massive invasion of 
Western Europe or a full-scale nuclear strike against the West at the 
other end, it is clear that our nuclear superiority has been and should 
continue to be an effective deterrent to aggression at the high end of 
the spectrum. I t  is equally clear, on the other hand, that at the very 
low end of the spectrum a nuclear response may not be fully credible 
and that nuclear power alone caimot be an effective deterrent at this 
level in the future any more than it has been in the past.

The fact is that at every level of force the allia,nce in general, and 
the U.S. Armed Forces in particular, have greater and more effective 
strength than we are in the habit of thinking we have—and with 
reasonable continued effort we can have whatever strength we need. 
I  have spoken already of strategic weapons, where the great superiority 
of the United States is the superiority {),lso of the alliance. In  tactical
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nuclear weapons a parallel superiority exists—and while many of our 
allies share with us in manning the systems which would use these 
tactical warheads in the hour of need, it is not unfair to point out that, 
even more than in the strategic field, the tactical nuclear strength of 
the alliance is a contribution of the United States. That strength 
has been increased, on the ground in Europe, by more than 60 percent 
in the last 2 years. Today the thousands of U.S. warheads deployed 
on the Continent for the immediate defense of Europe have a com
bined explosive strength more than 10,000 times the force of the nuclear 
weapons used to end the Second War. Tactical nuclear strength the 
alliance has today, and we have provided it.

But neither we nor our allies can find the detonation of such weap
ons—and their inevitable bilateral exchange—an easy first choice. 
A.t the lower end of the spectrum, therefore, we also need strong and 
ready conventional forces. We have done our part here, and we con
tinue to believe it just—and practicable—for our partners to do theirs.

The most difficult questions arise over the best means for meeting 
a variety of dangerous intermediate challenges in naany parts of the 
world: those which threaten the possibility of sizable conflict while 
still not raising the immediate issue of the national survival of our
selves or of any member of our alliances. Conflicts might arise out 
of Soviet subversion and political aggression backed up by military 
measures in non-NATO areas in Europe, Latin America, the Middle 
East, and Africa. There is a range of challenges that could arise from 
Communist China and its satellites in the Far East and in Southeast 
Asia. Most dangerously, approaching the upper end of the spectrum, 
there is the possibility of limited Soviet pressures on NATO territory 
itself, along the vast front running from Norway to Greece and 
Turkey. Both the flanks and the center contain potential targets. 
And always, of course, there are the contingencies that could arise in 
relation to Berlin.

I t  is difficult to say just how probable any of these circumstances 
might be, although they must be regarded as more likely than still 
larger aggressions. What one can say is that if any of these more 
likely contingencies should arise, they would be highly dangerous. 
Inaction, or weak action, could result in a serious setback, missed 
opportunity, or even disaster. In  fact, if either a nuclear exchange 
or a major Soviet attack should occur, it would most likely arise from 
a conflict on a lesser scale which Western capabilities had failed to 
deter and which an inadequate Western response had failed to curb 
in time.

Since World War II , the expansionist impulse of the Communist 
bloc is clear, but equally clear is its desire to avoid direct confrontation 
with the military forces of the free world. In  Greece, in Berlin, and
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in, Cuba, Communists have probed for military and political weakness; 
but when they have encountered resistance, they have held back. Not 
only Communist doctrine has counseled this caution, but respect for 
the danger that any sizable, overt conflict would lead to nuclear war. 
I t  , would follow that no deterrent would be more effective against 
these lesser and intermediate levels of challenge than the assurance 
that such moves would certainly meet prompt, effective military re
sponse by the West. That response could confront the Soviets with 
frustration of their purposes unless they chose themselves to escalate 
the conflict to a nuclear exchange or to levels that made nuclear war 
highly probable^a choice they are unlikely to make in the face of our 
destructive power.

The,basis for that particular assurance cannot be systems in develop
ment, or weapons in storage depots, or reserves that must be mobilized, 
trained, and equipped, or troops without transport. We need the right 
combination of forward deployment and highly mobile combat-ready 
ground, sea, and air units, capable of prompt and effective commit
ment to actual combat, in short, the sort of capability we are iucreas- 
ingly buildiag iu our forces.

A  “LEAiir AND F it ” M tlitaex E stablishm ekt

This capability requires of us—as of our allies—a military establish
ment that is, in the President’s words, lean and fit. We must stop 
and ask ourselves, before deciding whether to add a new and complex 
weapon system to our inventory, whether it is really the most effective 
way to do the job under the rigorous conditions of combat. We must 
exanaine constantly the possibilities for combining functions, particu
larly ia weapons that could be used by two or more services. Given 
this tough-minded sense of reality about the requirements of combat 
readiness, it should be possible for the United States not only to main
tain but to expand this increased strength without overall increases 
in our defense budget. As our national productivity and our gross 
.national product expand, the defense budget therefore need not keep 
pace. Indeed, it appears likely that measured in relative—and per
haps even absolute— t̂erms, the defense budget will level off and 
perhaps decline a little. At the same time, we are continuing the 
essential effort to reduce the impact of defense spending on our balance 
of payments. We have already brought this figure down from $2.7 
billion in fiscal year 1961 to $1.7 billion for fiscal year 1963, and we 
shall continue to reduce it, without reducing the combat ground forces 
deployed in Europe and while strengthening our overall combat 
effectiveness.

And it must be our policy to continue to strengthen our combat 
effectiveness. I  do not regard the present Communist leaders as

728-674— 64----- 39
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wholly reckless in action. But recent experience, in Cuba and, on a 
lesser scale, in Berlin, hag not persuaded me that I  can predict with 
confidence the sorts of challenges that Communist leaders will come 
to think prudent and profitable. I f  they were again to miscalculate 
as dangerously as they did a year ago, it  would be essential to con
front them, wherever that might be, with the full consequences of 
their action: the certainty of meeting immediate, appropriate, and 
fully effective military action.

i J l  of our strengths, including our strategic and tactical nuclear 
forces, contributed last year, and they would contribute in similar 
future situations, to the effectiveness of our response, by providing a 
basis for assurance that the Soviets would not dangerously escalate 
or shift the locale of the conflict. But above all, in order to fashion 
that response and to promise the Soviets local defeat in case of actual 
ground conflict, we had to use every element of the improvements 
in combat readiness and mobility that had been building over the 
preceding year and a half, including combat division^, air transport, 
and tactical air. And the last ingredient was also there: the will 
to use those forces against Soviet troops and equipment.

Let us not delude ourselves with obsolete images into believing that 
our nuclear strength, great as it is, solves all of our problems of 
national security, or that we lack the strength to meet those problems 
that it does not solve. In  the contingencies that really threaten— t̂he 
sort that have occurred and will occur again—we and our allies need 
no longer choose to live with the sense or the reality of inferiority to 
the Soviet bloc in relevant, effective force. Let us be fully aware 
of the wide range of our military resources and the freedom they can 
give us to pursue the peaceful objectives of the free world without 
fear of military aggression.

Statement by the Cuban Representative (Lechuga) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Denuclear
ization of Latin America, November 18, 1963 ^

We have asked for the floor in order to make known our position 
regarding the draft resolution on denuclearization, submitted by ten 
Latin American nations.® First of all, we are happy to state, for the 
benefit of the co-sponsors, that we are sympathetic toward the good

' A/C.iyPV.1339, pp. 2-16.
 ̂Post, pp. 628-629.
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intentions underlying their initiative. We know that this is the 
culmination of very careful work in preparation of a document which 
might be satisfactory to all. Brazil, Mexico and Chile have been 
working toward this end for a long time. They are countries whose 
peace-loving intent and intentions are well-known to all, who do not 
possess nuclear weapons, who do not exploit colonies, who do not 
possess military bases on foreign soil. The fact that Cuba has, as 
it must have, a different standpoint from that of the co-sponsors of 
the draft resolution regarding the timeliness of making certain state
ments, or even regarding the prerequisites for carrying out such an 
idea, would not lead us to the absurd position of denying to them the 
merit of their acts, nor to cover up their healthy and sound intentions.

For reasons of principle, Cuba is in favour of the setting up of 
denuclearized areas, not only in Latin America but all over the 
world. This attitude is consistent with a sincere desire for peace, 
but peace without discrimination and peace without adulteration, and 
it is for this reason that we are ready to promote and advocate 
measures to that end, as long as there are possibilities—true possi
bilities—of achieving that end; measures that will truly mean for 
the peoples affected by them a freedom from the fear of being swept 
from the face of the earth by the powerful weapons that modem 
technology has invented and produced.

In  the course of the present debate we have heard delegations who 
have systematically and persistently opposed the idea of denucleariza
tion, expressing a favourable opinion regarding the contents of the 
draft resolution before us. Now, that conduct is anything but reassur
ing after so many years when denuclearization was resisted and the 
very mention of the idea was slandered and attacked, it being pre
sented as an opportunistic manoeuvre. All this reaffirms our view 
that what those delegations seek is not a true denuclearization; they 
seek a caricature of denuclearization, a farce, so as to use it for 
future propaganda or, what is much more serious, to cover up their 
plans of military aggression and to affirm and justify their strategic 
positions.

That same initiative applied to other geographical areas would not 
enjoy the endorsement which is so obviously and happily now offered 
Latin America.

The co-sponsors of the draft believe that the road they have chosen 
is the best. We beg to differ. We are neither covert nor overt 
enemies of denuclearization, nor are we going to take advantage of 
political circumstances to give or withdraw our support to measures 
of that nature from an opportunistic standpoint. So far as we are 
concerned, in the past, now, and always, it will be a question of 
general principle, weighting the idea of denuclearization as a fafitor in
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relaxing tension among States, as a contribution to the task of achiev
ing general and complete disarmament, as a means of reducing the 
scope of the war-like forces and to clear the polluted atmosphere of 
radio-activity, and, contrariwise anything that we believe does not 
meet those objectives, regardless of the title it may be given, will be 
criticized and opposed by us.

My delegation believes that the ten-Power draft resolution does 
not meet the elements of security guaranteeing future discussions or 
negotiations and, thereby, ensuring the effective denuclearization of 
the Latin American region.

One basic point is missing in this document; that is, the clear, firm, 
indubitable statement of the fact that in Latin America there can be 
no denuclearization without a formal, solemn and guaranteed com
mitment on the part of the only nuclear Power of the continent, 
namely that the measure shall be applicable to the territories under 
its jurisdiction in Latin America and to the military bases that that 
Power possesses on this continent.

As we made clear in the general debate in the General Assembly, 
the Cuban people will accept no compromise of this nature, will 
assume no commitment unless it leads to the denuclearization of the 
Panama Canal, Puerto Eico and the various United States bases 
outside its frontiers and the return to Cuba of that part of Cuban 
territory which the United States, illegitimately and illegally, usurps 
in the naval base of Guantanamo. Those are the conditions of our 
final adherence to any total, partial, bilateral or multilateral agree
ment and we cannot renounce them.

Doubtless the spirit underlying the draft resolution cannot evoke 
any objections, because it strengthens the fight for peace; but the 
machinery contemplated for attaining the objective, as we see it, is 
insufficient to achieve the aims envisaged. Conditions are to be set up 
in Latin America which will prevent the countries of the region 
becoming involved in a nuclear arms race, according to one of the 
principal paragraphs of the draft resolution, but the first thing that 
must be borne in mind is that there is only one nuclear Power pos
sessing military installations in the region. The countries of Latin 
America are not nuclear Powers nor have they adequate resources to 
become such Powers. With or without a resolution, this is a matter 
for free and sovereign decision—to refuse to receive or store atomic 
or nuclear weapons, or to manufacture them, should the circumstance 
arise. Thus, if what we are considering is denuclearization, it would 
be appropriate because, morally or legally, it would bind the great 
Powers to r«spect the declaration being prepared and would thereby 
save us from destruction by direct attack or by radio-active fallout. 
But, it might be said that none of the great Powers would waste their
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atomic weapons against territories not threatening them with aggres
sion or military reprisals.

I  do not think I  need go into any profound strategic or technical 
explanations with regard to tha t conclusion, nor for convincing our
selves that in Latin America the only nuclear objectives are the JSTorth 
American 'bases. On the contrary, that fact is entirely clear. Even 
though countries bind themselves and one another not to possess such 
weapons, we-shall not because of this avoid the breaking out of a 
nuclear war in the area. We might perhaps be able to reduce the 
area covered by the conflagration but we could not be sure of sup
pressing it altogether. Also, in the case of those nations whose neigh
bours possess these bases or, in our own case, being not only neighbours 
to such bases but also suffering the presence of such a base on our 
own soil, then, obviously, the danger we are trying to avert remains 
unchanged.

Analysing the point of view which holds that denuclearization 
would contribiite to the lessening of international tensions, it is per
fectly clear that such a hope will not be realized if the territories 
dominated by the United States are excluded from any agreement, and 
if the military bases are allowed to remain. What opened the chapter 
of the cold war in the Western Hemisphere—at least as far as Latin 
America is concerned—was not Cuba’s right to defend its independence 
and sovereignty by any means at its disposal. No, it was the policy 
of aggression and intervention of the sole atomic Power on the 
continent. I t  was the exporting of counter-revolution to our country; 
it was that Power’s threats of invasion which caused the crisis of last 
October; it is its daily provocations. I t  is all this that keeps tension 
in the Caribbean at the breaking point and which, obviously, spreads 
the tension to the rest of the area. During the last three months 
alone'our military authorities have noted over one hundred cases of 
provocation coming from the naval base at Guantanamo, which is a 
constant source of serious friction, of conspiracy against our country 
and of attacks on our sovereignty, since by an act of force, and without 
the consent of our people and our Government, that naval base is 
being-held. Therefore, denuclearization of Latin America will not 
serve the important objective for which it has been planned unless 
foreign military bases in all Latin American territories are eliminated.

The draft resolution does not open up any road which reaches the 
roots of the problem. In its second operative paragraph it “Expresses 
the hope that the States of Latin America will initiate studies as they 
deem appropriate, in the light of the principles of the Charter of the 
United Nations and of regional agreements . . . .” But we wonder 
how the Countries of Latin America are to discuss, and make decisions 
concerning, territories and military bases over which they have no
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jurisdiction. With whom are they to discuss the denuclearization of 
Puerto liico, or the elimination of the military bases? Doubtless 
some agreement can be arrived at whereby Bolivia, or Uruguay, for 
example, is declared a denuclearized area, but how are they to achieve, 
or even discuss, the denuclearization of the Panama Canal Zone, or 
the withdrawal of military forces from Guantanamo? The result 
would obviously be to denuclearize what is already denuclearized, and 
to keep atomic weapons precisely where they are already installed.

Lately we have heard from some delegations, including that of the 
United States, the repeated statement that one of the absolutely es
sential prerequisites for effective measures in this area is the creation 
of machinery for on-site inspection. Naturally, the question that 
arises immediately is who is to inspect Latin America? We fear that 
the offers of technical assistance will rain down in abundance upon the 
peoples and Governments of Latin America. Or would Haiti inspect 
Argentina ? And what country would inspect Cuba or, perhaps more 
important for us, who would inspect Cuba? Is the United Nations 
going to inspect all of us—all, that is, except those bases where there 
really are atomic weapons stored away today, and where they will 
remain in future since they will be outside the scope of the agreement. 
The important thing is not inspection but eradication of atomic 
weapons from Latin American territories, and the liquidation of all 
foreign military bases. That is the essential prerequisite^

Then, too, the argument has been repeated during the debate that 
the denuclearization of Latin America will not affect the present bal
ance of power in the world and that therefore it is a positive factor 
which must be borne in mind and speaks in favour of the adoption of 
the draft resolution. Now when that idea is expressed, some are 
undoubtedly considering the confrontation of the two great nuclear 
Powers. They are not weighing the intra-continental problems, which 
are either ignored or perhaps people are unaware of them. I t  is the 
intra-continental problems which must determine the measures to be 
taken regarding a denuclearized zone. I t  is in the light of these 
problems that we must consider the proposal before us. I t  is those 
facts which indicate that any denuclearization which does not bear on 
pre-established privileges stubbornly maintained and constituting ex
ceptions on the continent that will make ever greater the imbalance of 
power in the Western Hemisphere—an imbalance of which all Latin 
American countries are the victims. That would leave a free hand 
to the only atomic Power possessing military bases on the continent— 
the only Power which is using territories on which military machinery 
occupies vast tracts.

As far as we are concerned, there can be no doubt whatsoever 
that since we are discussing a draft that exclusively affects Latin
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America, what is fundamental is that the peculiarities of the situation 
must be borne in mind: its needs, its problems, its aspirations, its 
drama. That is the standpoint that must prevail; that is the view 
that must outweigh any other consideration.

But, dwelling on the same argument and placing it in its true 
perspective since there is so much concern expressed for a maintenance 
of the present balance of power, in this era of intercontinental 
ballistic missiles and rockets, will the military balance of the world 
be changed if Puerto Rico is denuclearized or if the United States 
military bases are eliminated from Latin America? We all know 
that the answer to that question is in the negative. We also know 
that if those steps were to be achieved, not only would the world 
military balance not be modified, but basically and essentially inter
national tensions would be alleviated.

For all the reasons that we have just given and which very clearly 
stress the Cuban position regarding the principle of denuclearization 
and ways and means of effectively achieving it in Latin America 
in order not to create false impressions and to distort the essence— 
it is in view of all these that we state that the draft resolution is 
unsatisfactory. We also wish to say that at any moment we are 
ready to discuss the matter on the strength of the prior conditions that 
we have already highlighted. We think that this is the only sure 
road on which to proceed in our efforts of peace in the continent.

Statement by the United States Representative (Stelle) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: De
nuclearization of Latin America, November 18, 1963 ^

I  regret that once again the constructive debate we have been en
gaged in in this Committee has been disrupted. My delegation had 
hoped we would be spared the intemperate remarks of the representa
tive of Cuba.^ He has made similar remarks before but nothing he has 
said can cover up the basic facts.

The present regime in Cuba has broken its solemn pledges to the 
people of Cuba.. I t  has betrayed their revolution and one tyranny in 
Cuba has been replaced with another tyranny. We are all familiar 
with the programme of infiltration, subversion and terrorism against 
the Eepublics of Central and South America which this regime

" A/C.1/PV.1339, pp. 16-] 7.
“ Supra.
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follows. Indeed the regime boasts of its efforts. Fidel Castro in 
a speech on 26 July of this year went so far as to list nine Latin 
American countries as ripe for violent upheaval. He exhorted the 
revolutionaries “to open the breach and begin fighting”. : ■

The United States is joined with other Kepublics of the hemisphere 
to resist such threats to the common security. Under the Charter of 
the Organization of American States we are pledged so to do. We 
do not, however, condone use of United States territory for acts of 
force against Cuba by refugee groups. Our policy on this matter was 
clearly stated last March in these words: ’

We intend to take every step necessary to ensure that sucli raids are not 
launched, manned or equipped from United St^ites Territory.®

This is still our policy.
The representative of Cuba has excysed himself from support of 

the draft resolution before us, which is broadly supported by other 
Latin American States, by enumerating certain conditions which, 
as he well knows, are not acceptable. I  do not wish to take more of 
the Committee’s time and would hope that we could now return to 
a more constructive discussion of the matter before us.

Statement by the United States Rejpresentative (Stelle) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: Use of 
Nuclear Weapons, November 18, 1963 ^

The United States position regarding the item now under consid
eration, which appears on the agenda of this Committee for the third 
time, has been fully set forth by United States representatives on 
the Committee during the discussions in 1961 and 1962.® Moreover, 
a letter from my Government dated 30 June 1962, answering the 
Secretary-General’s inquiry on this subject, is a clear record of our 
view.®

Our answer makes clear that the United States sincerely understands 
and shares the abhorrence to nuclear war which motivated the origi
nators of this item. We also are well aware of the hazards of the arms 
race. My Government stated in its letter that “no state can regard

® Department of State Bulletin, Apr. 22,1963, pp. 600-601.
" A/C.1/PV.1339, pp. 41-^6.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1981, pp. 587-692; Hid., 196Z, vol. II, pp. 1116- 

1117.
‘ Ibid., 1962, vol. I, pp. 629-631.
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with equanimity the danger piosed by the possible use of nuclear 
weapons.”

In  seeking an alternative to this danger, the United States has firmly 
committed itself to the goal of disarmament and has earnestly sought 
agreements in this area since 1946. In  recent years, my Government 
agreed with the Soviet Union to the Joint Statement of Agreed Prin
ciples which sets the framework for our present disarmament negotia
tions in Geneva.^ We firmly hope that agreement can be reached 
to accomplish the gradual reduction and eventual elimination of 
armaments, nuclear and conventiohat, from the arsenals of States 
in balanced stages with appropriate verification and peacekeeping 
machinery.

However, until we hate succeeded in creating a viable alternative, 
we find ourselves still dependent upon our military defence structure 
which includes both nuclear and conventional weapons for the mainte
nance of our security. Any measure baiming the use of nuclear weap
ons, which constitute at present our only effective deterrent, without 
simultaneously providing for their elimination, will only play into the 
hands of a potential aggressor who would not have to fear retaliation. 

In  his letter to the Secretary-General, the Secretary of State wrote:
While my Government deplores the necessity to arm with weapons of mass 

destruction, it believes that a prohibition on their use, unaccompanied by 
measures leading to the attainment of general and complete disarmament in 
a peaceful world, cannot provide any real or lasting protection to potential 
victims of nuclear attack. Indeed, a convention which would be merely an 
expression of the desire to eliminate nuclear weapons or prevent their spread 
would not in itself establish the conditions of confidence necessary for uni
versal renvinciatiqn of such weapons. My Government believes that the cause 
of disarmament cannot be advanced by the propagation of illusions about the 
ease with which it can be solved. There is no quick and easy road to dis
armament. Its achievement wiU require the most devoted, constructive, pa
tient, and realistic efforts. These efforts cannot be mobilized if the world 
becomes a victim of the illusion that disarmament can be accomplished by dec
laration without regard to the security concerns of states. Accordingly, in the 
judgement of my Government, as long as conditions for a successful conference 
do not exist, there is  no point to h o lin g  such a conference.

The defense system of the United States and its allies, freely arrived at 
in accord with the United Nations Charter, includes nuclear weapons. This 
must continue to be the case as long as it  is impossible to be certain through 
measures of verification that other states, which could use such weapons for 
aggressive purposes, do not retain a similar array of weapons in their national 
arsenals. The United States Government can and does offer the fullest assur
ances that it will never use any weapon, large or small, with aggressive intent. 
But the United States, like other free nations, must be fully prepared to 
exercise effectively the inherent right of individual aiid collective self-defense 
as provided in the United Nations Charter.

' ma„ mi, pp. 439- ^ .
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The Charter of the United Nations makes a distinction, not between one 
weapon and another, but between the use of force for aggression and for 
defense. This distinction is critical. It is the firm belief of the United 
States that the only sure way to eliminate the threat to mankind posed by 
nuclear weapons is to remove them from the arsenals of the nations through a 
program of general and complete disarmament under effective international 
control. Elimination of these weapons has been the goal of the United States 
ever since it first proposed,, in  1946, a plan for ensuring, under adequate 
international safeguards, that atomic energy would be used only for peaceful 
purposes.

In its Outline of Basic Provisions of a Treaty on General and Complete 
Disarmament in a Peacefiil World, the United States has presented to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Conference, meeting at. Geneva, realistic 
measures for the elimination from all national arsenals of all weapons of mass 
destruction, including nuclea.r an(i thermo-nuclear, weapons.^ My Government 
hopes that as the process of disarmament progresses, the threat of the use of aU 
weapons including nuclear weapons will disappear as the weapons them
selves are destroyed. To this end the United States is earnestly seeking to 
attain its goal of a world in which the use of force is subjected to the rule of 
law; a world in which general and complete disarmament under effective 
international control has been achieved; a world in which adjustments to 
change occur peacefully under the principles guiding the United Nations. 
Specifically, the United States treaty outline provides for the progressive 
elimination of armaments until states possess in their national arsenals only 
those forces and agreed types of non-nuclear armaments required for internal 
order.

These, then, are the views of my Government on the question of 
convening a conference for the purpose of signing a convention pro
hibiting the use of nuclear and thermonuclear weapons.

Let me now turn to the draft resolution before us.̂  I t  transmits to 
the Geneva Conference an idea to which my Government, as I  have 
made clear, is unequivocally opposed. There are before the Confer
ence in Geneva many items which have practical significance and on 
which there remains a good deal of work to do. In  the view of my 
delegation, the Conference should focus on these practical ideas, not 
on ideas which cannot contribute to the important work of achieving 
the disarmament objective.

Now that our Committee has adopted a resolution on general and 
complete disarmament which omits reference to specific collateral 
measures that would be of real value,* we believe it would be peculiar 
for us to emphasize an idea on which, as the reports of the Secretary- 
General show, there is a wide divergence of views and which cannot 
serve as a practical contribution to disarmament.

For these reasons the United States delegation will vote against the 
draft resolution before us, if that resolution is pressed to a vote.

‘ Ibid., 1962, vol. I, pp. 351-382.
“ Post, p. 626.
‘ Post, pp. 624-625.
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Statement by the Department of State: Appointment 
of United States Observers for Antarctic Inspection 
{Extract}, November 18, 1963 ‘

The Secretary of State has appointed nine U.S. Antarctic Observ
ers, including two alternates to carry out inspections by the United 
States in Antarctica during the 1963-1964 austral summer season 
(November-March). Each of the twelve signatory powers may 
undertake inspections under the treaty. The United States decision 
to conduct inspections imder the provisions of the Antarctic Treaty 
which entered into force on June 23,1961 was announced on Septem
ber 13,1963.^ I t  was pointed out at that time that inspections are not 
based on any anticipation that there have been treaty violations.

The names of the persons appointed as Observers are as follows: 
Dr. Charles C. Bates, Dr. John L. Buckley, John C. Guthrie, Richard 
H. Hawkins, Jr., Michel Ivy, Dr. George W. Eathjens, Dr. J. P. Ruina, 
Dr. Victor B. Scheffer, and Frank G. Siscoe.

In  designating each appointee as a United States Antarctic 
Observer under Article V II of the Antarctic Treaty, Secretary Eusk 
stated:

The purpose of the inspection is to promote the objectives and ensure the 
observance of the provisions of the Antarctic Treaty. You may exi>ect to have 
complete freedom of access at any time to any or all areas of Antarctica. 
This includes all stations, Installations and equipment and all ships and air
craft at points of discharging or embarking cargoes or personnel in Antarctica.

While performing inspections, you should bear constantly in mind that all 
states active in Antarctica have been both friendly and cooperative with the 
United States in matters relating to the continent, and it is the policy of the 
United States to preserve and enhance this situation. You should conduct 
your activities in compliance with this policy.

 ̂Department of State press release 591, Nov. 18,1963.
“ For the Antarctic Treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, 

pp. 1550-1556. The Sept. 13 announcement appears ante, pp. 504r-505.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Fedorenko) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: De
nuclearization of Latin America, November 19, 1963 ^

The First C om m its is dealing with the item on its agenda en
titled “Denuclearization of Latin America”. The position of the 
Soviet delegation on the question of the creation of denuclearized 
zones is well known. The Soviet Union has constantly spoken out 
in favour of the creation of zones free of nuclear weapons. Nobody 
doubts that the creation of such zones would greatly reduce the threat 
of military conflict and the danger of the spreading of nuclear 
weapons to new countries'and continents and would contribute to the 
establishment of a climate of confidence between States. The creation 
of denuclearized zones in various parts of the world would greatly 
contribute to the achievement of the main goal: general and complete 
disarmament.

The idea of creating zones free of nuclear weapons in various parts 
of the wbrld is a sound and constructive idea consonant with the vital 
interests of the peoples of the world.. That is proved by the fact that 
at present there are proposals and plans to create such zones in prac
tically all regions of the world. In  this connexion we would note, 
first of all, the proposal by the Polish People’s Republic concerning 
the creation in central Europe of a nuclear-free zone, presented as far 
back as 1%7 and known under the name of the Eapacki plan.^ The 
Polish Government has many times added to this proposal and changed 
it in order to make it acceptable to all members of the region.® The 
Socialist Republic of Czechoslovakia and the Democratic Republic of 
Germany have already expressed their agreement with the Polish 
plan. The Soviet Government has officially stated that, together with 
other nuclear Powers, it is prepared to guarantee the denuclearized 
zone in central Europe. There is no doubt that the carrying out of 
this plan would contribute to stabilizing the situation in a most sensi
tive area of world relations, where the armed forces of two opposing 
groups of States confront each other, and that it would foster the 
security of States in that zone and of all other European States. I t  is 
only the policy of the militarists of Bonn and some other circles— 
which do everything in their power to subvert the solution of problems 
concerning peace and security in Europe—that prevents the carrying 
out of that constructive proposal.

‘ A/C.1/PV.1340, pp. 12-21.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 1945-W59, vol. II, pp. 889-892.
’ See iUa., 1962, vol. I, pp. 201-205.
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I t  is well known also that proposals have been made for the estab
lishment of denuclearized zones in other parts of the world: in the 
Mediterranean, in the Balkans, in northern Europe, on the African 
continent and elsewhere. In supporting the plans calling for the 
creation of such denuclearized zones, the Soviet Government considers 
that the obligations to create such zones could be assumed not only by 
the States of various continents but by groups of States and even by 
individual countries. I  should like to recall, in this connexion, the 
statement made by the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the 
USSK, Mr. Khrushchev, on 8  June 1963, when he said:

Every plan has its own characteristics, linked to the specific traits of vari
ous parts of the world, but the common denominator of all these plans is  the 
desire to free man from the threat of nuclear war, and that is the main 
thing.*

Some of the decisions taken in the United Nations also support the 
idea of the creation of denuclearized zones. We would refer, for in
stance, to resolution 1652 (X V I), which calls upon Member States:

To consider and respwt the continent of Africa as a denuclearized zone.'

We would refer alsQ to resolution 1884 (X V III), adopted unan
imously at the present session of the General Assembly, which 
solemnly appeals to aU States to refrain from orbiting any objepts 
carrying nuclear weapons in outer space and to refrain from fostering 
any such activity.® That resolution adopted by the Assembly, as has 
been noted in the discussion, is an important step forward and could 
prevent the spreading of the nuclear armament race to outer space. 
There is no doubt that this step has made a contribution to the inter
national detente and the improvement in the relations among States.

Finally, in the same connexion, I  should like to recall the treaty con
cerning Antarctica, signed;in 1959 by many States, among them all 
the nuclear Powers, in which it is proclaimed that Antarctica can be 
used only for peaceful purposes and that all measures of a military 
nature would be prohibited on that continent.'^

Thus the General Assembly is examining the question of denuclea^r- 
ized zones bearing in mind the excellent example set by its practice 
and with the support of the majority of the Members of, the United 
Nations.

The discussions this year in the First Committee have also shown 
that none of the Member States which have spoken on this subject 
have spoken against the idea of creating denuclearized zones. This

* Pravda, June 8,1963, p. 1.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 647-648.
“ Ante, p. 538.
' Documents on Disarmament, 19i5-lS59, vol. II, pp. 1550-1556.



606 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1963

shows the timely and vital nature of the creation of such zones. 
Nevertheless the creation of denuclearized zones does not move for
ward. Not a single denuclearized zone has been created; not one 
State has proclaimed its territory free from nuclear weapons and 
rockets.

What is the reason for such a situation ? In  our view, these delays 
in the practical creation of denuclearized zones can be explained by 
the position of some States possessing nuclear weapons. While the 
Soviet Union has clearly and unambiguously declared that it is pre
pared to contribute to the creation of denuclearized zones, to respect 
their status and to guarantee the security and independence of the 
countries belonging to such zones, the Western Powers—those pos
sessing rockets and nuclear weapons—continue to abstain from taking 
such a position and have still not declared themselves prepared to 
assume such obligations.

The representative of the United States, in this Committee declared 
on 29 October that the United States considered denuclearized zones 
to be a measure contributing to the prevention of the further spread 
of nuclear weapons.® Such zones, in his view, under adequate condi
tions, would be a most useful approach. But while admitting the 
usefulness of such an approach, the representative of the United States 
surrounds the possibility of creating denuclearized zones with a whole 
array of conditions and reservations. The sense of the objections of 
the United States amounts to the theory that such zones should not 
disrupt the military balance of forces in various parts of the world. 
For this reason, the representative of the United States excludes 
Europe and other parts of the world from those areas where denu
clearized zones would be created. And it is said at the same time 
that in Europe and other parts of the world nuclear weapons are al
ready a component part of what they call existing security measures 
or arrangements.

Such a thesis cannot be accepted if there is a real desire to advance 
the cause of denuclearized zones and thus prevent the further spread 
of nuclear weapons. We cannot accept the idea that the creation of 
such zones would tend to disrupt a certain balance of forces, which is 
the theory that has been invented by the Western Powers and about 
which they frequently like to speak.

I t  is well known that in referring to this completely unclear and 
unjustified balance of forces, the United States and other Western 
Powers in the Eighteen-Nation Committee in Geneva use this pretext 
in order to hide their unwillingness to take practical measures in the 
field of general and complete disarmament. All this, in our opinion.

'Ante, p. 553.
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sh.pws that once more the Western Powers wish to drown this timply 
and most urgenf; problem—̂ the creation of denuclearized zones—in a 
flood of sterile and useless discussions about balance of forces. I t  is 
noteworthy that the representative of the United States, in a thor
oughly arbitrary fashion and with one stroke, has eliminated Europe 
and other areas from the zones, which could possibly be denuclearized 
without even asking the opinion of the States which form part of these 
areas. , r

The question arises, by what right is this done? Qn what basis? 
Have we not all heard statements from representatives of Latin 
American countries, of Asia, of the Pacific and of otlier parts of the 
world, decisively and with the utmost clarity declaring that any sov
ereign State or States have the inalienable right to proclaim them
selves denuclearized, zones, thus ensuring their security in the case of 
conflict in which atomic weapons would be used ?

Thus, in word, the United States favours preventing the further 
spread of nuclear weapons; it votes in favour of the adoption of rele
vant resolutions, in favour of the control and possession of nuclear 
weapons being limited to States possessing them at present. But in 
fact, in deed, the United States strives to exclude dozens of countries 
of Europe, Asia and America from the part of the world where the 
spread of such weapons would be prohibited.

In an effort to contribute to a reductipn of the threat of nuclear war 
and the positive achievement of general and complete disarniament, 
the Soviet Government supports the idea of the creation of denuclear
ized zones in various parts of the world. jFollowing the conclusion of 
the-Moscow Treaty prohibiting the testing of nuclear weapons in the 
atmosphere, in outer space and under water,® arid the adoption by the 
General Assembly of a resolution prohibiting the orbiting of nuclear 
weapons, new prospects and possibilities have appeared toward the 
achievement of further success guaranteeing peace and disarmament. 
In our view, the creation of denuclearized zones is one of tlie cleared 
of such possibilities.

We believe that the proposals which have been made by maixy public 
and political leaders should be carefully stufMednot only with the idea 
of proclaiming the creation of denuclearized zones, but also for the 
purpose of giving them a legal form. Thus, States having evinced 
a desire for the creation of denuclearized zones could conclude between 
themselves regional arrangements or conventions, between groups or 
between individual States, to transform a certain part of the world 
into a denuclearized zone as a first step towards the proclamation of 
a territory as a denuclearized zone. That is how we envisage the draft

‘ Ante, pp. 291-293.
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resoltition sponsored by Brazil and other Latin American countries 
concerning the denuclea,i?ization of Latin America, which draft res
olution takes note of the initiative taken in the declaration of five 
Latin American States on the creation of denuclearized zones and 
requests the States of that area to study measures which could be 
agreed upon with a view to achieving the aims of this declaration.^® 

We fully understand the reasons why the authors of this draft res
olution propose that Latin America be proclaimed a denuclearized 
zone. Silch a measure would certainly free this area from the threat 
of thermonuclear destruction, contribute to improved relations between 
the States in this part of the world and make for a sounder interna
tional climate. But the creation of a denuclearized zone in Latin 
America and its practical and viable character, it is easy to see, depend 
upon the fact whether the Powers possessing nuclear weapons are pre
pared to respect and guarantee the status of the zone.

I t  is quite clear that the achievement of the goals provided for in 
resolution A/C.1/L.329 is linked, above all, to the attitude of the 
only nuclear Power in that part of the world, the United States of 
America. I f  we think, of course, not of the terminology used in this 
draft resolution but its very substance, the essence of this idea of a 
denuclearized zone in Latin America, as was convincingly shown in 
the most remarkable statement of the representative of Cuba, Am
bassador Lechuga Hevia,^^ the United States must assume the obliga
tion not to station any nuclear weapons in a zone to the south of their 
borders, including the Panama Canal and Puerto Eico, to liquidate 
the military bases on that continent including the Guantanamo Base 
and give guarantees that nuclear weapons would not be used against 
the States of the denuclearized zone in Latin America.

Obligations of such a nature not to station nuclear weapons in Latin 
America could also be assumed by other Western Powers possessing 
nuclear weapons or colonies in this part of the world. In the numer
ous statements made by the representatives of the Western Powers, 
however, we have not perceived any willingness to give assurances that 
the denuclearized status of Latin America would be respected. Further 
than that, on IS November, the representative of the United States 
said in the First Committee that obligations such as those we noticed 
are not acceptable to the United States.̂ ®

The intention of the United States to continue to keep nuclear forces 
on the territories of Puerto Rico and Panama and also to keep military

- ' “ The declaration is printed anie, pp. 182-183; identical with resolution of 
Nov. 27 (see post, pp. 628-629).

“ I.e., the resolution of Nov. 27 (post, pp. 628-629).
“ Ante, pp. 594-599.

Ante, pp. 599-600.
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bases in Latin American territory, including the Guantanamo Base, 
shows that that nuclear Power only juggles with the terminology of 
the draft resolution and its words, while not in the least accepting the 
substance of the creation of a denuclearized zone. For this reason, 
the Soviet delegation will not be able to support this draft resolution 
and expresses the hope that the United States will change its position 
in this matter.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Novikov) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Use of 
Nuclear Weapons (Extract}, November 19, 1963 ^

The position of the Soviet Union 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 well known and 
has often been set forth in the Political Committee.

The Soviet Union, immediately after the end of the Second World 
War, came out in favour of the unconditional prohibition and destruc
tion of nuclear weapons, and it constantly strove and continues to 
strive for the achievement of this goal.^ In August of this year, 
the. Head of the Soviet Government, Nikita Sergeevich K3irushchev, 
again stressed that the Soviet Union struggles not only to put an 
end once and for all to all nuclear weapons tests, but also for the 
prohibition of this weapon of mass destruction and its complete 
destruction.®

It goes without saying that the best solution would be the complete 
prohibition of nuclear weapons, with an end to its, production and the 
liquidation of all existing stockpiles of this weapon of mass destruc
tion. I t  is thus that one could once and for all free mankind from 
the threat of a nuclear catastrophe and use for the benefit of man
kind the liberated energy of the atom. I t  is such a decision which 
was proposed in the draft treaty oh general and complete disarmament 
presented by the Soviet Union to the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament 
Committee.^ At the same time the Soviet Union considers it useful 
that even before the conclusion of a treaty on general and complete 
disarmament, before the actual prohibition of nuclear weapons, an 
agreement be concluded prohibiting the use of atomic and hydrogen 
bomb weapons.

" A/O.l/PV.1340, pp. 51-57.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 194S-19S9, vol. I, pp. 17-24.

* Pravda, Aug. 6, 1963, p. 1; Current Digest of the Soviet Press, Aug 28, 1963,
p. 22.

* Documents on Disarmament, 196S, vol. II, pp. 913-938.
728-674— '64--- 4«
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The Soviet Government has many times asked the Western Powers 
that they should assume corresponding obligations and proposed 
various alternatives. And had it not been for the objections on 
the part of the Western Powers, the obligation to prohibit the use 
of nuclear weapons would have long since become a generally recog
nized international principle. This is why it is with great satis
faction that we welcome the initiative of Ethiopia and other African 
and Asian countries which came out with the proposal that the Gen
eral Assembly adopt a declaration prohibiting the use of nuclear 
weapons.

We are glad that the General Assembly, at its sixteenth session, 
adopted a declaration (resolution 1653 (X V I)) stating that the use of 
nuclear weapons would be contrary to the spirit, letter and objectives 
of the United Nations, and to the principles of international law, 
and would be a war waged against the whole of mankind.® The 
Soviet Union reacted positively to the proposal to convene a confer
ence for the purpose of signing a convention prohibiting the use of 
nuclear weapons. In response to a letter from the Secretary-General 
of the United Nations, U Thant, the Minister for Foreign Affairs 
of the USSR, Mr. Gromyko, in a letter dated 1 0  March 1962, stated 
that the Soviet Union attached great importance to the convening of 
such a conference and considers that the conclusion of a conven
tion prohibiting nuclear weapons tests should be an important step 
towards a complete prohibition of nuclear weapons and weapons of 
mass destruction.®

In  the letter it is noted that the conclusion of a convention would 
help to relieve international tension, to strengthen confidence among 
States and, what is particularly important, to solve the problem of 
general and complete disarmament. I t  would thus constitute an im
portant contribution to the cause of realizing the most cherished 
aspirations of all peoples: the elimination of the threat of nuclear 
rocket war.

We would also like to recall that the experience of history testifies 
to the value of such agreements. Nobody would venture to deny the 
positive significance of the Geneva Protocol of 1925 prohibiting the 
use of chemical and bacteriological weapons, which also belong to the 
family of weapons of mass destruction, just as atomic and hydrogen 
bombs.'̂  I t  is indubitable that the Geneva Protocol played a mod
erating role in the case of those who wanted to use chemical and

' m a .,  1961, pp. 648-650.
“  ma., 1962, vol. I, pp. 83-86.
' Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Subcommittee on Disarmament, Dis

armament and Security; A Collection of Documents, 1919-55 (S. Committee print, 
84th Cong., 2d sess.), pp. 169-170.
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bacteriological weapons in the Second World War. The decision to 
prohibit the use of’nuclear weapons would also be a moderating factor 
and would serve as a moral preparation for the final liquidation of 
nuclear weapons.

From answers given by Governments of Member States of the 
United Ifations to the letter of the Secretary-General, U Thant, within 
the framework of the resolutions adopted at the sixteenth and seven
teenth sessions of the General Assembly, it appears that many coun
tries apprdve of the proposal to prohibit the use of nuclear weapons. 
At the present session also we have heard appeals supporting the idea 
that the use of these death-dealing weapons should be prohibited as 
soon as possible.

After the conclusion of the Moscow Treaty prohibiting nuclear 
weapons tests in the most dangerous environments,® and the adoption 
by the General Assembly of a resolution prohibiting the orbiting of 
weapons of mass destruction,® it would be logical and reasonable to 
kgree on the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons. This would 
be a favourable sign showing that there is progress in the most vital 
problem of all, that of eliminating the danger of a nuclear war, the 
problem of the complete prohibition of nuclear weapons.

Unfortunately, the representative of the United States in his state
ment again repeated the well-known objections of the Western Powers 
to the signing of a convention prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons, 
claiming that these weapons of mass destruction are a so-called deter
rent. We would like, with all the energy at our command, to em
phasize that the sooner the Western Powers understand the danger 
of a policy based on nuclear threat, a policy pregnant with the risk 
of unleashing a catastrophic war, the better it will be for themselves 
and for the whole of mankind.

There is no need to prove that the refusal by the Western Powers 
to prohibit the use of nuclear weapons can certainly not contribute to 
an international dHente and the creation of favourable conditions for 
the solution of the problem of general and complete disarmament. 
The representative of the United States averred that there is in the 
American disarmament proposals presented at Geneva a proposal 
aimed at solving the question of the prohibition of nuclear weapons; 
but in fact this is not so, and we must state once again that the 
United States proposals provide not at all for the prohibition of the 
use of nuclear weapons. Needless to say, neither do they contain any 
firm commitments to liquidate the stockpiles of these weapons of mass 
destruction.

 ̂Ante, pp. 291-293.
 ̂Ante, p. 538.

” The U.S. statement appears ante, pp. 599-602.
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The representative of the United States tried to convince us that 
the United Nations Charter does not distinguish between different 
kinds of weapons, but rather between their use for purposes of ag
gression and for purposes of self-defence. But no semantic exercise 
can conceal the obvious fact that nuclear weapons are not just another 
kind of weapons, but the most destructive and dangerous type of 
weapons of mass destruction. And it is these weapons that must be 
prohibited and liquidated as soon as possible. This is the will of the 
peoples of the world; this is the wish of the majority of Members of 
the United Nations, as expressed in a declaration on the prohibition 
of the use of nuclear weapons adopted at the sixteenth session of the 
General Assembly.

Our Conmiittee is seized with the draft resolution tabled by Ethi
opia and other African States, containing a request that the Eighteen- 
Nation Comjtnittee on Disarmament urgently study the question of 
convening a conference for the purpose of signing a convention on 
the prohibition of the use of nuclear and thermonuclear weapons and 
report to the General Assembly at its nineteenth session. The Soviet 
delegation would have preferred to see this matter settled here at the 
eighteenth session of the General Assembly. Since, however, the 
sponsors of this proposal—Ethiopia and other African States—con
sider that this question can be discussed in the Eighteen-Nation Com
mittee on Disarmament, we have no objection and we are prepared 
to support the draft resolution tabled by them.

Such is the position of the Soviet delegation in this matter. How
ever, I  would like to add a few words in response to a statement made 
by the representative of the United States on the question of denu
clearized zones. He alleged that the Soviet delegation wrongly inter
prets the position of the United States delegation in this matter. Now, 
what is the position of the Soviet Union ?

First, since this is a matter that concerns the whole of Latin 
America, we deem it essential that the Panama Canal Zone, Puerto 
Eico and the American bases in Latin America be included in the 
denuclearized zone.

Second, the Soviet Union insists that American bases in this zone 
be liquidated and that no United States nuclear weapons be installed 
or stockpiled in the zone.

Third, we insist that the United States, as one of the nuclear Powers, 
together with the Soviet Union, undertake to respect the denuclearized 
zone of Latin America.

What is the point in your guaranteeing or undertaking to respect 
Latin America as a denuclearized zone if, on the territory of that 
zone, you have your own nuclear weapons? I t  would not then be a
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denuclearized zone. This would be a completely nonsensical situation. 
The Soviet delegation therefore believes it has a correct understanding 
of the position of the United States in this matter. You cannot 
undertake to respect a denuclearized zone while at the same time keep
ing your nuclear weapons in that zone, since it would then, of course, 
not be a denuclearized zone but one on the territory of which there are 
nuclear weapons.

Address by ACDA Director Foster Before the Detroit 
Conference on Disarmament, November 22, 1963 ^

I  am pleased that the League of Women Voters of Detroit, in 
cooperation with the University Center for Adult Education of 
Wayne State University, the University of Michigan, Eastern Michi
gan University, and other institutions, have exhibited such a high 
degree of interest in the problems of arms control and disarmament.

The fact that so many institutions have joined with the League of 
Women Voters of Detroit to conduct this conference is indicative of 
the high level of responsibility with which citizens of this city and 
this State approach matters of national interest. You are to be 
complimented, and I  take this opportunity to do so now.

I  am indeed grateful to be a participant in this conference, and I  
will try to set forth, briefly, general U.S. policy on arms control and 
disarmament.

Government service often lends itself to the frequent use of the 
word “policy” but all too frequently as public servants, we neglect to 
define policy. This morning I  hope to improve on this by spelling 
out for you the general course we have defined in the arms control and 
disarmament field.

As you are aware, those who have traveled the disarmament road in 
the years since World War I I  have found it rocky and pitted. In  fact, 
so tortuous was the route that, at times, the existence of a road had to 
be seriously questioned.

In the recent past, however, the traveler found the going a bit better. 
I t  was eased somewhat by the creation of the Agency I  represent^—■ 
the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. To my knowledge, 
no comparable Government agency or effort exists, or has existed, 
anywhere else in the world.

 ̂ACDA press release, Nov. 22,1963.
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The Agency has not long ago observed its second anniversary. 
I t  is small; its personnel today numbers about 220. I t  is independent, 
in that it has its own statute, budget and contracting authority. I t  
is directly responsible to the President in certain areas—primarily 
research and studies—and to the President and the Secretary of State 
in the formulation of policy and the conduct of international negoti
ations. I  frequently refer to it as an “agency of peace,” but not of 
“peace at any price.” I t  views disarmament and arms control as a 
means of achieving a more secure world, and therefore a more 
secure United States. Its firm purpose is to obtain international 
agreements which, while they promote peace, do not diminish national 
security.

There are some who wonder how a former Deputy Secretary of 
Defense could assume responsibility for directing our Government’s 
arms control and disarmament efforts on the international scene. My 
acceptance of this task, and I  think it is an enormous task, is because 
I  am convinced that carefully planned and safeguarded steps in 
arms control and disarmament are as essential and as helpful to our 
national security as the need to maintain strong deterrent forces as 
long as the world remains as. troubled and as insecure as it is today.

I t  may be useful to review briefly what this Agency has accom
plished and then to take a lobk at the role which arms control and 
disarmament currently plays—and may be expected to play—:in the 
affairs of our nation.

One of the first things we had to do was to shape the organizational 
tool for our work. We inherited the modest staff of the Disarmament 
Administration of the State Department and proceeded to add to it 
the scientific, military, political, economic, and legal experts whom 
we needed to launch an energetic and thorough research program 
to comply with that provision of our legislation which requires us 
to develop a fund of theoretical and practical knowledge concerning 
disarmament. At the same time, we took charge of the U.S. end 
of the most recent of mankind’s numerous efforts to negotiate dis
armament. Within a few months, we laid before the Eighteen- 
Nation Disarmament Conference in Geneva a Treaty Outline on 
General and Complete Disarmament in a Peaceful World.^ And, 
increasingly, we attempted to meet the public’s need for information 
about the general problem and our role ia it.

What has been the practical result ?
We have a nuclear test ban treaty.® I t  does not ban tests in all 

environments, since underground tests are excluded. I t  does not ban

^Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. I, pp. 351-38^
® Ante, pp. 291-293.
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nuclear weapons or evesh make a beginning on reducing the Great 
Powers’ vast stockpiles of these modern instruments of war. The 
nuclear test ban treaty has been described as a modest step toward 
halting or turning down the arms race, and it is no more than that.

However, it would be a mistake to underplay the achievement. 
Let us remember that, ever since the first atomic bomb was exploded 
eighteen years ago, it has been djo. American idea to bring this force 
under control. We were not pressured into this frame of mind; we 
reacted to the development of this weapon out of convictions 
which have been a part of American history and culture since before 
we became independent; these convictions make us rebel against 
tyranny over the individual, be it by kings, dema;gOgues, or instru- 
inents of mass destruction.

For eighteen years it has been a cardinal point of our national 
policy—no matter what party was in power—to restore sanity and 
balance where atomic weapons—increasing in numbers and effective
ness by leaps and boimds—had set in motion a revolution in men’s 
arms which might eventually engulf all mankind.

Eighteen years of frustration of this national goal, during which 
we brought forth again and again the dedicated intellectual and 
political effort of countless Americans, has at last resulted in a 
concrete^if modest—step. Should this not be cause for rfciodest 
rejoicing? J ;

More than 300 years ago  ̂Blaise Pascal observed in his letters, and 
I  quote: “Cleopatra’s nose, had it been shorter, the whole aspect of the 
world would have been changed.”

Only .history will be able to determine the real significance of the 
nuclear test ban treaty, but; it is not impossible to imagine that if the 
treaty is kept and other steps follow, that it might have been civiliza
tion’s turning point in international relations.

Wliat, exactly, d9 ?8:th.e limited test ban treaty bring about? For 
one, it puts before all of us on this globe the not inconsiderable pros
pect that in the years to come we are going to be much less concerned 
about fallout. I'he longer we lived with the problem, the more it 
seemed to many that we would just have to accept it, like death and 
taxes. That stUl didn’t  alter the fact, however, that fallout is a 
dikinct hazard to mankind, bom and unborn, and that no one should 
reasonably tolerate it if there was some practical way of avoiding it.

Secondly, the test ban treaty, which has now been signed by vir
tually every country in the w6rld—with the notable exception of Chiua 
and France—should serve as a major deterrent to the development of 
nuclear weapons where none now exist. Whether it will in due 
course deter China (France, of course, already has nuclear 
weapons) is obviously open to doubt. But we are interested in far
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more than China—for example the dozen-odd nations which prob
ably have the capacity to develop nuclear weapons within the next ten 
years. I f  we accept the proposition that nuclear weapons are dan
gerous, and that the danger to all of us increases with each increase 
in the number of nuclear powers, the world will be a somewhat safer 
place than it would be in the absence of a limited test ban.

Thirdly, the treaty could become a practical starting place for 
additional steps to reduce, and eventually eliminate, the nuclear 
weapons problem as we now know it. We have created a basis; now 
we must see how that situation capi be constructively exploited in the 
light of the Parties’ behavior imder it.

Another fruit of our particular labors is the so-called “hot line” 
agreement.^ On its face, it looks like a fairly pedestrian arrange
ment. Two countries exchange some communications equipment—we 
see pictures of some unimpressive-looking boxes being wheeled into 
the Pentagon and the Kremlin—and we read about the establishment 
of some fairly obvious cable and radio circuits.

Some people may have wondered why, if the Associated Press 
and other news organizations, as well as our Embassy, could get their 
cables out of Moscow, a new communications channel had to be 
installed. The fact is that during the Cuban crisis a year ago we had 
a dramatic demonstration of the inadequacy of the established com
munications links between the two principal Powers, and that this 
inadequacy might in its own way help propel us into world catastro
phe. So, what some people had long known needed to be done to 
make this a safer world, was done—we established a direct and fast 
Ime of communications between the seats of government in Washing
ton and Moscow. The “hot line” is tested in both Russian and English 
both ways every hour on the hour, 24 hours a day, 7 days a week.

Now, this isn’t 'an arms reduction measure, any more than the lim
ited test ban treaty is, but it definitely belongs in the category of arms 
control measures, because it does tend to put a small— b̂ut potentially 
very critical—restriction on the exercise of arms. And like the test 
ban treaty, it is a measure from which, in the long run, everybody 
benefits.

Some days ago, we took yet another step. In  agreement with the 
Soviet Union, we stated it to be the intention not to station weapons 
of mass destruction in outer space, and the General Assembly of the 
UN thereupon called upon all States to join in such a policy. A 
resolution to this effect was carried by acclamation.®

 ̂Ante, pp. 236-238.
= Ante, p. 538.
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Again, a modest, simple move, but, again, one that sets a realistic, 
meaningful limit on the arms race.

In ‘ Geneva we have been talking with sixteen other nations for a 
year and a half about general and complete disarmament. We have 
tabled a treaty outline which sets' forth our present general concept 
of how :the road to that objective might nm. The Soviets have done 
the Same.® We have had some relatively minor agreements and both 
sides have tabled amendments to their respective blueprints, but essen
tially we have remained far apart. No one can at this time foresee 
whether the nations of the world will ever be able to agree to move 
down the road that we have charted, or anything like it.

But we do know that the Geneva talks are helping all the partici
pants to see the problems—and they are legion—connected with gen
eral and complete disarmament more clearly and realistically. We 
think that’s a major gain from generalities that do not have to be ex
plained, from pious advancement of ideals which are not rooted in 
the' realities of practical international relations. And it is perhaps 
not unreasonable to hope that from this more sober understanding, 
we may move toward some meaningful consensus on ways and means 
td mutually acceptable objectives. '

I  have the feeling that when all this is said there remains a wide
spread skepticism as to whether arms control and disarmament consti
tute a real rather than a shadow component of our national policy 
structure. No doubt there are any number of people who will agree 
that it is fine to stop polluting the atmosphere with nuclear tests, or 
to establish a quick chamiel of conomunicaition between Washingtbri 
and Moscow, an(i’so forth, but that when we start moving in the direc
tion of bigger things along this line, we are stepping into a dreamland 
inhabited either by a radically altered breed of mankind or by devils 
who'have made or will make short shift of the virtuous. There are, 
of course, also those who feel that even the current limited modest 
steps have already started us down the slippery slope to doom. For
tunately this judgment appears to have been found wanting by a 
majority of our countrymen.

Let us look briefly at the role which arms control and disarmament 
do really play at this time and as far as we can see ahead. My thesis, 
quite frankly, is that arms control and disarmtoent are very real and 
essential components of our national security policy, that there is noth
ing unreal or shadowy about thie central qiiestions involved.

Indeed, this is also the attitude of Congress which established the 
Agency on September 26, 1961. The Enabling Act set forth, and I  
quote: f‘Arms control and disarmament policy, being an important

" Documents on Disarmament, 196Z, vol. II, pp. 913-938;
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aspect of foreign policy, roust be consistent with national security 
policy as a whole. The formulation and implementation of United 
States arms control and disarmament policy in a manner which will 
promote the national security can best be insured by a^central organi
zation charged by statute with primary responsibility for this field.” ^

I t  goes without saying, although in this framework it is perhaps 
useful to re-emphasize that our central concern is the security of the 
United States. A look at our history suggests, however, that the 
level and composition of our total security program have varied with 
such factors as geography, our relative power status, the changing 
international scene, and the development of the military art. I t  is 
also noteworthy that early in our career as a nation, we resorted to 
a limited but significant disarmament measure as an integral part of 
our total security program. I  have in mind our agreement with Great 
Britain in 1817 to demilitarize the Great Lakes,® an arrangement which 
subsequently became applicable to the entire US-Canadian border. 
I t  is useful to recall that the agreement was arrived at between two 
countries which harbored on the whole rather unfriendly feelings to
ward each other at the time and had, in fact, been twice involved in 
serious hostilities over a fifty-year period. I t  is also useful to remem
ber that both parties found the arrangement highly beneficial mili
tarily, politically, and economically, and that in its way it contributed 
not inconsequentially to the development of peaceful relations between 
ourselves and our former mother country—and, later, Canada.

Today we of the U.S. carry the major responsibility for the security 
and peace not only of our own country, but of the non-Communist 
world in general. The onward race of science and technology has 
shrunk the globe over a large part of which our obligations and re
sponsibilities extend. There is no longer a barrier behind which one 
could safely pursue a policy of isolation. Arsenals have become vastly 
more complicated, more numerous, and more deadly than anyone 
would have dreamed of thirty or forty years ago. Though we have 
managed for some years to keep the lid on major hostilities, more or 
less, because of the presence of the nuclear threat, this apparent stabil
ity in our affairs is by no means secure. We must, if we are honest, ask 
ourselves again and again, where lies the path to safety ? The answer 
which we as a nation have given, points to a combination of military 
strength and a continuing effort to find safe routes to disarmament. 
But why is disarmament more than an exercise in international propa
ganda?

’  JUd., m i ,  pp. 482-483.

'William M. Malloy (comp.), Treaties, C o n v e n t i o n s ,  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  Acts, P r o -  

toeols, a n d  A g r e e m e n t s  B e t w e e n  t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  o f A m e r i c a  a n d  O t h e r  P o w e r s ,  

m e - i m ,  vol. i, pp. 628 a.
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The first reason is military. Let’s face it. We have been locked 
in an arms race, and we will still be in an arms race even if for a few 
years our defense budget should achieve some stability, as has recently 
been suggested. Because in the nature of things, both we and our 
potential military opponents will continue to look for new weapons 
systems. I t  is a spiral on which our ascent has been hastened by the 
ever-expanding accomplishments of science and technology. With 
eveiy turn we enhance the potential dangers, and as near as anyone 
can tell, there is no logical end in sight. Already we have reached a 
point where the ultimate defense is not a matter of a physical check
mate of so many forces in being and reserve, such and such weapons, 
such and such resources, but the threat of mutual near-annihilation. 
In  our time circulation has been given to the concept that there can 
be no more victors in war. We can add to that the concept that no 
one can any longer “win” the arms race between great powers.

Our most difficult problem today is that of maintaining military 
security for our free society, centering around the dilemma of defense 
in a thermonuclear environment. The truth of the matter is tha;t we 
have been imable to develop an anti-missile system which can offer 
a really adequate defense against a coordinated missile attack using 
penetration aids that are within the current state of the art. Obvi
ously, research will and must continue in this field even though the 
cost of such defense greatly exceeds what it would cost the offense to 
override the defense system.

Therefore, at this time in history, we have been forced to rely on a 
strategy of deterrence. This means that our security is assured by 
the threat of retaliation. But, if contrary to all the restraints, mod
eration, and rationality exercised, the situation should get out of hand, 
this nation or any other nation engaged in nuclear warfare would face 
the aimihilation of millions of its citizens within minutes before retal
iation could take place.

A second reason is political. I t  seems trite to say it, but it is a 
salient fact of our times that the peoples of the world, including our 
own, derive no satisfaction from the arms race and would much prefer 
to have it ended if a saner way could be found to assure peace and 
security. The question of disarmament cannot be excluded from inter
national affairs. People want to know whether the governments can
not find an alternative to chasing each other up the arms spiral, and 
that question will be posed again and again. Our government, as 
well as other governments, have to provide an answer. That answer 
has to stand up to rational examination, and it must be responsiverr- 
certainly in our case—to the political wiE of . the people.
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And the final reason is economic. I  should like to develop this mat
ter in some detail—not because it is more important but because it is 
the least appreciated and understood.

Somehow in the course of the past ten or fifteen years, we have man
aged to convince ourselves that the defense effort is the natural bul
wark of our economy. By all reason and logic, we should be groan
ing imder the staggering burden of a defense budget of over $55 bil
lion. , But strangely enough we seem to find the thought of decreases 
in that budget more disquieting than the thought of increases.

Not that anyone—at least to my knowledge—is seriously advocating 
larger defense expenditures as a means of inducing greater prosperity. 
There still seems to be a remote consciousness of the fact that 
a^biUion more for defense means a billion less for something else. 
But there are many who appear to regard the current levels of defense 
spending as essential— n̂ot only to buy security—but to maintain inj 
come and employment.

Of course there is legitimate concern for the problems of readjust
ment to shifts from defense to civilian production. But some cannot 
or will not see beyond the short-term adjustment process. Others have 
peirmitted themselves the luxury of believing that we are indefinitely 
bound to a high level of military spending in order to enjoy prosperity.

The advanced technology of defense production and certiain high 
salaries which go with it cast a magic spell not only on those directly 
involved but on a great many with no connection at all with the de
fense effort. The idea that advanced technology could be used suc
cessfully to overcome many difficult problems in the civilian sector is 
looked upon by some as an interesting but fanciful notion.

I  should like to suggest that finding alternatives to the military use 
of resources is difficult only in the sense of determining what is best, 
not what is better. Any goods or services which provide economic 
satisfaction are better than those which provide no economic satis
faction at all. Take away its deterrent value and you will find it diffi
cult to develop many million dollars worth of appreciation for a long- 
range missile; you might even in that case be persuaded to say “millions 
for education but not one cent for missiles.”

. I  think it right and proper to regard arms control and disarmament 
as an integral part not only of our security and foreign policy but of 
our economic policy as well. The objective of any economic policy is 
to maximize satisfactions for the community, and a reapplication of 
resources to goods and services which satisfy material and cultural 
needs and wants is highly consistent with that policy objective.

Most of us recognize that declines in defense spending will bring 
changes, and that changes always involve a certain amount of difficulty 
and adjustment. But the degree of difficulty of any problem of change
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is dependent in large part upon its magnitude and the time allowable 
for preparing for it. Certainly the larger the change, the greater the 
time required for dealing with it. I t  i&—or perhaps should be—clear 
that there is no prospect under politically conceivable circumstances 
of Teaching agreements on disarmament which would suddenly sweep 
away all or most of our defense effort. In fact, at this juncture and 
despite the favorable winds indicated by conclusion of the test ban 
treaty, there appears to be little likelihood in the near-term future of 
reaching an agreement of any sort on general and complete disarma
ment.' I  say this as a matter of regret and not of assurance.

There are at least two time periods involved in any planning for the 
economic transition following arms control and disarmament agree
ments. One is the period-^which has already begun—of study and 
analysis of many of the broad and specific questions of economic ad
justment and the other is that which would begin at the time the ne
gotiations reached a certain point of fruition permitting close 
estimation of the scope, timing, and direction of anticipated changes 
in defense spending. I t  is logical to assume that the effort made in the 
first period could be of considerable value to the effort made in the 
second period. I t  may, among other things, permit the Federal Gov
ernment and State Governments to join in planning to deal with partic
ular aspects of industrial conversion and employment displacement 
in the event of maj or defense cutbacks. I t  should permit defense firms 
themselves to give increased attention to the possibilities and require
ments for successful conversion to civilian output. And it should 
enable communities with especially significant dependence upon 
defense activity to probe in depth the problems of economic develop
ment.under an environment of decline in such activity.

I  should like to mention that the Federal Government’s study effort 
has been under way for several years and now is accelerating. The 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency itself has an Economics 
Bureau headed by one of the Agency’s four Assistant Directors and is 
engaged through that Bureau in developing studies of the economic 
adjustment problems. Several broad studies already have been pub
lished by the Agency and provide useful guides to attacking the more 
specific problems. Moreover, the Agency participates in an inter
agency effort under the informal guidance of the President’s Council 
of Economic Advisers to study the economic impacts of changes in 
defense spending.® Efforts now are imder way to establish procedures 
for tracing the flow of the defense dollar and its resulting impact on 
employment.

Before leaving off this brief treatment of the economic aspects of 
the disarmament problem, I  should like to remind you of the relation
ship between our very troublesome balance-of-payments problem and

* Post, pp. 649-651, 683.



622 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1963

our military expenditures overseas. We may, of course, resolve this 
problem prior to any real progress on disarmament but I  think the 
potential value of such progress for eliminating the problem should 
be borne in mind.

To sum up, for as long as we can see ahead, a policy of seeking ways 
to a properly safeguarded disarmament—and I  trust that I  do not have 
to tell this audience that this is the only kind of disarmament that we 
are interested in—^must be a part of our over-all national strategy. 
This is because we have come to see compelling military, political, and 
economic reasons for finding practicable alternatives to the system 
of autonomous military programs even while looking to our military 
strength as the basic pillar of our security under present circumstances. 
How long it will take to find an acceptable alternative through dis
armament is, of course, beyond our ken, but this imknown factor must 
not cause us to be less than energetic and hopeful in pursuing it.

Amendment to the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, 
November 26, 1963 ^

AN ACT
To amend the Arms Control and Disarmament Act in order to 

increase the authorization for appropriations and to modify 

the personnel security procedures for contractor employees.

Be i t  enacted hy the Senate and House of R epresentatives of 
the United S ta tes of America in Congress assembled. That sec
tion 49(a) of the Act entitled “Arms Control and Disarmament 

Act”, approved September 26, 1961 (75 Stat. 639),“ is amended 

by adding at the end thereof the following new sentence: “In 

addition, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated for the 

fiscal years 1964 and 1965, the sum of $20,000,000, to remain 

available until expended, to carry out the purposes of this Act.” 

Sec. 2. Section 45 of the Act entitled “Arms Control and 
Disarmament Act”, approved September 26,1961 (75 Stat. 637), 

is amended by redesignating subsection 45(b) as subsection 45 

(c) and by inserting after subsection 45(a) the following new 

subsection:

“(b) In the case of contractors or subcontractors and their 

officers or employees, actual or prospective, the Director may 

accept, in lieu of the investigation prescribed in subsection (a) 

hereof, a report of investigation conducted by a Government 

agency, other than the Civil Service Commission or the Federal 

Bureau of Investigation, when it is determined by the Director

 ̂Public Law 88-186; 77 Stat. 341. Gloss in original.

* Documents on Disarm ament, 1961, pp. 482-495.

Arms Control 
and Disarma
ment Act, 
amendment- 
22 use 2589.

22 u se  2585.
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that the completed investigation meets the standards established 
in subsection (a) hereof; Provided, That security clearance had 
been granted to the individual concerned by another Government 
agency based upon such investigation and report. The Director 
may also grant access for information classified no higher than 
‘confldential’ to contractors or subcontractors and their oflScers 
and employees, actual or prospective, on the basis of reports on 
less than full-field investigations: Provided, That such inves
tigations shall each include a current national agency check.”

Sec. 3. Section 33 of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act 
(22 D.S.O. 2573) is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new sentence: “Nothing contained in this Act shall 
be construed to authorize any policy or action by any Govern
ment agency which would interfere with, restrict, or prohibit the 
aequisitipn, possession, or use of firearms by an individual for 
the lawful purpose of personal defense, sport, recreation, educa
tion, or training.”

Sec. 4. Section 49 of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new 
subsections;

“ (c) Not more than 20 per centum of any appropriation made 
pursuant to this Act shall be obligated and/or reserved during 
the last month of a fiscal year.

“ (d) None of the funds herein authorized to be appropriated 
shall be used to pay for the dissemination within the United 
States of propaganda concerning the work of the United States 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.”

Sec. 5. In section 31(2) before the word “private” insert the 
words “United States”.

Approved November 26,1963.

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY;

HOUSE REPORT No. 863 (Comm, on Foreign Affairs). 
SENATE REPORT No. 215 (Gomm. on Foreign Relations). 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Vol. 109 (1963) :

June 13: Considered and passed Senate.
June 17: Reconsidered, amended and passed Senate.
Nov. 20: Considered and passed House, amended.
Nov. 21: Senate agreed to House amendments.

77 Stat. 341. 
77 Stat. 342.

75 Stat. 634.

75 Stat. 633. 
22 u s e  2571.
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General Assembly Resolution 1908 (XVIII): Question of 
General and Complete iDisarmament, November 27, 
1963"

The General Assernbly,
Conscious of its responsibility under tlie Charier of tlie United 

Nations for disarmament and the consolidation of peace,
Oonvvnfied that the goal of genera] and complete disarmament 

under effective international control is the surest safeguard fo;; world 
peace and the national security,

Recognizing that mankind demands with inbreasing urgency that 
decisive measures be taken towards the realization of that goal, 

Recalling its resolution 1378 (XIV) of 2 0  November 1959,̂  , , 
Reaffirming its resolutions 1722- (XVI) of 20 December 1961.̂  and 

1767 (X V II) of 21 November 1962,<‘ ' '  ̂ >
Having considered the report of the Conference of the Eighteen- 

Nation Committee on Disarmament of 29 August 1963,®
Expressing its satisfaction that agreement has been reached on a 

partial test ban treaty ® and on the establishment of a direct communi
cations link between Moscow and Washiagton,^ and over the expres
sions of intention recorded in its resolution 1884 (X V III) of 17 
October 1963 not to station in outer space or place in orbit any objects 
carrying nuclear weapons or other kinds of weapons of mass 
destruction,®

Noting that all signatories to the partial test ban treaty have pro
claimed ia its preamble, as their principal aim, the speediest possible 
achievement of an agreement on general and complete disarmanient 
under strict international control, and that they have emphasized the 
advisability that the partial test ban should be followed by other 
initial steps.

Noting further that the Eighteen-Nation Committee, in fulfilment 
of paragraph 3 of General Assembly resolution 1767 (X V II) , has 
under consideration various proposals for other collateral measures,

 ̂A/RES/1908 (X V III), Nov. 29, 1963. The resolution was adopted by ac
clamation. Albania did not participate in the vote.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, p. 1545.
" i m . ,  1961, pp. 741-742.
‘ m d . ,  1962, vol. II, pp. 1072-1073.
 ̂Ante, pp. 428-432.

“ Ante, pp. 291-293.
’ Ante, pp. 236-238.
“ Ante, p. 538.
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I

1 . Galls upon the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 
Disarmament to resume, with energy and determination, its negotia
tions on general and complete disarmament under effective inter
national control, in accordance with the joint statement of agreed 
principles for disarmament negotiations ® and in a spirit of goodwill 
and mutual accommodation;

2 . Recommends the Eighteen-Nation Committee to continue to en
courage the widening of the areas of basic agreement or similarity in 
the principal parties’ approaches to the fmidamental issues of general 
and complete disarmament;

I I

Urges the Eighteen-Nation Committee to make efforts to seek agree
ment on measures which could serve to reduce international tension, 
lessen the possibility of war and facilitate agreement on general and 
complete disarmament;

I I I

1. Bequests the Eighteen-Nation Committee to submit to the Gen
eral Assembly an interim report on the progress of its work at an early 
appropriate date, and a comprehensive report not later than 1 Sep
tember 1964;

2 . Oomm^nds the Secretariat of the United Nations for its services 
to the Eighteen-Nation Committee and requests the Secretary-General 
to continue to make available to the Committee the necessary assistance 
and services.

“ Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 4S9-442.

?aa-«74—«4-------41
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General Assembly Resolution 1909 (XVIII): Question of 
Convening a Conference for the Purpose of Signing a 
Convention on the Prohibition of the Use of Nuclear 
and Thermonuclear Weapons, November 27, 1963 ^

The General Assembly,
Recalling the declaration on tlie prohibition of the use of nuclear 

and thermo-nuclear weapons, contained in its resolution 1653 (XVI) 
of 24 November 1961,“

Cognizant that the subject can be speedily and effectively studied 
by the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Coromittee on Disarmament 
in Geneva,

1 . Bequests the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 
Disarmament to study urgently the question of convening a conference 
for the purpose of signing a convention on the prohibition of the 
use of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons and to report to the Gen
eral Assembly at its nineteenth session;

2. Bequests the Secretary-General to transmit the text of the 
present resolution and all other relevant, documents to the Eighteen- 
Nation Committee.

^A/RBS/1909 (XV III), Nov. 29, 1968. Tlie resolution was adopted by a 
vote of 64-18, with. 25 abstentions:

For: Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, Boliria, Brazil, Bulgaria, Burundi, 
Byelorussian S.S.R., Cambodia, Cameroon, Central African Republic, Ceylon, 
Chad, Chile, Congo (Brazzaville), Congo (Leopoldville), Cuba, Cyprus, 
Czechoslovakia, Dahomey, Ethiopia, Gabon, Ghana, Guinea, Haiti, Hungary, 
India, Indonesia, Iraq, Ivory Coast, Jordan, Kuwait, Liberia, Libya, Malagasy 
Republic, Mali, Mauritania, Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, 
Nigeria, Pakistan, Poland, Rumania, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra 
Leone, Somalia, Sudan, Syria, Tanganyika, Togo, Tunisia, Ukrainian S.S.R., 
U.S.S.R., U.A.R., Upper Volta, Uruguay, Yemen, Yugoslavia.

Against: Australia, Belgium, Canada, El Salvador, France, Greece, Guatemala, 
Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Neitherlands, Portugal, South Africa, Spain, Thai
land, Turkey, U.K., U.S.

Abstaining: Argentina, Austria, Burma, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Den
mark, Dominican Republic, Finland, Iceland, Iran, Israel, Jamaica, Japan, 
Lebanon, Malaysia, New Zealand, Norway, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, 
Sweden, Trinidad and Tobago, Venezuela.

“ D ocum ents  on D isarm am ent, 1961, pp. 648-650.
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General Assembly Resolution 1910 (XVIII): Urgent 
Need for Suspension of Nuclear and Thermonuclear 
Tests, November 27, 1963 ^

The Oeneral Assemhl/y,
Fully aware of its responsibility with regard to the question of 

nucleax weapon testing and of the views of world public opinion on 
this matter,

Noting with afproval the Treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in 
the atmosphere, in outer space and under water, signed on 5 August 
1963 by the Union of Soviet Socialist Eepublics, the United Kingdom 
of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the United States of 
America, and subsequently by a great number of other countries,^

Noting further with satisfaction that in the preamble of that treaty 
the parties state that they are seeking to achieve the discontinuance 
of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time and are deter
mined to continue negotiations to this end,

1 . OaMs upon all States to become parties to the Treaty banning 
nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under 
water, ;and to abide by its spirit and provisions;

2 . Requests the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 
Disarmament to continue with a sense of urgency its negotiations to 
achieve the objectives set forth in the preamble of the Treaty;

3. Bequests the Eighteen-Nation Committee to report to the Gen
eral Assembly at the earliest possible date and, in any event, not later 
than at the nineteenth session;

4. Bequests the Secretary-General to make available to the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee the documents and records of the plenary 
meetings of the General Assembly and meetings of the First Com
mittee at which the item relating to nuclear testing was discussed.

 ̂A/RES/1910 (X V III), Nov. 29, 1963, and Corr. 1, Dec. 2, 1963. The resolu
tion was adopted by a vote of 104-1, witli 3 abstentions. Albania voted against 
the resolution and France, Cuba, and the Central Airlcan Republic abstained.

‘ Ante, pp. 291-293.
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General Assembly Resolution 1911 (XVIII): Denuclear
ization of Latin America, November 27, 1963 ^

TKe General Assembly,
Bearing in mind tlie vital necessity of sparing present and future 

generations the scourge of a nuclear war,
Recalling its resolutions 1380 (XIV) of 2 0  November 1959,̂  1576 

(XV) of 20 December 1960 ® and 1665 (XVI) of 4 December 1961,̂  in 
wliich it recognized the danger that an increase in the number of States 
possessing nuclear vreapons vrould involve, since such an increase 
would necessarily result in an intensification of the arms race and 
an aggravation of the difficulty of maintaining world peace, thus 
rendering more difficult the attainment of a general disarmament 
agreement,

Observing that in its resolution 1664 (XVI) of 4 December 1961 ® 
it stated explicitly that the countries not possessing nuclear weapons 
had a grave interest and an important part to fulfil in the preparation 
and implementation of measures that could halt further nuclear 
weapon tests and prevent the further spread of nuclear weapons,

Considering that the recent conclusion of the Treaty banning nu
clear weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water, 
signed on 5 August 1963,“ has created a favourable atmosphere for

 ̂A/RES/1911 (X V III), Nov. 29, 1963. The resolution was adopted by a 
vote of 91-0, with 15 abstentions:

For: Afghanistan, Argentina, Australia, Atjatria, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, 
Burma, Oambodia, Cameroon, Canada, Oentr'al African Republic, Ce.vlon, Chad, 
Chile, China, Colombia, Congo (Brazzaville), Congo (Leopoldville), Costa Rica, 
Cyprus, Dahomey, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Ethi
opia, Finland, Gabon, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Guinea, Haiti, Iceland, India, 
Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Jamaica, Japan, 
Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Libya, Luxembourg, Malagasy Republic, Malaysia, 
Mauritania, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, 
Niger, Nigeria, Norway, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Portu
gal, Rumania, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Somalia, South 
Africa, Spain, Sudan, Sweden, Syria, Tanganyika, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad 
and Tobago, Turkey, U.A.R., U.K., U.S., Upper Volta, Uruguay, Yemen, 
Yugoslavia.

Against: None.
Abstaining: Algeria, Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorussian S.S.R., Cuba, Czecho

slovakia, France, Hungary, Mali, Mongolia, Poland, Tunisia, Ukrainian S.S.R., 
U.S.S.R., Venezuela.

‘ Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, p. 1547.
* lUd.., 1960, p. 373.
'Ihid., 1961, p.
' Ibid., p. 693.
“ Ante, pp. 291-293.
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parallel progress towards the prevention of the further spread of 
nuclear weapons, a problem which, as indicated in General Assembly 
resolutions 1649 (XVI) of 8  November 1961 ’’ and 1762 (X V II) of 
6  November 1962,® is closely connected with that of the banning of 
nuclear weapon tests,

Considering that the Heads of State of five Latin American Repub
lics issued, on 29 April 1963, a declaration on the denuclearization of 
Latin America ® in which, in the name of their peoples and Govern
ments, they announced that they are prepared to sign a multilateral 
Latin American agreement whereby their countries would undertake 
not to manufacture, receive, store or test nuclear weapons or nuclear 
launching devices,

Recognizing the need to preserve, in Latin America, conditions 
which will prevent the countries of the region from becoming involved 
in a dangerous and ruinous nuclear arms race,

1. Notes with satisfaction the initiative for the denuclearization of 
Latin America taken in the joint declaration of 29 April 1963;

2 . Expresses the hope that the States of Latin America will initiate 
studies as they deem appropriate, in the light of the principles of the 
Charter of the United Nations and of regional agreements and by 
the means and through the channels which they deem suitable, con
cerning the measures that should be agreed upon with a view to 
achieving the aims of the said declaration;

3. Trusts that at the appropriate moment, after a satisfactory agree
ment has been reached, all States, particularly the nuclear Powers, 
will lend their full co-operation for the effective realization of the 
peaceful aims inspiring the present resolution;

4. Bequests the Secretary-General, to extend to the States of Latin 
America, a t their request, such technical facilities as they may require 
in order to achieve the aims set forth in the present resolution.

Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 57S-579.
‘  nid,., 1962, vol. II, pp. 102^1033.
® Ante, pp. 182-183.



630 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1963

Statement by the United States Representative (Steven
son) to the First Committee of the General Assembly: 
Peaceful Uses of Outer Space {Extract}, December 2, 
1963 '

In  a world kept taut by constant danger, in an organization often 
kept busy by dispute, it is heartening at any time to be able to speak 
of progress—any progress—towards freedom or peace or law or inter
national co-operation in any field of human endeavour. I  take great 
satisfaction, therefore, in coming before you today to comment upon 
our progress towards freedom, peace, law and co-operation in the field 
of outer space.

Common sense and harsh experience combine to teach us not to 
predict tomorrow by projecting from today, especially, if today is one 
of those days on which some progress has been made towards a safer 
and saner world. Instead we have seen enough of disappointment 
to half-suspect that today’s hope automatically will be offset by tomor
row’s despair. But I  cannot suppress the tempting notion that per
haps the habit of international co-operation may catch on first in 
remote outer space and then fall, contagiously, back to earth.

In any event we can draw some comfort from the historical analogy 
between this great age of discovery, symbolized by the pioneer 
astronauts Gagarin and Glemi, and that earlier great age of discovery 
symbolized by Erikson and Columbus. In those long-gone days the 
rulers of Europe failed to match the geographical vision of the great 
navigators with a corresponding vision of law and statecraft. Within 
two short years after the New World had been discovered, the two 
great nautical Powers agreed to divide the spoils. On 7 June 1494 the 
ambassadors of Spain and Portugal met in the small town of Torde- 
sillas in Spain and signed an agreement carving up the New World 
between them. What followed is well known: nationalist competition 
and imperialist wars.

So, for centuries, a voyage of exploration and discovery was a voy
age of conquest and expansion. This is only year seven of the age of 
space, and we have only one foot over the threshold of this new age 
of discovery. Yet already the Members of this Organization—not by 
secret agreement reached behind closed doors but by public debate 
on a flood-lit stage—have agreed that the two leading space Powers 
of today’s world will never carve up the moon between them, nor will 
they or any nation make any sovereign claim in outer space or on

 ̂A/C.1/PV.1342, pp. 6-13.
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any celestial body. Discovery is no longer the prelude to conquest.
We often warn, and with good reason, that the pace of scientific 

invention may so outstrip social iavention that the world’s affairs will 
race out of control and leave us in chaos behind. But it may be worth 
noting that it took man tens of thousands of years to figure out how to 
escape his earthly environment; and in the half-dozen years following 
that discovery there has been enough social invention to sustain the 
hope at least that outer space will not be chaotic. That hope is based 
on the progress that has been made so far towards freedom, peace, 
law and co-operation in outer space, which, if pursued, could make 
this the first a,ge of exploration not in the name of national glory but 
in the name of man himself. Therefore I  propose to review briefly 
this march of social invention which suggests that we may not, after 
all, be lagging behind the pace of technological advance, at least in 
outer space. -

The essential freedoms of outer space are set forth ia General 
Assembly resolution 1721 (XVI) ̂  approved nearly two years ago. 
That resolution asserts that; outer space and celestial bodies are free 
from national appropriation. I t  asserts that all nations are free to 
explore and to use outer space. This is the doctrine of freedom in 
outer space unanimously proclaimed by the Members of this Assembly.

In  addition to the freedoms embodied in resolution 1721 (XA7T), two 
important steps have recently been taken to limit the arms race in 
outer space.

One was the treaty now signed by over 100 nations, prohibiting the 
testing of nuclear weapons in outer space, in the atmosphere and under 
water; it is a significant step toward a regime of peace in outer space.’

The other was the step taken by this Assembly on 17 October last 
when the Members by acclamation proclaimed the expressions by the 
United States and the Soviet Union of their intention not to station in 
outer space any objects carrying nuclear weapons or other kinds of 
weapons of mass destruction and solemnly called upon all States to 
refrain from stationing such weapons in outer space.*

Observance of this resolution and of the partial test ban by all na
tions will do more than limit the arms race in outer space. I t  should 
help to create the confidence needed here on earth for greater progress 
in disarmament and co-operation in all areas.

The structure for this co-operation, and for the activities of all na
tions in space, must be an international legal order. This need be
comes moi’e imperative as the number of nations active in space 
increases and as the range of their activities grows. ■

’ D ocum ents  on D isarm am ent, 1961, pp. 738-741.
“ Ante, pp. 291-293.
* Ante, pp. 535-537.
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Thia growth of custom and of usage must be present to provide 
the basis of sound law. Resolution 1721 (XVI) made a beginning 
when it declared that freedom to explore and use outer space means 
freedom to do so “in conformity with international law”. And 
more specifically:

International law, including the Cliarter of the United Nations, applies
to outer space and celestial bodies ;

This general proposition was not enough. In the same resolution 
the General Assembly asked the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of 
Outer Space to study legal problems arising out of the exploration 
of space. So the Committee established a Legal Sub-Committee to. 
begin to put flesh on the bones of outer space law.

From an early stage, members of the Committee realized that any 
attempts at a comprehensive codification of legal rules for outer 
space would be premature. The world’s experience in the exploration 
of space has been entirely too brief. In  conformity with this ex
perience, the Committee finally agreed to try simultaneously to 
elaborate basic legal principles and to draw up rules for handling 
two specific legal problems which already pressed for solution: lia
bility for outer space vehicle accidents, and assistance to, and return 
of, astronauts and their vehicles which might come down on the 
territory of another State.

After almost two years, a part of this work has now borne fruit. 
We have before us a draft declaration of legal principles which the 
Outer Space Committee has unanimously decided to submit to the 
General Assembly. I t  is the outcome of a long process of interna
tional debate and international consultation, of numerous drafts, 
of clarifications, compromises and modifications. This fall, at the 
request of the Outer Space Committee, these consultations were in
tensified ia order to produce a text which could be generally agreed 
and supported.'

I  should like to say a few words about the character and the 
status which the United States considere the principles contained in 
this declaration will have once the draft resolution has been adopted 
by the General Assembly, as we hope, without dissent. In the view 
of the United States, the operative paragraphs of the draft resolution 
contained legal principles which the General Assembly, in adopting 
the resolution, would declare should guide States in the exploration 
and use of outer space. We believe these legal principles reflect 
international law as it is accepted by the Members of the United 
Nations. The United States, for its part, intends to respect these 
principles. We hope that the conduct which the resolution commends

“ See post, pp. 644-646.
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to nations in the exploration of outer space will become the practice 
of all nations.

In adopting the draft resolution now before us the General As
sembly will be only beginning its work in the development of law 
for outer space". The declaration is not the last word; it is one of 
the first words. In  the future, as experience accumulates, the United 
Nations may want to formulate additional principles.

In addition—and we believe there is wide agreement on this— t̂he 
Outer Space Committee should now give first priority to the task of 
preparing international agreements on the subjects of (1 ) liability for 
space vehicle accidents, and (2 ) assistance to and return of astronauts 
and space vehicles. We believe that the General Assembly should 
ask the Outer Space Committee to arrange its work programme 
accordingly.

Moreover, the General Assembly wiU want to provide for a continu
ing study of the whole field of outer space law as the activities of States 
develop in this new environment. We believe the Outer Space Com
mittee and its Legal Sub-Committee should continue to survey the 
whole field of outer space exploration from the legal point of view, 
so that the United Nations may make an informed and effective con
tribution in building an international legal order for outer space.

Freedom, peace and law—these are the goals of the Assembly in 
space. But the Assembly and the United Nations have yet a fourth 
significant goal, which is international co-operation.

Such co-operation begins with direct co-operation among nations. 
I t  has been the consistent policy of my Government, from the begin
ning of the age of space, to extend our hand in co-operation—to share 
knowledge with other nations—and to obtain, in return, the benefits 
of common enterprise—^much needed help and the goodwill of involve
ment in common tasks.

As President Johnson stated as early as 7 January 1958, when he was 
a Senator of the United States:

The goals now within reach of the human race are too great to be divided as
spoils, too great for the world to waste its effort in a blind race between
comi)etitive nations.®

Co-operative arrangements— b̂oth bilateral and multilateral—^with 
other nations now cover virtually the entire range of United States re
search and application for peaceful development of outer space.

“ New YorTc Times, Jan. 8,1958, p. 10.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Fedorenko) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: Peaceful 
Uses of Outer Space (Extracts), December 2, 1963 ^

Before setting forth, our position on the substance of this problem 
before us, may I  express our sincere sorrow and condolences to the 
United States delegation, to the family of the deceased, to President 
Johnson and the people of the United States at the tragic demise of 
, President Kennedy, who, as we all know, made constant and im
portant efforts in the search for ever new possibilities of international 
co-operation in the field of outer space.

The eighteenth session of the General Assembly is being held in an 
atmosphere of relative relaxation of international tensions as a result 
of the signing of the Moscow Treaty on the banning of nuclear tests 
in the atmosphere, under water and in outer space. This has created 
liew and more propitious possibilities for the further development 
of peaceful space research.

Only a year has elapsed since the question of international co-opera
tion in outer space was examined by the General Assembly, but in 
that short time scientific achievements in this field have progressed 
still further. New achievements have been realized in the scientific, 
technical, and even, of late, in the legal aspects of the work of the 
United Nations Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space, and 
this is reflected in the Committee’s report to the General Assembly.^

I t  is well known that the Soviet Union attaches great importance 
to the exploration and peaceful uses of outer space. Developments in 
the Soviet Union in this connexion, including man’s entry into outer 
space, have been based on research, both theoretical and related 
scientific fields.

Let us take note of the fact that in recent years the question of the 
elaboration of legal principles and the governing of activities in outer 
.space was at a standstill. The concern caused by the unsatisfactory 
state of affairs in the elaboration of legal principles governing the 
activities of States in outer space was reflected, among others, in doc
uments of the United Nations. I  should like in this connexion to 
recall that in the well known resolution 1802 (XVII) of the General 
Assembly the General Assembly noted with regret the fact that:

 ̂A/C.1/PV.1342, pp. 27-30, 36-42.
“General Assembly OMoial Records: Eighteenth Session, Annexes, Agenda 

Item 28, pp. 6-24.
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. . . the Committee on the Peaceful, Uses of Outer Spade hag not yet made 
recommendations on legal questions connected with the peaceful uses of outer 
space.®

This resolution contained an appeal to all Member States of the 
United Nations to co-operate in the elaboration of the legal principles 
governing outer space. I t  goes without saying that the absence of 
such principles in the past hampered and. had a negative influence on 
the development of international co-operation in the exploration of 
outer space.

The Soviet Union, as one of the States actively engaged in space 
research and, furthermore, a member of the Committee on the Peace
ful Uses of Outer Space, did much, as is ■well known, to achieve agree
ment on the main legal principles governing the activities of States in 
outer space, an agreement which would be in the interests of all States. 
For this reason the Soviet Union presented to the United Nations, as 
early as June 1962, a draft declaration on the main principles govern
ing the activities of States in the exploration and use of outer space.  ̂
This draft declaration contained, as we well know, a number of legal 
provisions which would see to it that the exploration and use of outer 
space would be carried out in the interests and for the well-being of 
all States, regardless of the level of their economic and scientific devel
opment.

In  the spring of this year the Soviet delegation, striving to contrib
ute as much as possible to the achievement of an agreement on legal 
principles governing the activities of States in outer space, presented 
to the Legal Sub-Committee a revised draft declaration on the main 
principles which reflected many provisions contained in drafts pre
sented by the United Arab Republic, the United States, the United 
Kingdom, and other useful proposals made during the discussion.® 

As a result of considerable work in the Committee on the Peaceful 
Uses of Outer Space and its Legal Sub-Committee, as a result also of 
conversations between various delegations—among others, between 
representatives of the Soviet Union and United States—it became 
possible to prepare a draft resolution to the General Assembly con
cerning a draft declaration of legal principles governing the activities 
of States in the exploration and use of outer space.

The United Nations Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer 
Space decided unanimously to present this draft resolution to the 
General Assembly.® The importance of this draft resolution resides, 
first of all, in the fact that this is the first' time that a document has 
been worked out which represents an attempt to regulate, from the 
viewpoint of legal principles, the activities of States in the field o f :

“ Documents on JDisarmament, 1962, vol. II, p. 1232. '
* Identical with Soviet proposal of Sept. 10,1962 (ibid., pp. 871-872).
“See ibid., pp. 873-874, 1178-1179, and General Assembly Official Records: 

Eighteenth Session, Annexes, Agenda Item 28, pp. 11-12.
" Identical with resolution of Dec. 13 (post, pp. 644-646).
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peaceful co-operation and peaceful exploration and use of outer space. 
In it we find reflected most important fundamental legal principles 
which are mentioned in various guises during the discussion on this 
matter.

We dare to hope that the provisions of this draft resolution are 
in the interests of all countries, large and small, countries which are 
in the very forefront of scientific and technical progress, countries 
which are now laying the foundations of future activities in this field

The draft declaration is one more step towards the further develop
ment of international co-operation in the field of the peaceful explora
tion and use of outer space. In the draft declaration we find reflected 
very important provisions such as the one that the exploration and use 
of outer space must be in the interests and for the welfare of mankind 
as a whole, that outer space and celestial bodies are open on a footing 
of equality to all States and that they may not be subject to national 
appropriation. The activities of States in outer space shall be carried 
on, the declaration stated, in accordance with international law, in the 
interests of peace and in order to promote international co-operation 
and understanding. The Declaration appeals to States to consider 
astronauts as the envoys of mankind to outer space, and asks them to 
render to them all possible assistance in their noble missions.

The Soviet Union has always held to the view that a document as 
important as this Declaration should determine not only the rights 
of States but also their duties. The concrete ideas of the Soviet Union 
on this score, supported by many other members of the Committee on 
the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space, are well known and have been 
expressed many times in the United Nations. We take note with sat
isfaction of the fact that during the drafting of this Declaration, the 
position of the Soviet Union met with understanding and that the other 
party also made concessions which made this agreement possible. As 
a result, in the document with which this Committee is now seized, 
we find important provisions which would ensure that the activities 
undertaken by some States in outer space would not prejudice the 
interests of other States.

The draft declaration states that outer space must not be used for 
war propaganda, which is incompatible with the noble objectives of 
mankind and with the peaceful exploration of outer space.

The provision of the declaration relating to international consulta
tion is important— t̂hat is, international consultation if there is reason 
to believe that space activities or experiments planned by a given State 
may have harmful consequences for the activities of other States in 
outer space. Everybody recognizes today that the conquest of outer 
space is the common achievement of mankind.
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Finally, there is the provision according to which liability for activi
ties in space, whether by international organizations or private firms, 
attaches to the corresponding States, which shows that the United 
Nations intends to see to it that no private person or firm should, by 
activities in space, prejudice the interests of whole States or of man
kind at large in the field of the peaceful exploration and use of outer 
space.

The Soviet delegation would like to add that the draft declaration 
ia its present form does not take into account some provisions which 
the Soviet Union considers it essential to add to the code that would 
govern the activities of States in outer space.

We still consider that the declaration of the principles governing 
the activities of States in the exploration and use of outer space must 
be an international document similar to a treaty, which would contain 
firm legal obligations on the part of States. This problem must, of 
course, be solved.

There are also some other aspects of the activities of States in space 
which sow the seeds of suspicion or lack of confidence and which have 
a negative influence on relations between States. These problems, 
too, must be solved so that outer space may become the arena of true 
international co-operation.

The draft declaration does not and could not, of course, deal with 
the matter of military uses of outer space. As the members of the 
Committee all know, the Soviet Union has often stated that it is pre
pared, within the framework of a programme of general and complete 
disarmament under strict international control, to destroy all types 
of weapons. That would also solve the problem of prohibiting the 
use of outer space for military purposes. However, we did not agree 
and still do not agree with attempts to divorce the matter of the mili
tary uses of outer space from other measures of disarmament which 
are intimately linked to it. As has been stated many times, the ques
tion of the prohibition of the use of outer space for military ends is 
organically linked with the question of the liquidation of foreign 
military bases on the territory of other countries. I t  is quite clear 
that the question of the prohibition of the military uses of outer space 
can be solved only in the context of disarmament, with parallel and 
simultaneous liquidation of foreign military bases on the territory of 
other countries.

As regards international co-operation of States in the field of the 
peaceful use and exploration of outer space, the draft declaration, 
despite some defects in substance and in form, is indubitably a step 
forward. As a result of efforts made so far, this draft declaration 
represents that which is capable of uniting, rather than dividing, 
Member States of the United Nations at the present juncture. The
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Soviet delegation expresses the hope that the draft declaration, in the 
form in which it is presented in the report of the Committee on the 
Peaceful Uses of Outer Space, will be unanimously recommended for 
adoption by the General Assembly of the United Nations.

Let it be said in passing that one should note the statement of the 
delegation of the United States of America to the effect that the 
United States considers that these legal principles reflect international 
law as it is accepted by the Members of the United Nations and that, 
on its part, the United States intends to respect the principles. The 
Soviet Union, for its part, will also respect the principles contained 
in this declaration if it is unanimously adopted.

General Assembly Resolution 1931 (XVIII): Conversion 
to Peaceful Needs of the Resources Released by Dis
armament, December 11, 1963 ^

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 1837 (XVII) of 18 December 1962 entitled 

“D^laration on the conversion to peaceful needs of the resources re- 
leased by disarmament”  ̂and Economic and Social Council resolution 
982 (XXXYI) of 2 August 1963 entitled “Economic and social conse
quence of disarmament”, concerning, inter alia, the advantages which 
disarmament could have for economic and social programmes through
out the world,®

Encouraged by the conclusion of the Treaty banning nuclear weapon 
tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water,^

Ho'pefvl that further agreements will be reached which will lessen 
world tensions and lead ultimately to general and complete disarma
ment under effective international control,

Noting the report submitted by the Secretary-General to the Eco
nomic and Social Council and made available to the General Assem
bly® pursuant to paragraph 7 of Assembly resolution 1887 (XVII)

 ̂A/RES/1931 (XVIII), Dec. 13, 1963. The resolution was adopted unanl- 

mously. The U.S. representative told the Second Committee on Dec. 9,1963, that 

the United States regardfed a new group of experts as premature but had no ob

jection to consideration of the matter at the 37th session of the Economic and 

Social Council (A/C.2/SR.950, p. 2).

^ D o c u m e n t s  o n  D i s a r m a m e n t ,  1S62, vol. II, pp. 1236-1238.
® A n t e , pp. 279-281.

‘ A n t e , pp. 291-293.

'A/5537.
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with regard to the activities of Member States, the various United 
Nations bodies, the specialized agencies and the International Atomic 
Energy Agency in studying the economic and social consequences of 
disarmament, and pursuant to Council resolution 982 (X X X V I),

Noting further the report submitted by the Secretary-General to the 
General Assembly pursuant to paragraph 8 of Assembly resolution 
1837 (X V II) with regard to development plans and projects for an 
economic programme for disarmament,®

Noting with satisfaction that a number of Governments as well as 
some specialized agencies and regional economic commissions have al
ready initiated, or expressed their readiness to start, in co-operation 
with the Secretary-General, the study of the economic and social con
sequences of disarmament,

1. Endorses Economic and Social Council resolution 982 (XXXVI) 
and urges that Member States do everything possible to facilitate the 
carrying out of General Assembly resolution 1837 (XVII) and Coun
cil resolution 982 (X X X V I);

2. Invites the specialized agencies concerned, the International 
Atomic Energy Agency and the regional economic commissions to 
co-operate with the Secretary-General in advancing studies, within 
their fields of competence, of various problems concerning interna
tional economic and trade relations relevant to the economic and social 
aspects of disarmament, as requested in Economic and Social Council 
resolution 982 (XXXVI) and General Assembly resolution 1837 
(X V II), and in particular, as requested in paragraph 5 of Council 
resolution 982 (XXXVI), in making an adequate survey of the possi
bilities of undertaking studies of the problems that might arise in rei- 
lation to primary commodities;

3. Expresses the hope that the Governments of all States will in
tensify their efforts to achieve an agreement on general and complete 
disarmament under effective international control, with the desire to 
realize the benefits for mankind to which the Declaration on the conver
sion to peaceful needs of the resources released by disarmament is 
addressed;

4. Hopes also that Member States, particularly those significantly 
involved, will continue, in the light of developments bearing on dis
armament, to pursue studies and activities relating to the economic 
and social consequences of disarmament, to the problems which it will 
entail for them and to means of dealing with those problems, and in
vites Member States to co-operate with the Secretary-General;

5. Bequests the Economic and Social Council at its thirty-seventh 
session to consider all pertinent aspects of the question of conversion

” A/5538.
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of resources released by general disarmament to peaceful uses, includ
ing, inter alia, the possibility of the establishment of an ad hoc group, 
having due regard to equitable geographical distribution, for the pur
pose of accelerating activities in this field of study, and to report 
thereon to the General Assembly at its nineteenth session;

6. Endorses the intentions and plans of the Secretary-General to pro
ceed in carrying out a work programme pursuant to General Assembly 
resolution 1837 (XVII) as described in his report, and requests the 
Secretary-General to present to the Assembly at its nineteenth session 
a further report on this matter.

Address by Premier Khrushchev to the Plenum of the 
Central Committee of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union {Extract}, December 13, 1963 ^

For the very reason that our general line in international affairs 
is a course toward the peaceful coexistence of states with differing 
social systems and toward economic competition between them; for 
this very reason the Soviet state created by Vladimir Ilyich Lenin 
has conducted and is conducting a ceaseless struggle to solve the ques
tion of disarmament, to reach agreement on the liquidation of 
armaments.

The course toward economic competition and the course toward dis
armament proceed to an equal extent from the social nature of our 
society. Inasmuch as we are convinced that the socialist system will 
demonstrate its advantages over and will be victorious over the capi
talist system in the field of peaceful economic competition—we are as 
convinced of this as we are that spring always follows winter—we 
are not and cannot be interested in the armaments race. And if the 
Soviet Union is improving its defense and is taking measures to insure 
the security of our friends and allies, the socialist states, and the safe
guarding of peace throughout the world, we do this because we are 
forced to, in face of the arming of the imperialist states and the 
military preparations of aggressive blocs.

‘ Moscow radio broadcast, Dec. 15,1963.
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Of course, the conclusion of agreement on the partial banning of 
nuclear weapons tests, as well as reaching an understanding on not 
launching objects with nuclear weapons into orbit around the earth 
are good and useful matters. But this is only a beginning. The prin
cipal matter lies in taking the road of actual or, as it is called, physical 
disarmament and following this road until the end. The Soviet Union 
is ready for it today as it was yesterday; and if anyone in the West 
doubts it, let them test the sincerity of our intentions. We are ready 
immediately to conclude an agreement on disarmament and to 
implement it.

Not so long ago the question of reducing the number of armed 
forces and armaments of the large states was discussed between the 
Soviet Union and the Western powers.

The following came to light as a result of the discussions: When the 
question was raised of reducing the number of armed forces and 
armaments of the Soviet Union and its allies of the Warsaw Pact on 
the one side and the number of the armed forces and armaments of the 
large Western states and their NATO allies on the other, it was in
variably pointed out to us that the Western powers cannot agree to 
any essential reduction of their armed forces and armaments, primarily 
because the Soviet Union and its allies possess a large preponderance 
precisely in the number of armed forces and conventional armaments.

At the same time, it was stated that in view of this the Western states 
must preserve and accumulate nuclear arms in order to balance the 
might of their armed forces with the might of the armed forces of the 
Warsaw Pact countries. This was said at the time when the Soviet 
Union was proposing—as it still does—to agree that the strength of 
its armed forces be equal to the strength of the armed forces of the 
United States.

The question of reducing the strength of foreign troops stationed 
on the territory of both German states and foreign troops on the ter
ritory of European states in general was also discussed then. We 
insisted on the reduction of foreign troops in Europe and their with
drawal to the limits of the national frontiers of corresponding states. 
For example, we suggested the reduction in numerical strength of 
foreign troops on the territory of the GDE and West Germany by 
one-third or by another agreed amount. We proposed the establish
ment of a corresponding control over all this. But our partners in 
negotiations also remained deaf to these proposals.

We could see quite clearly even then that the refusal of the Western 
states to reach an agreement on such a basis testified to their unwilling
ness to come to any agreement on the reduction in the strength of the 
armed forces and armaments. Subsequent events provided further 
proof of this.

728-^674— 64-------42
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Western statesmen have stated more than once recently that not the 
Soviet Union and not the Warsaw Pact countries but the NATO coun
tries have more soldiers and armaments of the conventional type at 
present. Such a statement was made quite recently by U.S. Secretary 
of Defense McNamara.^ But if the Western powers now hold such 
an opinion, then it would seem that the'prfetext—a pretext merely, no 
more than that—witli which they tried for many years to justify their 
unwillingness to come to an agreement with the Soviet Union and its 
allies about the reduction of armed forces and armaments, falls down.

You gentlemen believe that the strength of NATO troops is greater 
than that of the Warsaw Pact Countries. Then why don’t you proceed 
now toward an agreement on the reduction of armed forces and 
armaments ?

Why don’t  you proceed now toward the reduction of foreign 
armies situated on the territory of the German Federal Republic 
and the GDE, ? The Soviet Union, you know, is still proposing this 
today.

Such a reduction would bring about a great relaxation in the 
situation in Europe and the world. Besides—and this is the main 
thing—it would be a step toward a fundamental solution of the 
disarmament problem, toward the complete removal of all foreign 
armies from foreign territories to within the limits of their national 
borders, and toward general and complete disarmament.

When we speak about reducing armed forces and armaments, 
including foreign troops in the European states, we are not seeking 
to damage any country. We assume that this can be carried out 
without violating the balance of forces of the states belonging to 
NATO and the Warsaw Pact. Obviously, as before, we are proposing 
the establishment of control over the implementation of these steps. 
Apart from that, as is known, we are proposing the establishment 
of control posts on the territories of the states belonging to both 
groups to prevent a secret concentration of armed forces and avert 
a surprise attack.

This is our clear and concrete program. Both sides would profit 
from its fulfillment and the cause of peace as a whole would win 
(applause). I t  is impossible to find any justification for opposing 
these steps if one is on the side of international detente and peace. 
I t  is possible to argue about who at the moment has more battalions, 
regiments, divisions, and to even make corresponding computer cal
culations, as is now being done in the Pentagon. But we no longer 
live in Napoleonic times, when the power of the armed forces of 
states was measured in So many thousands of bayonets and sabers.

® Ante,  pp. 589-591.
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This is a different age—the age of nuclear weapons capable of un
precedented power of destruction,

Some West German statesmen, incidentally, are now also coming 
forward with statements about new reassessments as regards the 
relative numerical force of the NATO armed forces and the Warsaw 
Pact coimtries. One such man is West German Defense Minister 
Hassel, who on top of that prides himself on the fact that the 
Bundeswehr is the largest army ia NATO after the American. 
Listening to such talk, one involuntarily has to think that history 
has taught some people very little. There were those in Germany 
who trumpeted about the might of German arms and promised to 
lead the Germans to easy victories and the mastery of the world. 
And to what did they lead the Germans ? To millions and millions 
of graves. Hitler’s Eeich collapsed and two German states arose 
from its wreckage, one of which, the GDE, has firmly embarked 
on the road to peace and socialism (applause).

The Soviet people are peaceful people. We are occupied with the 
implementation of our majestic creative plans. But we want to warn 
all who rely on strength of arms in their relations with the socialist 
countries, who are poisoned by the fumes of revanchism, that the day 
they dare to unleash aggression will be their last (applause). The 
Soviet Union has everything necessary and more than necessary to 
curb any aggressor and insure the safety of our people and the peoples 
of the socialist countries (prolonged applause).

But I  repeat: The Soviet Union proposes to compete in peace, not in 
war preparations; we are against the arms race and do not like to add 
fuel to the fire. The Soviet Union is sure that there is a more realistic 
approach to the problem of states with different social structures liv
ing on the same planet. We would like to think that the statesmen of 
the Western powers also understand this, and that they will bow to the 
dictates of time and the demands of the peoples to start disarming. 
For its part the Soviet Union will not slacken its efforts to achieve 
this aim.

I  would like to report to the plenum of the Central Committee that 
we are now studying the possibility of some further reduction in the 
numerical strength of our armed forces. I t  is also planned to intro
duce proposals at the coming session of the USSR Supreme Soviet to 
make some reductions in the military appropriations of the budget of 
the next year, 1964.

These peace-loving actions of ours are a new contribution of the 
Soviet state to that process of easing international tension which was 
given a fillip by the conclusion of the treaty for partial banning of 
nuclear tests (applause).



644 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1963

Look, we say to everyone, the Soviet Union is not only calling for 
an increase in the efforts to improve the international situation, bu< 
is also demonstrating its readiness for it by adopting substantial deci
sions and by weighty, practical deeds. To insure peaceful conditions 
for building communism in our country and for the development of 
the world socialist system, and, along with all peace-loving peoples, 
to deliver mankind from a world-destructive war is the aim of the 
foreign policy of the CPSU. This is laid down in the program of our 
party, and the Soviet Union wUl do everything in order to eliminate 
the threat of war (prolonged applause).

Our plans are those of peaceful construction. We have appealed to 
Western statesmen in the past, and we appeal to them today: Let us 
direct our efforts not toward the arms race, not toward piling up 
moimtains of arms, but toward peaceful competition, toward disar
mament, toward the solution of the urgent international questions by 
way of negotiations.

The policy of peaceful coexistence of states with different social 
systems is the sole sensible course of our time, the pursuance of which 
has been invariably championed and is being championed by the Soviet 
Union (applause).

General Assembly Resolution 1962 (XVIII): Declaration 
of Legal Principles Governing the Activities of States 
in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, December 
13, 1963'

The General Assembly,
Inspired by the great prospects opening up before mankind as a 

result of man’s entry into outer space.
Recognizing the common interest of all mankind in the progress of 

the exploration and use of outer space for peaceful purposes,
Believing that the exploration and use of outer space should be 

carried on for the betterment of mankind and for the benefit of States 
irrespective of their degree of economic or scientific development, 

Desiring to contribute to broad international co-operation in the 
scientific as well as in the legal aspects of exploration and use of 
outer space for peaceful purposes.

'A/RES/1962 (XVIII), Dec. 24, 1963. The resolution was unanimously 

adopted.
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Believing that such co-operation will contribute to the development 
of mutual understanding and to the strengthening of friendly rela
tions between nations and peoples,

Recalling its resolution 110 (II) of 3 November 1947, which con
demned propaganda designed or likely to provoke or encourage any 
threat to the peace, breach of the peace, or act of aggression,^ and 
considering that the aforementioned resolution is applicable to outer 
space,

Taking into consideration its resolutions 1721 (XVI) of 20 Decem
ber 1961 ® and 1802 (XVII) of 14 December 1962,̂  adopted 
unanimously by the States Members of the United Nations,

Solemnly declares that in the exploration and use of outer space 
States should be guided by the following principles:

1. The exploration and use of outer space shall be carried on for 
the benefit and in the interests of all mankind.

2. Outer space and celestial bodies are free for exploration and use 
by all States on a basis of equality and in accordance with inter
national law.

3. Outer space and celestial bodies are not subject to national ap
propriation by claim of sovereignty, by means of use or occupation, 
or by any other means.

4. The activities of States in the exploration and use of outer space 
shall be carried on in accordance with international law, including 
the Charter of the United Nations, in the interest of maiataining 
international peace and security and promoting international co
operation and imderstanding.

5. States bear international responsibility for national activities in 
outer space, whether carried on by governmental agencies or by non
governmental entities, and for assuring that national activities are 
carried on in conformity with the principles set forth in the present 
Declaration. The activities of non-govemmental entities in outer 
space shall require authorization and continuing supervision by the 
State concerned. When activities are carried on in outer space by 
an international organization, responsibility for compliance with the 
principles set forth in this Declaration shall be borne by the inter
national organization and by the States participating in it.

6. In the exploration and use of outer space, States shall be guided 
by the principle of co-operation and mutual assistance and shall con
duct all their activities in outer space with due regard for the corre-

” General Assembly Of f l d a l  R e c o r d s ;  Second. Session, R e s o l utions, 1 6  S e p t e m -  

der-29 N o v e m b e r  194T, p. 14.
” D o c u m e n t s  o n  D i s a r m a m e n t ,  1961, pp. 73S-741.

* I M d „  1962, vol. II, pp. 1232-1236.



646. DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1963

spending interests of other States. I f  a State has reason to believe 
that an outer space activity or experiment planned by it or its 
nationals would cause potentially harmful interference with activities 
of other States in the peaceful exploration and use of outer space, 
it shall undertake appropriate international consultations before pro
ceeding with any such activity or experiment. A State which has 
reason to believe that an outer space activity or experiment planned by 
another State would cause potentially harmful interference with 
activities in the peaceful exploration and use of outer space may re
quest consultation concerning the activity or experiment.

7. The State on whose registry an object launched into outer space 
is carried shall retain jurisdiction and control over such object, and 
any personnel thereon, while in outer space. Ownership of objects 
launched into outer space, and of their component parts, is not affected 
by their passage through outer space or by their return to the earth. 
Such objects or component parts found beyond the limits of the State 
of registry shall be returned to that State, which shall furnish identi
fying data upon request prior to return.

8. Each State which launches or procures the launching of an object 
into outer space, and each State from whose territory or facility an 
object is launched, is internationally liable for damage to a foreign 
State or to its natural or juridical persons by such object or its com
ponent parts on the earth, in air space, or in outer space.

9. States shall regard astronauts as envoys of mankind in outer 
space, and shall render to them all possible assistance in the event of 
accident, distress, or emergency landing on the territory of a foreign 
State or on the high seas. Astronauts who make such a landing shall 
be safely and promptly returned to the State of registry of their space 
vehicle.

Address by President Johnson to the General Assembly 
{Extracts}, December 17, 1963 ^

Mr. President, Mr. Secretary General, Distinguished Delegates to 
the United Nations, Ladies and Gentlemen:

* White House press release, Dec. 17,1963.



JOHNSON ADDRESS, DECEMBER 17 647

We meet in a time of mourning, but in a moment of rededication. 
My Nation has lost a great leader. This organization has lost a great 
friend. World peace has lost a great champion.

But John Kennedy was the author of new hope for mankind, hope 
which was shared by a whole new generation of leaders in every 
continent, and we must not let grief turn us away from that hope. 
He never quarreled with the past. He always looked at the future. 
And our task now is to work for the kind of future in which he so 
strongly believed.

I  have come here today to make it unmistakably clear that the 
assassin’s bullet which took his life did not alter his Nation’s purpose. 
We are more than ever opposed to the doctrines of hate and violence, 
in our own land and around the world. We are more than ever, com
mitted to the rule of law, in our own land and around the world. 
We believe more than ever in the rights of man, all men of every color, 
in our own land and around the world. And more than ever we sup
port the United Nations as the best instrument yet devised to promote 
the peace of the world and to promote the well being of mankind.

I  can tell you today, as I  told you in 1968 when I  came as Majority 
Leader of the United States Senate to the First Committee of this 
great tribunal, that the full power and partnership of the United 
States is committed to our joint effort to eliminate war and the threat 
of war, aggression and the danger of violence, and to lift from all 
people everywhere the blight of disease, and poverty, and illiteracy.^

Like all human institutions, the United Nations has not achieved 
the highest of hopes that some held at its birth. Our understanding 
of how to live, live with one another, is still far behind our knowledge 
of how to destroy one another.

But as our problems have grown, this organization has grown, 
in numbers, in authority, in prestige, and its member nations have 
grown with it, in responsibility and in maturity.

We have seen too much success to become obsessed with failure. 
Tlie peace-keeping machinery of the United Nations has worked in the 
Congo, in the Middle East, and elsewhere. The great transition from 
colonial rule to independence has been largely accomplished. The 
Decade of Development has successfully begun. The world arms race 
has been slowed. The struggle for human rights has been gaining 
new force.

And a start has been made in furthering mankind’s common in- 
terest in outer space, in scientific exploration, in communications, in 
weather forecasting, in banning the stationing of nuclear weapons, 
and in establishing pruiciples of law.'

“ See Bepartment of State Bulletin, Dec. 15’ 1958, pp. 977-980.'
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I  know th a t vast problems remain, conflicts between great powers, 
conflicts between small neighbors, disagreements over disarmament, 
persistence of ancient wrongs in. the area of hum an rights, residual 
problems of colonialism, and all the rest. B ut men and nations, 
working apart, created these problems, and men and nations working 
together m ust solve them.

They can solve them with the help of this organization, when all 
members make it a workshop for constructive action, and not a forum 
for abuse; when all members seek its help in settling their own di.<3- 
putes as well as the disputes of others; when all members meet thejf 
financial obligations to it; and when all members recognize that no 
nation and no party and no single system can control the future of 
man.

The greatest of human problems, and the greatest of our common 
tasks, is to keep the peace and save the future. All that we have 
built in the wealth of nations, and all that we plan to do toward a 
better life for all, will be in vain if our feet should slip, or our vision 
falter, and our hopes ended in another world-wide war. I f  there is 
one commitment more than any other that I  would like to leave with 
you today, it is my unswerving commitment to the keeping and to 
the strengthening of the peace. Peace is a journey of 1,000 miles, 
and it must be taken one step at a time.

We know what we want: The United States wants to see the cold 
war end, we want to see it end once and for a ll: The United States 
wants to prevent the dissemination of nuclear weapons to nations not 
now possessing them; the United States wants to press on with arms 
control and reduction; the United States wants to cooperate with all 
the members of this organization to conquer everywhere the ancient 
enemies of mankind—^hunger, and disease and ignorance; the United 
States wants sanity, and security, and peace for all, and above all.

President Kennedy, I  am sure, would regard as his best memorial the 
fact that in his three years as President the world became a little safer 
and the way ahead became a little brighter. To the protection and the 
enlargement of this new hope for peace, I  pledge my country and its 
Government.

My friends and fellow citizens of the world, soon you will return  to 
your homelands. I  hope you will take w ith you my gratitude fo r your 
generosity in hearing me so late in the session. I  hope you will convey 
to your countrymen the gratitude of all Americans for the companion
ship of sorrow which you shared w ith us in  your messages of the last 
few weeks. And I  hope th a t you will tell them  th a t the U nited States 
of America, sobered by tragedy, united in sorrow, renewed in spirit,
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faces the New Year determined that world peace, civil rights, and 
human welfare become not an illusion, but a reality.

Man’s age-old hopes remain our goal; that this world, under God, 
can be safe for diversity, and free from hostility, and a better place for 
our children and for all in generations in the years to come. And 
therefore, any man and any nation that seeks peace, and hates war, and 
is willing to fight the good fight against hunger and disease and igno
rance and misery, will find the United States of America by their side, 
willing to walk with them, walk with them every step of the way.

Thank you very much.

Announcement by President Johnson: Formation of a 
Committee on the Economic Impact of Defense and 
Disarmament, December 21, 1963 ^

The President today announced the formation of a high-level Gov
ernment committee to coordinate the work of Federal agencies in 
appraising the economic impacts of disarmament and changes in 
defense spending. I t  will be chaired by a member of the Council of 
Economic Advisers and will replace an informal group that began 
work on this problem last spring. The President noted that changes 
in the composition or total level of defense spending can significantly 
affect jobs and incomes in particular communities or in the Nation as 
a whole.

He stated: “I  am confident that our economy can adjust to changes 
in defense spending or arms reduction that may occur. Our experi
ences after World War I I  and the Korean Conflict prove that. But 
the Nation as a whole and the communities with heavy concentrations 
of defense industry deserve assurance that any changes will be made 
with as little dislocation as possible. This Committee’s work will con
tribute to the process of smooth and speedy changeover When such 
changes occur.”

The President asked to be kept personally informed of the results 
of the Committee’s work. His memorandum establishing the commit
tee is attached.

M emorandtjm: for

The Hon. Eobert S. McNamara, Secretary of Defense 
The Hon. Luther H. Hodges, Secretary of Commerce

‘ White House press release, Dec. 21,1963.
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The Hon. W. Willard Wirtz, Secretary of Labor 
The Hon. Glenn T. Seaborg, Chairman, Atomic Energy Com

mission
The Hon. James E. Webb, Administrator, National Aeronautics 

and Space Administration 
The Hon. William C. Foster, Director, U.S. Arms Control and 

Disarmament Agency 
The Hon. Edward McDermott, Director, Office of Emergency 

Planning
The Hon. Kermit Gordon, Director, Bureau of the Budget 
The Hon. Walter W. Heller, Chairman, Council of Economic 

Advisers

StJBjECT: Formation of a Committee on the Economic Impact of De
fense and Disarmament

As you are aware, on July lOj Chairman Heller organized an in
formal committee to review and coordinate the work of Federal agen
cies relating to the economic impact of defense and disarmament. 
Based on the preliminary work of this informal committee, it seems 
desirable that it be given a more formal and permanent status.

I  am therefore requesting you to designate a senior official in your 
department or agency to serve on this committee on a continuing basis. 
A Member of the Council of Economic Advisers will serve as Chair
man of this Committee.

The Committee will be responsible for the review and coordination 
of activities in the various departments and agencies designed to im
prove our understanding of the economic impact of defense expendi
tures and of changes either in the composition or in the total level of 
such expenditures.

Federal outlays for defense are of such magnitude that they inevi
tably have major economic significance. In  certain regions of the 
Nation and in certain coromunities they provide a significant share 
of total employment and income. I t  is therefore important that we 
improve our knowledge of the economic impacts of such spending, so 
that appropriate actions can be taken—in cooperation with State and 
local govermnents, private industry and labor—to minimize potential 
disturbances which may arise from changes in the level and pattern 
of defense outlays.

I  know that your agencies have already initiated a, number of activi
ties which will improve our ability to assess the economic consequences 
of the defense program. I  do not expect this Committee to undertake 
studies of its own, but rather to evaluate and to coordiaate these exist
ing efforts, and, if it seems desirable, to recommend additional stupes—
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subject, of course, to appropriate review aixd authorization tHrojlgli 
established channels.

The Committee may wish to add representatives from other Federal 
agencies, and it is hereby authorized to do so. :

As work ia this area produces results of interest to the Congress and 
the general public, they should be made available in appropriate form.

This is an important subject and I  wish to be kept personally in
formed as your work progresses.

L t n d o n  B. J o h n s o n

Statement by Polish First Secretary Gomulka: Five Steps 
Toward Disarmament {Extract}, December 28, 1963 ^

We could accept with satisfaction and sincerely welcome the recent 
statements of President Johnson who advocated a relaxation of inter
national tension, the search for understanding among nations, for 
peaceful cooperation, for negotiations.^ But it is time to turn from 
words to deeds. One must use the atmosphere of good will created 
by the Moscow treaty. One must primarily avoid everything that can 
poison this atmosphere, increase tension, speed up the armaments 
race, and make the path of disarmament more difficult. One must 
take concrete steps to put a brake on the armaments race and to facili
tate agreement on disarmament. The following problems should be 
urgently considered with the parties concerned.

First: The freezing of nuclear armaments in central Europe; 
naturally an appropriate inspection system should be adopted. The 
question of a reduction of conventional armaments should also be 
considered. Poland is ready to put forward proposals in a definite 
form.

Second: Among the projects already discussed between the three 
great powers in Geneva, New York, and Washington, the conclusion 
of a nonaggression pact between the NATO states and the Warsaw 
Pact states, and for providing means to prevent a surprise attack are 
the most ripe for solution. We should pass from consultations to 
negotiations proper,

‘ Warsaw radio broadcast, Dec. 28, 1963. The speech was made in Plock at a 

meeting devoted to the opening of the Polish section of the Friendship Pipeline.
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Third: One must again resiime determined efforts to reach closer 
views and agreement on universal and complete disarmament, with 
the main stress on speedily freeing the world from the nightmare of 
an atomic disaster. Universal and complete disarmament is the 
demand of our time. There are many ways which could lead to speed
ing it up. A good example has been provided by the Soviet Union 
which is reducing its defense expenditure by 600 million rubles in the 
coming year. I t  would be in every way proper and desirable if other 
powers took the same path, the more so, since the burden of armaments 
is becoming more and more difficult to bear even for the richest nations.

Fourth: One must also open the way to disarmament by agreement 
on putting into practice partial measures extending security zones 
into other parts of the world in addition to the measures in central 
Europe.

Fifth: Poland and all socialist countries attach great importance 
to the proper development of international economic cooperation. 
International trade, naturally trade without any discrimination, not 
only results in mutual benefits but also favors better mutual under
standing and brings nations closer together.

Interview Between Premier Khrushchev and Henry 
Shapiro (Extract), December 31, 1963 ^

Question: Is there any reasonable prospect of reaching agreement 
in 1964 on any questions or in any fields ?

Answer: I  am convinced that there is a whole series of such ques
tions. First and foremost, the wide field of measures aimed at slowing 
down the armaments race and further reducing international tension. 
'They comprise the reduction of armed forces, cuts in military expendi
ture, the conclusion of a non-aggression pact between the NATO and 
Warsaw Treaty countries, agreement on the non-proliferation of nu
clear armaments and on the creation of nuclear-free zones. Another 
useful measure would be the reduction of the number of foreign troops 
in the territories of other countries and a great triumph for all coun
tries and, moreover, without any damage to anyone even in the military

" EXDC/118, Jan. 21, 1964, pp. 5-6.
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sense, would be the w ithdraw al of all foreign troops to the territories 
of their own States.

W e believe that we should try  to lim it the armaments race step by 
step, so as to prepare the most favourable conditions for a  radical solu
tion of the problem of general and complete disarmament.

I  should also like to point out that whereas the solution of some of 
the questions referred to require the conclusion of appropriate inter
national agreements, others can be dealt with by a diiferent approach. 
Take, for example, the question of military budgets. The Supreme 
Soviet of the USSR has already decided to reduce our military appro
priations under the 1964 budget. I t  would be a good thing if other 
States acted in a similar way. I  am convinced that the peoples of the 
world would whole-heartily approve such a policy—I  would call it a 
policy of reciprocal example—in the matter of reducing of the arma
ments race.

Take the question of reducing the size of the armed forces. I  said 
recently that we are considering the possibility of further reducing the 
numbers of the armed forces of our country. I t  is hardly necessary 
to explain in detail that if similar action were taken by the other side 
as well, it would open up new possibilities for further constructive 
measures to relieve international tension.

But in this connexion I  must stress that if certain steps in the field 
of the reduction of armed forces, military expenditure, etc., can be 
taken at the present time and unilaterally, as an initial impetus, so to 
speak, the cessation of the armaments race depends on the whole on 
both sides. Obviously, if we reduce our armed forces imilaterally, let 
us say—and we are already doing so—while others increase the numeri
cal strength of their armed forces, this will in no way be a stimulus to 
such actions.

I f  we are to speak about the urgent problems which we consider 
ought to be resolved during 1964, of course we must mention in the 
first place the problem of liquidating the remnants of the Second 
World War in Europe. In  this regard the main thing is to reach 
agreement and to find a way to a peaceful settlement of the German 
question and on that basis to achieve an agreement on the normaliza
tion of the position in West Berlin. All States which really make 
it their aim to improve the international situation and finally to put 
an end to the “cold war” must apply their efforts to solving the prob
lem of a peaceful settlement of the German question. I t  would be 
unwise, nay dangerous, to defer this matter to the future. The peoples 
of the whole world, and not merely any single country, are interested 
in a rapid solution to this problem.

There are also possibilities of resolving many other international 
problems through p e ^ f u l  negotiations.
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In  1963 hope fbr an improvement of the international situation was 
awakened in the peoples of the world. Let those on whom an improve
ment depends do everything this year to ensure that this hope grows 
str'dnger so that it may be possible at the next New Year’s Day to carry 
a stage further the cause of peace. The Soviet Union is willing to 
consider iany proposals likely to contribute: to promoting good- 
neighbourly relations between the USSR and the United States.

In  conclusion I  want to thank the United Press International 
Agency for giving me the opportunity on the eve of New Year’s 
Da;y of expressing the Soviet Union Government’s views concerning 
certain international problems. I  also take this opportunity through 
yotir Agency of sending my New Year greetings and best wishes to 
the American people.

Message by Premier KJirushchev to World Leaders: 
Peaceful Settlement of Territorial Disputes, December 
31, 1963'

I  am sending you this message in order to draw your attention to 
one of the problems which in my opinion is of particularly gxeat sig
nificance for strengthening peace—the question of territorial disputes 
between countries and. the ways of settling them. I  should like to ex
plain first of all the reason why the Soviet Government is raising 
this question precisely at this moment and why it regards it as one 
of great urgency and significance.

I  hope you will agree that life itself has now implacably placed the 
problem of maintaining and strengthening peace in the center of atten
tion of all people, regardless of their nationality and race, of their 
political and religious convictions.

By the combined efforts of many states it has been possible of late 
to achieve a certain success in reducing international tension. By 
common opinion, the signing of the treaty banning nuclear weapons 
tests in the atmosphere, in outer space, and under water, which has been 
warmly acclaimed by the peoples, is a major for’̂ aird step toward a 
peaceful Settlement of urgent international problems.^ The agree
ment between the USSR and the United States, sealed by the unani-

 ̂Moscow radio broadcast, Jan. 3, 1964. President Johnson replied on Jan. is , 
1964 (ENDC/119).

' viwfe, pp. 291-293. , :
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mous resolution of the United Nations to keep vehicles with nuclear 
weapons and other weapons of mass destruction out of orbit, has also 
been positively acclaimed by all those who want to strengthen peace.® 
These steps have made a good beginning and now must be pursued 
further.

In recent months, it will be recalled, opinions have been exchanged 
between the governments of several states concerning the possibility 
of carrying out a number of further measures toward the relaxation 
of international tension a:nd the strengthening of peace. Agreement 
on such measures would naturally have a positive effect on the inter
national situation. The Soviet Government proceeds from the as
sumption that the search for agreements on ripe international ques
tions will be co'htinued.

Making due appraisal of what it is customary to call the realities 
of the atomic age, one would have to acknowledge that it is the common 
duty of statesmen bearing' a high responsibility for the destinies of 
the world and the future of the peoples to agree to even more radical 
steps capable of eliminating the da,nger of another war.

Seeking to contribute to the accomplishment of this ^ e a t task, the 
Soviet Goveamment made a proposal for general and complete dis
armament.* I t  is generally recognized today that realization of this 
proposal would secure a genuinely stable and inviolable peace. The 
trouble, however, is that when the matter comes to specific negotia
tions on general and complete disarmament and drafting an appro
priate international treaty—and such talks have been going on not 
for the first year— ît turns out that far from all ^ates are ready to 
take practical steps in this direction.

They evidently have their own reasons for this, but it is not my 
intention to analyze them here or, the less so, to start polemics on 
this question. The only thing I  want is to state the fact that talks 
on general and complete disarmament have so far practically yielded 
no tangible results.

The struggle for thei implementation of the idea of general and com
plete ^sarmament, which embodies the most cherished aspirations 
of the peoples, continues and will continue until agreement is reached, 
until it is implemented. The Soviet Union for its part, is doing, 
as before, and will continue to do everything necessary to promote

538.
‘ The Soviet delegation submitted, a  draft treaty to the ENDO oni Mar. 15, 

1962, amendments on July 16, and a revised draft treaty to the First Committee 
of the General Assembly on Sept. 22, 1962. See Doouments on Disarmament,
1962, vol. I, ppl 102-127, for the original draft treaty; Ibid., vol. II, pp. 658-659, 
for the amendments; and ibid., pp. 913-938, for the revised draft treaty.
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its success. Fresh, steps in this direction, it will be recalled, were 
undertaken by the Soviet Government at the 18th session of the U.N. 
General Assembly which recently ended.

Analyzing the present situation the Soviet Government came to 
the conclusion that it would be advisable, while tirelessly working 
to settle the problem of general and complete disarmament, to step up 
our efforts for removing friction in the relations between states and 
the breeding grounds of tension.

I  think that you wUl agree with me that if we try to pick out the 
questions which most often give rise to dangerous friction between 
states in different parts of the world, these undoubtedly will be ter
ritorial disputes, the problems of frontiers between states, mutual 
or imilateral claims of states to each other’s territory. Here are 
the factors which lead us to this problem. All this is taken from 
life and one cannot but ponder over this, I  think.

The question of boundaries or, to be more specific, of territorial 
claims and disputes is not new, of course. I t  has existed practically 
through the entire history of humanity and not infrequently caused 
sharp conflicts between states, mutual mistrust and enmity among 
the peoples. The seizure of foreign territories was the invariable 
attendant of wars of conquest waged by many rulers in ancient times, 
in the Middle Ages, and in the course of modem history. And the 
numerous colonial wars? Their main aim also invariably was to 
seize other peoples’ territories, to enslave other peoples. No one can 
deny this now, no matter how the colonialists in their time covered up 
their sinister deeds by talk about a “civilizing mission.”

In  our century too, territorial claims of states have caused a num
ber of armed conflicts. The desire to seize foreign territories played 
a great part in the two world wars which were engendered by im
perialism. Tens of millions of lives were sacrificed to the Moloch 
of war. The strivings of those who in Kaiser Germany, on the one 
hand, and in the Entente countries on the other, hatched plans for 
recarving the map of Europe and other parts of the world in their 
favor gave impetus to events which resolved into World War I. The 
claims of Hitlerite Germany and its allies in aggression to Lehensravm 
at the expense of other nations paved the way for World War II.

But while it is true that territorial claims in many cases have led 
to wars and armed conflicts, it is also equally true that wars as means 
of settling territorial disputes have always been very costly to the 
peoples. No sooner had one state seized by armed force the disputed 
territory from another state, than the latter began to prepare a new 
war to regain the lost territory. After that the cycle repeated itself. 
Suffice it to recall, for instance, how Alsace and Lorraine changed 
hands and how rivers of blood were shed at each change. After each
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war for territories, the territorial disputes between states proved to 
be perhaps, even more, not less, acute than before the war.

Many of these territorial disputes were inherited by our generation, 
too. Now the number of such disputes and reciprocal claims has in
creased even further. One of the reasons for this is that many young 
sovereign states which have recently won national independence have 
inlierited from the colonial regimes a large number of artificially 
embroiled border problems. A glance at the political map of the 
world today will show scores, if not hundreds, of districts which are 
disputed by various states.

Of course territorial claims and disputes between states are different 
in character. There are some that are associated with the completion 
of the liberation of this or that people from colonial oppression or 
foreign occupation.

I t is well known that not all young national states by any means 
managed to liberate from the power of the colonialists all the terri
tories that are theirs by right immediately after they became 
independent.

Taiwan is a case in point. This island has since time immemorial 
been an integral part of the Chinese state. Taiwan’s unlawful occu
pation by American troops should be terminated. The island is an 
inalienable part of the CPE. and would have long since been reunited 
with it but for outside interference by another state.

If  other examples were needed, they are there for all to see. Take, 
for instance, such a recent case as West Irian’s reunification with In 
donesia. The demands of the liberated states for the return of terri
tories that are still under the colonial yoke or under foreign occupation 
are unquestionably just.

Of course all this also applies to the territories of the peoples who 
have not yet achieved national independence and whose status is still 
colonial. One cannot admit the explanation of the colonialists who 
still hold colonies and contend that these colonial territories are com
ponent parts of the metropolis. There should be no ambiguity about 
that: the right of all colonial peoples to liberation, to freedom and 
independence, proclaimed in the U.N. declaration to give independence 
to colonial countries and peoples, cannot be questioned by anyone.

I  should like to say that the role of all those who are sincerely 
interested in the earliest completion of the liquidation of the disgrace
ful colonial system, the remnants of which still poison the atmosphere 
of our planet, is to help these peoples to shake off colonial oppression 
most quickly.

The quicker and more completely it is done, the better for the cause 
of world peace. The peoples still under colonialist domination are

728-074— 64-------4:i
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striving to achieve their freedom and independence by peaceful means. 
But that these means do not always prove adequate, because those who 
are interested in preserving and perpetuating the remnants of the 
colonial system frequently reply by force of arms to the legitimate 
demands of these peoples for the abolition of colonial regimes. In 
Mil a event the oppressed peoples have no other choice but to take up 
arms themselves. And this is their sacred right.

W ar bases established on foreign territories torn away from other 
states should be liquidated in the same way. And no one should be 
misled by the arguments that the land on which such bases are built 
and foreign troops stationed was leased under some treaty or agree
ment some time in the past.

The way such agreements were concluded in the past is no secret 
to anyone: the stronger imposed his will on the weaker. At present, 
the countries which were compelled at one time to lease their terri
tories for the construction of foreign bases find it diflGlcult to tolerate 
them on their territories and demand the dissolution of the treaties 
on warbases, the restoration of these territories to them, and the dis
mantling of bases and withdrawal of foreign troops. These just 
demands should be satisfied.

There is one more problem, that of unification of Germany, Korea, 
and Viet-Nam, which is associated to a certain degree with the terri
torial question. In the postwar period each of these countries was 
divided into two states with different social systems. The desire of 
the peoples of these comitries for unification should be treated, of 
course, with understanding and respect.

I t  goes without saying, however, that the matter of reunification 
should be settled by the peoples of these coimtries and their govern
ments themselves, without any interference or pressure from the out
side and certainly without foreign military intervention—occupation, 
as is actually the case, for instance, in South Korea and South Viet- 
Nam.

No force should be used in settling this matter and the peoples of 
these countries should be given an opportimity to solve the problems of 
unification by peaceful means. All other states should contribute to 
this.

But this is not the question we are examining here. The question 
before us is how to deal with territorial disputes and claims which 
arise over the presently existing well-established frontiers of states. 
Let us have a look, first of all, into the nature of these disputes and 
claims.

A special class among such claims are the demands of the revenge- 
seeking circles of certain states which were the aggressors in the second 
world war. These circles craving revenge for the lost war are harbor
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ing plans for a revision of the just postwar territorial settlement. In 
the first place they want to get hold of those territories which went 
to other states by way of eliminating the consequences of the aggression 
and providing guarantees of security for the future. Such territorial 
“claims” must be resolutely rejected as incompatible with the interests 
of peace, because nothing but a new world war may grow out of these 
claims.

There exist, however, other territorial claims and border disputes, 
and they are perhaps the most numerous. These disputes have noth
ing to do with the postwar settlement. To justify their claims the 
parties to these disputes advance arguments and considerations relat
ing to history, ethnography, blood affinity, religion and so forth.

I t  often happens that one state justifies by such arguments its terri
torial claim to another state, and the latter in turn finds other argu
ments of the same kind but of an absolutely opposed nature, and itself 
advances a territorial counterclaim. The result is the kindling of 
passions and deepening of mutual strife.

How can one tell which side is right, whose position is just and 
whose unjust? In  some cases this is very difficult because the exist
ing borders came into being as a result of the influence of many 
factors.

In  many cases, references to history are of no help. Who can 
affirm that, say, a reference to the 17th century which one state puts 
forward in substantiation of its territorial claim is more valid than, 
for instance, the reference to the 18th or 19th century by which the 
other state tries to bolster its counterclaim? And if one were to 
take as the basis for the solution of a border dispute the entire his
tory spread over several millennia, all would agree, one should think, 
that in many cases no real solution could be found. Nor can we for
get the fact that references to history are not infrequently used to 
provide a cover for overt aggression, as was the case, for instance, 
with Mussolrai’s references to the borders of the Eoman empire to 
substantiate his territorial grabs in the Mediterranean, which the 
Italian Fascists even christened “mare nostrum,” in other words “our 
sea,” in an effort to present themselves as the heirs of the ancient 
Eomans.

Occasionally it is difficult to get one’s bearings among numerous 
‘‘arguments” based on national, ethnographic, or blood affinity 
grounds. The development of mankind was such that some peoples 
are now living on the territories of several states. On the other hand 
there exist states of the multinational type inhabited sometimes by 
dozens of peoples belonging even to different races.

Unfortunately, disputes about borders take place not only between 
historians and ethnographers but also between states each of which
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possesses armed forces and quite big ones sometimes. Life shows that 
the majority of territorial disputes are fraught with the danger of 
complication of relations between the parties, with the possibility 
of a serious armed conflict and consequently constitutes a potential 
threat to universal peace. This means that one has to display due 
imderstanding of boundaries as they have been formed in the course 
of history.

There may perhaps be some naive people who would say that 
since the majority of territorial disputes concern the relations be
tween small states, which do not possess nuclear weapons, nothing 
terrible can come of it. So a couple of small countries do have a 
quarrel or fight it out between themselves, if worst comes to worst. 
What of it? This will not have any terrible consequences for 
mankind.

But such views are wrong and harmful. Can one remain indiffer
ent if the blood of peoples is shed over border disputes ? Moreover, 
one should be a realist in this matter. In  our time, when the de
velopment of international relations has resulted in the situation 
in which the interests of states—economic, political, strategic, and 
others— ĥave become closely intertwined, when ramified systems of 
alliances are in existence, a clash that occurs in some one place and 
would seem to be purely local in nature might quickly escalate to 
involve many other states.

This would bring into play the allied commitments and the fears, 
real or imaginary, of other states concerning their security, both ad
joining the area of the conflict and those thousands of kilometers away 
from it, and— ŵe shall say it straight—it would bring into play simply 
the desire of certain states to take advantage of a local conflict to 
achieve their special predatory aims. At the same time one cannot 
fail to reckon with the fact that wars which begin with the use of 
conventional weapons may in our time develop into a world war with 
the use of thermonuclear weapons.

I  believe you would agree with me that especially dangerous to all 
humanity would be an armed conflict over borders in the area of the 
world where both world wars started in the past and where at the pres
ent time are concentrated great masses of troops and armaments of 
states belonging to the two principal antagonistic military groupings. 
Europe is such an area— t̂his is undeniable.

Undoubtedly if a world thermonuclear war breaks out over a local 
clash of states striving to settle their territorial disputes by armed 
forces, it will spare no one. No one would be able to shun it. No one 
except madmen or political figures blinded by hatred can resign them
selves to such a prospect.
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I  should like to say quite definitely and firmly that in the Soviet 
Union there are no such political figures, and had they appeared they 
would certainly have been committed to a madhouse. The main line 
of the policy of the socialist states aimed at strengthening peace and 
preventing war is exactly the earnest of the fact that on our side armed 
force will not and cannot be used to settle any territorial dispute in our 
favor. One should like to think that the statesmen of other countries, 
including the member countries of the North Atlantic alliance and 
other military blocs created by the Westena powers, realize the formi
dable dangers involved in our time in any attempts to use force for 
the settlement of territorial issues.

I t  is our deep conviction that the use of force for the settlement of 
territorial disputes is not in the genuine interests of any people, of any 
country. I t  is not in the interests of the European peoples inhabiting 
countries where all but every inch of soil is drenched with blood shed 
in past wars. I t  is not to plunge headlong into fateful military adven
tures for the sake of seizing a strip of land from their neighbors that 
these peoples by their labor created their economy, built factories and 
mills, plowed land.

And is it not dangerous for the peoples of Asia to use force for the 
purposes of revising the state borders existing in this part of the world ? 
Of course they don’t  need that. Is it not a fact that the border con
flicts existing between some states of Asia even now have a most ad
verse effect on their life? The peoples of the Asian Continent face 
great tasks.

I t  is exceedingly important for them to raise their national economy, 
lay the groundwork for a modem industry, bring about a turning 
point in the efficiency of their agriculture so as to deliver the popu
lation of their countries from age-old poverty and want. This calls 
for great efforts and above all for peace and tranquillity on the 
borders. Now that border conflicts not only exist but sometimes are 
even aggravated between Asian states, they are compelled to main
tain and even increase their armed forces and spend their resources 
unproductively. Who is to profit by this ? Certainly not the peoples 
of the countries which have liberated themselves from colonial 
oppression.

The question of frontiers between African states is a very com
plicated and knotty question they inherited from colonialism. But 
despite the complexity of territorial problems the summit confer
ence of African states, in its charter of the Organization of African 
Unity adopted in May 1963, unanimously stressed the impermissi
bility of settling territorial differences and disputes between African 
states by force and the necessity of resolving such questions exclu
sively by peaceful means.®

' AfrUsa Digest, Aug. 1963, pp. 80-32.
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Africa is throwing off th.e last colonial fetters. The young African 
states, still have much to do to liquidate the dire consequences of 
colonialism, to stand up firmly on their own feet. The carrying out 
of this task requires the exertion of all forces and means.

Recent events in North Africa leave no doubt that the cause of 
strengthening and developing the independent African states is 
harmed substantially when one of them embarks upon the road of using 
armed forces against another in the attempt to satisfy its territorial 
claims. One should also not forget that conflicts between African 
states over territorial questions may prove to be a find for the stronger 
states, which have not yet abandoned their hopes of getting back in 
this or another way some of what they have lost.

And what about Latin America ? To this day some of the Latin 
American countries are imable to recover from the consequences of 
military clashes caused by territorial disputes which occurred in the 
past. Suffice it to recall the war between Paraguay and neighboring 
countries at the end of the 19th century, in which so much blood 
was spilled that the population of Paraguay is still smaller than 
before this war. Is it worth it for the Latin American countries to 
sharpen knives against each other in our days, when there is so much 
they yet have to do at home ?

I  do not know what words I  should choose, but it is my desire to 
express with utmost clarity the thought that there are not nor can 
there be such territorial disputes in our time between the already 
formed states, such unresolved frontier questions, for the solution 
of which it is permissible to use armed force. No, this cannot be 
allowed to happen, and we must do everything possible to rule out the 
possibility of such a development of events.

One may ask, and I  reckon this question has already come to your 
mind—is it that the Soviet Union proposes to cross out with one stroke 
all territorial issues between states, to abandon all attempts to settle 
them, as if these issues do not exist at all? No, this is not the point. 
We realize that some countries have weighty reasons for their claims. 
In  all current frontier disputes between states the sides must of course 
study the matter thoroughly in order to settle these issues. We are 
wholly for this. The only thing we are against are the military 
methods of solving territorial disputes. This is what we should agree 
upon, precisely upon this.

As for peaceful means of settling territorial disputes, experience 
proves them to be feasible. Even the existence of different social sys
tems and forms of state power in the modern world need not be an 
obstacle to peaceful solution of territorial problems, provided of 
course it is sincerely desired by both sides. Life shows that whenever 
states firmly abide by the principles of peaceful coexistence and dis-
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play good will, restraint, and due regard for each other’s interests, 
they are quite capable of extricating themselves from the maze of 
historical, national, geographical, and other factors and finding a 
satisfactory solution.

I t  is also important to stress that while the military road, that is, 
the use of force, does not lead at all to the ending of territorial con
flicts but rather deepens and aggravates them, the peaceful road, on 
the contrary, liquidates such conflicts and eliminates to a considerable 
extent the very source of the dispute, because more chances for solu
tion are offered by the level-headed consideration of issues than in the 
case where the disputing sides are ready to start a shooting war against 
each other.

Everything, including the tremendous changes which have lately 
occurred in the world and which throw a new light on many inter
national questions, the territorial problem, among others, shows that 
at present we have a situation where it is possible to set and solve 
in a practical way the task of ruling out from international life the 
use of force in territorial disputes between states.

The possibility of a radical turn in the solution of these questions 
by peaceful means is also facilitated by the increasing recognition 
of the idea of the peaceful coexistence of states with different social 
systems. The idea of peaceful coexistence, which lies at the root of 
our Leninist foreign policy, found expression in the decisions of the 
historic Bandung conference,® the charter of the African unity or
ganization, and in many other international documents. More and 
more governments in the world are coming firmly to the conclusion 
that in the nuclear age, war can no longer be a means of settling 
international disputes and that peaceful coexistence is the only founda
tion on which relations between states can and should be built.

Neither can one fail to see that the present onrush of science and 
technology, which opens enormous prospects for increasing industrial 
and agricultural production in all territories, exposes still further the 
falsity of the arguments of those who are wont to refer to over-popula
tion or inadequate economic productivity of their own territory to 
justify their territorial claims.

A peaceful settlement of territorial disputes is also favored by the 
fact that in the practice of international relations there already 
exists a store of improved methods of peaceful settlement of outstand
ing issues—direct negotiations between the states concerned, use of 
good offices, a request for assistance from international organizations, 
etc. Although in my opinion the United Nations in its present form

* See Documents on D isarmament, 19^5-1939, vol. I, p. 455 and n.l.
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is far from being an ideal instrument of peaceful cooperation of states, 
even this organization, granted an impartial approach, can make a 
positive contribution to the cause of peaceful settlement of territorial 
and border issues.

Considering this, the Soviet Government, guided by the interests of 
strengthening peace and preventing war, is submitting the following 
proposal to the consideration of the governments of all states: to con
clude an international agreement—or treaty—on the renunciation by 
states of the use of force for the solution of territorial disputes or 
questions of frontiers. In  our opinion such an agreement should in
clude the following principal propositions:

First, a solemn undertaking by the states that are parties to the 
agreement not to resort to force to alter existing state frontiers,

Second, recognition that the territory of states should not even tem
porarily be the object of any invasion, attack, military occupation, or 
any other forcible measure directly or indirectly undertaken by other 
states for whatever political, economic, strategic, frontier, or any other 
considerations.

Third, a firm declaration that neither differences in social or political 
systems, nor denial of recognition or the absence of diplomatic rela
tions, nor any other pretexts can serve as a justification for the viola
tion by one state of the territorial integrity of another.

Fourth, an undertaking to settle all territorial disputes exclusively 
by peaceful means, such as negotiations, mediation, conciliatory pro
cedures, and also other peaceful means at the option of the parties con
cerned in accordance with thelJ.N. Charter.

Needless to say, such an international agreement should cover all 
territorial disputes concerning the existing borders between states. 
The proposed agreement would be a confirmation, specification, and 
development of the principles of the II.N. Charter concerning the rela
tions between states on territorial matters, an expression of good will 
and the determination of states firmly to abide by these principles.

The Soviet Government is deeply convinced that the undertaking 
by states to settle territorial disputes by peaceful means only would 
go a long way toward putting international relations in order. Con
clusion of an international agreement by states renoimcing the use of 
force for the solution of territorial disputes would dispel like a fresh 
wind many of the things in international life that are artificially exag
gerated and create obstacles to the relaxation of tension in the world 
and to the consolidation of peace. I t would bring about a considerable 
new improvement of the international climate and create a good basis 
for greater confidence among states.
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One can say with confidence that in the new situation which would 
be created by the conclusion of an agreement on the renunciation by 
states of the use of force for the solution of territorial questions, it 
would be much easier to find a solution to other basic international 
problems, too. This refers primarily and mainly to the problem of 
disarmament.

Indeed the desire of some states to resort to force against other states 
in order to settle border disputes in their favor has always been and 
remains one of the main factors stimulating the arms race. Terri
torial disputes between states is a nutrient medium for militarism as 
well as for fanning up passions which are so willingly exploited by 
those who regard an unbridled arms race as a source of their profits. 
In conditions in which states will no longer have to worry about their 
frontiers and in which any plans for changing these frontiers by force 
are banned by international law, many of the motives by which the 
states were guided in increasing their armed forces must disappear.

This will expose still more the insolvency of those who either hesitate 
to agree to disarmament or, trying to conceal their unwillingness to 
reach agreement on this question, point to difficulties arising from the 
present situation in view of the unsettled territorial disputes. The 
great powers must set an example in disarmament.

I t  is also clear that opportunities for large-scale peaceful interna
tional cooperation will immeasurably increase in conditions in which 
the states have no grounds for mutual suspicions with regard to fron
tiers. A powerful impetus will be given to the development of trade 
and transport, communications, cultural exchanges, and scientific con
tacts for the good of the peoples. Every state, every people, and the 
whole world will stand to gain from all this.

As to the forms of a future international agreement on the renuncia
tion by states of the use of force for the solution of territorial disputes, 
and also the order of conducting talks on the conclusion of this agree
ment, it seems to me that it would not be very difficult to reach agree
ment on this, if of course the sides concerned will show interest in this. 
The Soviet Government, for its part, is ready to do everything possible 
to facilitate the solution of these questions.

In  conclusion I  would like to express the hope that you will study 
attentively the considerations of the Soviet Government set forth in 
the present message and that they will meet with your favorable re
sponse. These considerations are dictated by the interests of peace, 
by a desire to contribute to the prevention of war.
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Third Annual Report of the United States Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency (Extracts}, January 16, 
1964 ^

Introduction

To a world caught in the grip of an unrelenting arms race, 1963 
offered new and encouraging prospects for peace. I t  is too early to 
venture predictions as to whether these prospects will result in further 
tangible gains, or recede before new dangers and increases in arma
ments. I t seems clear, however, that we are now witnessing a period 
of significant change throughout the world, and that turbulence and 
calm hover over these events as ever present rivals. I t  is also clear 
that deivelopments in arms control and disarmament over the past year 
have rekindled our hopes and served to invigorate our efforts in the 
pursuit of peace.

In the first days of 1963 agreement on arms control and disarma
ment measures seemed remote; yet within 5 months that situation 
radically changed.

In June the United States and the Soviet Union concluded an ar
rangement to establish a direct communications channel between their 
two governments.^ A few months later, these two powers, joined by 
the United Kingdom, signed a limited test ban treaty. Today 103 
signatures, in addition to the three original signers, graphically por
tray the extent of support for that agreement.® And finally, in the 
fall of the year, the United Nations General Assembly, by acclama
tion, adopted a resolution cosponsored by the participants in the 
Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee which called upon all na
tions to refrain from placing weapons of mass destruction in outer 
space.^

To suggest that these initial steps herald the millennium would be 
foolhardy, but their significance should not be underestimated. It 
may well be that they reflect an awareness on the part of the major 
powers of an overriding consideration—so well expressed by President 
Kennedy in his last State paper: . as our power has grown, so has
our peril.”  ̂ With these nine words he pointed up the great dilemma

‘ Third Annual Report to Congress, January 1 ,1963-Deceniber 31,1963 (ACDA 
publication 20,1964).

 ̂Ante, pp. 236-238.
“ See ante, pp. 291-293 and post, pp. 693-694.
* A n t e , p. 538.
‘ P u b l i c  P a p e r s  of t h e  P r e s i d e n t s  of the U n i t e d  Sfatc'i, J o h n  F. K e n n e d y ,  1963, 

p. 836.
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for the world’s modem nations: as military strength has steadily in
creased, national security has correspondingly diminished.

The military power of the United States is formidable. No rational 
enemy would challenge this power, either by surprise attack or by 
initiating the use of nuclear weapons in a limited engagement. Yet, 
our peril has grown. In  today’s thermonuclear environment tech
nological advances ia offensive weapons development for the first 
time in our history have created obstacles to providing an effective 
defense against the weapons of war. Missiles of supersonic speed 
and global range and nuclear warheads of vast destructive power 
have outstepped defense capabilities and threaten to continue to do so 
into the foreseeable future. For this reason our military strategy is 
based on deterrence, a strategy which depends in large part on the 
degree of restrarat exercised by our opponents.

In  this situation arms control and disarmament can fulfill an im
portant function. Agreements on practical measures can provide 
means of assuring restraint by reducing the risk of conflict by accident 
or miscalculation, by checking the dangers of escalation, and by 
promoting greater stability. Should the progress achieved in 1963 
reflect this understanding on the part of our potential adversaries, 
then we may be turning a corner in which the “peril” would be 
lessened and greater security brought to a relatively insecure world.

As this report is issued, disarmament negotiations have resumed in 
Geneva. This in itself is a welcome harbinger. In  the new round 
beginning this year, the negotiating powers seem to share a certain 
interest in approaching their task on a more limited basis than was 
previously the case. This suggests that discussions will tend to focus 
on efforts to work out initial arms limitation and reduction measures. 
And, while no single measure can be described as ripe for agreement, 
there are some measures in which a mutuality of interest is evident. 
Whether the difficulties surrounding these can be overcome and prog
ress made remains, of course, to be seen.

For the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, 1963 was a year 
which also witnessed the further development of its resources. Addi
tional political and military experts were recruited, government and 
private contacts were expanded, and the Agency’s research program 
grew, as an increasing number of studies— b̂oth within and outside the 
organization—were undertaken. These actions paralleled expansion 
of activities in the arms control and disarmament field throughout 
the year and contributed to meeting the requirements inherent in a 
continuation of the nation’s peace offensive.

As th is annual report suggests, there is heightened activity in the 
arms control and disarmament world., T hat this is so stems in no 
small measure from  President Kennedy’s persistent efforts in  the
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cause of peace. That this activity will continue is apparent from 
President Johnson’s pledge to engage in an unrelenting offensive for 
peace.

W il l ia m  C. F oster 

Director

The Formulation of Arms Control and 
Disarmament Policy^

This organization must have such a position within the Government that it 
can provide the President, the Secretary of State, other officials of the Execu
tive Branch, and the Congress with recommendations concerning United States 
arms control and disarmament policy, and can assess the effect of these recom
mendations upon our foreign policies, our national security policies and our 
economy.®

When Congress created the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency (ACDA) in September 1961, it took a step without precedent; 
it assigned to a new agency of the United States Government primary 
responsibility for searching out ways to put an end to the arms race.

The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency is now almost two and 
a half years old. I t  is small—the professional staff in December 1963 
numbered one hundred and twenty-six people. I t  is higUy expert 
and specialized; arms control problems cut across many disciplines-— 
military, scientific, political, and economic. The Agency helps to 
formulate policy and conducts international negotiations. I t  is also 
a research agency. In fiscal year 1963, Congress appropriated 
$6,500,000 for its operation. Almost four million dollars of that was 
for research. Scientists, scholars, military and political specialists, 
economists, and lawyers have all been brought together to tliink and 
work on the crucial problem of the thermonuclear age.

How does this small agency fit into the policymaking machinery of 
the executive complex? What is its role, its responsibility, its in
fluence, its limitations in relation to the events of 1963 which included 
agreements on a partial test ban, the “hot line,” the United Nations 
resolution on nuclear weapons in space ? The part played by ACDA 
in relation to these agreements can best be understood by a look at 
the Agency itself.

In  developing policy recommendations in accordance with its Con
gressional mandate, ACDA engages in an extensive program of co
ordination and consultation within the Government. Its Director is 
principal adviser on disarmament to the President and the Secretary 
of State. And since arms control is an integral part of national secu-

* Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 483.



ACDA THIRD ANNUAL REPORT 669

rity, members of the Agency maintain day-to-day contacts not only 
with the State Department but also with other executive departments 
and agencies, such as the Department of Defense and the Atomic 
Energy Commission.

The primary device for the review and coordination of ACDA’s rec
ommendations to the President is the Committee of Principals. This 
Committee was established by President Eisenhower in 1958. I t  is 
composed of the Secretaries of State and Defense, the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Director of the Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency, the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, 
the Director of the Central Intelligence Agency, the Special Assistants 
to the President for National Security Affairs and for Science and 
Technology, the Administrator of the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration, and the Director of the U.S. Information Agency.

Every major new proposal which the United States makes to the 
Soviet Union or advances at the conference table in international nego
tiations receives the President’s stamp of approval. Negotiations are 
never undertaken on an important measure imtil the Committee of 
Principals has been consulted. This consultation and review by the 
President is the final step in the policymaking process.

The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency is responsible for the 
development of ideas and the preparation of recommendations to the 
President. A proposal may originate at any level, inside or outside 
ACDA, or even outside the Government—the result, for example, of 
research being done for the Agency on contract. Eegardless of its 
origin, if an idea is considered deserving of serious attention, it is 
usually assigned to a working group within the Agency. The advan
tage of this approach lies in the fact that i t  enables ACDA to apply 
a cross section of expertness to the examination of a potential proposal. 
Members of each of the Agency’s bureaus—International Eelations, 
Weapons Evaluation and Control, Science and Technology, Econom
ics—usually take part in working group studies.

In  the case of the 1963 agreements, other Government agencies were 
asked to participate at a working level in such study groups, either 

• at the outset or after the projects had been given preliminary consider
ation with ACDA. In  this way all relevant data were pulled to
gether—with preliminary policy recommendations—for those who 
had to make the final decision. Such a recommendation was made, 
for example, in the case of the “no bombs in orbit” resolution, after 
an interdepartmental staff group had evaluated the relevant technical 
data and weighed it in relation to military and political factors.

At the study group stage, the Agency’s Director may also decide 
t o  call on a task force panel of government and nongovernment ex
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perts from ACDA’s list of consultants; these groups have been par
ticularly useful in the study of long-range disarmament questions.

Where measures of major importance are concerned, the Director 
usually brings the proposal before the Agency’s General Advisory 
Committee, to which distinguished members of the business, labor, aca
demic, and scientific communities are appointed by the President with 
the advice and consent of the Senate. Under the Chairmanship of 
John J . McCloy, the General Advisory Committee met three times 
during 1963. In  April it had before it, among other things, the Rus
sian offer to negotiate the U.S. proposal for a direct communications 
link, and the question of the latest U.S. proposals for a comprehensive 
test ban; in July, the proposals for a partial test ban; and in October 
the question of U.S. participation in a U.N’. resolution calling on all 
nations to refrain from stationing weapons of mass destruction in 
outer space.

A particularly long and intense effort preceded the tabling of the 
test ban proposals. In  fact, the path from working group proposal 
to agreed U.S. position was traveled twice after ACDA was formed— 
once in 1962 and again in 1963. I t  led through three Federal agen
cies, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, ACDA’s General Advisory Committee, 
the Committee of Principals, four congressional committees, and the 
N"ational Security Council to the President of the United States.

In  April 1962, ACDA began a review of the position the United 
States had taken on a nuclear test ban treaty. Extensive interagency 
consultation at the staff level preceded a series of meetings in which 
members of the Committee of Principals considered the problem with 
both President Kennedy and Vice President Johnson.

Consideration was given to all relevant aspects of national secu
rity, 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 under 
water, and as it might be affected on the other hand if nuclear weapon 
testing were continued. Various aspects of the problem were exam
ined, such as the effect on the U.S.-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 problems of maintaining readiness to test and an 
analysis of the effects of possible clandestine underground testing in 
violation of an agreement.

As a result of these considerations, it was concluded that either a 
comprehensive or a partial test ban treaty continued to be in the 
national interest. The decision was made that if the Soviet Union 
continued to indicate its unwillingness to accept a realistic number 
of on-site inspections for underground tests, the United States would 
be prepared to accept a treaty banning tests in the atmosphere, outer
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space and under water—the environments in which a ban could be 
effectively verified without inspections on Soviet soil. Drafts were 
submitted to the 18-Nation Conference in August 1962.'̂  I t  was one of 
these—the draft for a partial test ban treaty—that served as a basis 
for the agreement reached at Moscow in July 1963.

Early in 1963, however, negotiations were still focused on a com
prehensive agreement. At Geneva, the Soviets were insisting that 
the number of on-site inspections be settled before negotiations on 
the other provisions of a treaty go forward, and further that the 
number be no more than the three offered by Premier Khrushchev 
the previous December.® The talks Avere on dead center, in spite of 
the fact that the United States had developed new proposals for 
policing a test ban, which it had presented privately to the Soviet.s 
in January and publicly to the Geneva Conference in April.” How
ever, until early July, when Premier Khrushchev indicated in a 
Berlin speech an interest in a partial ban, the United States kept to 
a flexible stand and offered to negotiate a treaty with a maximum 
number of on-site inspections as low as seven, provided these seven 
were adequately protected by reasonable inspection procedures.

The decision to maintain this posture was the result of extensive 
interagency coordination and consultation. In early 1963 the Com
mittee of Principals rnet twice to consider the problems raised by the 
deadlocked test ban situation in Geneva and to pass on guidelines 
developed for the negotiations.

During this period the communications link was being negotiated 
in Geneva. An exchange of correspondence was taking place between 
President Kemiedy and Premier Khrushchev and the Arms Con
trol and Disarmament Agency was deeply involved in consultation, 
exposition, and justification of its various proposals with three sepa
rate committees of the Congress.

In February, and again on three occasions in March, Agency olS- 
cials testified on the test ban and U.S. verification capabilities before 
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy.^’ The Committee was par
ticularly interested in making sure the U.S. proposals were firmly 
supported by technical developments for detecting and identifying 
nuclear weapon tests. The Senate Foreign Relations Committee ex
amined the question in March and April,^^ and in May ACDA officials

' See Documents on Disarmament, X962, vol. II, pp. 792-807.
‘ m d . ,  p. 1241.
° Ante, pp. 141-145.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 1239-1242, 1277-1279, and ante, 

pp. 1-4.
'^The February testimony was given in closed session and lias not been 

released. For the Marcli statements, see ante. pii. 77-106.
Ante. pp. 106-112.
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testified before the Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee of the 
Senate Armed Services Coromittee which had been holding hearings 
on the military implications of a comprehensive test ban treaty.^^

In June 1963 the test ban began its second journey through the pol
icymaking process. On June 10, President Kennedy announced that 
talks would be held in Moscow and that the United States would re
frain from testing in the atmosphere so long as other nations did so.̂ * 
As a result of this, and of the possibility that the Soviets might reverse 
an earlier stand and seek agreement on a partial ban, the Committee of 
Principals met on June 14. The following day, Gen. Maxwell Taylor, 
a member of the Committee asked the Joint Chiefs of Staff to review a 
possible limited test ban treaty. On July 2, Premier Khrushchev ex
pressed the readiness of the U.S.S.E. “to conclude an agreement” for 
such a ban.̂ ®

As the time neared for the opening of the Moscow talks, scheduled 
for July 15, the tempo of activity was stepped up. The Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency began preparations for the negotiations. 
Background papers on the underlying facts and issues were supplied. 
During this period frequent consultations were held at the Agency’s 
top level with Under Secretary of State Averell Harritnan, who had 
been named by President Kennedy to head the U.S. delegation to 
Moscow. ACDA was responsible for drafting instructions to the 
delegation which provided the United States with its negotiating 
position. These instructions and their supporting background ma
terial were coordinated by ACDA with the State Department, the 
White House, and all interested agencies. ACDA’s Deputy Director 
accompanied Mr. Harriman to Moscow as his deputy; the Assistant 
Director for Science and Technology and other Agency experts were 
contributed to help staff the U.S. delegation.

During the 10 days of negotiation in Moscow, ACDA continued to 
perform its coordinating function in backstopping the delegation. 
The treaty was initialed in Moscow on July 25 by the negotiators of 
the three nuclear powers, Mr. Averell Harriman for the United States, 
Lord Hailsham for the United Kingdom, and Andrei Gromyko for 
the Soviet Union. On August 5 the treaty was formally signed for 
the United States by the Secretary of State, Dean Eusk, and for the 
Soviet Union and the United Kingdom by their respective Foreign 
Ministers, Andrei Gromyko and Lord Home.̂ ®

“ See Military Aspects and Implications of Nuclear Test Ban Proposals and 
Related Matters: Hearings Before the Preparedness Investigating Subcommittee 
of the Committee on Armed Services, United States Senate, Eighty-eighth Con
gress, First Session, pt. I, pp. 6-29, 77-152.

“ Ante, pp. 220-221.
“ Ante, pp. 244-246.
“ See ante, pp. 294-295, for a complete list of those present at this occasion.
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On September 24, after extensive hearings and almost three weeks 
of floor debate, the Senate consented to ratification of the treaty by a 
vote of 80 to 19. I t  was ratified by President Kennedy on October 7, 
1963, and entered into force on October 10 when the three original 
signatories deposited their respective instruments of ratification in 
each of the three capitals, Washington, Moscow, and London.

I t  is doubtful that any other international agreement to which the 
United States has been a party was subject to more thorough analysis, 
study and debate, or came under more careful scrutiny by as many 
officials in our government.

The course followed in the formulation of U.S. policy on the lim
ited test ban treaty and the other arms control accomplishments of 
1963 has done much to delineate the role to be played by the arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency in relation to these vital matters in 
the future.

The Research Program

This organization must have the capacity to provide the essential scientific, 
economic, political, military, psychological, and technological information upon 
which realistic arms control and disarmament policy must be based.^'

Almost two and a half years ago, ACDA started functioning with a 
dual assignment: to build a cohesive research program in arms control 
and disarmament and at the same time to prepare for imminent 
negotiations at the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Conference in Ge
neva. While there were some disadvantages to making this running 
start, there were also advantages. The requirements of the interna
tional negotiation revealed something of the nature and size of the 
difficulties, the orders of priority for study, and a long list of questions 
to be answered if the United States was to move forward realistically 
and vrithout jeopardizing its security.

Some of the unanswered questions confronting the fledgling Agency 
were formidable: Can nuclear testing be stopped ? What measures 
can be taken to reduce the risk of accidental war? What will be the 
economic effects of slowing down the arms race? Can the extension 
of the nuclear arms race to outer space be prevented ? How will dis
armament measures affect existing defense arrangements ? What kind 
of verification and inspection schemes can be devised that will not do 
unacceptable violence to national sovereignty ? How can further pro
liferation of nuclear weapons be prevented ? What kind of interna
tional peacekeeping arrangements can be devised? Are there steps 
which can be taken to ease tensions and create an atmosphere in which 
agreements might be possible ?

” Dooummts on Disarmament, 1961, p. 483.
728-074— 64-------44
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At the time the Agency was established, responsibility for one or 
another aspect of the pi’oblem was lodged in several different Federal 
agencies. Research eiforts were scattered and uncoordinated. De
tailed research and analysis was needed to provide sound technical 
support for the negotiations at Geneva, in the United Nations, and 
in connection with day-to-day foreign policy where it touched on 
arms control and disarmament questions.

But the Agency’s research program had to do more than support 
current negotiations; it had to be designed to stimulate fresh ideas 
and identify the factors that stand in the way of agreement. This 
called for an intellectual reservoir of people expert in the problems 
of arms control and disarmament. The development of a nucleus of 
technical competence is one of ACDA’s most rewarding accomplish
ments to date. Thus, during the past two years the Agency has 
built up its own staff and contracted for 35 studies by research organi
zations and individuals outside the government, working in many 
localities throughout the United States.

The Agency spent its first year providing support for the negotia
tions in Geneva, pulling together the skeins of the Government’s dis
persed research, laying out its own research progi’am. During the 
second year new projects began to take shape, key pi'oblems were 
identified, contracts let, an increasing number of people set to think
ing and working. The results have been encouraging. By the end 
of 1963, problems of coordination with other agencies working on 
the periphery of the problem were being solved; the Agency’s own 
expanding research effort—which absorbed a large part of the 6.5 
million dollar budget—^was beginning to have shape, logic and 
direction.

How R e s e a e c h  I s P l a n n e d

The Arms Control and Disarmament Act aimed, among other things, 
at coordinating the Government’s total effort in the field, so as to 
eliminate overlap, duplication, and gaps in research. Because dis
armament questions cut across military, political, legal, scientific, 
technical, and economic disciplines, the Agency brought its senior 
experts in all these fields together in a research council to assure all 
relevant points of view went into plamiing its program.

The council is composed of principal bureau and office heads of the 
Agency. All Agency research in arms control and disarmament comes 
under their scrutiny. Other agencies, such as the Department of 
Defense, the Atomic Energy Commission, and the National Aero
nautics and Space Administration (NASA) report on their programs 
in the field to ACDA twice a year. This provides a continuing in
ventory of current research projects.
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On the basis of these reports, the Agency prepares an evaluation of 
Government resiearch in the field, which is in turn submitted to the 
Bureau of the Budget. This semiannual review focuses attention 
regularly on the overall Government effort, flags research that has not 
been done, and points to that which needs doing.

Although much research is done within ACDA itself and within 
other agencies, a large share of the detailed work is don© outside the 
Government, through contracts or grants. Contracts are awarded to 
private companies, imiversities, nonprofit research organizations, and 
individuals.^® Many of the contractors are those also employed by 
the Department of Defense, NASA, and other agencies. Sometimes 
ACDA simply supplements an existing contract of another agency. 
For example, the Agency made arrangements with the Defense De
partment to use the computation facility of the Weapons Systems 
Evaluation Group in the Pentagon. This arrangement allowed 
ACDA to benefit from the extensive Department of Defense invest
ment in a facility designed to analyze different military force postures. 
There are also cases where a project is of mutual interest and where 
joint sponsorship is desirable; it is often a matter of going at the same 
problem from the different angle of controlling, rather than develop
ing, certain weapons. In  connection with the difficult problem posed 
by chemical and biological weapons and materials, for example, 
ACDA transferred funds to the Department of the Army to enable 
it to include the arms control aspect in a study already in progress.

As a practical matter, an Agency the size of ACDA cannot carry 
out all, or even most, of its detailed research with its own personnel. 
The problems require a variety of expertise that cannot be assembled 
in one place. Nor would this be desirable, even if it were possible. 
ACDA believes in the importance of constantly widening the circle 
of people who think about, and work on, the problems of arms  ̂control. 
This tends to produce stimulation from outside the Government, 
and generates new ideas.

Present experience indicates that certain types of questions often are 
best answered by outside research groups. Typical of these are such 
questions as: “How easily can a missile test facility be constructed in 
evasion of an agreement?” Studies indirectly related to the current 
situation—for example, on the arms control implications of weapons 
which might be technologically feasible five years from now—also can 
be carried out by contractors.

On the other hand, there are studies which must be done within the 
Agency itself. Periodically, questions arise at the negotiating table 
for which answers are needed quickly. When this happens, the length

“ For a list of ACDA contractors and grantees, see post, p. 694.
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of time required to complete an outside study makes it necessary to do 
the job with ACDA personnel. In  addition, back-up papers to U.S. 
positions must be prepared by Agency officers sensitive to and in
formed about the development of current policy. A substantial part 
of ACDA’s in-house research effort is devoted to studies—often 
highly classified—of this nature.

To a certain extent the problem in research planning is one of being 
in position to respond to current political developments. But to de
velop the possibilities of arms control, it is necessary in addition to 
explore all the implications with respect to military capabilities, the 
economy, and our collective defense alliances. Research planning 
must aim at future needs, explore new ideas, and fill the gaps in our 
knowledge which initial research has begun to reveal.

How R e s e a e c h  I s U sed

ACDA’s research program for calendar year 1963 has served as the 
principal foundation for current and future policy development. The 
program can best be understood in relation to some of the problems 
which have arisen during the past year and which promise to persist 
in the future.

When detailed information is available in advance of specific nego
tiating needs, it makes sophisticated responses to changing political 
situations possible. Negotiations on the test ban and the Moscow- 
Washington communications link went quickly and smoothly because 
as soon as the political will to negotiate appeared, the United States 
was prepared to take immediate advantage of it.

Studies within the Department of Defense and ACDA produced a 
draft for a limited test ban treaty in August 1962.̂ ® The measure, 
tabled in Geneva at that time, was available for inspection by the 
Soviets for ten months before Chairman Khrushchev, on July 2,1963, 
indicated Soviet interest in negotiating a partial ban. The treaty 
was signed 34 days later.

The three original signatories to the treaty have pledged to continue 
their attempts to extend the ban to tests underground—the one envi
ronment not covered by the present treaty. To that end, the United 
States is continuing its research into methods of policing a compre
hensive ban covering all nuclear explosions.

Actually, by 1963 the form of the U.S. proposals for a compre
hensive ban had changed markedly, partly as a result of technical 
progress in the detection and identification of nuclear explosions.^"

“ Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 804-807.
Cf., Developments in Technical Capabilities for  Detecting and Identifying 

'Nuclear Weapons Tests, Hearings 'before the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Congress of the United States (88th Cong., 1st sess.), Mar. 5-12, 1963.
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Intensive research on detection has been carried out by Project Vela, 
which was initiated by the Department of Defense in 1959. In 1963 
an expensive and complicated international system for policing a test 
ban was displaced in the new U.S. proposals by a much simpler na
tional detection system. And although on-site inspection of certain 
underground disturbances is still required to give assurances that such 
events are not man-made, the new plan did provide for reduced 
inspection requirements. This was made possible in part by improved 
long-range detection techniques. Thus, technical research served the 
political need to propose as few entries as possible into Eussian 
territory without increasing the risk to U.S. security. Vela research 
into improved methods for detecting and identifying underground 
tests is continuing.

Over the years, a series of relatively uncomplicated “first-step” 
measures designed to reduce the risk of war by accident, failure of 
communications or miscalculation has been talked about by both sides. 
The U.S. included some of its “risk of war” measures in its suggested 
outline for a disarmament treaty in April 1962.̂  ̂ They proposed con
sideration of advance notification of military movements and maneu
vers, a system of observation posts to report on concentrations of 
military forces, an exchange of military missions to improve com
munications and understanding and a direct communications link 
between the Governments of the United States and the Soviet Union— 
the so-called “hot line.” The United States argued that measures 
such as these need not wait for the negotiation of a disarmament 
treaty, but could be implemented at once. When the Cuban crisis 
underlined the urgent need for improved communications, the work 
that had gone into these U.S. proposals began to pay off.

In  December of 1962, the proposals were developed by ACDA in 
greater detail and presented to the conference as a separate item.-  ̂
When, in April, the Kussians indicated a willingness to negotiate a 
direct communications link between Moscow and Washington, the 
U.S. was ready; two months later—with technical and political prob
lems speedily resolved as a result of previous internal research—an 
agreement was signed in Geneva. After years of stalemate, the first 
modest move had been made.

The ideas and proposals developed in ACDA are instruments de
vised to show what may be done to serve a political purpose and the 
national security, and how to do it. And those which are useful, but 
simple in concept and easy to implement, may often stimulate the will 
to negotiate.

Shortly after the initialling of the test ban treaty, Premier Khru

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 196Z, vol. I, pp. 361-362.
“ i m . ,  vol. II, pp. 1222-1224.
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shchev listed several measures—all derived from earlier proposals—■ 
which he suggested might form the basis for further agreements.^®

One of these concerned a measure cailling for the establishment of 
a system of observation posts to check oi; major military movements 
and thus ease the fear of surprise attack. In  order to bring all tech^ 
nical facets of such an arrangement up to date, ACDA turned to one 
of its contractors, then working on a study of how to verify agree
ments on ground forces and armaments. The contractor was asked 
to supply, on a priority basis, a study of the functions of observa
tion posts. A few weeks after ACDA’s request, preliminary results 
were in and have been of considerable value in helping further define 
the U.S. position.

In  addition to observation posts, Premier Kirushchev also revived 
the proposal for freezing or reducing military budgets. This focused 
attention once again on an idea which has foundered in the past on 
the difficulties in knowing how and where Soviet military expenditures 
are accounted for in their national budget.

The state of knowledge about the Soviet fiscal system has not, up to 
tliis time, been sufficient to permit serious negotiations aimed at agree
ments to lower levels of military spending, or even to allow a judg
ment about whether national military budgets are susceptible to 
common measurement. However, in an attempt to develop the factual 
background and find out whether and how agreements might be veri
fied, ACPA initiated a special study of the Soviet fiscal system by 
the Department of Commerce. Fiscal information in relation to arms 
control agreements may be a valuable supplementary verification tool, 
and the Agency’s continuing study wiU explore expenditures at all 
levels—^national, regional, and local. An attempt will be made to find 
ways of identifying spending recorded in defense budgets and that 
channeled elsewhere, through civil departments and services. The 
question of how significant expenditures can be hidden is also being 
explored.

In relation to less complex measures, preparation is no less intensive. 
Two months after the signing of the test ban treaty and four months 
after the signing of the communications link agreement, another ten
tative step was taken towards the limitation of nuclear weapons. 
The United States and the Soviet Union expressed their intention to 
refrain from stationing nuclear weapons in outer space. This formed 
the basis of a resolution by the 18th General Assembly on October 17, 
1963.“  The object was to limit the probabilities of competition to 
develop space-based delivery systems for weapons of mass destruction 
for which neither side had any use.

In anticipation that such a step might some day be taken, ACDA
Ante, pp. 259-260.

“ Ante, p. 538.
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had entered into a contract for an analysis of the technical aspects of 
weapons in orbit. Verification questions were examined in detail. 
The study became available before the United States was confronted 
with a decision as to what arrangements it should enter into in rela
tion to bombs in orbit. Again, A(3d A was able to draw on its rapidly 
developing contract resources for special technical assistance.

These results were influential in reinforcing the U.S. estimate that 
our space-trackihg systems were able to detect launchings and devices 
in orbit.

While it is still too soon to tell what the ultimate effect of 1963’s 
first-step agr^ments will be on easing the cold war threat, it is not too 
early to see the value of, and take some satisfaction in, ACDA’s re
search and planning techniques.

M il it a e t  S e c t jr it y  a n d  D is a r m a m e n t

A look at these first agreements and possible next-step preliminary 
measures immediately exposes some of the most vexing problems of 
arms control and disarmalnent. Even the tension-reducing meas
ures—whether observation posts or the nonproliferation of nuclear 
weapons—involve our collective defelise system and the thorny busi
ness of multilateral decision-making. And, in addition, the pro
foundly difficult problems of verification are ever present.

The difficulties complicate the search for ways to bring about more 
substantial measures of arms control, but do not prevent critical ex
amination of present disarmament schemes.

The first signs of movement shown by the agreements of 1963 coin
cided with a research effort which was already fanning out rapidly 
in a search for fresh approaches. The pressure of events has accel
erated ACDA’s research effort. The Agency is conducting a continu
ing study of new alternative approaches to disarmament, particularly 
for the early stages of the process. At about the time the test ban 
treaty was being signed in Moscow, a group of outside consultants 
was working in ACDA. on the political and military aspects of arms 
control measures in Europe. An ACDA contractor has embarked on 
an extended exploration of substantial arms control measures aimed at 
reducing the dangers inherent in the East-West military confronta
tion. This study takes as its point of departure the estimated mili
tary situation in Europe between now and 1970. A parallel study 
will take up the political aspects.

Such research is guided and supervised within ACDA by civilian 
experts and military officers who have had long experience in defense 
planning work at the Department of Defense and in its armed services. 
They are concerned with a wide range of studies into specific control 
measures which are being conducted through the Department of De
fense as well as in ACDA. Every idea is analyzed in terms of its
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impact on the relative capabilities of the Western forces—the rela
tionship of reductions in nuclear arms to conventional arms, the 
effect on ground and air forces, on the Navy, on militaiy bases, and 
on evolving strategic concepts.

Such studies must be continuing and current, not only because they 
are related to our disarmament proposals, but also because of the way 
in which the pressures of changing technology and the realignment of 
strategic concepts affect the possibilities for arms control.

The research going on in the U.S. influences, and is influenced by, the 
critical examination of the Eussian and American schemes for general 
disarmament at the 18-Nation Conference in Geneva. The Soviet 
treaty draft and the U.S. outline reflect basic substantive differences 
in approach. Nevertheless, the exposition and advocacy of the pro
posals by both sides over a year’s time made a critical evaluation on an 
inter-Allied basis timely and worth while. Last August, in London, 
a distinguished international group of generals, admirals, and scholars 
in war studies completed an analysis of the effect on Europe of imple
menting the first stages of both the U.S. and Soviet disarmament 
plans.“ The study was directed toward Europe because it is a major 
focal point of military and political tension today. Although both 
disarmament plans are intended to apply on a world wide basis, it was 
clear that the implications of each must be judged primarily in relation 
to the security of the coimtries of NATO and the Warsaw Pact.

In addition to the London study of the military balance, ACDA and 
the Department of Defense are making similar evaluations of the over
all, or global, military power balance.
V e r if ic a t io n  a n d  I n s p e c t io n

The illuminating study of the two disarmament plans made in Lon
don could not, of course, be conducted except on the assumption that 
the problem of inspection had been solved. But, of course, many 
questions remain to be answered.

The U.S. proposals are predicated on the belief that the military 
equilibrium must be maintained during the disarmament process, and 
an important question to be addressed is how to develop methods of 
verification that will give us the necessary assurance that the nation’s 
security will not be harmed. I t  is for this reason that much of the 
Government’s research in disarmament is also directed to verification 
questions. These questions are with us right now in relation to some 
of the predisarmament measures.

The test ban is a case in point. Verification and inspection are not 
necessarily synonymous; we can verify the absence of explosions in

“ The Institute for Strategic Studies, Disarmament and European Security: 
The Effect of Implementing the First Stage of the Soviet Draft Treaty and the 
United States Proposals on General and Complete Disarmament (2 vols.), Aug.
1963.



ACDA THIRD ANNUAL REPORT 681

environments covered by the partial treaty, but in the present stage of 
technical development the ban cannot be extended to midergromid tests 
without the assurances only on-site inspection can give. Some of the 
most recent ideas developed in the course of ACDA’s research had 
to do with access to foreign territory by inspection teams and were in
corporated in the most recent U.S.-U.K. proposals for a comprehensive 
test ban.̂ ® They ranged from the strictly limited and proscribed access 
to install and service automatic recording seismic stations to broader 
entry privileges into areas specified in advance, but excluding sensi
tive military installations.^^

The problem of ascertaining compliance with a disarmament agree
ment has many facets; each type of arms limitation and class of 
weapons presents its own difficulties. The most important category, 
however, is strategic delivery vehicles—^principally the giant missiles 
designed to carry thermonuclear payloads over great distances. A 
great deal of attention is being given in ACDA research to the veri
fication of limitations on the production of these weapons and on 
reductions in their numbers.

Disarmament controls over such weapons as strategic delivery ve
hicles must begin with their research, development, and testing phase, 
and apply as well to production— b̂oth of the weapons themselves and 
of the materials that go iato them—and include, at the end of the proc
ess, reduction in numbers and final destruction or conversion to peace
ful use.

The research and development phase is being studied by an ACDA 
contractor who is nearing completion of a preliminary investigation of 
possible ways to construct workable agreements on controls. The 
study will try to assess the impact of restrictions on research and de
velopment, and design inspection procedures to govern those restric
tions. They will also examine the way controls fit in with other dis
armament measures.

How to police limitations on the production of delivery vehicles was 
the subject of another ACDA contract. The study examined both 
how to check on weapons manufacture permitted under an arms 
limitation agreement, and also how to ferret out clandestine weapons 
production. Special characteristics of missile production were first 
identified and then classified as to those which were particularly de
tectable. ISText, the contractor was asked to design special monitoring 
techniques to pick up and evaluate the telltale clues. These techniques 
can include everything from photography and special detection equip
ment to expert examination of records.

This inquiry is now moving into a planning phase which should 
lead ultimately to field tests. Production facilities most like those in

“ Documents on Disarmament, 196Z, vol. II, pp. 792-804.
See ante, pp. 141-145.
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other countries will be identified with the help of plant personnel and 
experts in foreign manufacture. The object is to investigate the pos
sibilities of control by carrying out inspection at American near
facsimiles. Plans for the composition and training of inspection teams, 
equipment and costs, which are now only theoretical, have been de
signed for eventual field testing of controls in complex and highly 
specialized industrial production.

While a great deal is already known about the facilities which 
produce the nuclear materials which go into weapons, control and in
spection of the operation of such plants is under continuous study by 
the Atomic Energy Commission. Behind the question of control over 
current production lies the old, by atomic standards, and nearly in
tractable problem of how much material exists in another nation’s 
stockpiles and how it can ever be accounted for with any safe degree 
of accuracy. ACDA’s staff has been working steadily on this, and a 
proposal has been made at the 18-Nation Conference that a technical 
committee be established to study the problem. I f  this is done, the 
United States will be in a better position than it was 2 years ago to 
bring available resources to bear on this difficult question.

Policing limitations on the numbers and types of the delivery ve
hicles after they have been manufactured and deployed has also been 
studied by a separate group of researchers on contract.

Late in the year ACDA announced the first in a projected series of 
field tests of inspection techniques. The first small-scale test, which is 
being carried out jointly with the Department of Defense under Proj
ect CLOUD GAP, was conducted at Fort Hood, Tex. I t  was an ex
periment in inspection by small resident teams on a military reserva
tion, and was designed to find out how accurately armored equipment 
can be detected and identified and counted under these conditions.

Of course, the best inspection schemes are useless if access to a par
ticular country or plant or installation cannot be gained. The politi
cal, psychological, and legal implications of inspectors on foreign terri
tory—particularly in a closed society— ĥave to be considered. ACDA 
has underway a group of studies related to the basic conflict between 
inspection and the wish to maintain privacy. I t  includes exploration 
of problems created by industrial or commercial secrecy, limits in 
national laws concerning search, and the general legal aspects of 
inspection.

ACDA also has embarked on a series of studies of past experience— 
international inspection in Korea, policing the Geneva agreements in 
Southeast Asia, and so on. A particularly interesting report has been 
made on the techniques and experience of the Arms Control Agency
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of the Western European Union, which has done pioneer work on a 
number of relevant technical, legal, and political problems.

E conomic R esearch

The Arms Control and Disarmament Act requires the Agency to 
assess the effects of various arms control and disarmament measures 
on the American economy. These are the subject of continuing study 
within ACDA’s Economics Bureau. The nature of the problems to 
be faced and solved has been the subject of contract studies; but these 
are only exploratory. Eesearch in greater depth is planned.

The vast number of factors involved in any consideration of the 
economic impact of disarmament led the Agency to take the initiative 
in the establishment in July 1963 of an interagency committee of rep
resentatives from the Council of Economic Advisers, the Departments 
of Labor, Commerce, and Defense, the Office of Emergency Planning, 
the Bureau of the Budget, and the Atomic Energy Commission, as 
well as of ACDA. The President on December 21 gave formal status 
to this committee by a memorandum directed to the heads of the above 
Departments and Agencies, directing that each designate a senior 
official to serve on a continuing basis, with a member of the Council 
of Economic Advisers as Chairman. The memorandum said in p a rt:

Federal outlays for defense are of such magnitude that they Inevitably have 
major economic significance. In certain regions of the Nation and in certain 
communities they provide a significant share of total employment and income. 
It is therefore important that we improve our knowledge of the economic 
impacts of such spending, so that appropriate actions can be taken—in co
operation with State and local governments, private industry and labor— 
to minimize potential disturbances which may arise from changes in the 
level and pattern of defense outlays.

I know that your agencies have already initiated a number of activities 
which will improve our ability to assess the economic consequences of the 
idefense program. I do not expect this Committee to undertake studies of its 
own, but rather to evaluate and to coordinate these existing efforts, and, if 
it  seems desirable, to recommend additional studies—subject, of course, to 
appropriate review and authorization through established chaimels.'®

ACDA also has made connnon cause with the Defense Department 
in its studies of ways to ease the economic impact of changes in defense 
spending.

In addition, the economic effect of agreements on our allies, on the 
Communist bloc, and on the underdeveloped nations has been studied 
in an effort to increase understanding of the worldwide implications 
of arms control and disarmament.

Ante, pp. 649-651.
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The International Negotiations

We have . . . made some progress on a long journey. We have achieved new 
opportunities which we cannot afford to waste. We have concluded with the 
Soviets a few limited, enforcible agreements or arrangements of mutual benefit 
to both sides and to the world.“

In  1963 the United States and the Soviet Union agreed to a special 
communications link between Moscow and Washington, and signed 
a treaty for a ban on all tests of nuclear weapons except those under
ground. They also jointly supported a U .K General Assembly reso
lution calling on all nations to refrain from stationing or orbiting 
mass-destruction weapons in outer space.

The U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency is responsible 
for the preparation and management of international negotiations iii 
the disarmament field, under the direction of the Secretary of State. 
In  1963 the principal negotiations took place in the 18-Nation Dis
armament Committee at Geneva; at New York, Washington, and 
Moscow on the test ban, and at the 18th session of the U.N. General 
Assembly. The Agency also furnished technical support and policy 
guidance for talks at the Foreign Ministers level among the United 
States, the Soviet Union, and various other countries in September- 
October 1963. ACDA performs similar functions in relation to the 
continuing consultations which take place with our allies in the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) concerning arms control and 
disarmament proposals.

T h e  E ig h t e e n -N a t io n  D is a r m a m e n t  C o m m it t e e

On February 12, 1963, the 18-Nation conference reconvened after 
a 7 weeks’ recess. The United States delegation was headed by 
William C. Foster, Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency. Mr. Foster remained in Geneva until the first week in 
March, after which Ambassador Charles C. Stelle took over untU 
the conference recessed for the U.N. General Assembly in the fall.

Negotiations during this period resulted in two important agree
ments in the area of predisarmament measures: A Memorandum of 
Understanding between the United States and the Soviet Union, 
signed June 20 at Geneva, providing for a direct communications link 
between Moscow and Washington, and a treaty banning nuclear

“ President John F. Kennedy in an address at the University o£ Maine, 
Oct. 19,1963, ante, p. 543.

“ Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Ethiopia, India, Italy, 
Mexico, Nigeria, Poland, Rumania, Sweden, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
United Arab Republic, United Kingdom, and United States. France, while a 
member of the Eighteen Nation Committee, has not taken her seat at the confer
ence table.
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weapons tests in the atmosphere, in outer space, and under water, 
signed in Moscow August 5. The United States Senate voted its 
consent to ratification of the treaty on September 24,1963. The treaty 
entered into force on October 10,1963.

Discussions on other disarmament measures remained deadlocked.

T h e  T est  B a n

The conference resumed in Geneva on February 12, 1963, after a 
7 weeks’ recess. An air of expectation was tempered by apprehension 
over the meaning of the breakdown ia January of informal test ban 
talks which had been held at New York and Washington among the 
United States, the United Kingdom, and the U.S.S.E. These discus
sions, which had been arranged as a result of an exchange of letters 
between President Kennedy and Premier Khrushchev, lasted less than 
3 weeks and were terminated because the two sides were unable to 
reach agreement on how to approach the question of on-site inspection. 
The Soviets refused to discuss the details of the new U.S. proposals 
and the procedures for inspection unless the West first accepted 
Premier Khrushchev’s December offer of an annual quota of “two to 
three.”

In spite of this forewarning of Soviet intransigence, the United 
States and the United Kingdom presented a detailed exposition of 
their test ban proposals to the resumed Geneva Conference during the 
early weeks of the session. These proposals provided for a cessation 
of testing in all environments, to be policed by a verification system 
substantially different from that previously offered. The plan was 
based primarily on nationally owned and operated detection networks 
and the use of a limited number of automatic recording seismic sta
tions inside the territories of the nuclear powers. The system was to be 
insured by at least seven on-site inspections. The West unsuccessfully 
attempted to elicit response and comment from the Soviet delegation 
on methods for conducting on-site inspections, but—as they had in the 
January talks—the Russians refused to discuss such “details” until 
the West first agreed to the Khrushchev quota of three annual inspec
tions. They insisted there was no technical need for on-site inspection 
and that their return to the principle was purely a political concession 
to the West. Indeed, as the weeks passed, it became increasingly 
doubtful that the offer of three inspections was still open.

Hope for some progress was rekindled, however, when it was learned 
that the United States and the United Kingdom were continuing their 
high-level correspondence with the Soviet Union. Then on Jime 10 
President Kennedy announced that agreement had been reached to
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hold three-power meetings on the test ban in Moscow. He also pledged 
the United States not to be the first to resume tests in the atmosphere.®^

At this time a shift of Soviet interest to a ban excluding under
ground tests began to emerge. Premier Khrushchev confirmed this 
publicly on July 2, in East Berlin, when he called for an agreement 
outlawing tests in the three environments only, where both sides agreed 
that their existing verification systems were sufficient to police such 
a ban.®* In 1962 the Soviets had rejected an Anglo-American propo
sal for an agreement of this kind.®®

On July 15 the United States and the United Kingdom met with the 
Soviets in Moscow and during the next 10 days negotiated a treaty 
banning tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water, which 
was initialed on July 25.

T h e  “H ot-L i n e ” a n d  C otj.atoral M eastdbes

As the 18-Nation Committee in Geneva proceeded to plan its work 
for the 1963 sessions, the Soviets refused to reactivate the Committee 
of the Whole, set up by the conference in 1962 to discuss collateral 
measures for easing international tension. The source of the difficulty 
lay in the fact that the United States would not accept the Soviet 
agenda. The United States was willing to discuss a Western proposal 
along with a Soviet proposal in accordance with previous practice—the 
Soviets, however, insisted on simultaneous discussion of all their pro
posals, including a nonaggression pact between NATO and the War
saw Pact.®* The United States considered this item inappropriate 
for the forum of the 18-Nation Disarmament Committee. In  view of 
the impasse, it was decided to devote one plenary meeting each week 
to any collateral measures delegations wished to discuss without a set 
agenda.

Each side proceeded to advocate its own proposals. The United 
States turned attention to its December 1962 working paper on 
Measures to Reduce the BisJe of War Through Accident^ Miscalcula
tion, or Failure of Oommunications?^ On April 5 the Soviet delegate 
suddenly indicated a willingness to negotiate one of these measures— 
a direct communications link. Two months later, in Geneva, Ambas
sadors SteUe and Tsarapkin signed an agreement establishing the 
Moscow-Washington line. I t  was the first agreement in the 15-month- 
old conference. The “hot line,” as the communications link is called, 
is intended for rapid contact between the American President and 
the Soviet Premier in grave crises.

® See ante, p. 220.
“ Ante, p. 245.
“  Documents of Disarmamen t, 1962, vol. II, pp. 823-829.

Ante, pp. 57-58.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 1214-1225.
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As to the other three items proposed in the “risk of war” paper, 
the exchange of military missions, advance notification of troop 
movements, and observation posts, the Soviets continued their re
fusal—up to the June 21 recess— t̂o consider them as separate meas
ures outside the framework of general disarmament.

In  his opening speech at Geneva on February 12, V. V. Kuznetsov 
(who was chief Russian delegate for the first 2 weeks of the session, 
to be followed by Semyon K. Tsarapkin) laid down the line which 
was followed by the Soviet-bloc countries until the conference re
cessed in late June for the Moscow negotiations on the test ban treaty. 
Kuznetsov charged that the West was accelerating the arms race and 
speeding the proliferation of nuclear weapons through plans for a 
NATO multilateral force, the Franco-German treaty, the Nassau 
agreement, and continuation by the U.S. of its undergroimd testing 
program. He then tabled a draft declaration banning the use of 
foreign bases for stationing nuclear delivery vehicles, which called 
for the dismantling of all bases for rocket-carrying submarines, air
craft carriers, rocket installations, et cetera.®® This was followed 
within a few weeks by Soviet proposals for the nonaggression pact 
and the denuclearization of the Mediterranean area.®̂

The conference recessed at the end of June. During the Moscow 
negotiations on a test ban, Premier Khrushchev revived the question 
of observation posts. In a Kremlin speech on July 19, he suggested 
the possibility of East-West negotiations on a system of observation 
posts to guard against surprise attack, as well as on a NATO-Warsaw 
Treaty nonaggression pact, and the freezing or reduction of military 
budgets.®®

The three-power communique announcing conclusion of the nego
tiations on a test ban treaty noted that the question of a nonaggression 
pact—“along with other measures directed at a relaxation of ten
sion”— l̂iad been discussed. The three governments had agreed to con
sult with their respective allies about “continuing discussions” on this 
question.®®

When the 18-Nation Conference resumed on August 11 in Geneva, 
there was considerable interest among the delegates in what the “next 
step” after the test ban might be. The Soviet bloc kept up the pressure 
for a nonaggression pact. The West continued to maintain that the 
18-Nation Conference was not the forum in which to discuss such a 
pact, and that in any case nothing could be done anywhere prior to 
full consultation among the NATO allies.

Ante, pp. 39-48, 49.
" Ante, pp. 57-58.
“ Ante, pp. 247-248.

Ante, pp. 249-250.
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Interest continued on observation posts, partly because botb sides 
liad made proposals on the subject at one time or another, and it 
seemed the most promising avenue to explore. The United States re
stated the position outlined in its December 1962 working paper on 
“risk of war” measures and asked the Soviet Union to clarify its views. 
I t  developed that the Soviets were reviving their 1958 surprise-attack 
proposal, which linked the establisliment of observation posts with 
the reduction of foreign troops in Germany and with a denuclearized 
zone in Central Europe.^” They were now willing to accept observa
tion posts at airfields, which were excluded from the 1958 proposal, 
but ruled out the aerial surveillance which had been part of their 
previous proposal.

T h e  R o l e  o f  t h e  E ig h t

The eight new members of the 18-Nation Committee (Brazil, Burma, 
Ethiopia, India, Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden, and the United Arab Re
public) concentrated their attention during the first session on the test 
ban, and in the short post-Moscow session on possible tension-reducing 
measures.

The question of a Latin American nuclear free zone entered the de
liberations when the Brazilian and Mexican delegates placed into the 
record the text of a declaration by five Latin American countries call
ing for denuclearization of their area, which was generally wel- 
comed.^  ̂ The United States took a favorable attitude provided such 
an agreement was entered into voluntarily by the countries concerned, 
did not upset the existing military balance, included all the states in 
the area whose participation was essential, and was accompanied by 
adequate verification measures.^  ̂ Tlie United States had opposed the 
Soviet proposals for such zones in Central Europe and in the Mediter
ranean, since they did not meet these conditions.^^

In addition, the delegates of Ethiopia, Nigeria, and the United Arab 
Republic touched on an African denuclearized zone during the 
discussions.

There had been recurrent interest on the part of some delegations 
in the possibility of agreement on a collateral measure excludmg 
weapons of mass destruction from outer space, a measure which was 
contained in both the U.S. and Soviet disarmament plans. On 
June 21 the Mexican delegate introduced a proposal of this nature at 
the conference." Five months later, at the U.N. General Assembly, a

" Documents on Disarmament, 19^5-1959, vol. II, pp. 1264-1272.
“ Ante, pp. 182-183.
“ Ante, pp. 582-583.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. I, p. 278 and ante, pp. 242-243.
“ Ante, pp. 239-242.
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resolution was adopted which called on all states to join the United 
States and the Soviet Union in their announced intention to refrain 
from orbiting weapons of mass destruction in outer space.*“

Thus, in the three areas in which agreed policy has now been re
corded, antecedents can be found in the proposals and discussions in 
the 18-Nation Disarmament Committee.

T h e  T e e a t t  D r a f t s  f o e  G e n e r a l  a n d  C o m p l e t e  D is a r m a m e n t

Following a plan of work agreed to in July of 1962, the conference 
continued its discussion of first stage disarmament measures for con
ventional armaments and nuclear weapons delivery vehicles. The 
West continued to advocate its plan for percentage reductions as 
opposed to the Soviet plan for immediate Stage I  elimination of sub
stantially all delivery vehicles.

Considerable time was spent in exploration of the “Gromyko pro
posal,” first put forward by the Soviet Union at the I7th U.N. General 
Assembly in the fall of 1962.̂ ® This provided an exception to the 
Soviet plan on delivery vehicles. Initially, these were to be totally 
eliminated in the first stage. Gromyko’s plan modified this in calling 
for the retention of “a strictly limited and agreed number” of mis
siles on the territories of the United States and the Soviet Union 
through the first two stages of disarmament, thus providing a “limited 
nuclear umbrella.” Unable to elicit an adequate elaboration of this 
proposal. Western delegates pointed out that such an approach would 
have the effect of upsetting the existing military balance by altering 
the present “mix” of arms and forces—^nuclear and conventional.

Under strong U.S. pressure for clarification-—particularly about 
verification—^Ambassador Tsarapkin indicated the Gromyko plan 
would permit inspection of missiles on their laimching pads to check 
on the agreed “limited number,” but dismissed the concern expressed 
by the Western delegates about the danger of hidden missiles.

In  addition to discussion of the U.S. and Soviet draft proposals on 
delivery vehicles, the conference took up the two sides’ measures on 
nuclear disarmament. Near the end of the session on August 14, the 
United States submitted draft treaty language for its Stage I  pro
posals designed to: (1) halt the race in weapons manufacture by 
cutting off the production of fissionable materials used in them; (2) 
reduce nuclear stockpiles—beginning with the transfer of significant 
quantities of weapons-grade material to peaceful uses; (3) stop fur
ther dissemination of miclear weapons; and (4) freeze nuclear weapon

“ Ante, p. 538.
“ Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. II, pp. 904-905.
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technology by the banning of tests in all environments.^^ The United 
States altered its 1962 proposal that each side transfer 50 metric tons 
of nuclear material to peaceful uses, and offered to take possible “in
equities” into account by putting in a larger amount than the Soviet 
Union. The U.S. delegate suggested an illustrative ratio of 60 to 40. 
The Soviet reaction was negative; it would do nothing, it was claimed, 
to eliminate existing stockpiles of nuclear weapons.

The last general disarmament item to come under consideration at 
Geneva in 1963 was military bases. The Soviets continued to advo
cate the dismantling of all bases in Stage I, simultaneous with the 
withdrawal of foreign troops and the destruction of nuclear delivery 
vehicles. Western delegates responded that the system of military 
bases was necessary given the defense problem posed for the West by 
Soviet-based missiles.

In addition to military bases, there still remains on the Stage I  
agenda: armed forces levels, military expenditures, outer space meas
ures, peacekeeping machinery, measures to reduce the risk of war, 
transition from First to Second Stages, and establishment of an Inter
national Disarmament Organization.

The IS-lS’ation Conference recessed September 1, 1963, for the U.N. 
consideration of disarmament matters in its 18th General Assembly. 
Since March 1962 the committee had met 166 times in plenary ses
sion ; in 1963 it saw the first agreements signed.

T h e  U n ited  N ations

In September, the 18th General Assembly of the United Nations 
met in New York feeling, as President Kennedy put it, that “the 
clouds have lifted a little.” Most of the delegates attributed this, in 
large part, to the signing of the test ban treaty.

The Soviet Foreign Minister, Andrei A. Gromyko, referred to “this 
favorable wind,” and proposed to the Assembly that the heads of 
governments participating in the 18-Nation Conference meet to “dis
cuss both the question of general and complete disarmament and sepa
rate measures to achieve the further alleviation of international 
tensions.” ®̂ U.S. reaction to this was cool. The Soviet Union had 
made a similar suggestion in 1962, just prior to the opening of the 
18-Nation Conference in Geneva. The United States then took the 
position that a summit meeting should await developments sufficiently 
substantial to make such a gathering worthwhile.^®

The Soviet Foreign Minister also offered to revise the “Gromyko 
plan” for retention of a limited number of missiles, so as to extend

" Ante, pp. 327-330.
“ Ante, pp. 509-514.

Documents on Disarmament, 19(it, vol. I, pp. 34-38.
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its provisions into the third stage of the disarmament process. The 
United States expressed interest in exploring the implications of this 
latest proposal for any sign of “a further move toward realism in 
the Soviet approach.”

Mr. Gromyko also announced that the U.S.S.E. was prepared to 
agree to prohibit the orbiting of nuclear weapons in outer space.

President Kennedy addressed the Assembly on September 20.®“ En
couraged by the positive Soviet response to the outer space proposal, 
he indicated U.S. readiness to seek such an arrangement. He also 
reiterated U.S. interest in measures to reduce the risks of war, the 
establishment of observation posts to guard against surprise attack, 
measures to curb the transfer of nuclear weapons, conversion of fis
sionable materials to peaceful purposes, an elfectively verifiable ban 
on underground testing, and the promotion of a freer flow of infor
mation between East and West.

Shortly thereafter, the United States and the Soviet Union reached 
agreement on the text of the U.N”. resolution on bombs in orbit. The 
resolution was cosponsored by the other participants in the IS-Nation 
Disarmament Committee and was adopted by the General Assembly by 
acclamation on October 17, 1963.̂ ^

The General Assembly adopted four other resolutions related to 
disarmament. The first, on general and complete disarmament, called 
on the 18-Nation Conference to resume its disarmament negotiations, 
and also urged efforts to seek agreement on the tension-reducing 
measures.

The second, on the question of convening a conference for the pur
pose of signing a convention on the prohibition of the use of nuclear 
and thermonuclear weapons, asked the 18-Nation Conunittee to study 
the question of convening such a conference and to report back to the 
19th General Assembly. The vote was 64-18, with 25 abstentions."^  ̂
The Soviet Union voted for the resolution. The United States opposed 
it, because a declaratory measure banning the use of nuclear weapons, 
without providing for their elimination within the context of general 
and complete disarmament, would play into the hands of a potential 
aggressor.

The third resolution, on the urgent need for suspension of nuclear 
and thermonuclear tests, called on all states to become parties to the 
partial test ban treaty. I t  “noted with satisfaction” the statement 
in the treaty preamble that the nuclear powers were determined to

“ Ante, pp. 525-531.
“ Ante, p. 538.
“ Ante, p. 626.
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continue negotiations to end all tests. The vote was 104-1 (Albania) ̂  
with 3 abstentions.^®

The fourth, on denuclearization of Latin America, welcomed the 
April 29,1963, declaration by five Latin American countries that they 
were ready to agree not to manufacture, receive, store, or test nuclear 
weapons in their area. I t  expressed the hope that the Latin American 
states would initiate studies as they deemed appropriate on measures 
to achieve the objectives of the declaration.®^ The Cuban representa
tive refused to support the resolution unless the United States agreed 
to include the Panama Canal and Puerto Eico in the denuclearized 
zone and to return the Guantanamo base to Cuba. These conditions 
were obviously unacceptable to the United States. The vote was 91-0, 
with 16 abstentions. The Soviet bloc abstained in solidarity with the 
Cuban position, with the exception of Rumania, which voted in favor.

The United States continued to support U.N. efforts to promote the 
study of the economic and social consequences of disarmament. On 
April 2,1963, the United States submitted a comprehensive report on 
its activities in this field to the Secretary-General.'® At the 18th Gen
eral Assembly, the United States joined Nigeria and the U.S.S.R. 
in cosponsoring a resolution endorsing the work in this area of the 
Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC) and the Secretary-General.®® 

As the General Assembly wound up its consideration of disarma
ment for the year, there was a consensus that areas of actual agree
ment had finally begun to emerge, and that disarmament had, on how
ever small a scale, reached a new phase of development.

“ Ante, p. 627.
“ Ante, pp. 628-629.
® United Nations Economic and Social Council, Economic and Social Conse

quences of Disarmament (Replies of Governments), E/3736/Add. 1, May 10,1963, 
pp. 17-21.

“ Ante, pp. 638-640.
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Nuclear Test BanTreaty 
Countries Signing or Acceding at Washington, D.C. 

as of December, 31 1963

The following countries have signed or acceded at Washington, D.C., 
to the treaty banning nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere, in 
outer space and under water:

Afghanistan 
Algeria 
Argentina 
Australia 
Austria 
Belgium 
Bolivia 
Brazil 
Bulgaria 
Burma 
Burundi 
Cameroon 
Canada 
Ceylon 
Chad 
Chile 
Colombia
Congo (Leopoldville)
Costa Kica 
Cyprus
Czechoslovakia
Dahomey
Denmark
Dominican Eepublic 
Ecuador 
El Salvador 
Ethiopia
Federal Republic of Germany
Finland
Gabon
Ghana
Greece
Guatemala
Haiti

Honduras
Hungary
Iceland
India
Indonesia
Iran
Iraq
Ireland
Israel
Italy
Ivory Coast
Jamaica
Japan
Jordan
Korea
Kuwait
Laos
Lebanon
Liberia
Libya
Luxembourg 
Malagasy Eepublic 
Malaya 
Mali
Mauritania
Mexico
Morocco
Nepal
Netherlands
New Zealand
Nicaragua
Niger
Nigeria
Norway

For text of treaty and list of countries whicli had deposited instruments of 
ratification or accession at Washington, as of this date, see ante, pp. 291-293.
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Pakistan Tanganyika
Panama Thailand
Paraguay Togo
Peru Trinidad and Tobago
Philippines Tunisia
Poland Turkey
Portugal Uganda
Kepublic of China Union of Soviet Socialist Re
Kmnania publics
E.wanda United Arab Republic
San Marino United Kingdom
Senegal United States
Sierra Leone Upper Volta
Somali Republic Uruguay
South Africa (acceded) Venezuela
Spain Viet-Nam
Sudan Western Samoa
Sweden Yemen Arab Republic
Switzerland Yugoslavia
Syrian Arab Republic

Agency Contractors and Grantees

September 1961 Througli December 31,1963

The Aerospace Corp. Johns H o p k i n s  University;
American Academy of Arts and Washington Center of Foreign

Sciences Policy Research
The Bendix Corp. Arthur D. Little, Inc.
Booz-Allen Applied Research, Massachusetts Institute of Tech

Inc. nology
Burroughs Corp. Mathematica
Columbia University North American Aviation, Inc.
Richard A. Falk Peace Research Institute
Kazimierz Grzybowski Dr. Richard H. Pfaff
Harvard University Raytheon Co.
Historical Evaluation and Re Research Analysis Corp.

search Organization Rutgers University; Eagleton
Hudson Institute Institute
Institute for Defense Analyses Stanford Research Institute
Institute for the Study of Na Sylvania Electric Products, Inc.

tional Behavior Yale University
Institute for Strategic Studies
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Officials of the Agency

Director: W i l l i a k  C . F o s t e r  

Deputy Director: A d r i a n  S . F i s h e r

Assistant.Di/rector^ International Relations Bureau: J a c o b  D. B e a m  

Assistant Director, Science am,d Technology Bureau: H e r b e r t  S c o -  

VILLE, J r .

Assistant Director, ~Weafons Evaluation and Control Bureau: G e o rg e  

E. PxTGH, Acting
Assistant Director, Economics Bureau: A r c h i b a l d  S . A l e x a n d e r

Ohairman, Disartimmeni Advisory Staff: C l a r e  H .  T i m b e r l a k e

General Counsel: G e o rg e  B u n n

Public A-ffairs Adviser: N e d v i l l e  E .  N o r d n e s s

Executive Director: I d a r  E im e s ta d

Chief, Secretariat: P h e l i p  J .  H a l l a

Chief, Refereryce Research Staff: C h a r l e s  K . G e l l n e r

Special Assistam,t to the Director: C l e m e n t  E. C o n g e r

The General Advisory Committee

Chairman:
J o h n  J .  M oC l o t  of JSTew 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, Hadley and 
McCloy; member of the board. Chase Manhattan Bank; and former 
High Commissioner for Germany.

Members:
R oger M. B lottgh of Hawley, Pa., chairman of the Board of Direc

tors of the U.S. Steel Co.
R e v . E d w a rd  A. C o n w a y  of Omaha, Nebr., professor of political 

science at Creighton University.
J o h n  C o w le s  of Minneapolis, Minn., newspaper publisher, editor, 

and president of The Mirmeafolis Star and Tribune Comfany.
T revor  G a r d n e r  of Pasadena, Calif., chairman and president of 

Hycon Manufacturing Co., and former Assistant Secretary of the 
Air Force.'’®

G eo rge B ogdan  K is t ia k o w s k y  of Cambridge, Mass., professor of 
chemistry at Harvard University and former special assistant to the 
President for science and technology.

R ob ert  A. L o v ett  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.®®

“ Deceased, Sept. 28,1963. 
Resigned, effective June 30, 1963.
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D e a n  A n d e r so n  M c G e e  of Oklahoma City, Okla., president of 
K er r-McG ee Oil Industries.

E a l p h  E. McGiLii of Atlanta, Ga., editor of The Atlanta Gonstitu^ 
tion and recipient of tlie Pulitzer Prize for editorial writing.

G eo rg e  M e a n t  of Bethesda, Md., president of the AFL-CIO.
J am es A. P e r k in s  of Ithaca, N.Y., president of Cornell University.
H er m a n  P hleger of Kedwood City, Calif., a partner in the San 

Francisco law firm of Brobeck, Phleger & Harrison, and former legal 
adviser in the State Department.

IsiDOR I sa a c  R a b i 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 e n . T h om as D resser W h it e  of Washington, former Air Force 
Chief of Staff, until his recent retirement.

H erbert F r a n k  Y ork of La Jolla, Calif., chancellor of the Univer
sity of California; former chief scientist of the Advanced Research 
Project Agency, Department of Defense; former member of the Presi
dent’s Science Advisory Committee; and director of defense research 
and engineering.
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against Violation of 

Control posts for prevention of surprise 
attack, proposals and statements, 
Soviet, 248, 383-385; U.S., S6&-373 
passim, 375-377, 392, 498-499, 574,
687-688 

Cuba:
Signing of Test-Ban Treaty, question 

of, U.S. statement, 494 
Situation in, statements re, Soviet,

162, 174, 224; U.S., 257, 490, 527, 
599-600

Statement on Latin American denu
clearized zone proposal, 594-599 

Cuban crisis, statements re, Brazilian, 
577, 580, 582; Chinese Communist, 
446-448; Cuban, 597; French, 5-6, 
264; Soviet, 12, 48, 173-174, 416, 
509, 538-539; U;S., 252, 253, 452, 
542-543, 616 

Cultural contacts and exchanges, Bast- 
West, U.S. statements, 487, 528

Defense, U.S. Department of, inter
agency coordination of arms control 
and disarmament projects, 102, 348, 
501, 674, 675, 676, 682, 683 

Defense expenditures. See Military ap
propriations, budgets, and expend
itures

Defense policies and programs, U.S.,
17-22, 566-574, 583-594 

De Gaulle, Charles, 4-9, 261-268 
Denuclearized zones:

Africa, proposals and statements, 
African states, 195; Brazilian, 
576, 578; Chinese Communist, 
272, 362; Soviet, 47, 114, 192, 
386-387, 605 

Brazilian statements, 508, 576-582 
Central Europe, statements, Chinese 

Communist, 272; Soviet, 47, 386- 
387, 388, 519, 521, 604; U.S., 5.54

Denuclearized zones—Continued 
Chinese Communist statements, 271,

272, 361-362, 363 
Cuban statement, 594-599 
Latin Am erica;

Five-povrer declaration (Bolivia, 
Brazil, Chile, Ecuador, M exico), 
182-183

General Assembly resolution, 628- 
629

Statements, Brazilian, 508, 576- 
582; Chinese Communist, 272, 
362; Cuban, 594^599; Soviet, 387, 
395, 604-609, 612-613; U.S., 582- 
583, 599-600, 688 

Mediterranean a rea :
Soviet proposals and statements, 

187-198, 386-388 
U.S. statement, 242-243 

Soviet proposal and statements, 47, 
114, 187-193, 223, 283-284, 386- 
389, 395, 564, 604-609, 612-613, 
652

U.S. proposal and statements, 242- 
243, 553-554, 582-583, 599-600 

Detection and identification of nuclear 
weapons tests. See  Automatic seis
mic sta tion s; National detection 
stations; Nuclear tests, cessation 
or suspension of: Control or veri
fication o f ; and On-site inspection 

Deterrence, strategy of, U.S. state
ments, 484, 567-572, 585, 587, 619, 
667

D isarm am ent:
Arms C o n t r o l  and Disarmament 

Agency, U.S. See Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency, U.S. 

Conferences (see also substantive 
title of conferences), proposed: 

Four-power, French proposal, 268;
U.S. statement on, 369 

Heads of State, proposals and 
statements regarding, Chinese 
Communist, 272; Soviet, 289-290, 
565-566; U.S., 274-275, 36f)-370 

Control. See Control of reduction of 
armaments and armed forces 

Economic effects. See Economic and 
social consequences of disarma
ment
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Disarmament—Oontlnued 
General and complete:

African summit conference resolu
tion, 195 ; statements re, 203, 204, 
395

ENDO reports on negotiations, 172- 
173, 480-481 

General Assembly resolution, 624^ 
625

Proposals and statements, Chinese 
Communist, 269, 271-272, 449; 
French, 9, 267-268; Polish, 651- 
652; Soviet 10, 115-119, 121, 124, 
156-160, 169, 226-227, 259, 283, 
284, 285, 287, 394r404, 518, 518, 
655; U.K., 23, 137; U.S., 17, 31, 
32, 128, 146-148, 149, 154, 177- 
179, 220, 230-231, 327-330, 498- 
500, 548-549, 5151, 601-602, 621 

Test-Ban Treaty relationship to, 
statements, Soviet, 47, 285, 541, 
556, 565, 641; U.S., 297, 331 

Treaty on, proposed. See Treaties, 
proposed: Disarmament, general 
and complete 

N egotiations:
AODA report, 666-696 
18-nation committee. Sec Eighteen 

Nation Committee on Disarma
ment

General Assembly action. See un
der F irst Committee of the Gten- 
eral Assembly and General As
sembly, 18 th : Kesolutions 

Joint Statement of Agreed Princi
ples for Disarmament Negotia
tions (UjS.-U.S.S.R.), statements 
re, 148, 180, 331, 547-554 passim, 
601

Review of, statements, Soviet, 556- 
566, 640-644, 655; U.S., 546-555, 
601-602, 689-690 

Use of resources released by. General 
Assembly resolution, 638-640 

Disarmament Commission, U.N., BNDC 
reports to, 170-173, 428-432 

Disarmament organization, interna
tional, proposed. See Interna
tional disarmament organization

East-W est cultural contacts and ex
changes, U.S. statements, 487, 528 

Economic Advisers, President’s Council 
of, 621, 649, 650, 683

Economic and social consequences of 
disarm am ent:

Committee on the Economic Impact 
of D efense and Disarmament, 
U.S., 649-651 

Economic and Social Council resolu
tion, 279-281 

Soviet proposal, 517 
U.S. addresses and statements, 196- 

203, 502-503, 620-622, 683 
Use of savings, General Assembly res

olution, 638--640 
Economic and Social Council, U .N .: 

Activities of, G.A. resolution, 638-640, 
692

Resolutions o n :
Economic and social consequences 

of disarmament, 279-281 
International cooperation in the 

field of seismological research, 
Swedish statement concerning,
212

Economic Impact of Defense and D is
armament, Committee on the, U.S., 
formation of, 649-651 

Ecuador, participation in proposal on 
denuclearization of Latin Amer
ica, 182-183 

Bight nonallgned members of 18^Nation 
Committee on Disarmament (Bra
zil, Burma, Ethiopia, India, Mexico, 
Nigeria, Sweden, U.A.R.) : 

Contribution of, statements, Soviet, 
45, 62, 63, 65, 67; U.S., 547-548 

Role in test-ban negotiations, 505-506,
688-689

Treaty .on the discontinuance of nu
clear weapon tests, proposed, sy
nopsis of suggestions by, 206-214 

Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarm
ament :

Committee of the Whole, 32, 33, 686 
Composition and level o f :

Eight nonaligned members. See 
Eight nonaligned members of 
Eighteen Nation C o m m i t t e e  

France, nonparticipation in, 684n 
Heads of Government or Foreign 

Ministers, proposals and state
ments : Chinese Communist, 272; 
Soviet, 289-290, 514-515, 565- 
566; U.S., 274-275, 369-370, 690
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Eighteen Nation Committee on Dis
armament—Continued 

Composition and level of—Continued 
Interim reports on, 171, 428 
Participants, 171, 428, 684» 

Disarmament negotiations, proposials 
and statements: (see also par
ticular subject infra) : 

Anglo-American memorandum, 141- 
146

Five-power declaration on denu
clearization of Latin America, 
182-183

Joint memorandum (Ethiopia, Ni
geria, U.A.R.), 203-206, 213-214 

Mexican working paper re prohibi
tion of nuclear weapons in outer 
space, 239-242 

Nonaligned members, synopsis of 
suggestions by, 206-214 

Soviet, 3 ^ 9 ,  54r-58, 60-72,115-127, 
156-160, 174, 3 3 4 ^ 3 , 377-389, 
394^04, 513-515, 556-566 

U.K., 133-141
U.S., 28, 31-38, 74-77, 127-133, 146- 

155, 176-181, 197, 220, 229-235, 
327-333, 367, 374-377, 423-427,
500, 546, 547-555, 667, 669, 684^ 
685

General and complete disarmament, 
consideration of {see also Trea
ties proposed : General and com
plete disarmament) :

ACDA report, 689-690 
ENDC reports, 172-173, 430-431 
Five power declaration on denu

clearization of Latin America, 
182-183

General Assembly recommenda
tion, 624-625 

U.S. outline of a treaty on, pro
posed amendment to and draft 
arts., 327-330 

Military bases, consideration of (see 
also Military bases), statements 
on, Soviet, 394-404; U.K., 139- 
141; U.S., 330-333

Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarm
ament—^Oontinued 

Negotiations, reports on :
ACDA, 684-690
3d interim progress report, 170-173 
4th interim progress report, 428- 

432
Nonaggression pact between Warsaw 

Treaty and NATO countries (see 
also Nonaggression pact), pro
posals and statements on, So
viet, 57-58 (text of draft pact), 
176, 225, 246, 248, 259, 281, 378, 
381, 519, 546; U.S., 274, 392 

Nuclear delivery vehicles and verifi
cation :

Renunciation of foreign territories 
for stationing of, Soviet draft 
declaration, 49 (text), state
ments, Soviet, 44, 54r-56, 192, 
U.K., 133-141 

Soviet statement, 115-127 
U.S. statements, 146-155, 176-181 

Nuclear measures, consideration of, 
statements, Soviet, 334-343; U.S., 
330-333

Outer space, stationing or orbiting 
weapons of mass destruction in, 
prohibition against (see also 
under Outer space), Mexican 
working paper for draft treaty 
on ,239-242 

Procedural arrangements, 171, 333, 
432

Progress of negotiations and future 
agenda, proposals and state
ments, Soviet, 555-566; U.S.,
546-555

Reduction of the risk of war, consid
eration of, report and Statements, 
Soviet, 156-160; U.S., 127-133, 
374r-377, 686-687 

Subcommittee on a Treaty for the 
Discontinuance of N u c l e a r  
W e a p o n  Tests (U.K., U.S., 
U.S.S.R.) :

ENDC report on activities, 171-172 
Statements re, ACDA, 72-73; Bra

zilian, 507; Soviet, 72
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Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarm
ament—Continued 

Test-ban negotiations (see also Test- 
Ban Treaty, lim ited; and Treat
ies proposed: Comprehensive
test^ban treaty) ;

Anglo-A m e r i c a n memorandum, 
141-146

BNDC reports, 171-172, 428-430 
Joint memorandum (Ethiopia, Ni

geria, D.A.R.), 203-206, 213-214 
Soviet rtatements, 4, 44—47, 60-72, 

225-226, 557 
U.S. report and statements, 28, 72- 

73, 74-77, 112-113, 181-182, 183, 
193-194, 220, 296, 546, 685-686 

ENIX/. See Eighteen Natiou Commit
tee on Disarmament 

Espionage, Soviet charges r e : 
Disarmament control system, 123, 226, 

244r-245
Test-ban control system, 45, 56, 410 

Ethiopia (see also Eight nonaligned 
members of 18-Nation Committee 
on Disarmament), cessation of nu
clear tests:

Joint memorandum (Ethiopia, Ni
geria, U.A.R.), 203-206, 213-214 

Suggestions by, 208, 209-210 
Europe (see also individual countries) : 

Central Europe:
Denuclearized zone in, proposals 

and statements regarding, Chi
nese Communist, 272; Soviet, 47, 
386-387, 388, 519, 521, 604; U.S., 
554

Withdrawal of foreign troops from, 
Soviet statements, 519, 521, 642 

European unity and Atlantic partner
ship, U.S. statement, 483 

Security of, statements, French, 5-7, 
265; Soviet, 14, 162, 223, 518-520, 
521; U.K., 134-141; U.S., 51-54, 
184-187, 219 

European Defense Community, French 
statement, 261 

Exchange of military missions. See 
Military missions

Exchanges and contacts, cultural, East- 
West, U.S. statements, 487, 528 

Exploration:
Antarctica. See Antarctica 
Outer space. See Outer space

Fedorenko, Nikolay T., 555-566, 604- 
609, 634r-638 

First Committee of the General Assem
bly, proposals and statements in : 

Disarmament negotiations, progress 
and future agenda, Soviet, 555- 
566; U.S., 546-555 

Latin American denuclearized zone, 
Brazilian, 576-582; Cuban, 594- 
599; Soviet, 604-609; U.S., 582- 
583, 599-600 

Nuclear tests, cessation of, Soviet, 
538-541; U.S., 532-585 

Nuclear weapons, prohibition of the 
use of nuclear and thermonuclear 
weapons, proposed conference to 
draw up a convention on, Soviet,
609-613; U.S., 600-602 

Outer space:
Peaceful uses of, Soviet, 634-638;

U.S., 630-633 
Stationing of weapons of mass de

struction in, prohibition of, U.S., 
535-537

Fissionable materials, cessation of pro
duction for military purposes and 
transfer to peaceful u ses:

Soviet statement, 335-338, 340-341 
U.S. draft arts, amending proposed 

treaty on general and complete 
disarmament, 327-329 

U.S. proposals and statements, 109, 
232, 233, 327-329, 330-332, 375, 
499, 528, 548, 549-550, 689-690 

Five-power declaration (Bolivia, Bra
zil, Chile, Ecuador, Mexico) on the 
denuclearization of Latin America, 
182-183

Foreign Relations Committee, Senate. 
See Senate, U .S.: Foreign Rela
tions Committee 

Foster, John S., Jr., cited, 466, 468-469
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Foster, William C.:
Addresses and statem ents;

Arms control and disarmament: 
Economics of, 196-203 
Negotiations on general and com

plete disarmament and the test 
ban, 28, 82-38, 74^77, 99-106 

Progress attained and r o a d  
ahead, 494-504 

U.S. policy, 613-622 
National strategy, security, and 

arms control, 566-574 
Head of U.S. delegation to Eighteen 

Nation Committee on Disarm
ament, 684 

Four-power conference, French pro
posal, 268 

France:
Eighteen Nation Committee on Dis

armament, nonparticipation in, 
684«

Four-power conference, proposal by, 
268

French-American relations, 261-266 
NATO, participation in :

Nuclear force, question of, state
ments on, French, 4r-8; Soviet, 
166; U.K., 24, 26, 136; U.S., 276- 
277

Organization, 26, 262-263, 266, 370 
Nuclear-foree development, s t a t e -  

ments on, French, 4r-9, 261, 264,
265, 268; U.K., 24, 26; U.S., 52- 
53

Nuclear tests in the Sahara, state
ments, Soviet, 62, 114r-115, 541; 
U.S., 59-60, 451m 

Nuclear weapons, U.S. sharing with 
Prance, question of, 276-277, 367- 
368, 374

Test-Ban Treaty, limited, statement 
on, 266-268 

Franco-German Treaty of 1963, Soviet 
statements, 39, 40, 162, 560 

Fulbright, J. William, cited, 497

General Assembly:
First Committee. See First Commit

tee of the General Assembly 
Reports of IS-Nation Committee on 

Disarmament to, 3d, 170-173; 
4th, 428-432

General Assembly, 18th:
ACDA report on disarmament activi

ties, 690^692 
Addresses and statements in :

Peace and peaceful cooperation, 
Soviet, 509-524; U.S., 525-531, 
646-649

Underground nuclear tests, prohi
bition of, Brazilian, 505-509 

Resolutions:
Atomic radiation, effects of, 574- 

575
Denuclearization of Latin America, 

628-629 
Disarmament:

Conversion to i>eaceful needs of 
resources released by, 638-640 

General and complete disarma
ment, question of, 624-625 

Nuclear and thermonuclear weai>- 
ons;

Prohibition of use of, 626 
Suspension of tests, 627 

Outer space:
Declaration of legal principles 

governing the activities of 
states in the exploration and 
use of, 644r-646 

Stationing weapons of mass de
struction in, 538 

Geneva disarmament conference. See 
Eighteen Nation Committee on Dis
armament 

Geneva Protocol on chemical weapons,
610-611

Geneva system (international) for mon
itoring nuclear tests (see also Nu
clear tests, cessation or suspension 
of), 79-80, 81, 83, 104 

“German Democratic Republic” : 
Adherence to Test-Ban Treaty, nonef- 

feet on recognition by U.S., 273-
274, 308, 457, 458^59, 490 

Socialist Unity Party Congress, 
Soviet address before, 9-16 

Soviet statements, 166, 224-225, 260, 
417-418, 519-520 

Germany:
Berlin. See Berlin headings 
Peace treaty, proposed, statements: 

Soviet, 9-10, 170, 175-176, 223, 
224, 249, 260, 281, 519, 520-521; 
U.S., 149



728 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1963

Germany—Contiaued,
Reduction or withdrawal of foreign 

troops from territory of, Soviet 
proposal and statements, 248-249, 
260, 385-386, 521 

Unification of, statements, Soviet, 260, 
520, 658; U.S., 527 

Gei-many, Federal Republic o f ; 
Franco-German Treaty of 1963, So

viet statements, 39, 40, 162, 560 
Military buildup and NATO relation

ship, statements, CMnese Com
munist, 357-358,360.435; French, 
8; Soviet, 40, 161-162, 163, 164, 
166-169, 186, 187, 22S, 413^14
518-519; U.K., 26,135 

Relations with German Democratic
Republic, Soviet statements, 166,
519-520

Scientific missile experts, use by 
U.A.R., U.S. statement, 145-146 

West, Berlin. 8 efl Berlin, West 
Gilpatric, Roswell L., cited, 536-537 
Godber, Joseph B., 133-141, 336 (cited) 
Gomulka, Wladyslaw, 651-652 
Great Lakes, demilitarization of, U.S.- 

U.K. treaty, 1817, 618 
Gromyko, Andrey A., 509-524 
Ground observation posts. Sec Con

trol posts
Guantanamo naval base, statements re, 

Cuban, 596, 597, 598; Soviet, 608

Hague convention, re secret arming cf 
merchant ships, 165 

Heads of State conference, proposals 
and statements, Chinese Commu
nist, 272; Soviet, 289-290, 514-515, 
565-566; U.S., 274-275, 369-370,
690

Holy Loch base, m , 136, 137, 139 
“Hot line”. See Communications : Com

munications link between U.S. and 
Soviet Union 

House Committee on Armed Services, 
hearings on U.S. military posture 
and appropriations, 17-22 

Hydrogen bombs. See Nuclear and 
thermonuclear weapons

II Giorno, editor’s interview with Pre
mier Khrushchev, 178-176

India {see also Eight nonaligned 
members of 18-Nation Committee 
on Disarmament), proposals on 
test-ban negotiations, 71 (cited), 
207, 210, 211 

Indonesia, 657 
Inspection:

Antarctica. See Antarctica 
Disarmament, international inspec

tion and control of. See Control 
of reduction of armaments and 
armed forces 

On-site inspection in a test-ban con
trol system. See On-site inspec
tion

International Atomic Energy Agency, 
575

International commission for test-ban 
control, proposals and statements, 
Anglo-American, 142-143, 144; So
viet, 65; ENDC nonaligned nations, 
207, 212; U.S., 89, 90, 92, 93 

International Court of Justice, 530 
International disarmament organiza

tion, proposed:
Disarmament control by inspectors 

of. See Control: International 
inspection and control of dis
armament 

Proposals for, Soviet, 397-398; U.S., 
330, 552

International Law, application to :
Outer space explorations. General 

Assembly resolution, 632, 644r-646 
Recognition, question of, U.S. state

ments, 273-274, 308 
Treaty provisions in time of war, 

456-457
International Law Commission, 530 
International tensions, relaxation of. 

See W ar: Nuclear, risk o f : Meas
ures to reduce and Surprise attack, 
measures to prevent 

Israel, 145-146
Izi'cntiya and Pravcla interviews with 

Premier Khrushchev, 222-228, 257- 
260

Johnson, Lyndon B,, 646-651 
Johnston Island, 390, 469 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, cited, 461, 472- 

473
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Joint Oommittee on Atomic Energy, 
hearings on developments in detecfc- 
Ing nuclear weapons t e ^ ,  77-106, 
111, 671, 676n.

Jupiter missiles, 19,136, 137,188

Kennedy, John F .:
Addresses, correspondence, and state

ments, 16, 31, 81-54, 5&-60, l ia -  
113, 145-146, 215-222, 273-278,
390-393, 525-531, 541-545 (T est 
ban negotiations and Treaty, 181- 
182, 183, 193-194, 250-257, 299- 
302, 390, 489-^94, 525, 531-532) 

EulogieB, Soviet, 634; U.S., 647, 648- 
649

Khrushchev, Nikita S., addresses, cor
respondence, and statements, 1-4, 
9-16, 48 (cited), 173-176, 222-228, 
244r-249, 257-260 (cited, 334, 389, 
605), 640-644, 652-665 

Kistiakowsky, George B., dted, 466-467, 
480^81 

Koniev, Ivan S., cited, 140 
Korea, 224, 443, 658, 682 
Kuznetsov, Vasily V., 39-48, 54-56, 60- 

72,134 (cited)

Laos, 253, 525
Latin America (see also individual 

countries) :
Cuban subversion a n d  terrorism 

against Republics of, U.S. state
ment, 599-600 

Denuclearization:
Mve-power declaration (Bolivia, 

Brazil, Chile, Ecuador, Mexico) 
182-183

General Assembly resolution, 628- 
629

Statements, Brazilian, 508, 576- 
582; Chinese Communist, 272,
362 ; Cuban, 594r-599; Soviet, 387, 
395, 604r-609, 612-613; U.S., 582- 
583, 599-600, 688 

Law, international. 'See International 
law

Lechuga Hevia, Carlos, 594-599 
Leet, Lewis Don, dted, 62-63 
Legal Opinion, Department of State, on 

Ttest-Ban Treaty and use of nuclear 
weapons, 343-346 

Long, Franklin A., 77-98 
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Macmillan, Harold, 22-27 
Mansfield, Michael J., cited, 578 
Mao Tse-tung, cited, 438-439, 442 
Mark, David E., 146-155 
McNamara, Robert S., 17-22, 312-326, 

(cited, 456, 465, 466, 471-472, 473- 
474), 583-594 

Mediterranean denuclearized zone, pro
posals and statements, Soviet, 187- 
193, 386-388; U.S., 242-243 

Mexico {see also Eight nonaligned 
members of 18-Nation Committee 
on Disarmament), proposals and 
statements o n :

Denuclearization of Latin America, 
182-183

Nuclear weapons, stationing in outer 
space, outline draft treaty, 230^ 
242

Test-Ban Treaty, limited, 213 
Middle E ast:

Military balance in, U.S. statement, 
145-146

U.S. efforts in behalf of peace in, 219 
Military appropriations, budgets, and 

exi>enditures:
Committee on the Economic Impact 

of Defense and Disarmament, 
formation of, U.S. statement, 
649-651

Reduction of, proposals and state
ments, Soviet, 248, 381-383, 517, 
643, 652, 653, 678; U.S., 620-622 

U.S. budget, 17-22, 198-203, 484, 583- 
594

Military balance;
Consideration of in establishing de

nuclearized zones, statements re
garding: Brazilian, 579; Cuban, 
598; U.S., 243, 688 

Maintenance d u r i n g  disarmament 
program, proposals and state
ments, Soviet, 54-56, 120-121, 
398-399, 409, 516, 548, 561-563; 
U.S., 124, 148, 149-151, 177, 342, 
398 (cited), 424r^27, 548-551, 
553-554, 561, 573, 6 4 2 .^ .

Middle East, U.S. statement, 145-146 
Studies in, 138, 348-349, 573, 680
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Military balance—Continued 
U.S.-Soviet, effect of Test-Ban Treaty 

on, statements re, Chinese Com
munist, 357; Soviet, 286; U.S.,
101, 112, 301, 313-326, 347, 349- 
350, 460-^1  

Military bases (see also Naval bases 
wnd Submarine bases) :

National and foreign bases, differ
ences, 139, 402 

Reduction and elimination of, pro
posals and statements regarding: 

African, 195
Chinese Communist, 272, 361 
Cuban, 596, 598
Soviet, 43-44, 49, 170, 192, 234 -̂225, 

394r-404, 559, 608, 612, 637, 658, 
687

U.K., 138-139 
U.S., 150,154,180,423-427 

Security of during on-site inspection, 
Anglo-American rnemorandum, 
143-144 

Military blocs, 138, 413, 425 .
Military establishments, 116, 118, 119- 

120,121,235,272,593-594  
Military missions, exchange of, propos

als and statements, Soviet, 156,158, ‘ 
260, 386; U.S., 33, 127,130-131,132, 
375, 499

Military movements and maneuvers: 
Advance notification of, i>Poposal and ' 

statements, Soviet, 156, 157-158; 
U.S., 33, 127, 129-130, 375, 498 

Joint maneuvers by two or more coun
tries, proposed prohibition of, 1 ^  

Observation posts at major transpor
tation centers, Soviet proposal, 
248, 383-385; U.S. proposal and 
statements, 367-373 passim, 375- 
377, 498, 574, 678, 682, 687-688 

Minuteman missiles. See under Mis- 
'siles

Missiles and rockets (see also Nuclear 
delivery vehicles) :

AntiJballisticmissiles (ABM), 21,314, 
318-320, 322, 323, 348, 464-468 

Radar blacfcout problem, 319-320, 
322, 466, 469, 470 

Anti-missile defenses, 99, 278, 567, 
61»

Missiles and rockets—Continued 
Atlab, 19, 315, 461, 586 
Bases. See Military bases 
Controlled reduction during disarma

ment, proiK)sals and statements, 
Soviet, 42, 115, 117-118, 123, 125- 
126, 340, 513, 515-516, 561-563; 
U.S., 154-155, 423-424, 548, 690-
691

Intercontinental ballistic missiles 
(ICBM), statements concerning, 
Soviet, 516, 501-562; U.S., 19-20, 
21, 148, 152, 315, 461, 548, 586 

Jupiter, 19, 136,137,188 
Launchings for peaceful purposes 

(see also Outer space: Peaceful
■ exploration and use o£), Soviet 

statement, 156,157-158 
Minuteman, 19, 314, 315, 317-318, 461, 

462, 471-472, 586 
Missile site survivability, U.S. state

ments, 19, 20, 317-318, 471-472 
Polaris. See Polaris missileB 
Rocket installations. See Military 

bases 
Skybolt, 25
Soviet capability, 19-21,138-140, 148, 

18^185, 242-243, 267, 277-278,
315, 318, 319, 320, 348-349, 424, 
461,462,586-587 

Soviet withdravsrai from Western 
Hemi»phere. See Cuban crisis 

Thor, 19, 136, 137;
Titan, 19, 315, 316, 461, 480, 586 
U;A.R. use of ..German scientists in 

work on, U.S. statement, 145-146 
U.S. program, 18, 19-21, 267, 277- 

278, 314r-315, 316, 318-321, 461, 
462, 471-472, 586-588 

Monitoring systems for nuclear test de
tection. See Nuclear tests, cessa
tion or suspension of: Control or 
verification of 

Moon expedition (U.S.-Soviet), U.S.
proposal, 528-529, 543 

Moratorium on nuclear tests. See Nu
clear tests: Moratorium on 

Moscow Conference, July 1963 (U.K., 
U.S., U.'S.S.R.) (see also Test-Ban 
Treaty, limited), 220, 244, 428-429
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Moscow treaty. See Test-Ban Treaty, 
limited

Multilateral nuclear force, proposed. 
See under North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization

Nassau proposal (U.K.-U.S.) (see also 
North Atlantic Treaty Organiza
tion: Multilateral nuclear force, 
proposed), 4-8, 2 2 -^ , 25, 39, 52,
163, 276, 277 

Na^er, Gramal Abdel, d ted , 388 
National detection stations for control 

of a test-ban (see also Automatic 
seismic stationB) : ■

Soviet proposal's and statements, 1-4, 
45, 50, 61-72, 174, 175, 247 

U.K.-U.S. proposal, 142, 685 
U.S. proposals and statements, 33-38, 

102, 676-677 
National liberation movements, state

ments concerning, Chinese Commu
nist, 362-363, 444; Soviet, 15, 657- 
658

National Security Council, considera
tion of the value of nuclear tests,
391-^92

NATO. See North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization 

Naval base (see also Military bases and 
Submarine bases), Guantanamo, 
596, 597, 598, 608 '

Naval vessels (see also Submarines) : 
Camouflaged as merchant ships, state

ments, Soviet, 161,165; U.S., 186 
Movements and maneuvers. See Mil

itary movements and maneuvers 
Nuclear armed, withdrawal from for

eign ports, Soviet draft declara
tion, text, 49 

S ta t^ en ts re, Soviet, 44, 156, 161, 
164r-165,191, 398; U.K., 137; U.S., 
150, 179 

U.S., in Mediterranean, .191 
Nigeria (see also Eight nonaligned 

members of lS-N;ation Committee 
on Disarmament), cessation of nu
clear tests, joint memorandum 
(Ethiopia, Nigeria, U.A.R.), 203- 
206, 213-214 

Nike-Zeus and Nike-X ABM systems,
319, 465, 467

Ntoaggressl-on pact between Warsaw 
Treaty and NATO countries, text 
of Soviet draft proposal, 57-^58 

Statements concerning, Brazilian, 
508-509; French, 265, 274; Pol
ish, 651; Soviet, 47, 159, 170, 173, 
176, 223, 225, 246, 248, 259, 281, 
378^81, 519, 52i, 563-564, 652; 
Tripartite (U.S., U.K., U.S.S.E.), 
250; U.A.E., 209; U.S., 274, 372, 

Norstad NATO plan, 53 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization 

(NATO) :
Defensive posture compared with So

viet bloc, 'Statements, U.K., 133- 
141; U.S., 325, 425-428, 589-591 

Executive committee with Council of, 
proposal for, U.S. statement, 53 

French participation in, 26, 262 -̂263,
266, 370

Multilateral nuclear force, proposed: 
C h i n e s e  Communist statements, 

358, 435
French participation in, question
■ of, statements, French, 4 ^ ;  So

viet, 166; U.K., 24, 26, 136; U.S., 
276-277

Soviet note and statements on, 89- 
40, 123, 161-170, 174, 187-193, 
4ia-414, 560, 564 

U.K. statements, 22-27, 136 
U.S. notes, proposals, and state- 

inents, 51-5^,' 109, 184-187, 276- 
277

Nonaggression pact with Warsaw 
Treaty coimtries. See Non
aggression pact 

Strengthening of, U.S. statements, 
301, 483, 488 

Novikov, Kirill V., 538-541, 609-613 
Nuclear and thermonuclear weapons 

(see also Missiles and rockets and 
Outer space: Stationing weapons 
of mass destruction in) :

Canada, U.S. nuclear weapons in, 39, 
191

Capabilities (see also Military bal
ance and Soviet Union: Nuclear 
capability), statements U.K., 23- 
27; U.S., 348, 584 -̂588, 591-592 

Delivery vehicles. See Nuclear deliv
ery vehicles.
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Nuclear and thermonuclear weapons— 
Continued 

Denuclearized zones. See Denuclear- 
ized zones 

Destruction or reduction of and ces
sation of production (see also 
Disarmament: General and com
plete), :

African summit conference res., 
195

French statements, 5, 267 
Soviet proposals and,, statements, 

39-40, 120-121, 192, 223, 283, 284, 
335-336, 338, 340-341, 559, 561 

U.A.B. statement, 209
■ U.S. proposals and statements,-17, 

107, 151, 215, 229-284, 251, 315, 
327-330 (draft arts.), 380-331, 
549-550, 682 !

•.  I ’- •

Devastation wrought by. See W ar: 
Nuclear

Effects of induced phenomena on, 
U.S. statement, 468-^71 

Mssibhable materials. ' See Fission
able materials 

French atomic foi^ce develo^pment, 
statements, 4-9, 261, 264, 265, 
268; U.K., 24, 26; U.S., 52-53 

High-yield weapons, value of; U.S. 
statem ent, 99, 255, 278, 316-318, 
321-322, 348-349, 393, 462 

N u c l e a r  force, multilateral. See 
North Atlantic Treaty Organiza
tion : Multilateral nuclear force, 
proposed 

Proliferation, p re v e n tio n  o f :
Chinese Communist statement, 269 
5-power declaration, 182-183 
French statement, 267-268 
Relationship of Test-Ban Treaty 

to, Statements on, Chinese Com
munist, 269,270,352-366; IVench, '; 
267; U.S., 59-60, 100, 109, 254^
255, 298, 300, 310, 334-325, 34^ ' 
345, 374, 453, 455, 475 

Soviet statements (see also under 
NATO: Multilateral n u c l e a r  

force), 412-415, 564

Nuclear and thermonuclear weapons— 
Continued 

ProlifCTation, prevention of—Con.
UiS. statemenits, 59-60, 100, 109, 

113, 254-255, 298, 300, 310, 324- 
325, 329 (draft a r t) , 330, 332, 
343-345, 374, 453, 455, 475, 496, 
499, 572-573 

Soviet technical nuclear aid to Com
munist China, question of, states 
ments, Chinese 'Communist,; 363- 
364; French, 264 ; Soviet, 412^ 

,413; U.S., 366,482 -
Stationing or orbiting, in outer space. 

See Outer; space: Stationing or 
orbiting weapons of mass destruc
tion in_

Stockpiles of, r;eduction and elimina
tion of. ; See Destruction or re
duction of, supra 

Tests- -; See Nuclear te®ts ;
Use o f : ■

Prohibition of, proposed conference 
for signing convention on: 

,(jeneral;Assembly resolution, 626 
Statemeiits <m, Soviet,. 609-613; 

U.S., 346, 600-602, 691 
U.S. statement and legal opinion, 

343-345, 443n 
West Germany, nuclear arming of,

■ statements on. Communist Chi
nese, 435; French, 8; Soviet, 40, 
413t414

Nuclear delivery vehicles (see also Mis
siles and rockets) :

Controlled reduction and elimmation 
o f :

French statement, 267-268 
Soviet proposals and statements, 

42, 115-127, 339-340. 342, 394, 
396, 397-399, 401-403, 551-563 

U.S. proposals, report, and state
ments, 146-155, 176-181, 233, 393, 
studies on, 681-682 

Importance to U.S. defense program, 
18-^,-278  

Relative capabilities, Soviet and U.S., 
U.S. statements, 315. 584-588, 
591-592

Stationing in foreign territory, re
nunciation of and dismantling of 
existing bases \see also Military 
b ases):
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Nuclear delivery vehicles—Oontlnued 
Stationing in foreign, territory—Con. 

Chinese Communist statement, 272 
Soviet draft declaration, text of, 

49
Statements on, Soviet, 43, 44, 54- 

56, 158-159, 89^395, 398, 559; 
U.K., 133-141 

Nuclear-free zones. See Denuclearized 
zones

Nuclear pollution of atmosphere. See 
Atomic radiation and fallout 

Nuclear te sts:
Atmospheric:

Banning of. See Test-Ban Treaty, 
partial

Fallout from. See Atomic radia
tion and fallout 

French tests. See French tests, 
infra

Number of, U.S. statement, 470 
Resumption, question of, U.S. state

ments, 102, 686 
Sovleit statements, 245, 247 
U.S. statements, 82, 83-84, 102-103,

304-305, 322-323, 390-393, 451, 
469-470, 686 

Cessation or suspension of. See Nu
clear tests, cessation or suspen
sion of; Test-Ban Treaty^ lim
ited ; and Treaties, proposed: 
Comprehensive test-ban treaty 

French tests, statements on; Soviet, 
6 2 ,114r-115, 541; U.S., 59-60, 451«. 

High-yield range, question of value of 
further testing, 278, 316-317, 318, 
462

Moratorium on, report and state
ments, Burmese, 213; French, 8 - 
9; U.S., 16, 391, 451, 534 

Peaceful purpose tests. See Atomiti 
energy, peaceful uses of 

Soviet tests, U.S. statements, 278, 468, 
470

Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon 
‘ Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer 

Space, and Undei- Water. See 
Test-Ban Treaty, limited ,

’ Underground. S'ee Underground nu- 
clear explosions

Nuclear tests—^Continued 
Underv(fater:

Treaty banning. See Test-Ban 
Treaty, limited 

Verification of, statements, Soviet, 
61,245,247, 250-257; U.S., 82,102, 
251, 257-260, 323, 454 

U.S. tests (see also undejr Under
ground nuclear explosions) : 
statements re, Soviet, 39-40, 46, 
50-51, 62, 63-64, 71, 114-115; 
U.S., 16, 391-392, 468-470 

Nuclear tests, cessation or suspension 
of (see also Test-Ban Treaty, 
limited) :

Chinese proposal and statement, 272, 
361

Comprehensive test-ban treaty, pro
posed. See under Treaties, pro
posed

Control ox verification of: 
Automatic Seismic stations. See 

Automatic seismic stations 
Detection systems, developments in, 

statements, Soviet, 64; U.S., 77- 
106, 111, 323, 349, 472-473, 475,
501, 534, 671, 677 

General Assembly resolution, 213,
627 (text), 691-692 

International commission for test- 
ban control, proposals and state
ments, Anglo-American, 142, 143; 
8-nonaligned nations, 207, 212; 
U.S., 90, 93 

National detection stations. See 
National detection stations 

On-site inspection. See On-site in
spection 

Outer space, nuclear testing in : 
Prohibition against. See Outer 

space: Stationing of weapons of 
mass destruction in 

Verification of, statements, Soviet, 
245; U.S., 82, 83, 84, 86, 88-89, 
102,256, 322 

Tripartite memorandum (Ethiopia, 
Nigeria, U.A.K.) to the 18-Nation 

; Committee on Disarmament, 203- 
206, 213-214 

Soviet statement regarding, 612 
Nuclear weapons. See Nuclear and 

thermonuclear weapons
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Obi, Lucius C. N., cited, 380 
Observation posts at major transporta

tion centers. 8 ee Control posts for 
prevention of surprise attack 

On-site inspection in a test-ban control 
system :

Anglo-American memorandum, 142-
144

Inspection teams, U.S. statements, 90, 
92-94,103,182 

Latin America denuclearize zone in
spection, Cuban statement, 598 

Method of conducting inspections, 
U.S. statements, 94r-95, 105, 182, 
534-535

Quota controversy, proposals and 
statem ents:

Soviet, 3, 45-46, 62, 64-69, 70, 72, 
174r-175, 225-226, 244-245, 247 

U.S., 29-30, 34, 85-38, 63 (cited), 
73, 75, 76-77, 82 (table), 91, 104, 
106, 108, 111, 113, 183, 193-194, 
251, 252, 671, 680-682, 685 

Selection of areas to be inspected, U.S. 
statements, 85-86, 89, 92, 93 (ta
ble), 97-98 

Synopsis of suggestions of 8 non- 
aligned members of 18-Nation 
Committee on Disarmament, 207-
213 passim

Tripartite memorandum (Ethiopia, 
Nigeria, U.A.R.), 205-206, 213-
214

Operation Big Lift, 589 
Organization of American States 

(OAS), charter of, 600 
Outer space:

Banning of weapons of mass destruc
tion. See Stationing or orbiting 
weapons of mass destruction iru- 
fra

Nuclear tests in :
Treaty banning. See Test-Ban 

Treaty, limited 
Verificatiaa of, statements: 'Sov

iet, 245 ; U.S., 82, 83, 84, 86, 88-89, 
102, 256, 322 

Peaceful exploration and use o f : 
General Assembly resolution, 644r- 

646
Proposals and statements re, So

viet, 522-523, 634-638; U.S., 84, 
528-529, 535, 543, 630-633

Outea: space—Continued 
Kadlatlon in, U.S. statements, 84,102, 

391
Stationing or orbiting weapons of 

mass destruction in, prohibition 
against:

Brazilian statement, 581 
General Assembly res., 538 
Mexican working paper of draft 

treaty on, 239-242 
Soviet statements, 523, 556, 611 
U.S. statements, 528, 535-537, 547, 

571-572, 616, 631, 678, 684, 688- 
689,691

U.N. committee. See United Na
tions; Committee on Peaceful 
Uses of Outer Space

Peace, maintenance of, U.S. addresses 
and statements, 17, 203, 215-222, 
250-257, 482, 526-527, 530-531, 544, 
545, 647-649 

Peace Corps, 221
Peace forces, International, U.S. state

ments, 148, 234-235, 530 
Peace trea,ty with Germany. See under 

Germany
Peaceful coexistence. Statements regard

ing:
Chinese Communist, 271, 365-366, 449 
French, 264
Soviet, 9, 11, 12, 15, 48, 173-176, 192, 

222-228, 246, 247, 281, 282, 288, 290, 
291, 510-513, 640, 644 

U.A.B., 209 
U.S., 482

Peaceful settlement of territorial dis
putes, Soviet proposal, 654-665 

Plowshare prc^am . See Atomic en
ergy, peaceful uses of 

Poland, five steps toward disarmament, 
statement, 651-652 

Polaris missiles (see also Submarines, 
nuclear-armed), s t a t e m e n t s ,  
French, 7-8; Soviet, 39, 161, 167, 
187-188, 402-403; U.K., 25, 136- 
137; U.S., 19, 314, 315, 461, 462, 472, 
570, 586

Pravda and Izvestvya interviews with 
Premier Khrushchev, 222-228, 257- 
260
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Preparedness Investigating Subcommit
tee of tlie Senate Armed Services 
Committee:

Hearing's, 6T1-672 
Report by, 373w 

President’s Council of Economic Ad
visers, 621, 649, 650, 683 

Project Cloud Gap, 682 
Project Vela. See Vela program

Radar blackout problem, 319-320, 322, 
466, 469, 470 

Radiation, atomic. See Atomic radia
tion and fallout 

Radiotelegraph communications Unk.
See Communications 

Rapacki Plan. See Denuclearized zone: 
Central Europe 

Researcb;
ACDA programs, 77-98, 105, 196- 

197, 498, 501-503, OT3-574, 667, 
668, 673-683 

Seismological research, international 
cooperation in :

Swedish statement, 212 
Tripartite memorandum (Ethiopia, 

Nigeria, U.A.R.), 206, 214 
Rocket installations. See Military 

bases
Rockets. See Missiles and rockets 
Rusk, Dean, 28-31, 106-112, 302-311, 

366-374, 484r-488 (cited, 458, 477- 
478, 601-602, 603)

Sahara, French nuclear tests in, state
ments, Soviet, 62, 114-115, 541; 
U.S., 59-60, 451«.

Satellites, surveillance, 89, 322 
Seaborg, Gleim T., cited, 474, 476 
Seismic events, detection and identifi

cation of. See Automatic seismic 
stations; National detection sta
tions ; Nuclear tests: Control or 
verification of; On-site inspection; 
and Undergrotaid nuclear explo
sions

Seismological research, international 
cooperation in (see also Research), 
206, 212, 214 

Senate, U .S .:
Action on limited Test-Ban Treaty, 

291n, 525».3, 673

Senate, U.S.—Continued 
Armed Services Committee, Pre

paredness Investigating Subcom
mittee, S73n, 462«., 671-672 

Foreign Relations Committee: 
Hearings on nuclear test-ban nego

tiations and treaty, 106-112, 302- 
326, 346-351, 358n- 

Test-Ban Treaty, limited;
Approval of, 496 
Report on, 450-483 

President’s message on Test-Ban 
Treaty, 299-302 

Shapiro, Henry, 652-654 
Shulman, Marshall D., cited, 482 
Sino-Soviet schism. See China, Com

munist: Sino-Soviet relationship 
Skybolt missiles, 25 
Social consequences of disarmament. 

See Economic and social conse
quences of disarmament 

Socialism, statements re, Communist 
China, 270; Soviet, 10, 11-16, 284, 
287-289

Socialist state, defenses of, Soviet 
statement, 416-417 

Southeast Asia, statements re, Chinese 
Communist, 443; Soviet, 234, 658; 
U.S., 219, 253, 257, 682 

Soviet Union (for proposals and state
ments on specific sudjeots, see sui- 
jeot) :

Air force, statements re, U.K., 138;
U.S., 184, 243 

Armed forces, statements, U.K., 134, 
140; U.S., 585, 589-591 

Communications link between U.S. 
and Soviet Union (hot Une) : 

Memorandum of understanding es
tablishing, 236-238 

Negotiations, ACDA reiport, 677, 
684, 686; ENDC report, 431 

Statements regarding, Soviet, 150- 
160; U.S., 131-133, 160, 185, 187,
275, 484-485, 498, 500, 547, 572, 
616

Communist Party of the, 15-16, 260 
Fiscal system, U.S. Department of 

Commerce study of, 678 
Khrushchev, Nikita S., addresses, cor

respondence, and statements. 
See Khrushchev
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Soviet Union—Oontinned 
Moscow T r a a t y .  See Test-Ban 

Trmty, limited 
Nuclear aid to Oommimi&t China, 

question of, statements, Chinese 
Communist, 363-364, 435, 436- 
437; French, 264; Soviet, 412- 
413; U.S., 366, 482 

Nuclear capability, statements re, 
French, 267; Soviet, 13-14, 140 
(cited), 286, 586-587; U.K., 138- 
140; U.S., 20, 184-185, 242-243,
316, 320, 462, 584-588 'passim, 

Nuclear tests In, U.S. statements, 278, 
468, 470

Relations with, U.S. report and state
ments, 482-483, 486-487, 527-529, 
■542-544

Seismic areas and earthquakes in, 
U.S. statements, 82, 86-87, 104,
111

Sino-Soviet relationship (see also 
Nuclear aid to Communist China, 
supra), statements, Chinese Com
munist, 352-366,432-450; French, 
264, 266; Soviet, 281-291, 404- 
423; U.S., 366, 369, 371, 452, 482, 
486-487, 488, 503-504 

Wheat sales to, U.S. statement, 543, 
544

■Space. See Outer space 
State Department, U .S .:

Antarctica, Inspection of, statements, 
504-505, 603 

Test-Ban Treaty, limited. Legal Opin
ion re, 343-346 

Stelle, Charles C .:
Head of U.S. delegation to 18-Nation 

Committee on Disarmament, 684 
Statements t o :

18-Nation Committee on Disarma
ment:

■ Military bases, 423-427 
Nuclear delivery vehicles and 

verification, 176-181 
Nuclear di^rmament, 22&-2S5, 

330-333
Reduction of risk of war, 127-133, 

374r-377

Stelle, Charles C.—Continued 
Statements to—Continued 

First Committee of General Assem
bly:

Denuclearization of Latin Amer
ica, 509-602 

Disarmament negotiations, prog
ress in, 546-555 

Stevenson, Adlai E., 532-537, 582-583, 
630-633

Stockpiles of weapons of mass desstruc- 
tion, reduction and elimination of. 
See Nuclear and thermonuclear 
weapons : Destruction or reduction 
of

Strategic Air Command ( S A C ) ,  
strength of, 585, 586 

Submarine bases:
Holy Loch, 55,136,137,139 
Mediterranean bases, Soviet state

ment, 187-192 
Sovieit draft declaration and state

ments re, 43, 44, 49, 187-192, 398 
U.K. Statement, 135-137, 139 

Submarines;
Nuclear-armed (see also Polaris mis

siles), statements, French, 7-8; 
Soviet, 39, 55, 161, 169, 167, 187- 
193, 402-403; U.K., 25-27; U.S., 
53-54, 179, 242-243, 276, 318, 472 

Soviet, U.S. statement, 19-22 
Summit conferences:

African States, Summit Conference of 
Independent:

Resolution, 195 
Statements, 203, 204, 395 

Proposals for. See Heads of State 
Surprise attack, measures to prevent 

(see also War: Nuclear, risk of: 
Measures to reduce), proposals and 
statements, Soviet, 248, 383-385; 
U.S., 366-373 passim, 375-377, 392, 
498-499, 574, 687-688 

Sweden (see also Eight nonaligned 
members of 18-Nation Committee 
on Disarmament), proposals and 
statements re test-ban negotiations, 
209,210,211,212-213

Taiwan (see also China, Republic of), 
224, 416,445, 657
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Tass statements, 50-51, 114-115 
Taylor, Maxwell D., 3 4 ^ 5 1 , 463

(cited)
TefiM V . Sughes, 456 
Teller, Edward* cited, 3&2, 462, 466, 479 
Tension, international, measures to re

duce. See W ar: Nuclear, risk o f : 
Measures to reduce and Surprise 
attack, measures to prevent 

Territorial disputes,, peaceful settle
ment of, Soviet proposal, 654-665 

Test'ban control. See Control or veri
fication of a test-^an agreement; 
International commission for test- 
ban control, propos^; and Test- 
Ban Treaty, limited: Safeguards 
against violaticm of 

Test-Ban Subcommittee (U.K., U.S., 
U.S.S.R.) of the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee, 72-73, 
171-172,507 

Test-Ban Treaty, limited (see also 
Treaties proposed: Comprehensive 
test-ba^ treaty) : ^

, , Amending, question of, 492-493 
dommunlqu43 (U.K., U.S., U.S.S.R.)

on, 24^250, 294r-295 \
Bast German signing of, statements
  re, Soviet, 417-418; U.S., 27^-

274,308,457, 458-459,490 
Entry into force, 291%, 547 .
Legal Opinion, U.S. Department of 

State, 343-346 
Negotiations, review o f :

ENDC report, 428-430 
U.S., reports and statements, 295- 

297, 303-305, 345, 451-452, 455, 
546-547, 670-672, 685-686 i

President’s report to the people, 250- 
257 . ,

Provisions, review of, 297, 307-309, 
454-458 ‘

Ratification aijd/or signing of, 291n,
‘ 42a  459, 495^96, 531-532 (Presi-; 
dent’s remarks), 693-694 (list of 
countries)

Reports and statements re: 
Brazilian, 505-507 
OMneSe Communist, 268-272, 273, 

274, 352-366 
ENDC, 428-430 
Erench, 266-288

Test Ban Treaty—Continued 
Ileports and statements re—Con,
; /Soviet,'’245 2̂^ ,  247, 25t-259, 281- 

’ , 291, 33^, ■ 3t7-378, 389, 404-415, 
'”5(^^10,'52'1, 522, 524, 538^541 

U.S. (see also Negotiations, supra), 
250-257, 29^326, 331, 343-351, 
368, 369,̂  371-372, 390-393, 428- 
430, 450-483, 485-486, 489-494^ 
495-498, 525, 531-533, 573, 614- 
616,673

Safeguards against violation of, U.S. 
report and statements, 255-256, 
301-502, 309, 321-324, 347, 34^  
3;50, 371-372, 390-393, 458, 462, 
473-475, 485-486, 489 

Senate, action,. 291n, 525n, 673 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee 

eonsideraftion of |;
Approvalof ^Treaty, 496 
Hearings, on, sj^atements 

Chairmap of Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
3 4 6 ^ 1  ‘

Secretary of Defense, 3:^326  
-.Secretary of ,Sta,te:

Negotiations for, 106-112 1
! Requested approval, 302-311 
Report of, 450-483 

Text, 291-293 
Transmittals to:

President, 295-299 
Senate, 299-302 ,

Underground testing, allowance for. 
See Underground nuclear explo
sions

Thant, U, cited, 346, 578-579 . 
Thermonuclear weapons. See Nuclear 

and thennonuelear weapons 
Thor missiles, 19,136,137 
Titan missiles,^ ■ 19, 315, 316, 461, 480,

586 ;
Trade, international, statements re, Pol

ish, 652; Soviet, 513; U.S., 543, 
544 

Treaties:
Antarctic Treaty, 505, 576, 581, 603, 

605
Communications link between U.S. 

and the Soviet Union, memoran
dum re establishment of (see also 
under .Communications), text of, 
236-238
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Treaties—Continued 
Franco-German Treaty of 1963, So

viet statements, 39, 40,162, 560 
Nuclear Weapon Tests In the Atmos

phere, in Outer Space, and Under 
Water, Treaty Banning (see also 
Test-Ban Treaty, limited), text 
of, 291-293 

Treaties, proposed:
Comprehensive test-ban treaty (see 

also Test-Ban Treaty, limited) : 
Anglo-American position on, 141- 

145
Control or verifleation of. See Au

tomatic seismic stations; Na
tional detection stations; Nuclear 
tests, cessation or suspension o f : 
Control or verification of; and 
On-site Inspection 

ENDC Subcommittee on a Treaty 
for the Discontinuance of Nu
clear Weapon T ests:

ACDA statement, 72-73 
Brazilian statement, 507 
Report on activities, 171-172 

Exploratory meetings ( Soviet- 
U.K.-U.S. at New York City 
and Washington) :

Soviet delegation to, 3-4 
Susi)ensioin of, Soviet statements, 

50-51, 66 
U.S. Statements re, 16, 28-31 

Proiwsals and statements r e : 
Brazilian, 506-508 
Chinese Communist, 209, 272, 361,

363 
Mexican, 213
Soviet, 44-47, 50-51, 60-72, 174^

175, 222-223, 225-226, 244 -̂245, 
247, 285,411, 540 

U.S., 16, 28-31, 33-38, 58-60, 72- 
77, 94-95, 99-113, 181-182, 183, 
18&-187, 193-194, 220-221, 373- 
374, 451, 492, 528, 533-585, 676, 
680-681

Denuclearization of Latin America.
See under Latin America 

Disarmament, general and complete 
(see also under Disarmament) ; 

ACDA report, 689-690 
General Assembly resolution, 624- 

625

Treaties, proposed—Continued 
Disarmament—Continued 

Proposals and statements, Soviet, 
41-43, 115-119, 121, 125, 156-160, 
169, 284, 394-404, 513, 557-558, 
561, 609, 655; U.S., 146-148, 177- 
179, 230-231, 327-330, 498-500, 
548-549, 551, 568-569, 601-602, 
617, 621

U.S. outline of a treaty on general 
and complete disarmament in a 
peaceful world:
Amendment proposed by U.S., 

327
Draft arts, proposed by U.S., 327- 

330
Soviet statemeiits, 119, 121 
U.S. statements and references 

- to, 235, 498, 548-549, 551, 568- 
569, 602, 617 

German peace treaty. See Germany: 
Peace treaty, proposed 

Nuclear weapons, stationing Or orbit" 
ing in outer space, prohibition of. 
See Outer space : Stationing or 
orbiting weapons of mass destruc
tion in

Renunciation of use of force for 
settlement of territorial disputes, 
Soviet proposal, 654-665 

Tsarapkin, Semyon K., 115-127, 156- 
160, 334-343, 377-389, 394-404
(cited, 128, 229, 231, 234, 235, 424)

U Thant. See Thant, U 
U-235, transfer to peaceful uses, pro

posals and statements re, Soviet,
386-338, 340; U.S., 327, 328, 332- 
333

Underground nuclear explosions: 
Banning of. See Treaties, proposed: 

Comprehensive test-ban treaty 
Detection and identification of (see 

also Automatic seismic stations; 
International commission f o r  
test-ban control, proposed; Na
tional detection stations; and 
On-site inspection), U.S. sys
tems, 79-80, 82-86, 87, 88, 91, 96- 
98,101-104,108, 111, 501, 534, 677 

High-yield weapons tests, question of 
value of, 278, 316-317, 318, 462
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Underground, nuclear explosions—Oon. 
Test“Ban Treaty, limited, allowance 

for underground testing, state
ments, Chinese Communist, 269, 
270, 35S-357, 434; French, 267; 
Soviet, 408, 410; U.S., 251, 297, 
299, 300-301, 307, 344, 349, 477- 
478, 4 9 0 ^ 1  

U.S. tests:
Moratorium on, U.S. statements, 

16, 391, 451, 534 
Necessity for, U.S. statements,

273, 297, 301-302^ 307, 320-321, 
324, 325, 347-348, 350, 390-391,

. 473^77, 485-486, 489, 490-492 
Postponement of, 16 
Resumption of, :16«;; Soviet state

ments re, 39-40, 46, 50-51, 63-64, 
71, 114-115 

Underwater nuclear tests:
Treaty banning. See Test-Ban Treaty 
Verification of, statements, Soviet, 61, 

245, 247, 250-257; U.S., 82, 102, 
251, 257-260, 323, 454 

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.
, See Soviet Union 

United Arab Republic (U.A.R.) (see 
also Eight nonaligned members of
18-Nation Committee) :

Joint memorandum (Ethiopia, Ni
geria, U.A.R.) re nuclear test- 
ban, 203-206, 213-214 

Use of German scientists in work on 
missiles and aircraft, U.S. state
ment, 145-146- 

United Kingdom (see also specific sub
ject for proposals on) :

Air force, statements regarding, 
U.K., 24, 27; U.S., 276 

British Communist Party, Soviet 
statement, 15 

Communiqu6s (U.K., U.S., U.S.S.R.), 
Test-Ban Treaty, limited, 249- 
250, 294-295 

Demilitarization of the Great Lakes, 
1817 treaty with U.S.; 618 

Nassau proposal. See Nasisau pro
posal

Nuclear defense systems, U.K. stote- 
ments, 22-2rr, 133-141

United Kingdom—Continued 
Nuclear tests, verification o f : 

Anglo-American memorandum, 141-
145

U.S.-U.K. proposed detection sys
tem, 37, 81, 85, 88-90, 92 

Test-Ban Treaty negotiations at Mos
cow, participation in : 

Communiques, 249-250, 294r-295 
Text of treaty, 291-293 

United Nations:
Charter, changes in, U.S. statement, 

530
Committee on Peaceful Uses of Outer 

Space, 633, 634-635, 636 
Disarmament Commission, ENDC re

ports to, 170-173,^8-432  
Economic and Social Council. See 

Economic and Social Council 
General Assembly. See General As

sembly
Peacekeeping operations, U.S. state

ments, 529-530, 551-552, 647 
Scientific Coinmittee, 575 
Strengthening of, U.S. statement, 219 

United States {for proposals and, state
ments on specific suijeets, see sub
ject) :

Air force, 18-22, 312-313, 315, 318, 
461

Anglo-American memorandum on ces
sation of nuclear weapon tests, 

'! 141-145 
Armed forces, U.S. statem ents: 

Combat readiness and relative 
strength to those of Soviet Union, 
585-591 ■ ’ ,

Strengthening of, 17-22, l(fl 
Arms Control and Disarmament 

Agency. See Ahhs Control and 
Disarmament Agency, TJ.S. 

Atomic Energy Commi^ion, 102, 348, 
682

Commanders In Chief, unified com
mands, 479»

Communications link with Soviet Un
ion. See uncl^ Commuhications 

Communiques (U.K., U.S., U.S.S.R.), 
Test-Ban Treaty, limited, 249- 
250, 294-295
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United States—Oontinued 
D efense:

Department of. See Defense, Dê  
partment of 

Policies and programs (see also Mis
siles and rockets, U.S. program) 
of, 17-22, 566-574, 583-694 

Demilitarisation of the Great Lakes, 
1817 treaty with U.K., 618 

Franco-American relations, French 
statement, 261-266 

Interagency coordination of arms con
trol and disarmament matters,
102, 196, 348, 501, 621, 674, 675,
676, 682, 683 

Security, effect of Test-Ban Treaty on, 
U.S. statement, 255, 347-351 

Soviet-U.S. relations, U.S. report and 
'statements, 482-483, 486-4r87,
527-529, 542-^544

Van Allen radiation b^t, 391 
Vela program, statements, 'Soviet, 64; 

U.S., 77-78, 84, 85, 89, 90, 93, 95-
96, 99, 105, 501, 534, 677 

Viet-Nam, question of unification, So
viet statement, 658 

Viet-Nam, South, Soviet statements re, 
224, 443

War:
Cold war. See Oold war 
Nuclear war, risk o f :

Measures to reduce:
Communications link between 

U.S. and U.S.S.R., establish
ment of. See Communications 
link

Denuclearization zones, proposed 
establishment of. See De
nuclearized zones 

ENDC report, 430-431 
Nonaggresaion pact. See Non

aggression pact 
Soviet proposals and statements, 

12, 41, 42, 47, 49, 5^ 55 , 56, 
116-117,118, 149, 156-160,187- 
188, 248, 260, 281, 335-343, 394, 
521-522 

U.K. statement, 136-137, 141

War—Continued 
Nuclear war, risk of—Continued 

Measures to reduce—Continued 
U.S. proposals and statements, 

31, 33, 127-133, 160, 185, 187, 
220, 243, 252, 300, 326, 374^77, 
498-499, 528, 552-553, 571-572,
677, 678, 686-687 

Statements regarding:
Chinese Communist, 269, 271-

272, 353, 354, 359, 361, 437-439, 
440, 444 

French, 5-7, 267
Soviet, 10-11, 13-14, 40, 4 2 ^ 3 ,4 8 , 

121, 124, 161-162, 163, 164, 174,
176, 222, 223, 246, 249, 258, 282, 
284, 286, 290, 418, 660 

U.S., 17, 59, 147, 184, 215, 217- 
219, 221, 253, 254, 255, 256, 306, 
324, 325-326, 331, 393, 544^543,
587

Territorial disputes. See Territorial 
disputes

Use of nuclear weapons in event of, 
effect of Test-Ban Treaty on, 455- 
457, 490

World War II, Soviet statements, 9- 
10, 189, 260 

Warsaw Treaty countries:
Missile bases in, U.K. statement, 139 
Nonaggresgion pact with NATO, pro

posed. See Nonaggression pact 
Washington Treaty of 1959. See Ant

arctic Treaty 
Weapons of mass destruction (see also 

Nuclear and thermonuclear weap
ons) :

Chemical and bacteriological weap
ons, prohibition of, 230, 610-611 

Stationing or obiting in outer space, 
prohibition against. See Outer 
space: Stationing or orbiting 
weapons of mass destruction in 

Testing on. See Test Ban Treaty 
West Irian, 657 
West New Guinea, 219 
Wheeler, Earle G., cited, 478 
World Meteorological Organization, 

General Assembly resolution, 575 
York, Herbert F., cited, 464, 474, 480
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