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27 Oct 59 

29 Oct 59 

3 Nov 59 

4 Nov 59 

8 Nov 59 

The Geneva nuclear-test-ban conference· resumed after a 
2-month recess. In an opening statement the US renewed 
its request that Soviet scientists study the latest 
us data on the difficulty or differentiating between 
underground nuclear explosions and earthquakes. The 
USSR again urged Western acceptance of its view that the 
number of annual inspections was not·a matter for tech­
nical determination and must be set at a fixed figure by 
political agreement. 

NYT, 28 Oct 59, p. 15. 

British Foreign Minister Selwyn Lloyd suggested in a 
speech to the House of Commons that the US, UK, and USSR 
hold a joint underground nuclear-test series to provide 
data on which to base an effective control system. 

NYT, 30 Oct 59, pp. 1, 2. 

The USSR announced to the Geneva nuclear-test-ban 
conference its readiness to participate in a new 
scientific evaluation of the problems of detecting and 
identifying underground nuclear tests. {The West had 
been urging such an evaluation for the past 10 months; 
eee item of 5 January 1959.) 

The next day the Soviet delegate proposed drastic 
limitations on any investigation to be carried out. He 
now proposed that scientists from the two sides should 
determine only: What the "objective" readings of seismo­
grap~s and oth~r delicate contro~ instruments should 
oe '~ q~alify suspicious events tor on-site investiga-
tion by mobile inspection teams supervising a test ban. 
The control system itself would remain that prescribed by 
the 1958 Geneva Conference of Experts (see item of 21 
August 1958}. {See item of 24 November 1959.) 

NYT, 4 Nov 59, p. 1; ibid., 5 Nov 59, p. 5. 

The French UN delegate announced that France was deter­
mined to stage a nuclear test in the Sahara unless the 
US, UK, and USSR "renounce their nuclear armament." 
{See last two items of 20 Nove~er 1959.) 

l!X!,, 5 Nov 59, p • 1 • · 

Former President Truman urged in a syndicated article the 
imperative necessity of resuming US atomic testing with 
underground detonations. Such testing would not consitute 
a health hazard, he pointed out, because it produced no 
fallout. S~nce underground testing could not be readily 
detected by existing methods, it was possible that other 
countries weretesting without the knowledge or the us. 
For the US to refrain from resuming testing under such 
circumstances, Mr. Truman wrote, was to risk US security 
and jeopardize world peace. 

NYT, 8 Nov 59, pp. 1, 9. 

20 Nov 59 The UN General Assembly unanimously passed a resolution 
transmitting to the UN Disarmament Commission, among other 
things, the British disarmament proposal of 17 September 

._. 1959 {see item) and the Sovie-t total-disarmament proposal 
or 18 September 1959 (see item). Further, the resolution 
requested the UN Secretary General to make available to 
the Ten-Nation Disarmament Committee the same documents 
"for thorough consideration," and called upon governments 
to 11m&ke every effort to achieve a constructive solution" 
or the disarmament problem. It concluded by expressing 
the hope that "measures leading towards the goal or 
general and com~_ete.disarmament under effective inter-
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20 Nov 59 

20 Nov 59 

21 Nov 59 

-

22 Nov 59 

TOP. SFSfWI 

national control would be worked out and agreed upon in 
the shortest possible time. 11 

NYT, 21 Nov 59, p. l; text of resolution in Dept 
of State Bulletin, XLI (23 Nov 59), 766-767. 

The UN General Assembly approved an Irish r~solution 
calling upon the Ten-Nation Disarmament Committee to 
consider ways of preventing an increasing number of 
states from acquiring nuclear weapons, and requesting 
nations not possessing nuclear weapons to agree not to 
begin their manufacture. 'The measure was adopted 70-0, 
with thP, nine members of the Soviet bloc abstaining, 
along with FrancP., China, and Peru. 

NYT, 17 Nov 59, p. 5; 1~1d., 21 Nov 59, pp. 1, 4. 

The t~r General Assembly adopted an Afro-Asian resolution 
by wh!ch the Assembly (1) requested France to refrain 
from carry~ng out her projP.cted atomic test in the Sahara 
Desert; (2) exprer;sed "grave concern" over the intended 
test; and (3) c:: · __ '::,~attention to the Assembly's own 
"special respor..~i·..;~li ty" for the well-being of the 
dependent peoplef::; of Africa "threatened 11 by such tests. 
Jules f·1och, the French UN delegation 1 s disarmament expert, 

·pointed out that the resolution was "not binding in inter­
national law"; he termed it ntotally unacceptable to 
France," 11 Scientifically incorrect,u "politically odious,· 
and "deliberately of'fensive. 11 (See item of 13 February 
1960. ) 

NYT, 21 Nov 59, pp. 1, 4; ibid., 13 Nov 59, pp. 1, 2 

The UN General Assembly adopted two resolutions calling 
on the states engaged in nuclear-test-ban negotiations at 
Geneva to continue their voluntary suspension of testing. 
The US voted for one of the two resolutions--one sponsored 
by Austria, Japan, and Sweden, which passed by a vote or 
78-0-2. At the same time the US pointed out that it 
remained opposed to any permanent cessation or nuclear 
tests without agreeme.nt on a system of international 
safeguards. The US abstained from voting on the other 
resolution, which was sponsored by 24 countries led by 
India and which passed by a vote of 60-1-20 {US). Two 
days earlier, in Committee I {Political and Security), 
US Representative Lodge had described the second resolu­
tion as "more far-reaching" and as containing "certain 
language with which we are not in accord. 11 The preamble 
of the second resolution, after speaking of "the increasi!l.y 
hazards" to mankind resulting from tests or nuclear "' 
weapons and of "the profound concern evinced by the 
peoples of all c ... ;t-.:tries" regarding such tests, emphasized 
the urgency of reaching a test-cessation agreement under 
effective international control. By using the words 
"nuclear and thermo-nuclear tests," both the statement 
of urgency and the operative portion of the second 
resolution perhaps implied an expansion of the purpose of 
the Geneva negotiations, since it differed in this respect 
from the resolution favored by the US, which spoke only 
or the effort to reach agreement on prohibition of nuclear 
weapons tests. The second resolution had an additional 
clause appealing to States other than the three negotiat1no 
at Geneva to desist from nuclear weapons testing. ~ 

~2P~ of State Bulletin, XLI (21 Dec 59), 918-919; 
NYT, ov 59, p. 3. 
John A. McCone, Chairman of the Atomic Energy C~ission~ 
stated on the Meet~.Press TV program that he opposed 
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24 Nov 59 

24 Nov 59 

30 Nov 59 

a~r iS llv lij ~ ,..) 1' j 

any extension of the US moratorium on nuclear testing 
beyond 31 December 1959 except on a week-to-week basis; 
and each extension of a week, he added, should be 
conditioned 11 on the status of the negotiations at Geneva. 
Mr. ~!~Cone made it clear that he was speaking for himself 
and not the Eisenhower Administration. (See item of 
29 December 1959.) 

~iT, 23 Nov 59, p. 1. 

A memorandum issued jointly in Washington by the Chairman 
of the AEC and the Director of the USSR Main Administratior. 
for the Utilization of Atomic Energy described agreements 
reached for co-operation between the US and USSR in the 
field of peaceful uses of atomic energy. (These agree­
mants were within the framework of the 1960-1961 US-USSR 
Exche.nge Agr:~ement !n the scientific, technical, educatior.­
al, and cultural fields.) The memorandum announced that 
the agreements provided for: (1) The exchange of sc1ent1st3 
specializing in thennon~clear re~earch, nuclear-power 
reactors, and high-energy and nuclear physics; (2) the 
exchange of information on peaceful uses of atomic energy 
through the exchange of documents, reports, and abstracts 
with ~t.1.ch pP..p~::.. .. ~ !·r0vided tu the International Atomic 
Energy Agenc:y; ~ .~; ~he separate examination by the US and 
USSR of the feasibility of engaging in joint projects, 
with a-meeting during the first half of 1960 to consider 
"vrhat enterprises merit further study"; and ( 4) considera­
tion of the possibility of making available new scientific 
instr~~ents under agreed terms and on a reciprocal basis. 

Dsp~ of State Bulletin, XLI (28 Dec 59), 958-959; 
NYT, 2 ov-59, pp. 1, 4. 

At the nuclear-test-ban conference in Geneva the Soviet 
Union agreed with the US and the UK on a program for a 
study of underground nuclear explosions (see item of 
3 November 1959). The study was to begin the next day. 
The first part of the agreed instructions to the scientific 
experts of the two sides stated that the experts were to 
"consider.the question of the use of objective instrument 
readings in connection with the selection of an event 
which cannot be identified by the international control 
organ and which could be suspected of being a nuclear 
explosion, in order to determine a basis for initiating 
on-site inspection. 1' The second part of the instructions 
directed that the experts, "proceeding from the discussions 
and the conclusions" of' the 1958 Geneva Conference or 
Experts (see item of 21 August 1958), 11 consider all data 
and studies relevant to the detection and identification 
of seismic events and . . . consider possible improvements 
of the techniques and instrwnentation." The Soviet Union 
had wanted to lim~t the experts• work as closely as 
possible to the p;~nts covered in the first part of the 
instructions. T!1e teams of experts were to be headed by 
Dr. James B. Fisk (US), Sir William Penney (UK), and Dr. 
Yevgeni I Federov (USSR). (See item of 19 December 1959.J 

NYT, 25 Nov 59, pp. 1, 4; Dept of State Bulletin, 
XLI (~Dec 59), 859. --

The Geneva nuclear-test-ban conferees agreed on a draft 
annex to the proposed treaty, providing for a preparatory 
commission to begin setting up the international control 
machinery without awaiting formal ratification of the 
projected treaty. The preparatory coimnission, which would 
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consist of representatives of the US, UK, and USSR, would 
be set up with an executive secretary ·~mmediately after 
the treaty was signed. As soon as possible after 
ratification of the treaty, the commission would be 
expanded to include four of the other participating natic>~.:. 
All dec!sions of the prep~ratory commission while it con­
sisted of on~y the Big Three would be unanimcus. After 
expansion to seven members the comndssion would operate 
under rules to be laid down in the treaty. The Soviet _ 
Union wanted an all-inclusive veto power under these rules, 
whereas the West had been·insisting on a provision 
specifying the "inherent right" of any treaty member to 
consider itself free of its obligations if the pact should 
not be lived up to by all signatories. 

The duties of the prepal'atory conunission would 
inclune geological and tc~ographical snrveys and other 
nece3fJary c·~11dies for loc3.t!ng and equippir.g the network 
of control postr. for poli·-::ing the test ban, study of the 
cotmnU{J.ications rJ.ec:ds of t!1e inspection system, selection 
of a headquarters site in Vienna, preparations for the 
requirements of the international staff to man the per­
manent control Oi"'ganization, the laying of the groundwork 
for the fir~t fu!l conference of treaty members within 
six mcnths e;.:'~\ .. ~j· ·-:~·.;ificaticn by the Big Three, and the 
drafting of ~he permanent organization's first budget. 

~~T, 1 Dec 59, pp. 1,14. 
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1 Dec 59 

1 Dec 59 

3 Dec 59 

The us and 11 other nations signed at Washington a treaty 
guaranteeing nonmilitarizaticn of, and· freedom of scien­
tific investigation in, Antarctica. The treaty prohibited 
any nuclear explosions and the disposal of radioactive 
waste on the Antarctic Continent. The treaty was to go 
into effect upon its ratification by the 12 governments. 
(See items of 3 May 1958, item of 15 October 1959, and 
10 August 1960. ) 

gegt ££State Bulletin, XLI (21 Dec 59), 911-917; 
NYT, ec ~9, p. 46. . 

The NSC (1) noted and discussed an interim report on the 
US position with respect to the regulation, limitation 
and balanced reduction of armed forces and armaments, by 
Mr. Charles A. Coolidge, Director of the Joint Disarmament 
Study, and ( 2) noted that the draft statement of a propose; .. / 
US long-range goal in arms-control matters, presented at 
the meeting by Mr. Coolidge, would subsequently be 
circulated to Council members and advisers so that they 
might provi·de the Secretary of State with any comments 
thereon for further study. 

Mr. Coolidge's draft statement contained the follow-
ing text: 

The present policy of the United States 
on~arms control matters should be to favor 
verifiable arms control measures which tend 
toward establishing world peace under law; 
namely, a world in which: 

1. Rules of international law pro­
hibiting armed conflict between nations 
should be in effect, backed by adequate 
jurisdiction in a world court and by an 
adequate international peace force. 

2. National military establishments 
shall have been reduced to the point where 
no single nation or group of nations can 
effectively oppose the international peace 
force, and no weapons of mass destruction 
shall be in the control of any nation. 

~NSC Action No 2152, 1 Dec 59 :(Approved by 
President 3 Dec 59); ~Memo, Exec Secy to NSC, "U.S. 
Position with Respect to the Regulation, Limitation and 
Balanced Reduction of Armed Forces and Armaments," 3 Dec 
59, JMF 3050 {3 Dec 59). 

President Eisenhower designated Fredrick·M. Eaton as US 
representative and chairman of the US delegation to the 
Ten-Nation Disarmament Committee scheduled to begin its 
work early in 1960 at Geneva (see items or 10 September 
and 21 and 28 December 1959). Mr. Eaton was to have the 
personal rank or ambassador and to act under the direction 
of the Secretary of State. The White House press release 
announcing Mr. Eaton's appointment also stated that the 
US viewed the forthcoming Committee or Ten negotiations 
as a "major opportunity .. to progress toward the goal or 
safeguarded disarmament. 

Dept £!State Bulletin, XLI (21 Dec 59), 902. 

10 Dec 59 The NSC (1) noted and discussed an oral presentation on 
major problems associated with control of long-range 
ballistic missiles, by the Special Assistant to the 
President for Science and Technology (Dr. George B. 
KistiakowskyjJ witn particular reference to developments 
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12 Dec 59 

14 Dec 59 

17 Dec 59 

that might affect the conclusions of the report of 
28 March 1958 on the same subject (by Dr. J. R. Killian, 
Jr.; see item); (2) requested the Special Assistant to 
the Preeident for Science and Technology to draw up, in 
consult~tion with the Secretaries of State and Defense 
and the Director of Cen~ral Intelligence, ~e~~s of ref­
erence for a study on the monitoring of production and 
testing of long-range ballistic missiles, and to co­
ordinate the conduct of such a study and the preparation 
of a re~ort thereqn to the President (see items of 
4 and 24 March 19b0). 

i,IP!")NSC Action Nc. 2161,. 10 Dec 59 (approved by 
President 23 Dec 59). 

The UN est~blished a Committee on the P~aceful Uses of 
Outer Spece, consisting of the US, the uX, France, the 
USSR, ~nd 20 Gther nations. (Politically, the committee 
comprised 7 CoiT'~'!lnnist -blc~ nations, l? Western or pro­
Western nations, e.nd 5 neucral n~:i;ions.) The committee wa~ 
to study (1) practical and feasible means for giving 
effect to programs in the peaceful uses of outer space 
that could be app~opriately undertaken under UN auspices, 
including co-operation in sc~entific research on outer 
space, and (2) the nature of legal problems that might 
arise from the exploration of outer space. The committee 
was to submit reports on its activities to the General 
Assembly. (This c.o~~ttee superseded the UN.Ad Hoc 
Conunittee establ.i.~ 1~.~0. on 13 Dec 58; see item.) 

Text of resolution in Dept of State Bulletin, XLI 
(11 Jan 60), 68-69; NYT, 13-nec ~~ p. 42. 

The Soviet delegate to the Geneva nuclear-test-ban confer­
ence offered a compromise package solution to three ofthe 
or~nci~al problemz ur.der negotiation. The Soviets propose~ 
L;hat, "lr tne '/Jest \-lould accept a ~-3-1 (3 Communist-bloc 
members, 3 Western, and 1 neutral) composition for the 
control commission, .the USSR would in turn accept the 
Western proposals on control-post staffing (one-third 
host-country nationals, one-third "other side,qand one­
third nationals of other countries), and on control­
commission voting procedures on budgetary and other 
financial questions (two-thirds vote to carry). The USSR 
continued to demand, however, that all control-post chiefs 
be host-country nationals; moreover, as the New York Times 
pointed out, the Communist bloc with its three repre­
sentatives out of seven could prevent the two-thirds vote 
required on budgetary and similar questions. 

NYT, 15 Dec 59, pp. 1, 12. 

The JCS res~onded to the invitation of the Secretary of 
Defense on 8 December 1959 to comment on the draft state­
ment of a proposed long-range disarmament goal presented 
by Mr. Charles A. Coolidge to the National Security 
Council on 1 December (see item). The JCS noted that they 
had not been furnished with information on the nature or 
scope of the initi~l steps Mr. Coolidge had mentioned at 
the NSC meeting a~ envisioned in his plan for achieving 
the long-range disarmament goal {see item of 3 December 59) 
The JCS therefore considered it premature to comment upon 
the substance of the proposed long-range disarmament goal 
and recommended that the formulation of a Department of 
Defense position concerning this goal be delayed until the 
complete report of the Joint Disarmament Study had been 
received and analyzed. {See items ofl January and 8 
February 1960 • ) 



17 Dec 59 

17 Dec 59 

19 Dec 59 
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~ JCSM-522-59 to SeeDer, "U.S. Pos1t1cn With 
Respect to the Regulation, Limitation .and Balanced 
Reduction of Armed Forces and Armaments (U),'' 17 Dec 59, 
derived from (S) JCS 1731/324, 14 Dec 59. Both in JMF 
3050 (3 Dec 59). 

The North Atlantic Council, having begun its regular 
semiannual ministerial meeting at Paris on 15 December, 
reaffirmed its position on disarmament in a communique 
issued at the close of the first part of this meeting. 
Among other things the Council reiterated that general 
and controlled disarmament remained the goal of the West. 
Every opportunity, it stated, would be taken to make 
progress in that direction, but until that goal was 
achieved the alli~nce could not afford to neglect measures 
necessary for its security. 

Dept of State Bulletin, XLII (4 Jan 60), 3-4. 

The Atomic Energy Commission detonated two small conven­
tional explosions in a Louisiana salt mine to determine 
the possibilities of detecting and concealing underground 
atomic tests. The explosions were designed to test the 
new "decoupling'1 techniques (see item 29 December 1959). 

NYT, 18 Dec 59, p. 7. 

Techni~al Working Group II, consisting of the US, British, 
and Soviet experts selected to discuss problems relating 
to the detection and identification of seismic events 
(see item of 24 November 1959), reported to the Geneva 
Conference on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests. 
The group agreed only on possible improvements in the 
instrumentation and techniques for control posts recom­
mended by the Geneva Conference of Experts in 1958 
{see item of 21 August 1958)--a minor achievement, 
completely overshadowed by disagreements on other quest1o~~ 
Annex II of the report, a "Statement by the Soviet 
Experts 11 {which experts President Eisenhower subsequently 
termed "politically guided'' and whose report he 
characterized as "intemperate and technically.un­
supportable"), was read to the conference and immediately 
refuted by Dr. James B. Fisk, the chairman of the US 
technical group. The Soviet points especially singled out 
by Dr. Fisk for rebuttal, and his replies, were as 
follows: 

(1) The Soviets had argued that the new data based 
on the HARDTACK experiments were invalid because in effect 
they did not represent a test of the system recommended 
by the Geneva Conference of Experts in 1958. Dr. Fisk 
observed that this assertion was irrelevant and that the 
instruments used in the HARDTACK experiments had been 
conclusively shown in the course of the meetings of 
the Technical Working Group to be superior to those under­
stood by the US group to be recommended by the Geneva 
experts in 1958. 

(2) The Soviets had charged that not every one or the 
total number of seismographs used in the HARDTACK experi­
ments was used in every experiment. This had no essential 
bearing on the results, Dr. Fisk said. Sixteen well­
calibrated and well-placed seismographs for any one of 
these underground experiments were an unusually large 
number, he pointed out, and the data from them were, he 
asserted, 11 good, relevant and complete. 11 

· 

(3) The Soviets had charged that the source data had 
been changed as a matter of whim. The source data, 
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Dr. Fisk said, were the seis~ograms themselves, 250 of 
which had been made available to the Soviet delegation in 
the first few meetings of the Technical Working Group. 
If the Soviet scientists were willing to do their own 
homework, Dr. Fisk observed, they would have available 
all the da~a on which the US delegation had labored so 
long. 

(4) The Soviets had charged ~hat the US introduced 
new data at the 19th meeting of the Workin~ Group. Dr. 
Fisk commented that it was only at the 19th meeting that 
the Soviets had ~t last agreed to discuss on a tectnical 
basis the very important question of first motion [the 
direction the seismographic needle swings as the first 
response to a seismic disturbance]. Furthermore, the 
so-called new data were obtained by measuring the very 
seismo8'ra.ms t::hat had bee~~ made available to the Soviet 
deleg~tion ea~l~er. 

Dr. Fisk t~1e:1 state= certain conclusions of the US 
delegation that b.? thought especially important: (1) 
The first motion of the seismographic needle was a much 
less effective method of discriminating between earth­
quakes and explosions than ~he Conference of Experts in 
1958 ho.d thought. (2) Nuclear explosions could be render.;;.d 
exceedir.gl~r dj.ff"icul t to detect and locate, because the 
seismic signal r,~-- & ;;iven explosion could be reduced thre~­
hundredfold or r~te·::-e by placing the explosion underground 
in a ven' large cavity of salt or hard rock. ( 3) Though 
estimates were uncertain, ''about 15,000 earthquakes per 
year would be located by the system over the whole world, 
corresponding to earth movements produced by nuclear 
explosions of more than one kiloton," whereas in the case 
of "larger explosions, such as 20 kilotons, the number of 
equivalent earthquakes is about 2,000 world-wide. 11 

In conclusion Dr. Fisk stated the basis of disagree­
ment between the US and the Soviet delegations concerning 
criteria for classifying as eligible for on-site inspect1c; 
seismic events detected and located by the control systerr. 
Under the Soviet criteria many seismic events detected by 
the system would be arbitrarily identified as natural 
earthquakes whereas, in fact, the existing technical 
kno,t~ledge \Arould not permit positive identification of a 
large number of those same events. The US position was 
that the criteria should classify as eligible for 
inspection all seismic events not positively identified 
as natural earthquakes. Formulation of these criteria wa~ 
a technical problem. Determination of which eligible 
events would actually be inspected was a question fer the 
main conference. 

Dar8 of State Bulletin, XLII (18 Jan 60), 78-80; 
~~ 2 ec 59, pp. 1, 27. 

21 Dec 59 At a meetin~ in Paris the Foreign Ministers of the us, 
the UK, France, !t~ly, and Canada agreed to propose that 
the Ten-Nation :c.: ·"~~ament Committee (established the 
previous September; see items of 10 September and 3 
December 1959) should begin its work on or about 15 March 
1960 at the previously agreed location, Geneva, subject 
to the agreement of the Swiss Government. The five 
Foreign Ministers also agreed that representatives of therr 
governments should meet in Washington during January 1960 
to formulate Western proposals for the Ten-Nation 
Committee. (See following item.) 

~2PE of State Bulletin, XLII (11 Jan 60), 44-46; 
NYT ,· ec 59, p. 8. 
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28 Dec 59 

29 Dec 59 

29 Dec 59 

TOp Si OR!!T --

The Soviet Union announced its acceptance of Western 
proposals for resuming ~ast-We~t disarmament discussio~s 
in Geneva on 15 M3.rch. Bulgarl.a, Poland, Czechoslovalc.a, 
and Rumania would also attend for the Eastern sice. The 
Western side would be repre:sented by the US, the U:-<.:, 
France, canada, and Italy. (The Communist nations_would 
thus have pari t"~ fo:' the first t~me at a disarmament con­
ference. Soviet co1:1nlaints on this point had contributed 
to the collapse c: t ~'3 r.:ondon disarmament talks in 
September 1957. A~ -~:1o.5e talks the Soviet Union had been 
opposed by the US, the th\., France, and Canada. ) 

NYT, 29 Dec 59,_p. 4; washington Post and Times 
Heral~29 D~c 59, p. A5. 

With tlle U3 voluntary mor~,toriu.'ll en r..uclear weapons test­
ing nue to expire on 31 Decembe:', the White House announced 
that the US, th'i~lgh it wonld feel free to resume testing 
at any time after that da:e, -v1ou.!.d not do so without 
prior notice. This de~ision was reached at a conference to 
which the President had surrimoned 13 high government 
officials, including the 3e~retary of State, the Secretary 
of DefP.nse, thP. Cnairman of t~e Atomic Energy Co~~ssion, 
the CnaJ.rman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff', the US 
delegate to the Geneva conference on nuclear testing 
(James J. tvadsworth), and the head of the delegation of 
American scientists at the East-West technical talks 
(James B. 'Fisk). Dur!ng the exte~ded period of volu~tary 
suspension o~ testing following 31 D-=cember, the i:fhite 
House announcement said, the US would continue its active 
program of "weapon research, development, and laboratory­
type experimentation." 

(A British Foreign Office spokesman said Britain 
would never resume te~ts as long as there was a chance 
for a world ban, the Associated Press reported. French 
Government sources, according to Reuters, said that the 
American decision woul~ not affect France's determination 
to go ahead with it~ ~~~ting. The next day Premier 
Khrushchev announced to newsmen in Moscow that the USSR 
would not reusme testing unless the West did.) 

~§!'~ of State BulleUn, XLII (18 Jan 60), 78-79; 
NYT, ec-59, pp. 1, 3; ibid., 4 Jan 60, p. 1. - -
A panel of US scientists, several of whom had just 
returned from consultant rcles at Geneva, agreed that a 
new method of staging nuclear explosions undergrowid could 
make the international te.st-detection program virtually 
useless. This new, or "big hole," me.thod, which consisted 
simply of setting off explosions in large underground 
caverns instead cf ·in tiny chambers as previously, was 
discussed by the panel at an American Physical Society 
meeting at the California Institute of Technology. The 
use of the new method might dampen "earthquake~: waves so 
much that an A-bomb five times as powerful as that 
detonated at Hiroshima would register on seismographs as 
no stronger than a few sticks of TNT. Dr. Harold Brown, 
nuclear physicist and associate director of the University 
of California's Livermore Laboratory, a major A-research 
center, said as spokesman for the panel that the new 
information raised "some verrr, very serious doubts about 
the Geneva detection system. ' 

NYT, 30 Dec 59, p. 3. 
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31 Dec 59 In response to a memorandum dated 19 November 1959 from 
the Deputy Secretary of Defense, the JCS forwarded to the 
Secretary of Defense their comments on a study prepared 
by the Air Force Technical Applications Center (AFTAC) 
concerning the problem of detecting under,·;ater nuclear 
explosions and the possibility of concealing such explo­
sions. (The AFTAC report had concluded that it was 
theoretically feasible to decouple underwater tests so 
that only a single technique would be useful for detectiot> · 
hydroacoustic only for open ocean, and seismic only for 
deep lakes and sheltered bays--and had stated that if thi~ 
theoretical feasibility were to be confirmed by further 
study, tests deep under water should be placed in the same 
category of difficulty respecting detection and identifi­
cation as explosions deep underground. The Special Assist­
ant to the Director of Defense Research and Engineering 
had ·commented, however, that the cost of the theoretically 
possible decoupling_method described by AFTAC made it 
impractical.) The conclusion of the JCS was that 11 con­
siderable" doubt remained concerning whether or not under­
water tests could be detected and positively identified 
in the face of d~te~rnined efforts to mute, attenuate, or 
mask the effects ~~ the burst. Further, it was their 
opinion that if clandestine underwater testing were the 
sole means by which the Soviet Union could conduct weapon;; 
tests to improve Soviet nuclear weapon technology, high 
costs and construction difficulties would not stand in 
the way. The "apparent paucity" of information concerninp. 
the possibility of decoupling underwater explosions gave ~ 
concern to the JCS; therefore the Chief of Naval Operatiol~~­
together with the ~~~C, had been requested to make a 
detailed investigation. For this investigation the JCS 
requested that the Chief' of Naval Research be given acces!. 
to any studies and technical data available to the con­
ferees at Geneva bearing on the matter. Until it should 
be established that there was little probability that 
underwater tests could be concealed, the JCS reaffirmed 
their position that negotiation on nuclear-test cessation 
should not include the prohib1 t1on of under,-.rater bursts; 
otherwise, they feared, the US might on this point commit 
itself to an unenforceable ban. 

(S-ED) JCSM-540-59 to SeeDer, "Phased Ap~j,~oach to 
Agreement for Cessation of Nuclear Tests~), 1 31 Dec 59, 
derived from Encl to (~~ Dec On JCS 2179/202, 31 Dec 
59i ~ R~} JCS 2179/201. 'Phased Approach to Agreement 
for the Cessation of Nuclear Weapons Test ~, 11 23 Nov 59. 
All in JMF 4613(59). 
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Mr Charles A. Coolidge submitted his Report of the Joint 
State Department-Defense Department Study on Disarmament 
(also known as the Joint Disarmament Study and as the 
Coolidge Report) to the Secretary of State. The study 
recommended that US disarmament policy (which had been 
last formally enunciated in the 29 August 1957 ''package''; 
see item) be revised. In particular, the study recom­
mended (1) that the "package" approach be avoided; (2) 
that only certain initial measures·currently compatible 
with the security of the US be put forth for negotiation; 
and (3) that subo~quent to the adoption of these initial 
measures, additic~al measuFes might be adopted in the 
light of the world situation then existing and as fast 
as the security of the US permitted. 

For the present, the Coolidge Report recommended, 
the US should seek agreement on only the following 
measures: (1) completion of current negotiations to 
cease nuclear testing, preferably excluding undergro~~d 
tests from the prohibition; (2) establishment of a 
European zone of inspection against surprise ground 
attack; (3) prohibition of vehicles capable of mass 
destruction from being placed in orbit or stationed in 
outer space; (4) increased efforts under UN auspices to 
develop and codify international law; (5) enlargement of 
the jurisdiction of the International Court, including 
repeal of the Connolly Amen~~ent; (6) UN action to im­
prove procedures for creating a UN "presence 11 in areas 
where disputes existed. In addition, the report identi­
fied two other measures that could be negotiated im­
mediately without danger to the security of the US; (1) 
mechanisms for lessening the likelihood of war by accident> 
and (2) preparatory steps for limiting force levels, 
confined for the time being to developing plans for 
carrying out verification and for creation of an inter­
national inspection organ. The report said the US should 
make clear it was not interested in talking about force 
levels until the Soviets had reduced to the US level of 
2.5 million and this had been verified. 

The Coolidge Report recommended that certain other 
specific measures ~~t be negotiated at the pr.esent time; 
it also discussed tne reasons therefor and the conditions 
that should obtain in each case before the measures 
should be negotiated. These measures were the following: 
(1) limitation on conventional arms; (2) limitation on 
nuclear weaponsj (3) cutoff or reduction of the production 
or nuclear materials for weapons purposes; (4) cessation 
of intercontinental-missile testing; (5) prohibition on 
transfer of nuclear weapons or weapons-manufacturing 
capabilit¥ to other nations; (6) reduction of foreign 
bases; (7) limitation on military expenditure; (8) 
limitation on CBR weapons. 

The important measures in the 1957 Western package 
proposals not included in the foregoing were also dis­
cussed and reasons given why those issues should not be 
raised in a forum dealing with general disarmament. 
These measures were (1~ deposit of ar.ms in depots (largely 
symbolic in value and 'scarcely worth pursuing"); (2) 
an international control organization (this issue had 
arisen in the nuclear-test-ban talks and should be 
resolved in that limited context first); (3) political 
problems like Berlin and German reunification (the 1957 
conditioning of future disarmament steps on progress in 
solving such ~roblems had not proved to be a fruitful 
approach); (4J control of international movement of 
ar.maments (this issue would seriously impinge on the US 
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14 Jan 60 

19 Jan 60 

22 Jan 60 
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military aid program); and ( 5) provision for suspension 
of the agreement (a desirable provision but it should be 
formulated separately for each agreement in the light of 
the existing circumstances). (See items of 8 and 17 
Febru~q 1960. ) 
~ Report of the joint State Dept-Defense Dept 

Study on Disa~ent, 1 Jan 60, JMF 3050 (1 Jan 60-­
Reporte). See also~ JCS 1731/333, 2 Feb 60, ~1F 3050 
(1 Jan 60) sec 1. · 

The Geneva conference on the discontinuance of nuclear 
weapons testing resumed ses.sions after the Christmas 
recess. 

~, 13 Jan~6o, p. 1. 

Premier Khrushchev submitted to the Supreme Soviet for 
ratification a policy reducing the armed forces of the 
USSR by 1,200,000 men, to a new level of 2,423,000 men. 
The official US comment on the Soviet move was made public 
by the Department of State the same date. The US state­
ment noted that the armed forces level of 3.6 million 
men now acknowledged for the first time by the Soviet 
Union made its a~y and that of its neighbor Communist 
China the largest standing armies in the world. The US, 
on the other hand, h~d demobilized the great bulk of its 
armed forces imrne.:iiately after World War II but had been 
forced by Communist aggression to rebuild their level to 
approximately 2.5 million men, with conventional arma­
ments in proportion. There would be no means of verifying 
whether the announced Soviet reductions would actually 
be carried out·, the statement concluded, but the US hoped 
that the Soviet announcement itself was an indication of 
willingness to participate in forthcoming disarmament 
negotiations in a spirit permitting world accord to be 
established through concrete and verifiable measures of 
d1sarrnamen t. 

~of State Bulletin, XLII (1 Feb 60), 147; NYT, 
15 Jai160,p. 2. -

The US replied to a Soviet note, received by the State 
Department on 18 January, calling on the majo·r Western 
powers to follow the example of the USSR, whose govern­
ment had adopted a resolution to cut the Soviet armed 
forces by one-third (see item of 14 January 1960). The 
US stated that the appropriate place to accomplish 
disarmament was the Ten-Nation Disarmament Conference 
scheduled to open in Geneva on 15 March. 

Washington Post and Times Herald, 20 Jan 60, p. A8; 
m,, 19 Jan 60, p:-2.-

The D'eputy Secretary of Defense requested the Chairman of 
the JCS, the Director of Defense Research and Engineering, 
and the Chairman of the Military Liaison Committee to 
review their current programs or studies and experi­
mentation on nuclear weapons effects with a view to 
determining what programs should be continued and how 
much emphasis such.programs should receive. For this 
purpose he furnished the following criteria: (1) If 
the realization of useful results was tully dependent 
on actual tests underwater or in the atmosphere, the 
programs should be suspended. (2) If results depended 
on actual tests in outer space or underground, the pro­
grams should be continued for the tL~e being in the 
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planning or preparatory stages, with particular attention 
~iven to the design and testing of instrumentat~on. 
{3) If useful data were obtainable by theoretlc~l and 
computational m:.· ~L:-ds or by simulation or low-order 
detor~ations as dal'ined by the AEC, programs of this type 
should be given increased emphasis. 

~Memo, DepSecDef' to CJCS, DDRE, and Ciun !v!LC, 
"Nuclear Weapons Development and Weapons Effects Progr2JnS. · 
22 Jan 60, Encl to ~ JCS 2179/204, 22 Jan 60. · 



3 Feb 60 

6 Feb 60 

8 Feb 60 
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In response to queries at a press conference; President 
Eisenhower announced that he favored a change in the 
atomic energy law to permit the US to provide atomic 
weapons ~~d information to its allies. The President 
stated that, although he did not favor sprea.din;; infor­
mation that the Soviets did not po~3ess, he had always 
been convinced that 11 We should not deny to our allies 
what [our] potential enemy already has. 11 (See item of 
8 ·February 1960.) · 

NYT, 4 Feb 60, pp. 1, 12. 

New York Times correspondent A. M. Rosenthal submitted 
from-aerieva an account of the 11 delicate, difficult 1

: 

role of the British at the nuclear-test-ban conference. 
Mr. Rosenthal reported that during Anglo-American 
negotiations on t~1e formulation of a new plan that '"~ould 
ban. all tests c;:Cc;'t small-scale underground detonations 
(see item of 11 February 1960), the British had favored 
the inclusion of a vol~ntary Western commitment not to 
set off any tests at all for a specified period of time 
in order to give scientists an opportunity to devise 
better detection methods. British scientists agreed 
with US scientists that for the time being it was not 
possible to detect small-scale tests, a circumstance 
making it possible for any treaty banning such tests to 
be evaded. The British were not, therefore, pushing 
for a· complete formal treaty ban on testing. But, 
Mr. Rosenthal continued, the British did believe it was 
to the net advantage of the West to get a treaty signed, 
even if a voluntary moratorium on small-scale tests was 
the price, because ·international control could then 
begin. The British considered the prospective establish 
ment of control posts on Soviet territory a political 
and sociological step of major importance in the history 
of communism. They also viewed a system to control 
nuclear tests as a vital experiment providing evidence 
on whether the Soviet Union would ever allow inter­
national control and inspection to work on the scale 
necessary for world disarmament to become a practical 
possibility. But though they had their own clear point 
of view, Mr. Rosenthal was careful to point out, the 
British at Geneva recognized that the major burden or 
nuclear responsibility was carried ,bY the US, and they 
considered it unthinkable that rival British and US 
plans could ev~r be put forward at the conference. 
(See item of 29 March 1959.) 

~, 7 Feb 60, p. 3. 

In response to a memorandum from the Administrative 
Secretary, Office of the Secretary of Defense, dated 
19 January 1960, the JCS forwarded to the Secretary of 
Defense their comments on the Coolidge Report {see item 
of 1 January 1960). They noted the need for a revision 
of US disarmament policy in preparation for the forth­
coming international negotiations; a major dra~v'back of 
the 1957 policy, they recognized, had been the restric­
tive nature of the "package'; approach. The Coolidge 
Report, they continued, was the most comprehensive 
treatment of disarmament problems since 1957. It had 
as an objective to ensure that no agreements limiting 
US nuclear or other capabilities would be contracted 
without prior development of suitable conditions, in­
cluding adequate inspection and controls--something 
that could not be said of some of the alternative pro-
~la curre~¥~g generated within the government 
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to meet futu~~ ~~gotiation requirements. They recom­
mended that th3 report be sent to the NSC in crder that 
the measures recommended therein for immediate neGotis.ti: 
and those described as "presently" negotiable might be 
considered as a basis for initial actions in the dis­
armament area. They re~1ested that they be afforced ar! 
opportunity to participate in the drafting of, or to 
comment on, specific measures proposed as revisio:1s of 
existing US disarmament policy. Concerning the measure:.. 
listed in the Coolidge R.sport as not recommended for 
immediate negotiation the JCS concurred, but they did 
not want thej.r agreement v1i th the Coolidge conclusions 
here to be constreed as agreement with his reasoninc;. 

On 17 February 1960 the Secretary of Defense for­
warded the foregoing JCS views to the Secretary of Stat·_. 
concurring vrith the rec0tnlilendation that the CoolidGe 
Report be submitted to the N~C for consideration. 

On 21 February thr.' Secretary of State replied that 
he considered ~-l1.e Co::>lld.ge Report had served a useful 
purpose as one of the papers for consideration in the 
formulation of US policy and that he believed its fut~ .. tr.:. 
use should be as a contributing study in continuing 
interagency staff prepa~ations. 

ftti!tf JCSM-·;+6-60 to SeeDer, "Report of the Joint 
State Departmer.t-Defense Department Study on Disarn~~er:~ 
(U)," 8 Feb 60, JI.fi" 3050 (1 Jan 60) sec 2, derived f:'Cr:: 
-~ JCS 1721/333, 2 Feb 60, same file sec 1; ~1st 
N/H of 1731/333, 18 Feb 60, same file, sec 1; (U} JCS 
1731/328, 20 Jr~ 60, ibid. 

In response to questions at a press conference Secretar ~.­
of State Herter made certain statements concerning the · 
sharing of nuclear secrets (see item of 3 February 1960 
for a Presidential statement on this subJect) and the s:­
called "fourth country 1

' problem {acquirement of nuclear 
capability by a fourth country). He said that the 
executive branch had filed no legislation and had none 
in process to change the law prohibiting the sharing of 
nuclear secrets or nuclear weapons with other countries 
As for the "fourth country" problem, the US had been 
studying this "very difficult and very complex" problerr 
tor a considerable period of time but no decision re­
garding it had been reached. 

~-of State Bulletin, XLII (29 Feb 60), 320-326--
~321-3~. .. 

9 Feb 60 
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11 Feb 60 -president Eisenhower announced that on that same day 

the US was presenting in Geneva a proposal designed to 
end the apparent deadlock in negotiations concerning 
the banning :>: r~uclear weapons tests. If accepted, tht­
proposal would end forthwith, under assured controls: 
(1) all nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere; (2) 
all nuclear weapons tests in the oceans; ( 3) all nucle(:·,. 
weapons tests in those regions in space for which it 
could be agreed that effective controls already existed· 
and (4) all mon1torable nuclear weapons tests beneath 
the surface of the earth. (Monitorable tests were 
those with a seismic-magnitude reading of 4.75 or more. 
One of the agreements reached at a 28 December 1959 
meeting of US principals concerned with disarmament 
had been that 1n any future US proposal or a test ban 
above a specified threshold, this threshold should be 
expressed in seiemdc magnitude rather than kiloton 
yield, because or the general agreement among seismo­
logists concerning the relationship between signal 
amplitude and seismic intensity, and the lack of such 
agreement concerning kiloton yield.) The US proposal 
included provision for a program of joint reaearch and 
experimentation by the UK, the USSR, and the us to 
improve the detection or small tests underground and 
thus permit the extension or the ban to such tests. 
(See following item.) 

Dept of State Bulletin, XLII (29 Feb 60), 327. 
Jllfr Memo ofConversation, Dept of State, "Nuclear Test 
'Cessation Policf, :t 700.5611/12-2859, 28 Dec 59, JMF 
4613 (28 Dec 59}. · 
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11-12 
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12 Feb 60 

In presenting the new US nuclear-test-ban proposal at 
the Geneva conference (see preceding item), US Delegat~ 
Wadsworth nointed out that the level of inspection 
required under a given control-system scheme was close.l:' 
rel~ted to the threshold adopted for the system. If a 
threshold of magnitude 4.75 were adopted ~s suggested 
in the new US proposal, the US further proposed that 
one of two alternative for.mulas be adopted for dete~­
mining the n,)_"T\~:\;r of seismic events that would be 
eligible fO!' :-' .~··· ~i te inspection. These formulas were 
(1) 20 per cent of all events of magnitude 4.75 or 
above not identified as earthquakes by application of 
the criteria suggested by the US experts in Technical 
Working Group II (see item of 19 December 1959), or 
(2) 30 per cent of all events of magnitude 4.75 or 
above registered on th~ control-system instruments. 
US scientizts, r--!r. WadGworth added, belie"~led the number 
of on-site ir.spactio~e each year within the USSR under 
either formula would b~ about 20. (See item of 19 
March 1960.) 

(U) "Verbatim Record of the One Hundred and Seven 
tieth Plenary f'*Yeeting, Conference on the Discontinuanet­
of Nuclear Wea:oon Tests,:: 11 Feb 60, reprinted in 
Appendix II in {U) U3, Congress, Special Subcommittee 
on Radiation and ·\;he Subcommittee on Research and 
Development of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Hearin;a, Technical Aspacts 2f Detection and Inspectiolr, 
Controls of a Nuclear Weapons Test Ban, 86th Cong, 2d 
Sess, l9b0, Part II, pp. 527-555, esp. 533-534. 

The initial Soviet reaction to the West's 11 February 
proposal (see two preceding items) was unfavorable. 
The Soviet delegate to the Geneva nuclear-test-ban 
conference termed the proposal ''unacceptable," alleginq 
that it was the outgrowth of a "conspiracy" to undennir;.:. 
negotiations and resume testing, and 11 a step backward'' 
because it 'w'Tou1d permit renewal of underground nuclear 
explosions belo\t the threshold proposed by the US. 
However, the 3ov1et delegate's informal comments, as 
reported by New York Times correspondent A. M. Rosenth=!~.:; 
indicated that if the ~iest were to propose a phased 
treaty coupled with a volW1tary moratoriwn on all test:;, 
the Soviets would probably accept it. 

NYT, 12 Feb 60, pp. 1, 2; ibid., 13 Feb 60, 
pp. 1-;--3. -

In response to a memorandum from the Assistant Secreta1/ 
of Defense (ISA), dated 4 February 1960, the JCS for-~ 
warded to the.Secretary of Defense their views on a 
draft of proposed US disarmament policy produced by 
the Department of State as part of its preparation to 
discuss with the four other nations concerned the 
position to be taken by the West at the forthcoming 
Ten-Nation Disarmament Conference at Geneva. In the 
first place, the JCS said, the State Department draft 
was not a proper expression of ar.ms-control policy, 
but rather a negotiating position paper, both in contenr 
and format. Even so, the JCS disagreed with the 
fundamental philosophy underlying the approach to the 
arms-control problem reflected in State's draft. 
Basically, they said, this philosophy seemed to consiae·r 
the pr~e test of arms-control proposals to be their 
"negotiability, political appeal and responsiveness 
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to the vagaries of world op~n~on, rather than their 
tangible effects on the welfare and security of the 
United States.,, Implicit in this appr.oach, they said, 
seemed to be the view that the risks of serious military 
disadvantage vis-a-vis the Soviet bloc were intrinsi­
cally less dangerous to US security than the political 
risks of leaving t-Y'T.'ls-control negotiating ini tiati·:es 
in Soviet hands. i·.s concrete examples of the kind of 
comrni trnents to which this 1'negotia-tior...-oriented" 
approach led, they listed the following measures pro­
posed in the State Department draft for immediate 
negotiation: ( 1) to reduce .existing force levels, ·.-~i th­
out any reference to any agreed appreciation of ho'.·: 
this would affect US security or NATO policy; (2) to 
cease production of nuclear materials for weapons 
purposes, without any reference to its long-range effect 
on US military posture; and (3) to cease the testing of 
long-range missiles, without an agreed intergovern­
mental appreciation of its effect on the over-all 
security of the US and its allies. They pointed out 
that the Coolidge Report (see item of 1 January 1960) 
had rejected, because of their unfavorable impact on US 
security, all three of these proposals as matters for 
immediate negotiation; and they reminded the Secretary 
that they had supported the Coolidge views in their 
memorandum of 8 February 1960. The JCS recomnended 
that the comments in this memorandum of 12 February, 
together with the proposals made in its attac~~ents 
(see below), form the basis of.the Secretary's reply 
to State, be used by the National Security Council in 
developing a US arms control policy, and serve as the 
US position for negotiations at the Ten-Nation 
Conference. 

The ·attachments to the memorandum contained a 
statement of the JCS views on (1) what the US anns­
control policy ~:!~·...:l:i be, and ( 2) what the US negoti­
ating position should be. Their proposed policy state­
ment made the point that the US position should not be 
based on merely political considerations, but also on 
over-all security considerations, and further that such 
negotiations should be carried on with the USSR in any 
appropriate way whenever it appeared that over-all US 
interests would be served thereby. They incorporated 
into the statement the portions of the current basic 
national security policy (NSC 5906/1) dealing with the 
use of nuclear weapons and \'ti th deterring general war 
and countering local aggression. The broad ultimate 
goal of the US policy of ar.ms control, they said, was 
the achievement of world. peace under enforceable la\Ar. 
They then set forth 20 specific principles of arms­
control policy. Notable among these were the state­
ments that the US would engage in arms-reduction agree­
ments after the stuqy, testing, proving, and adoption 
of a reliable system of inspection, reporting, and 
control; that the regulation of nuclear weapons and 
their means of delivery would be avoided except as part 
of the final and ultimate portion of any arms-control 
arrangement; that comprehensive proposals calling for 
arms control in phased stages,wlth an obligation to 
move from one stage to another, should be avoided; and 
that progress toward the arms-reduction and arms-control 
goal should be made only as fast as the security of the 
US permitted, the rule in every case being to adopt 
only those measures compatible with the goal and in­
volving less risk than failure to adopt them. 
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In their proposed position paper they ciffered 
from State r:otably in thei~., more gradual app:"'oach on 
the above-men~ioned three proposals that State con­
sidered immediately negotiable. Prior to the sctt~ng 
of any f~rce-level ceilings, the JCS prcposals called 
for the establis~~ent of an intern~t~u~al arms-ccnt~l 
organization and the collection by tha ~ C'rganiza tion of 
information on the existing force ~nd equipment Jevels 
of the various powers, plus an agreement by t~e po~ers 
on th~ definition of the term 11 active military forces." 
Following these preliminaries, initial force-level 
ceilings would be set at 2 .. 5 million men for the active 
military forces of the US, the USSrt, and Com~unist 
China (provided the definition of such forces was the 
same as that suggested by the JCS in their me~orandw~ 
of 3 Septembe~ 1957 to tD~ Secretary of Defense. see 
i te~fl). 'I'ha State Dep?.rtmei1t ·proposals had cc:lled fol"' 
an initial f':lY:'r.e-le'JC!l ceiling oi' 2.1 million men, to 
be applied o:-.1:.~:- to ~h·~ ·cs a."'ld the USSR. In regard to 
launching progra~~ for long-r:nge missiles, the JCS 
considered as irr.mediately negotiable only the question 
of submitting to c. dis:.mc.rnent control organization 
adva!':'.ce in~or.nation on SiJ.c.i:'l launching prograTLs .: according 
to c~rtain p"':"ec!etel~ned a..r1::i MUtually agreed criteria, !I 
and reports of l.1,.,.r: c:!.ing operations, including infor­
mation on the l'J ~- ..... :: 0:1 of launching sites. The JCS 
pro~osals would po::,tpone negotiation concerning the 
cessation of production of fissionable materials fo~ 
weapons purposes until specified progress had been made 
in implementing other arms-control measures. They v:ould 
postpone even a joint international study of this 
problem of fissionable Materials, or of the question of 
a cutoff or limitation of long-range-missile testing or 
production, U."'ltil a study of each had been made \·Tithin 
the US Government and a firm US position established. 
(See items of 17 and 18 Febraary 1960.) 

/tl!f'f JCSM-51-60 to SeeDer, "U.s. Dls~.rmament Policy 
(U), 11 12 Feb 60, JMF 3050 ( 1 Jan 60) sec 3, derived. 
from (~JCS 1731/340, 8 Feb 60, same file, sec 2. (~ 
Memo, Asst SecDef (ISA) to CJCS, sam~ subj, 4 Feb 60, 
Encl to ~ JCS 1731/]36, 5 Feb 60, JMF 3050 (1 Jan 60}, 
sec 2. 

France exnJ oded hor f1 rst atqmic devi'ce ,C_ . 
. . . . ..... from a tower nearneggan "'-~) 

l.n sotrcm·re·s't Algeria. ..,. 
On 16 February 1960 the French Foreign Ministry 

announced that France had no intention of joining the 
nuclear-test-han·talks at Geneva. 

NYT,' 13 Feb 60, pp. 1, 3; ~., 17 Feb 60, p. 3. 

The Secrctcry of Defensa transmitted to the Secretary 
oi State the views of the JCS on State's draft or 
disarmament pol:t..c:r (see item of 12 FebrtJ.ary 1960),·vrith 
which views the ;:..z.c~""etary expressed general agreement. 

On 21 February the Secretary of Stat~ re~lied. 
Agreeing that US policy on arms control must be an 
integral part of national security policy, he said the 
Department of State considered that basic US policy on 
disarmament \'tas adequately and soundly set forth in 
NSC 5906/1, Basic National Security Policy. He quoted 
from that document a passage stating that it should be 
j'a major objective of the United States, in its o~ 
interest and as interrelated parts of its national 
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18 Feb 60 

22 Feb 60 
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policy) actively to seek a comprehensive, phased and 
safeguarded international system for inspect~on against 
surprise attack and for the regulation and reductio~ 
of conventional and nuclear armed forces and ar::1anents." 
The present need, he said, was to develop specif~c 
proposals. He denied that State ever proposed r;1easures 
merely because they might be acceptable to the Soviet 
Union, but pointed· out the US could not hope to imple­
ment its basic objectives in this field unless areas of 
agreement with the Soviet Union could be found. He 
suggested that the State and Defense staffs meet to set 
forth areas of agreement between the two departments 
and also to define the unresolved issues between them 
so that these could be discussed with the President as 
soon as possible. (See item of 23 March 1960.) 

~) 1st and ~ 2d N/H's of JCS 1731/340, 18 and 
25 Feb 60, ~~ 3050 (1 Jan 60) sec 2. 

President Eise~~ower decided that cessation of production 
of fissionable materials would be among the proposals 
the US would make as negotiating measures at the Ten­
Nation Disa.rm.a.rr~'d ·.:; Conference. 

/tl!!f SADAH-50-60, "U.S. Disarmament Policy, 11 25 
Feb 60, Encl to (~ SM-181-60, same sub j and date) JHF 
3050 (1 Jan 60) sec 3. 

In an address before the National Press Club at 
Was:1ington, Secretary of State Herter singled cut for 
special mention two dangers in the arms race that made 
urgent the need for progress in the forthcoming 
negotiations to be conducted by the Ten-Nation ConL~ittee 
(see item of 21 December 1959). These two dangers 
were ( 1) \'lar by miscalculation, because of the ever 
shorter reaction times resulting from constant improve­
ment of strategic delivery systems, and (2) the pro­
liferating production of nuclear weapons, which miGht 
eventually enable almost any country, ho\'tever ir­
responsible, to secure these 1t1eapons. 

Debt of State Bulletin, XLII (7 Mar 60)) 355 .. HYT, 
19 Feb 0, pp. 1, 4. 

John W. Finney, New York Times Washington correspondent, 
reported that the Department of Defense had ordered the 
construction of two experimental stations for a network 
monitoring an international ban on atomic tests. One 
station would be built along the lines suggested by the 
1958 Geneva experts• conference; the other station, 
Mr. Finney wrote, would contain "better instrumentation, 
such as was proposed last year by a panel of the 
President's Scisnc~ Advisory Committee" (see item of 
16 March 1959.) Mr. Finney reported that the Department 
of Defense order was part of Project VELA, which had 
as its other objectives: (1) procurement and instal­
lation of standard-calibrated seismographs at a number 
of selected stations; (2) basic research progrruns on 
the generation and propagation of seismic waves.; (3) 
research on improved detection methods, such as im­
proved seismographs in deep holes; (4) a program of 
nonnuclear explosions to support seismic researchj and 
(5) short-term special studies, such as current feas­
ibility studies into the use of unmanned seismic 
stations to supplement the 180~station network. (See 
item of 7 May 1960.) 

NYT, 22 Feb 60, pp. 1, 3. 
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The JCS replied to a memorandum from the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (ISA), dated 24 Februa~J 60, 
requesting their '.riews regarding the military impli­
cations of an int,~r·national agreement on the follo~'ling 
measure proposed by the Department of State: 

Agreement that after the installation 
and effective operation of an agreed control 
system to verify the cessation of production 
of fissionable materials for weapons purposes, 
agreed quantities of fissionable material 
from past production would be transferred 
under international supervision and control 
to non-weapons uses including stockpiling. 
Transfer of successive agreed quantities 
would depend upon significant progress in 
other disarmament areas. · 

Appending a statement of the considerations on 
which their thinking was based, the Joint Chiefs stated 
that the Department of Defense should recommend US 
adherence to the principle that steps leading toward 
the dismantling of US nuclear stockpiles should be 
avoided until the final portion of any arms-control 
arrangement. Further, steps leading toward the dis­
mantling of US nuclear stockpiles must necessarily 
follow ~nd be contingent upon progress in less 
sensitive areas of disarmament--in particular upon 
significant progress in the reduction of the total 
conventional capability of the Soviet bloc, including 
Communist China. But if it were decided that the US 
must offer to ner,:,t!ate inunediately f'or the establish-· 
ment of the inspection and control mechanism to gavel~ 
transfer of fissionable materials to nonweapons uses, 
the US should insist that the initial "increments:' be 
relatively small and that the US and the USSR contri­
butions be in equal rather than proportional amounts. 
Further, it should be US policy that any subsequent 
transfers of fissionable material having a significant 
effect upon US military nuclear capability should be 
subject to the conditions recommended above regarding 
the timing of any dismantling or US nuclear stocl<:piles. 

(S) JCSM-73-60 to SecDef, "U.S. Disarmament Policy 
(U)," 2 Mar 60, derived from (S} JCS 1731/345, 27 Feb 
6o; (s) JCS 1731/341, 24 Feb 6o. All in JMF 3050 
(1 Jan 60) sec 3. 

The JCS replied to a memorandum from the Secretary of 
Defense, dated 24 February 1960, in which the Secretary 
had quoted the following proposed measure and requested 
a definitive answer to the following question relating 
to that measure: 

Cessation of all further flight testing 
of IRBMs and ICBMs llrunediately upon the 
installation of an agreed control system 
to verify this measure. All further peace­
ful uses testing of rockets would be con­
ducted only as part of an internationally 
agreed prcgr~m. Upon the installation of 
appropriate inspection measures, agreed 
limitations would be imposed upon the 
numbers and the production a."ld/or develop­
ment of long-range missiles and of other 
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long-range delivery systems such as· 
ail"'craft and submarines. Subsequently 
agreed reductions would take place. 

Que~t!on. What would be.the effect 
on the r·elative m111 tary posture of the 
United St~tes and her Allies vis-a-vis 
the Soviet Bloc inclading Communist China 
of the adoption of an international 
agreement along the lines of the above 
measure, effective in January 1962; 
1963; 1965? 

that t~:-for~going be used by the D;;:ts;h~~P~~~~~~~nded 
representatives in the developme~ of the related study 
headed by the Special Assistant to the President for 
Science and Technology (see items of 10 December 1959 
and 4 March 1960), and that the JCS be afforded an 
opportunity to review and comrnent on that study prior 
to its referral to the NSC. 

On 8 March 1960 the Secretary of Defense for\·.rarded 
the foregoing JCS memorand~~ to the Special Assistru1t 
to the President for National Security Affairs, re­
quasting that the JCS comments be used in conJ 1~ction 
with the study being conducted for the NSC under the 
direction of the Special Assistant to the President 
for Science and Teclmology regarding the feasibility of 
monitoring a ban or the sort commented on by the JCS. 
He also requested that the JCS be afforded the oppor­
tunity they desired for reviewing and commenting on 
Dr. Kiskiatowsky•s study before its referral to the 
NSC. (See item of 18 March 1960.) · 
~ JCSM-74-60 to SeeDer, "U.S. Disarmament 

Policy (U)," 2 Mar 60, derived from~ JCS 1731/346, 
29 Feb 60;-~ JCS 1731/342, 26 Feb 60; 1st N/H of 

. JCS 1731/346. ·All in JMF 3050 (1 Jan 60) sec 3. 
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l..iJII!!7 JCSM-tjl-bO to ·seeDer, "U.S. Disarmament 
Policy (U), 11 4 Mar 60, JMF 3050 (1 Jan 60} sec 4, 
derived from (~) JCS 1731/348, 1 Mar 60, same file, 
sec 3; {jJI!!T JCS 1731/343, 26 Feb 60. 

-

In response to a memorandum from the Assistant Secretary 
or Defense (ISA) dated 2 February 1960, the JCS sub­
mitted their comments to the Secretary or Defense on 
an ISA draft statement defining obJectives and criteria 
that should guide the US approach to problems of arms 
reduction and co~t~ol. The JCS stated that they con­
sidered the drafc statement to be a useful basis for 
development of broad US objectives and the corollary 
negotiating position on ar.ms control. The draft 
statement in question was very close in thought and 
language to the proposed statement or policy and 
negotiating position submitted by the JCS to the 
Secretary of Defense on 12 February 1960 (see itern). 

2~;,;.-··· 
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~ JCSM-86-60 to SeeDer, "Outline of Basic 
Approach to Disarmament (U), 11 4 Iw!ar 60, JMF 3050 
(1 Jan 60) sec 4, derived from Encl to ~) Dec On 
JCS 1731/344, 4 Mar 60, same file, sec 3~ ~ JCS 
1731/335, 5 Feb 60, same file, sec 2. 

Dr. George B. Kistiakowsky, Special Assistant tc the 
President for Science ~~d Technology, completed the 
report ("The Feasibility and Nat!.onal Secu:'ity Inpll­
cations of a Monitored Agreement to Stop or Li~it 
Ballistic Missile TestinG and/or Production'!) called 
for by NSC Action No. 2161, 10 December 1959 (see item). 
(A revised version was issued on 14 March, but t~e 
revisions \'tere few and did not significantly change the 
conclusions.) The report warned that its conclusions 
were subject to the underst~~ding that the following 
aspects had not been adequately considered: (1} the 
implications of abrogation of any of the possible 
agreements that might be reached: (2} the relationship 
of the arms-control measures discussed in the report 
to other measur~~. j_ncluding general disarmament; ( 3) 
the implications :Jl' inhibiting the attainment cf nuclear 
delivery capabilities by other nations than the US, UK, . 
and USSRi__(4) the "dissymmetries'! between the US and 
the USSR in the problems of maintaining production and/ 
or test facilities, and in capability when limitations 
on production and/or test facilities were in force> 
(5) the detailed inspection-team requirements and cost 
for monitoring a production ban; (6) specific limita­
tions and controls that might be imposed on space pro­
grams and the organization of a possible international 
authority to carry out space programs: and (7) the 
implications of increased emphasis on other delivery 
systems that might result from agreements limiting 
missile tests or production. On the basis of this 
study, particularly in view of the above limitations, 
it had not been possible to determine whether ~ test 
ban in 1963, or at any later time, would be to the 
net advantage or disadvantage of the US. 

The report's conclusions on specific points were 
based on the latest NIE of Soviet stockpile grovtth and 
on consideration of those approved or proposed US 
missile-program schedules tnat appeared reasonably 
attainable if adequately supported. These conclusio~s 
were: 

On missile-test monitoring: (1) Existing scanning 
radars JUStified high confidence that detection of 
ballistic-missil~ flights could be accomplished. The 
siting of some r:;..:ia::•s within the Sino-Soviet bloc and 
within the US would be required. The installation of 
such a detection system would require about 2 years. 
To detect with certainty missiles rising from within 
the Sino-Soviet bloc to an apogee of 75 nautical miles 
or more would require about 15 radars. or these at 
least 4 or 5 would have to be located within the 
Communist bloc, but the remainder could be located in 
friendly countries around the periphery. Such radar 
monitoring could not detect static or tethered firings 
or long-range ballistic missiles or assure detection of 
short-range firings of such missiles; nor could it 
detect flights by aerodynamic vehicles. Therefore 
tests of these kinds should not be prohibited by any 
agreement unless there were some other agreed means for 
monitoring them-. ( 2) Such a means- could be provided, -
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but it would require exp~~sion of the systen described 
in (1) to about 100 radars. This exp~sion would result 
in a world-wide high-confidence system for nonitor~ng 
missile tests of all kinds. Possibly, a less e)~ensive 
flight-detection system could be operational by 1963. 

On relationship of a missile test ban ta space 
programs: (1) For a test-ban to be effect~·,e-in liciting 
missile development, both civilian and military space 
programs would have to ba abandoned, or subJected to 
ri~id inspection and some controls, or internationalized. 
(2) Unless space efforts v;e.re abandoned altogether, · 
some feed-through from space programs into possible 
missile development pro.grams K)Uld be inevitable, but 
inspection teams would be in a position to assess t~e 
degree of danger represented by the applicability of 
spc ce techniques to mili ta~r developments. ( 3) Effective 
inspection would requil"'e advance disclosure of all 
space firings, the rigt1t of teams to inspect in advance 
of firing all spac~ vehicles with their components and 
associated eq-~:!.p:r·.~:1~c, and access by both sides to all 
technical results. (4) Internationalization of the 
space effort could reduce the effects of feed-through 
to a minimal level and could also lower the :'risks 
associated with the possibility of technological 
surprise. :I 

On implications of a missile-flight test ban: 
(1) A ~ssile-flight test ban would represent a con­
siderable risk for the US if implemented as earl~r as 
January 1961. A test ban so dated as to preclude the 
confident operational development of the mobile 
MINUT~J and the 1500-n.m. POLARIS would be disad­
vantageous to the US. On the basis of the production 
programs used in the study, early 1963 would be the 
earliest possible date for such a ban. Othervrise, 
there did not appear to be any decisive reason for 
believing the risk to the U3 (or the USSR) would be 
either greater or less if there were a missile test ban 
in 1963 than if there were no such ban. (2) Any test 
ban dependent on radar coverage for monitoring· should 
provide sufficient lead time for construction of radar 
sites to begin 2 years before the effective date of the 
ban. Alternative monitoring systems might involve 

_comparable lead times. 

Monitoring of ~missile-production ban ££ 
limitation: (1) A missile-production ban or limitation 
could be moni tc:r~·2 if, and only if, the following tv1o 
conditions were met: (a) The agreement guaranteed a 
right to unrestricted and self-initiated access by the 
inspection teams to any point in the Sino-Soviet bloc; 
(b) the inspection directorate had the right to valid 
aerial photography of the entire Sino-Soviet bloc on a 
periodic basis. (A prior inventory of bloc missile 
stockpiles and selected industrial facilities would 
probably be required for monitoring production, and in 
any case would be needed to insure that the stockpile 
when monitoring began was not greatly different from 
the est~te in the NIE on which the study had been 
based.) (2) Given the foregoing conditions, it would 
probably be possible to set a large enough quota (if a 
quota were desired) on the permitted number of in­
spections to avoid seriously degrading the confidence 
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of the monitoring system. In the event of a production 
limitation, however, or in the event of a continuing 
national space program, continuous inspection of certain 
key facilities, such as missile and s~ace production 
installations, would be required. (3) The inspection 
teams would be concerned not only with the production 
of the missiles themselves, but also with the production 
of the support equipment necessary. to give the missiles 
an operational status. It seemed probable that in­
spection of launchers and launch sites would be of great 
use; further study might reveal such inspection to be 
at least as important as inspection of missile pro­
duction. (4) US intelligence data could provide 
valuable support to the activities of inspection teams. 
(5) Despite inspection of the sort envisaged in the 
report, there would remain the possibility of a small 
flow of clandestinely produced missiles. One or two 
such missiles a ~nc::~t~ might involve a relatively lo;·; 
risk of detectio~, but five or more a month would 
probably be regarded as highly risky by the USSR. 

·-- On implications of a missile-production ban: An 
absolute ban on production would be darigerous to the US 
if implemented as early as 1961. With delay, the danger 

./ 
would diminish. By January 1963 there might still be 
significant risk, but by January 1964 (or possibly 
earlier if US production were accelerated), the risl<: 

5 Mar 60 

~ould be smaller. 
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On implications of a limitation on missile 
¥roduef1on: If 1mpleffi8nted as early aB 1961, a 

imitation that permitted production of at least several 
times the estimated clandestine production capability 
could improve the US position. This conclusion \'las 
contingent on the USSR's not already having an over­
whelming initial attack force that \'lould make it 
necessary to accelerate already-planned US missile 
production. With the passage of time, the advantabe of 
a limitation over an absolute ban would diminish in 
importance. In the event of an agreement to limit 
production, a continuation of flight testing would seem 
advantageous up until early 1963 because, by permitting 
the attainment of hardening and mobility by both sides, 
1t would promote stability. After 1963, continued 
flight testing might be disadvantageous in that such 

l testing would pe::~~.t further improvements in the 
guidance accurac:.~~ of both sides (particularly that 
or th(w~s:~ . . 

-- . Report, "Feasibility and National Security 
Implications of a Monitored Agreement to Stop or Limit 
Ballistic Missile Testing and/or Production," 4 Mar 60, 
files of SADA (reference JCS 1731/358). . 

The Department of State announced the members of the 
US delegation to the Ten-Nation D1sar.mament Conference 
scheduled to begin at Geneva on 15 March 1960. Headed 
by Fredrick M. Eaton, whose appointment as US repre­
sentative and chair.man of the delegation had been 
announced on 3 December 1959 (see item), the delegation 
had 19 members. 

Dept of State Bulletin, XLII (21 Mar 60), 466. 
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The US Atomic Energy Commission announced a research 
prograr.1 that \'lould attempt to answer the cri ticJ.l 
questions of how and to v;hat e;·:ten t radiation ce.used 
damage to the human body. A::tong the basic proble:ns to 
be solved wae tl""? ,=:: ':"-Arm:tnation of the existence OP 

nonexistence oi' i.. · Ci::-cshold, :l a level of radiation 
balow which no damage was caused. 

i~YT, 13 Mar 60, p. 2. 

The UK proposed to the Geneva nuclear-test-ban confer­
ence that tlle projected polic::..ng organization be e:71.­
powered, in investigating s~spicic~~.~ disturban.:es .• to 
conduct special air-sampling flights--with British and 
American observers for flights over the Soviet Union, 
and Soviet observe~s for flights over US or British 
terri tOl""Y. The cour.tr:r in \'lhich a nuclear explosion 
waE suspected would also have a represe~tative on these 
flights. 

NYT, 15 Mar 60, p. 3. 

On the eve of th~ date set for the Ten-N~tion Disarma­
ment Conference to convene, the participating Western 
nations made public a Fivc-Poor.orer Working Paper in Nhich 
the p~opocals they had agr~ed to lay before the con­
ference were set forth. (TI:e proposals Nei'e fo~lly 
submitt~d at the conference on 16 March.) The ~aper 
began by stating three guiding principles: ( 1) Tr .. e 
ulti:n~te goal \'las a 11 Secure, free, and peaceful \'lorld'· 
in which there should be gene~al disarm~ent under 
effective international control and agreed procedures 
for the settlement of disputes in accordance with the 
principles of the UN Charter. (2) The task of the Ten­
Nation Disarmarr.ent Conference should be to work out 
measures leadin~~ ·~···"' e:;:'neral disarmament, which could 
only be attained oy ''balanced, phaE:ed, and safeguarded 1

' 

agreements. (3) All measures of disar.m~ent must be 
observed and verified by an appropriate international 
orga..,iza tion. 

There followed the actual proposals, arranged in 
three groups. In the first group were listed. measures 
"proposed vti th the reccmmendation that th~y be undel."'­
taken forthwith. 11 Thesa were the following: 

A. The establishment of an Inter­
national. Disarmament Organization by pro­
gressive steps following a joint study 
of the composition and fw1ctions of such 
an o~ganization and its relationship to 
the United Nations (taking into account 
previous experience in this field). 

B. Prior notification to the Inter­
naticnal Disarmament Organization of pro­
posed launchings of space vehicles and the 
establishment of co-ope~ative arrangements 
for cornmtmicating to the International 
Disarmament Organization data obtained 
from available tracking facilities. 

C. The collection of information 
on present force levels (active uniformed 
military r.a~:~J'·"'·"Ie!') and on armaments per­
taining tc :~u~\:l, sea, and air forces pos­
sessed by the various powers. The col­
l~tion of 1nfonnation \'lould be ba.sed mainly 
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on declarations by States according to 
predetermined and m'..ltuall~r agreed· cri ter:.a. 

D. The coordinated reduction or 
limitation of forc3 levels and conven­
tional ai"'!r.aments 1ltJOn th'3 estD.bl:..shment 
of agreed arrangements ar.d procedures 
for initial ~~d continuing ve~ification 
by the International Disarmament Org::~-.:.­
zation as fol!ows: 

1. Initial force.lovel ceilings 
to be: 
2. 5 mill:i.on !'or the Soviet Union 
2.5 mil:!.on forth~ U11ited States, and 
e.greed appropriat~ fo::.. ... ce levels for 
c~~~ain ot~er Stat~s. 

2. ~ach Sta~e party to the agreement 
shall place in storage depots, within its 
o\m territories and under the supe~Tision 
of the Int.8rnat:io~al Dis?.r:nament Organi­
·~aticn agreed t:.rpe~ a.nC: C)~.lanti ties o~ 
;:!unv~:1t:.o~:ll o.:-ma."Tlc;::'ts to be set forth 
in lists C-""l!:~::i~d co the agreement and 
bearing a 1 ... ~ J. n. ~: ~.onship to the agreed 
force le~Tt:.)_ ~:. 

E. T~e submission by the vario~s 
states to the International Disarmament 
Organization of data relating. to: the 
opel .. ation of ti"leir financial system as 
it affects mili tar:.r expenditures, tna 
~no~~t of their military ex,~nditure~, 
and the perccntag~ of the.i.r g~oss 
national product eai-marked for mili ts.ry 
~xpenditures. Tha data to be sub~tted 
will be drawn up j.n accordance with pre­
determined an~ mutually agreed criteria. 

F. Joint studies will be 1.mdertaken 
immedia~~ely on the follcwing subject::: 

1. Measures to assure complicance 
with an agreement that r.o nation shall 
place into or~it or station in outer 
space \'Veapons of maes destl"Uction, in­
cluding provision for on-site inspection. 

2. Meas,.!r~s to assure compliance 
with an agreement on prior notification 
of rris5j.le la·~chir.gs, accord:!.ng to pre­
determined and mutually agraed criteria, 
and on decla.~a.tions to the Intemat:ton~.l 
D1s3.rrnair.en·:~ ~:'.::;:mization of locations of 
launching s~i·~zs, and places of manufacture, 
of such missiles. 

3. Measures to assure compliance with 
an agreement to discontinue the manufacture 
of fissionable materials for weapons pur­
poses. 
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4. Arrangements required to carry 
out an agl""eement t0 transfer, und·er 
international supervision and control, 
fissionable material from past pro­
duc:ion to non\veapons uses, including 
stockpiling. 

5. r~easures to give participating 
States greater protection against sur­
prise attack with effective verification 
procedures including aerial inspection, 
ground observers at agreed points, mobile 
ground teams, overlapping radar, notifi­
cation of aircraft f:!..~.gl1.ts, and appropriat~ 
communications facilitiP.s and arrangements. 

6. ?-!easuree to verify budgetary 
information submitted by the various 
states t0 tr,~ :.nte:rnatiQ~1al Disarmament 
Organizat:.:r:. 

7. M~ans of preventing aggression 
and prese~ing world pea~e and security, 
a.a n:-.ti,r..:.l ~-I":'~larr..ents arc reduced, by an 
internatiuna: organization, to be an organ 
o~, or linked to, the United Nations. 

8. Timing and manner of extending 
a disar.manent agreement so as to include 
other States having significant military 
capabilities, with a view to the holdine 
of a disarmament conference. 

In the second group v;ere listed the following 
measures, which 'IT~re to be "undertaken as rapidly as 
possible upon successful completion of relevant pre­
paratory studies" outlined above: 

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

B. Prior notification to the Inter­
national Disarmament Organization of pro­
posed launchings of missiles according 
to predet~:"'l:.~ n:d and mutually agreed 
crj.teria, and declarations of locations of 
launching sites, and places of manufacture 
of E;.J.C!. missiles, with agreed verifica.tion 
j_ncluding on-site inspection of launching 
sites of such missiles. 

C. The cessation of production of 
fissionable materials for weapons purposes 
immediately after the installation and 
effective operation of an agreed ccntrol 
system to verify this measure, conditional 
upon satisfactory progress in the field 
of conventional disarmament. 
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~. Agreed quantities of fissionable 
material from past production to be trans­
ferred under international supervision 
and control to non-weapons uses, including 
stockpiling, i~ediately upon the instal­
lation and effective opera~ion of an agreed 
control system to verify t~e cessation of 
production of fissionable materials for 
weapons purposes. 

B. Establishment of appropriate 
measures to ~ive parti~ipating States 
greater pl-~0 :~-..;~·;~ion against surprise 
attack, including aerial inspection, 
ground observers at agreed points, mobile 
ground teams, overlapping radar, notifi­
cation of airc~aft flights, and appropriate 
conununications. 

F. A disarmament conference with 
other States having significant military 
capabilities, called to consider their 
nccession to the disarmament agreement, 
including their acceptru1ce of appropriate 
reductions or l!mitations of their respective 
force le"Jels and armaments. 

G. Force level ceilings for all 
militarily significant States and ap­
propriate inspection and verification 
measures to go into effect simultaneousl~r 
with the establishment of force level 
ceilings of 2.1 million for the US and 
USSR. At the same time, each of the 
States participating shall agree to place 
in storage depots agreed types and quan­
tities of armaments in agreed relation 
to the force level ceilings. 

H. The establishment of measures 
to verify b~,(~e·;ary information. 

I. Further progressive development 
of the International Disarm~nent Organization. 

J. · Initial establishment of the 
international organizat:ton to preserve 
world peace. 

I11 the third group were listed "additional 
measures which are regarded as necessary for achieving 
the ultimate goal'': 

A. Reduction of national armed 
forces and armaments by progressive safe­
guarded steps (after such further JOint 
studies as may be necessary) to levels 
required by internal security and ful­
fillment of obligations under the United 
Nations Charter to the end that no single 
nation or group of nations can effectively 
oppose enforcement of international law. 
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B. i·1easures toward this objective, 
phased to coinci<ie Hith the build~u!) of 
international laH enforcenent capability 
to preser":e Horld peace, and with the 
extensio:-1 of the International Disa:-mc.­
ment Orga..Y'lization to provide nec~ssc.ry 
inspection and control, will include: 

1. Prohibition of production of 
nuclear, chemical, b~ological, and other 
weapons of mass dest:~ct!on. 

2. Further reduction of existing 
stocks of nuclear, che~ical, biological 
and other weapons of ma.ss destruction, 
further transfer cf fissionable materials 
tc p2aceful u~e, a~d further steps, ~n 
tl~e lig~·~ of t:1a latest scientific ~O'Ill­
edG~,. to achi~ve the fi~al elimination 
of these weapons. 

3. Measures to ensure the use of 
outa~ spa~e for peac~ful purposes only. 

4. Co~!J.:;r·.-:'IJ. of the production of 
ag:-eed c2.t-e~·-.i .· ... e3 of mllitary missiles 
arid existin~ national stocks and their 
final ~li~ination. 

5. Establishment of effective inter­
national control over military budgets. 

6. Completion of the efltablish.Ttle:1t 
of international org~Y'lizations and arrange­
ments to preserve world peace. 

7. Final reduction of milita~' man­
PO\'ler and arm~?flents to the levels requ~red 
for the obJective stated in para. A above, 
including the disposition of surplus 
arrnc-":len t s . 

8. Control over the production of all 
remaining types of a1-ma.~ents to ensure that 
production is limited to that required for 
purposes specified in para. A. 
Dbpt of State Bulletin, :XLII (4 Apr 60), 511-513 .. 

(U) Ta K to ~ JCs-17~07 (Report of Conference of 
the Ten-Nation Committee on Disarrn.a"!lent . . . ) , 12 Aug 
60, JMF 3050 \1 Ja."'l 60) sec 15. (U) 11 0fficial Report 
of the United States Delegation to the Conference of 
tile Ten-~~at::on Committee on Disarm3.m.ent . . . , Geneva, 
Switzerland, Ivlarch 15- -JW'le 28, l96o, " 5 Aug 60, same 
file, sec 14. 

The Ten-Nation Disarmament Conference convened at 
Geneva. In both a letter from Premier Khrushchev and 
an opening statement by Soviet Deleg~te Valeri~! A. 
Zorin, the Co~~ists announced that their position at 
the conference would be t~at presented by Premier 
Khrushchev in his 18 September 1959 speech to the UN 
(see item). The Communists responded to the Western 
working paper of 14 March (see item) by stating that 
they would give it further thought. They complained, 
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however, that the Western plan did not lead to disarma­
ment, that it had no ti~etable, and that it conce~trated 
on studying disarmament instead of carrying it out. 
(See item of 11 April 1960.) 

NYT, 16 Mar 60, pp. 1, 5 (text of statements on 
p. 4)-.-

In response to a memorandtUn from the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (ISA) dated 4 March 1960, the JC~ submitted 
recommended ter.ms of re~erence for joint interdepart­
mental studies on the following subjects, for use in 
providing guidance to the US delegation to the Ten­
Nation Disarmament Conference in Geneva: 

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

(2) Measurer. necessary to assure compliance Hith 
an agreement on prior notification of long-range-missile 
launchings, including a definition of the missiles to 
be covered. 

(3) Measures to give participating states greater 
protection against surprise attacl<:, including aerial 
inspection, ground observers at agreed points, over­
lapping radar, notification of aircraft flights, and 
appropriate comm~~ications, which could be applied in 
zones as follows: 

(a) Eastern Siberia - Alaska/Canada area and/ 
or the area north of 700 north latitude, together 
with arrangements for reporting flights of all 
aircraft within the area. 

(b) A comparable zone in Europe, of 
d~ensions agreed to by the North Atlantic Council. 

~1e JCS recommended that the foregoing proposed 
studies be conducted, under the terms of reference 
proposed by the JCS, as joint interdepartmental studies 
at national level with participation by the Department 
of Defense, including representatives of the JCS, and 
that these studies take place prior to the US dele­
gation1s tabling of ter.ms of reference for such studies 
on a multinational basis. The US, the JCS said, should 
not agree to intel.~ational study of these problems with­
out their first having been studied within the US 
Government and firm US positions established. 

The JCS also submitted recommended US negotiating 
positions on the following t;·1o matters mentioned among 
the first-stage proposals of the Western nations 1 
working paper tabled at Geneva on 16 March (see item 
of 14 March 1960): (1) the ter.ms of an agreement on 
prior notification of launching of space vehicles and 
on co-operative arrangements for communicating data 
obtained from tracking facilities: (2) the criteria 
that would determine information to be collected on 
existing force levels and conventional armament. 

Finally, as requested by the Assistant Secreta~', 
the JCS submitted suggested procedures for initial 
and continuing verification of first-stage force 
ceilings, and commented on the types and quantities of 
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conventional armaments that mignt be placed in inter­
national storage. They questioned the usefulness of 
drawing up at this time a l::..st of armaments for 
possible storage; this step would be premature, they 
thought, becau~~ 0f the dependency of such a list on 
agreements yec to oe negot~ated. 
~ JCSM-107 -60 to SecDef, ;,Backstopping for tl'le 

U.S. Delegation to Ten Nation Disarma~ent Conference 
(U)," 16 Mar 60, JMF 3050 (1 Jan 60) sec 5; derived 
from ~JCS 1731/356, 11 Mar 60, same file; ~JCS 
1731/350, 7 Mar 60, same f.ile, sec 4. 

The US Atomic Energy Commission announced that it had 
scheduled for early 1961 a series of underground 
nuclear explosions to determine the feasibility of using 
nuclear e~losions fo~ peaceful purposes. The AEC 
1r.d1catec that indirectly the explosions would also 
aid seismological rescs.rch. The Commission stated 
that the results woulo be made available on a world­
wide basis and that the United States would welcome 
observers from the United Nations or any of its member 
countries. 

NYT, 17 Mar 60, pp. 1, 3. 

Mr. David Ormsby-Gore, head of the UK delegation to 
the Ten-Nation Disarmament Conference, announced to 
the conference the West's eagerness to get quic~-: action 
on the banning of orbiting space vehicles carrying 
nuclear weapona. New York Times correspondent A. H. 
Rosenthal reported that this move was viewed by the 
West as a concession to Soviet hopes for some agreement 
before the Summit meeting and also as a manifestation 
of the growing apprehension concerning "accidental 11 

war. 
m_, 17 Har 60, pp. 1, 3. 

In response to a request from the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (ISA) dated 14 March 1960, the JCS for\·larded 
to the Secretary of Defense their comments on the study 
prepared under the direction of Dr. George B. 
Kist1akow3ky on the feasibility and national-security 
implications of a moni~ored agreement to stop or limit 
ballistic-missile testing and/or production (see items 
of 10 December 1959 and 4 March 1960). Despite terms 
or reference· that seemed sufficiently comprehensive, 
the JCS commented, the study had failed to give ade­
quate consideration to seven interrelated areas of maJor 
concern, as the study itself pointed out. As a result, 
in the opinion of the JCS, the study did not provide 
an adequate basis for the formulation of a broad policy 
on the control of missiles. But when construed in the 
light of the detailed comments appended by the JCS to 
their memorandum, the study did afford, the JCS said, 
a sufficient basis for concl~ding that the US should 
not 11 at this time" propose any limitation on the testing 
or production of missiles to become effective at any 
foreseeable date. Other nations would undoubtedly ad­
vance proposals on this subject, however, and therefore 
the JCS recommended that the US complete a study of all 
major aspects of the problem as soon as possible in 
order to provide its negotiators with adequate policy 
guidance. 
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-) JCSM-108-60 to SecDef, ~'Study Entitled 'The 
Feasibility and National Security Implications of a 
Monitored Agreement to Stop or ~mit Ballistic Missile 
Testing and/or Production' (U), !I 18 Mar 60, JMF 3050 
(1 Jan 60) sec 6, derived from (TS) JCS 1731/360, 17 
Mar 60, same £'i2.'=l.' ~ JCS 1731/358, 15 Mar 60, same 
file, sec 5. 

·At the Geneva nuclear-test-ban conference Soviet 
Delegate S. K. Tsarapkin made a counterproposal to the 
US proposal of 11 February 1960 (see items). The 
Soviet proposal was as follows: 

To conclude a trea~y on the cessation 
of all nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, 
.tn the ocna.na and. in outer space, and of 
~11 underground tests which :9roduce seisn:i..c 
ozcillations of ~~r,nitude 4.75 conventional 
units or c:bove. 

In regard to unidentified underground 
events producir:g seismic oscillations belo\·: 
magni tud8 4. 75 convc-.ntional units, which 
accordi~g to the U~lted States contention 
do not lend themselves to control, the 
Sqviet Government is prepared to agree to 
the United States proposal to institute 
a programme of joint research and experi­
ments by the Soviet Union, the United States 
and the United Kingdom, on the understanding 
that all parties to the treaty assume at 
the same time the obligation not to carry 
out duri.l.:g that period any nuclea!' 'lreapon 
tests pl"'Od,.J'::~.:--~ seismic oscillations of 
magnitude 4. ·.·; conventional ~1i ts or below. 

In the course of his extensive preliminary remarl<:s, 
Mr. Tsarapkin repeated the Soviet position on inspec­
tion. The Soviet Government believed, he saidJ that 
11 the question of inspection could and should be settled 
as a pol:i.tical question, independently of the con­
tentious problem of the ntUnber of unidentified events." 
In response to a question by US Delegate Wadsworth 
after the proposal had been laid before the conference, 
Mr. Tsarapkin said that a time limit for completion 
of the JOint research program could be fixed at ·the 
time the treaty sections dealing with that subJect 
came under practical discussion. A further question 
by r<ir. Wadsworth elicited the reply that it was an 
essential point of the Soviet proposal that the a~ree­
ment to refrain from testing below the limit of seismic 
magnitud~ 4.75 should be reflected in some way in the 
treaty; the form was not important--it might be an 
article, an ~~ex, or a sepa~ate protocol, to mention 
examples--but it should be part of the treaty. (See 
next item.) 

(U) r:verbatim Record of the One Hundred and Eighty­
eighth Plenary Meeting, Confe.rence on the Discontinuance 
of Nuclear vleapon Tests, :r 19 Mar 60, reprinted in 
Appendix 2 of (U) US, Congress, Special Subcommittee 
on Radiation and the Subcommittee on Research ~1d 
Development of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Hearings, Tech:? i .:_:; Aspects of Detection and Inspection 
Controls of .! Nu~l~ar Weapons Test Bari, 86th Cong, 2d 
~, 1~ fa~~ II, pp. 557-s~~~p. pp. 567 ar~ 
~~-572. ~-
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In reply to questions from US Delegate Wadsworth at 
the Geneva n'..lc.lear-t;est-ban conference, Soviet DGJ.egate 
Tsarankin mada the follow::.ng points in cla!'ificaticn 
of the Soviet proposal of 19 March (see item): (l) 
As regarded the joint rasearch prog:"'am tc be c::.rried on 
by US, Soviet: and British s cienti:;·;;c, "r:.ve y·2ars or 
four years, for exa.ilple, vJould be roughly t!:z sui table 
length for this program." (The Soviet-proposed 
moratorium on nuclear weapons tests belc~'l the tr.reshold 
would continu~ throughcut this period.) ( 2) If tl1e 
JOint research program were not successfully completed 
within the a~reed -cime--but r·~r. Tsarapkin conside:::'ed 
this eventuality highly unli~cely--the governments con­
cerned. v1ould have to discuss the matter and agree on 
furthe~ measures in regard to it. (3) The Soviet 
Govcrrrnent cou} d not C.t:, ·.;ept the US effort to link the 
q:1ota of inspection3 w~I.-ch th~ ntl!:l~.,cr of u~id.entifiecl 
events. The qt~estion ")~ ... ins:)ecticn must be solved as 
a political o~~; ~n th~s matter the Soviet pcsition was 
"absolutely firm.:' ( 4) No threshold should be fixed 
with J. ... egard to inr-:-:qection. Events bot~ above and below 
the so -callecl -~·.:-.> .. ·· • ··~.d of magnitude should be subject 
to inspcc~ion 't:-t.!.:.n the limitation of the a~reed quota. 
This ::.n::;:_··~::t~.O~! qi.4cta co".;.ld be reviev1ed in the light of 
practical expe:c·ic~-:.~e after the control s~rstem had been 
in oneration for 2 years, and thereafter could be ~e­
viei·red 2.:-~nually. (5) A3 to high-altitude explosions, 
the 1 a:lguage of t!·ic uS posi t~on ~·ras t~o Vc.g,_,_o to be ac­
ceptable to th~ USSR; Mr. Tsarapkin would li~e to have 
the US position expressed mor'e clearly and d<:fini tely. 
The Soviet position on this point was that the pro­
hibition on carrying ou.t nuclear explosions at high 
altitudes should be written into the treaty without 
reservation. (See i terns of 24 and 29 r.1arch 1960. ) 

(U) 11Verbat:!..m Reco~:"d of the One Hundre<.: and 3ighty­
ninth Flena~J Meeting, Conference on the Discontinu~1ce 
of Nuclea:L., ~,leapon Tests, It 21 r·1ar 60, rep!'intcd in 
Appendix 2 of (U) US, Congress, Specia.l 3ubcornrnittE:!e on 
Radiation and the Subco~~ittee on Research and Develop­
ment of the Joint C~mm!ttca on Atomic Energy, Eea~ir.hs, 
Technic~~ Aspects of DGtection and Inspection Controls 
of a Nuclear Weao0I"'.s Test Ba.,, 'BO'th Cong, 2d Sess, 
1960, Part II, pp. 557-572~sp. pp. 584-586. 

At the Ten-Nation Disarmament Conference in Geneva the 
USSR, in what its own spokesman described as a major 
step towards meeting Western complaints that the Soviet 
diBar.mament timetable would put nuclear controls into 
effect only after the nations had been left without 
other defense~, r: .tf::.·~ed to present a new disarmament 
timetable t:1.~-t:: \.'l'~·u. :,i inove total proh!bi tion of nuclear 
v1e9.pons :·rorr1 last place to first. (See items of 2 June 
and 7 J~~e 1960.) 

lr.iT, 22 Mar 60, pp. 1, 2. 

In a memorandum to the Secretary of Defense the JCS 
(1) questioned the adequacy of current basic US policy 
on disarmament, and (2) expressed concern regarding 
revisions of the US disarmament posit!.o:-1 wlthout re­
view by the JCS. In regard to (1), they recalled that 
they had submitted a proposed draft of US policy on 
arms control with their memorandum of 12 February 1960 
to the Secretary of Defense (see item) and that the 
Secretary of State had subsequently commented that 
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basic US policy on disarmament was adequately and 
soundly set forth in the Sasic National Security Policy 
(NSC 5906/1; see item of 17 February 1960). ~he JC3 
contended that though the statement in N3C 590b/l had 
been approved as r-ecently cts August 1959, it was too 
broad to p1~vide a sufficiently detailed frame of 
reference either for fonnulating arms-control measu~es 
or for negotiating agreements. These remarks applied 
with parti~ular reference, they made clearJ to the Ten­
Nation Disarmament Conference in Geneva. Further, the 
NSC had not addressed itself to the total US disarma­
ment negotiating position since mid-1957, and the US 
and Western negc;!: -~-·~~ing position presented to the Ten­
Nation Disarmru-uc:lt Conference \'las il substantially di:f­
ferent!' from the approved 1957 position. Accordingl~r, 
the JCS recom.11~nded thc:t tl1e Secretary of Defense sub­
rr.j.t for H~C consideration a comprehensive statement of 
US arms-control pol~.c~~ essentially similar to that 
submitted to {l.im by tr1~ JCS ·.-~i th their memorandum of 
12 February 1960. 

As for (2), the JCS observed that their opinion 
had been solicited piecemeal concerning various pro­
posed statements of policy, objectives, and neGotiating 
pos~tions relating ~o th~ over-all question of arms 
control. They pcinted out, however, ·that the US position 
resulting from the agreement reached by the five Western 
nations preparatory to going to Geneva had been revised 
"nu:aArous times 11 without review by the JCS. The JCS 
were aware of the press of time~ nevertheless, it \·las 
their considered judgment that they should be given an 
opportunity to review and c9mment on all substantive 
issues involving a modification of the basic US position 
that had been agreed to by the five Western nations ~,d 
tabled at the opening of the Ten-Nation Disarmament 
conference. 

On 8 April 1960 the Deputy Secretary of Defense 
informed the JCS that their recommendation concerning 
NSC consideration of a comprehensive statement of US 
disarmament policy had been referred to the Assist~1t 
Secretary of Defense (ISA) with instructions to initiate 
action to\'rard th~.t end. In regard to the othe:c JCS 
recommendation, ~11t- Deputy Secretary stated that when 
importance warranted and time permitted, the formal 
views of the JCS would be sought on issues arising fl~m 
the Geneva negotiations. He warned, however, that 
frequently there might not be time for formal and 
deliberate consideration. He suggested that the JCS 
try to keep themselves current on developments in the 
negotiations, so as to be able to act swiftly when 
necessary. T~e disarmament staff of the Assistant 
Secretary (ISA) was prepal"ed at all times to furnish 
pertinent information. · 

~JCSH-117-60 to SecDef, "United States Disarma­
ment Policy (U)(" 23 Mar 60, JMF 3050 {1 Jan. 60) sec 6, 
derived from (SJ JCS 1731£362, 23 Mar 60, same file .. 
~ 1st N/H or JCS 1731/362, same file. See also ~ 
JCS 1731/357, 11 Mar 60, and ~ JCS 1731/359, 16 Mar 
59, both in JMF 3050 (1 Jan 60) sec 5. 

The NSC discussed the "feasibility and national security 
implications of a monitored agreement to stop or limit 
ballistic missile testing and/or production, 11 in the 
light of (1) the report presented by the Special 
Assistant to the President for Science and Technology 
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(see item of 4 March 1960) and (2) the views of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff (see item of 18 March 1960). 
~ NSC Action No. 2198, 24 Mar 60 (approved by 

President 31 Mar 60). 

The West, at the Ten-Nation Disarmament Conference, 
presented outline proposals for a veto-free disa1~ent 
commission, loosely connected with the UN, to inspect 
every disarmament step. The powers and staff of the 
new commission would grow with each disarma~ent step~ 
the executive committee of the commission would comprise 
14 member nations, with no right on the part of the 
major powers to veto. 

NYT, 29 Mar 60, 1, 9. 

President Eisenhower and Prime Minister Macmillan 
issued a joint statement :1oting the problems still to 
be resolved at the nuclear-test-ban conference in 
Geneva and advancing a proposal designed to facilitate 
agreement on a test-ban treaty. The problems mentioned 
by the two heads of government included determination 
of an adequate pro~r~n of on-site inspections and agree­
ment on the fol2.r.:;\ ·:!.ri3: composition of the control 
commission, control-post staffing, voting matters, and 
arrangements for peaceful-purposes detonations. As 
soon as a treaty covering these questions should be 
signed and arrangements made for a coordinated research 
program for the purpose of ~~roving control methods 
for events below a seismic magnitude of 4.75, the 
President and Prime Minister said, they would be ready 
to institute a voluntary moratorium of agreed duration 
on nuclear weapons tests below the threshold mentioned, 
to be accomplished by unilateral declaration of each 
of the three powers. The wording of the statenent made 
it clear thatp~ovided all the conditions se~ forth 
th·~rein 1-rere agi""~eec1 ;~o by the· Soviet Un.i.on, . tte two 
Western leaders looked forward to declaring the 
moratorium after the treaty Has signed but before it 
had been ratified and placed in effect. (For JCS 
comment on certain aspects of the above-proposed 
moratorium see item of 13 June 1960.) 

NYT, 30 Mar 60, pp. 1, 31 (text of statement on 
p. 31~ Text is also in (U) Msg, SecState to AmConsul 
Geneva NUSUP 757, 29 Mar 60, DA IN 717538, J~~ 3050 
(l Jan 60) sec 6. 
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France exploded her second atomic bomb a~ the Reggan 
range in the Sahara. (On 4 April, France notified the 
UN that she had no plan for carrying out additional tests.) 

NYT, 1 Apr 60, pp. l, 3; ibid., 5 Apr 50, p. 9. 

The Soviet Union at the 'I·en-Nation Disarmament Conference 
rejected the Western proposal to ban the launching into 
orbit of satellites car~Jing weapons of mass destruction 
(see i tern of 14 March 60). The Soviet represt:ntati ve 
stated that the USSR would agree to such a proposal only 
if the US agreed to liquidate all of its military bases 
abroad. The Soviet representative charged that the 
Western plan was an example of the US purpose of using 
the disarmament talks as a means of catching up with 
the USSR in fields where the US was lagging. 

NYT, 5 Apr· 60, ;,!··. l, 8. 

The Soviet representative at the Ten-Nation Conference on 
Disarmament at Geneva, ostensibly to find a way out of 
the stalemate up to that point, tabled a document entitled 
"Basic Principles of General and Complete Disarmament." 
(The stalemate had developed after it became apparent 
that neither side was prepar~d to make any material 
changes in its basic position taken at the opening of the 
conference in mid-March. The Soviet bloc's position was 
representen by the Soviet total-disarmament proposal of 
18 September 1959 [see item], that of the Western nations 
by the Five-Power Working Paper made public on 14 I't'larch 
1960 [see it~m).) The new Soviet document stated that 
general and complete disarmament should (1) include the 
disbanding of all armaments and armed forces; (2) be 
achieved in a sequence of three stages within four years; 
(3) be implemented under international control; (4) 
result in states havi~ only internal-security forces of 
an agreed size; and (5J not be interrupted by any 
condition not covered in the treaty. In addition, the 
document proposed a "concrete measure'1

: states possessing 
nuclear weapons should "solemnly declare 11 they would not 
be the first to use them. 

(The reaction of the West was that except for the 
"concrete measure," there was no essential difference 
between the new document and the 18 September 1959 
disarmament proposal. As for the 11 concrete measure,'' 
it was unacceptable because it contemplated an uncontrolled 
paper proclamation ~hat would in no way assure world 
stability or security. See item or 26 April 1960.) 

· (U) "Official Report of the United States Delegation 
to the Conference of the Ten-Nation Committee on 
Disarmament ... , Geneva, Switzerland{ March 15--June 
28, 1960," 5 Aug 60, JMF' 3050 ( 1 Jan 60 J sec 14. 

The three powers at the Geneva nuclear-test-ban conference 
agreed to a meeting of Western and Soviet scientists on 
the problems of detecting nuclear explosions {see item of 
11 May 1960). The conference then recessed until 25 
April 1960. 

NYT 1 15 Apr 60, pp. 1, 2. 

The proposals of Gen Lauris Norstad (US Commander in Chief, 
Europe, and Supreme Allied Commander, Europe) for a 
control and inspection system in Europe were cabled in 
outline form through State Department channels for 
transmission to OSD (ISA). Gen Norstad prefaced his 
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proposals with six criteria he believed essential to any 
plan of this nature to be put forward at this t!rne b:.r the 
West: ( 1) It should strike public opinion in the vi est and 
neutral countries as an easily understandable and 
workable first steo t:~ard the easing of tensions; (2) 
it should not prej·v~.,.'·~-:::2 t.:~:isting Western po~itions or1 
Germany, Berlin, or d~sarmament; (3) 1~ should not be 
wholly deper.dent on Soviet acceptance sf brcader Western 
objectives; (L~) it should avoid any provisions requiring 
a change in the basic East-West po\-Jer balance a: thi3 
time; (5) it should serve a useful purpose in itself and 
abate ~ensions without further steps; and (6) if found 
workable ·in practice, it could ~ay the groundwork for 
future consideration of other prcposals bearing on 
European security. 

G€n Ncrstad's propos~:s in the light cf these 
criteria inc~uded the following: (A) Mobile ground 
inspecti·on in a~ large an ~rea ~s po~sible between the 
Atlantic and the Sr?.l~, an irr~ducible minimum to be 
11 the two Germanys, Poland Czechoslovakia Benelu..-.: and at 
least a part of Den:nE.rk, or the equivalent"; (:2) aerial 
inspection of an area ~ot less than that covered by g~~und 
inspection; (C) o7erlapping radar stations, one line to 
be maintair!ed by ~he tvest on the eastern perimeter of' 
inspection and vice vers~; (D) scope of inspecticn to 
incluae (1) exchange of information on types and location 
of existing and firmly I?rogramed forces, (2) verification 
of this information, (3) advance excL1~nge of infoi'mation 
on movements, (4) periodic reports by mob!le teams en the' 
ground and from aerial reconnaissance, (5) possession of 
its own line of communications by each side, (6) full 
access by teams to areas of military significance, but 
no right of entry into private buildir~s, and (7) no 
technical insnectic:s 1f e~Uii?ment or access to nuclear 
storage depot~ them6e~·!es; (E) size of inspection group 
not to exceed 31 000 inspectors for both East and West, 
including staff but excluding personnel for radar 
installations or aerial reconnaissance; (F) inspection 
teams to consist of mix~d East-West teams operating 
throughout entire inspection area (no line down middle of 
Germany} and :."'eporting to military superiors and· possibly 
an appropriate u~ organ (avoiding any recognition of tne 
Warsaw Pact or the East German regime). 

Gen Norstad believed this system, if placed in 
operation, would (1) greatly reduce if not eliminate the 
danger of surprise surface attack; (2) increase to some 
degree security against surprise air attack; (3) avoid 
surrender by NATO of its assets in maintaining deterrence 
and protecting Western Europe; ( 4) perrnl t only an 
insignificant increase of Soviet knowledge concerning 
NATO deployments; (5) help make clear, through inclusion 
of other countries than Western Gernany and through the 
device of mixed teams, that the plan involved no 
abandonment of the goal of German unity; and (6) provide, 
if successfully operated, a basis for further steps 
in the direction of effective control and reduction of 
armaments. 

~sg, Paris to SecState, 4800, 15 Apr 60, JMF 3050 
(1 Jan 60) sec 6. 

19 Apr 60 Dr. Wolfgang H. Panofsky, Director of the High-Energy 
Physics Laboratory of Stanford University, stated that 
under the US threshol~ proposal of 11 February 1960 at the 
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Geneva nuclear-test-ban conference (see two items of that 
date) the chance of a 20-kiloton nondecoupled explosion's 
being actually subjected to on-site inspection was 10 per 
cent. The chance of detecting a 50-kiloton explosion 
for which maximum use had been made of decoupling 
techniques was virtl,_~lJ.y zero, Dr. Panofsky added. · He 
made these statemeilto.) in testimony before two sub­
committees of the Joint Congressional Committee on Atomic 
Energy. (See item of 8 May 1960.) 

{U) US, Congress, Special Subcommittee on Radiation 
and the Subcommittee on Research and Development of the 
Joint Comrndttee on Atomic Energy, Hearings, Technical 
Aspects of Detectiop and Inspection Controls of ~ Nuclear 
Weapons Test Ban, 8oth Cong, 2d Sess, 1900, Part I, 
pp. 79-8~---

Dr. Edward Teller, Director of the Lawrence Radiation 
Laboratory of the University of California, testified 
before two subcommittees of the Joint Congressional 
Co~ittee on Atomic Energy that, in his opinion, .science h 
had not advanced to the point of providing adequate means 
of detecting cland~stine nuclear tests. To attempt to 
overcome this limitation simply by erecting a control 
system with a ve~r large number of stations, he said, 
would result in the detection of so great a number of 
events requiring inspection as to overwhelm any conceiv­
able inspection agency. Dr. Teller thought the existing 
program of research and development was seriously inade­
quate in fields bearing on detection and inspection 
controls for a nuclear weapons test ban. He thought there 
should be a high-priority program not only in seismology 
and methods of detection but also in methods of evasion. 
In such programs he favored "as much international co­
operation as is possible without obstruction from anyone." 

Dr. Hans Bethe_, c-~minent nuclear physicist of Cornell 
University, agreed with Dr. Teller that the existing 
program of research and development was inadequate. But 
Dr. Bethe thought there should be a US program and a 
concurrent separate program open to participation by 
other nations, so that the US would not be hampered by 
foot-draggir~ tendencies on the part or any of its 
associates. He was more hopeful than Dr. Teller about 
the technical possibility of a workable control system 
~ith existing means. Such a system would require some 
600 stations in the Soviet Union, but the number of 
on-site inspections necessary, he thought, could be 
reduced to a manageable figure. Unmanned stations could 
be used, he said, bu~ a period of at least 1 to 2 years 
or research would be necessary to learn how to render 
the stations tamperproof. (See item or 8 May 1960.) 

(U) US, Congress, Special Subcommittee on Radiation 
and the Subcommittee on Research and Development of the 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, Heari~s, Technical 
Aspects or Detection and Inspection Con~ols of a Nuclear 
Weapons Test Ban, 86t~ong, 2d Sese, 196o, Part-I, 

_pp. 165-1'5'(, ID-176. . ~. 
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11: -- ---4&J:{!flr tti-:-cii~CSAc to cJcs, "lear Test r<tcra- -
torium," 21 Apr 6c, Encl to c4rP& R:B) JCS 2179/209, 26 Apr 
60, JlvtF 4513 (21 Apr 60). j,JIIIrMsg, JCS 976531 to CINCSAC, 
3 May 60, R~RA msg files. 

21 Apr 60 The Western nations presented to the Ten-Nation Disarma­
ment Conference a general description of the machinery to 
monitor armed forces reduction under disarmament. The 
proposal would permit international inspection teams to 
make on-the-spot checks fo~r times annually of the size 
of armed units and to keep watch on troop movements, 
inspect transportation hubs, and count ships' companies 
at home ports. The inspectors would begin operating 
when an initial ceiling of 2.5 million men had been agreed 
upon by the US and USSR and would continue to operate 
during the reductiC""' ':0 2.1 million men and any further 
reductions. Other nations would come under this system 
as soon as these nations agreed to reduce their armed 
manpower. The plan did not attempt to deal with the more 
complicated problem of inspecting reductions in convention-
al weapons. · 
· The Communist bloc objected to this Western proposal 
for the following reasons: (1) The West wanted to 
negotiate manpower reductions without agreeing on a plan 
for total disarmament. (2) The West did not accept the 
Soviet proposal for an initial reduction by the US and 
USSR to 1.7 million men. (3) The West did not mention 
force levels for the UK and France, for whom the USSR had 
propo~ed limits or ~50,000 men each. 

NYT, 22 Apr·6o, pp~ 1, 6. 

25 Apr 60 The Geneva nuclear-test-ban conference reconvened after a 
10-day recess. 

NYT, 26 Apr 60, p. 18. 

25 Apr 60 In an address before a joint session or Congress, President 
de Gaulle of the French Republic put forth France's 
recommendation that disar.mament begin, but stated that 
"failing the renunciation or atomic armaments by those 
states who are provided with them, the French Republic 
~jg~J¥ will·be obliged to equip itself with such 
armaments." 
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~of State Bulletin, XLII (16 May 1960), 773. 
NYT, ~pr-1960, p. 18. 

The five Western nations at the Ten-Nation Disar:n~~ent 
Conference in Geneva presented to the conference a 
"statement on conditions" for disarmament, s-imilar in 
purpose to the Soviet-bloc document tabled on 11 April 
(see item). The statement declared that the disal.~r~ent 
process and any agreement finally reached must fulfill 
the following conditions: disarmament must be carried out 
in stages ~1d as rapidly as possible, but with no f~xed 
timetable; nuclear and conventional meatures must be 
balanced in the interest of ecr.1al secur::..ty for all coun­
tries; disarmament measures must be effectively contro~led 
to ensure full compliance; and disarmament measures must 
be negotiated progressively accot~ing to the possibility 
of their early implementation and effective control. The 
statement concl,.lded t:1.a.t the fin-'ll goal of a progra'n or 
£00eral ar-.J. CCi~f'l:.::1.;€ uisannc.rae·~1t ~C.er P..ffect1Ve inter­
national control must ~e to achieve the elirr.ination of 
t~eapons o1' mass destruction and their means of delivery, 
and the reduction and limitation of all types of for:es 
~.nd weapons to levels required only for internal security 
and t:1e fulfillment of obligations under the UN charter. 

('rhe Comrm.,nist co:1ntr1es did not specifically reJect 
the W~Jtern paJjer, but theil" l't-.action offered no en­
courabe:nent to \~~stem hopes that tr.e conference could 
turn ";owo.rd a d:t.Jcuasion of cpecif1c measures.) (See 
item of 29 April 1960.} 

{U) "Official Report of the United States Delegation 
to the Conference of the Ten-Nation Committee on Dis­
armament . . . , Geneva Switzerland~ March 15--June 28, 
1960," 5 Aug 60, JMF 3050 (1 Jan 60) sec 14. See also 
NYT, 27 Apr 60, p. 19. 

In response to a memorandum from the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (ISA) dated 19 April 1960, the JCS provided 
the Secretary of Defense with their views on the 11 outline 
form" of Gen Norstad' s proposals ~ European. inspection. 
zone {see item of 15 April 1960). -- . ________ --- .. __ _ 

~The JCS considered that the US should not 
at this s~o beyond the first phase of the proposal, 
namely, the institution or joint inspection machinery in 
an agreed zone, with no offer or a reduction or limita­
tion or forces. Whether to make such an orrer regarding 
forces could be considered after a period or successful 
functioning of the joint inspection machinery. The JCS 
requested that they be given an opportunity to study and 
comment on the Norstad proposal after it had been fully 
developed as a negotiating position. They concluded with 
the statement that the foregoing comments in no way pre­
judiced the views submitted in their memorandum dated 12 
February 1960 (see item). 

The Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) was advised 
informally that (l) the JCS views had been framed as they 
were to avoid putting any roadblock in the way or a 
pol1t1:eai dee1s1on to proceed with the Norstad plan, and 
12:) the JCS would firmly support a Defense position, l'f 
adop_~ed, that the p~8rl should~~~ ~t ~- Summit 
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29 Apr 60 

meeting in May; the advantages to be gained would be out­
weighed by the risx that during the conference discussion 
it might not he possible to resist expansion of the 
proposal to include limitations on ar~a~ents and fcrces 
with~~ the projectee EuropEan zone. 
~ .J:S!-1-179-hG to [;zc:;er _. .,Eurcp~a:1 I!"l~pecticn Zor.e 

( U)," 27 Apr 60, JMF 3050 ( 1 Jan Go) ~1 :c 7, aeri·;ed fro::1 
j,Ji'rJCS 1731/372, 23 Apr 60, sc..me file; (S) J.st N/a of 
JCS 1731/372, 6 J:.m 60, scune file; ~ JCS 1731/369, 20 
Apr 60, same file, sr.;: 6. 

The Ten-Nation Di~a~::;tr..t:'nt Conference e.t Geneva, having 
made nn prcg~ess in its negotiations, reces3ed in anti­
c1pa.tio:1 of the =neeting of Heacis of Q(:vern:nent scheduled 
for mid-May. {See item of 7 J~ne l96C.) 

(t;) "Of:ricia:. Report :Jf the U:lj_tcd States Delegation 
to tt-. .:. Conf'e:i:·~nce of the Te:1-Nat1o::1 Co!"lnli+;tee en D).sarma-
ment Ge ... ':l't{~ S\ ... '· .,, .. ",a--.; M""--ch 1c-: Ju-e 28 1960 " • • • • .• .tJt. "~, ,_ \,..; -::.•. _:_ .' ··-·.• c:-- , :;-- ~~ , , 
5 Aug 60, J~·~ 30~·::, ( 1 ~~":.n 5o) f: ~c 14; lTYT, 30 Apr 60, pp. 
1, 2. 
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At the Geneva nuclear-test-ban conference the USSR 
accepted the Western proposal that experimental nuclear 
explosions be carried out as part of an East-West 
research program on scientific detection methods. In 
addition, the USSR a~~epted the Western proposal that any 
moratorium on underground explosions beneath the detection 
threshold resulting from the conference be unilaterally 
declared by the thr~e powers instead of being written into 
the treaty. 

NYT, 4 May 60, pp. 1, 8. 

In "A Report to the Public on the Biological Effects of 
Radiation," the National Science Foundation published its 
current findings on radiation hazards. According to 
this report, present levels of man-made radiation were 
far below those thought necessary to induce genetic 
mutations. At maximum estimates, the average human 
being would receive in his reproductive lifetime only 
about half the amo~,t of radiation believed acceptable. 

NYT, 5 May 60, p. 17. 

President Eisenhower ar~ounced approval of a major expan­
sion of existing research and development directed 
toward an improved capability to detect and identify 
undergound nuclear explosions. As compared with the 
approximately $10 million funded for this purpose in FY 
1960, about $66 million was expected to be required for 
FY 1961. The program, known as Project VELA, called for 
increased basic research in seismology, procurement of 
instruments for a world-wide seismic research program, 
development of improved seismic instruments, construction 
and operation or prototype seismic detection stations, 
and an experimental r~o~ram of underground tests en­
compassing both high-explosive and, where necessary, 
nuclear detonations. The conditions under which nuclear 
explosions were to be carried out would prevent any radio­
active fallout. Government agencies, including the Depart­
ment of Defense, the Atomic Energy Commission, the Depart­
ment of Commerce, and the Department of the Interior, as 
well as universities and other private organizations, would 
participate in carrying out the US program of· .research 
and development. 

~t of State Bulletin, XLII (23 May 60), 819. See 
also ___ , a-May 60, p. 34. 

The Joint Congressional Committee on Atomic Energy issued 
a "summary-analysis" of the hearings held by two of its 
subcommittees 19-22 April 1960 on technical aspects or 
detection and inspection controls for a nuclear-weapons­
test ban. The witnesses had included such leading 
sc1ent1sta .. as Drs. Edward Teller and Harold Brown of the 
Lawrence Radiation Laboratory of the University of 
California, Dr. Wolfgang H. Panofsky of Stanford Univer­
sity's High Energy Physics Laboratory, Dr. Carl Romney or 
the Air Force Technical Applications Center (AFTAC), 
Drs. Albert R. and Richard Latter of the Rand Corporation, 
and Dr. Hans Bethe of Cornell University. 

Despite some wide divergences of opinion among the 
experts consulted, the two subco~ttees had found general 
agreement on the following: (1) The control system of 
180 stations proposed by the 1958 Conference of Experts in 
Geneva would requir~ augmentation and improvement if it was 
to be capable of detecting and identifying underground 
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11 May 60 

seisrn!c events to th~ value of 5 kilotcns, as ori~inally 
estimated. (2) P.~.: .:. ,.~ ... ~~ase in the number of stat!cn3 in 
the Geneva control system for the purpose of lower1~g ~he 
threshold of underground seisrnj.c events that 1 t con::-: 
detect \rould res'.!l t in a considerabJ.e ir;~rease in the 
:lumber of U:11dentif1ed eve:nt3 tha~ r.liE~ht :·c~ 1l!re i:l~~)ec::cn. 
(3) Use of the decoupling methud made it pc~~ible t0 
1ncreas~ the difficulty of detection and 1dentif1:atio:l of 
underground nuclen1· explosions by a factor cf up to 300. 
(4) To establish a cap~bility for the Genev~ centro~ 
system to de~ect and identify undergrowrl seismic eve~ts of 
yield Pquivalent to that of a 20-kiloton fully d~cou;le1 
explosion, 1 t wo!lld be necessary to increase greatl~{ the 
nwnber of' stations and to impro·~~re the instruments and 
techniques or seismic detec~1on. (5) A vigorous and 
sustc?.in~d prr.gr~.m of rese.:..r.ch and developrr.~nt wc1s 
nece:.~ary to irt:::'l."OVe instruments ClflC techi1i1Ues r;~' 
detec-:1on, i~en~~1.Eica.~::.on, ar.ci inspe~tion of undc:--grcund 
nuclear-explosion tests. 

D!fferences in r~gar1 to scientific facts and juj~­
rnents concerning the followj.ng w~re brought out: ( 1) 
The practicality r1.nd effect cf decou!)l1r,g by s! ting 
cxplo~Jons in la.rge cavi ti~~1; ( 2) the practicn.li ty and 
theoretical lirr.its of !'t.1rthei ... improvement in detection 
networks and devices; a.r.d (3} the posRible extent of 
further wee.pons development thrcugh clandestine tests. 

The t'N\l subcommittees foresaw tho.t the next several 
years r,11ght be marked by a race between th~ improvertent ' 
of means of detection and identification and the improve­
ment of means or cor~:e:!.lins and muffling nuclear tests. 

(U) US Congrs3f1, Joint Comm1 ttee on Atomic Ener;y, 
~~rx-Analys1s ~f Hear1nK!, Technical Aspect~ of 
Detection and I.ns"Jection Co::trolo of a Nuclear ~.Jea.oons 
Test Ban, jOf~~Commdttee Prlnt, 8Drh-Cong, 2d Se3s~ 
May 19oo, P9· 4-5, 70. 

In response to an oral request on 4. l·lay 1960 frc:n the ;~,:=;sist­
·:\nt Se~reta!'7Y· of Defense c::SA) I the JCS fOl.'\'lal ... c1~a to tl.e 
Secretary cf Defense th'3!r· views on the quanti t.~r of' 
fissionable material that t!1e US might propose at the 
Surnmdt meeti!~ for transfer to peaceful use~. If it should. 
be decided to express the prot~ as a specific amount, 
they recommended the figure o 
---- -- --- --- ···-·- -- --- . . . 

.-,they suggested that the 
US offer to match the us;3R, ~ram for l~ilogram, in ar.y 
amount or fissionable material to be transferred. The 
JCS concluded their ·memorandum with a co.utionacy repetition 
of the "three l'-.'1-::.lternble prerequ1s1tes"--alree.dy stated 
in the Western proposals, tney noted--on which eny agree­
ment to trensfe~ f1e~1onable ~aterials n1ust be contingent: 
(1) a ver1f1~d ~utorr or p~oductioni (2) satisfactory 
progress in the field of conventional disar.nk~ent;.and 
(3) the inst~llat1o~ and effEctive operation of an ngreed 
control system. 

~JCSM-197-60 to SeeDer, "Nuclear Disc-.nnament 
Measures (U)," 10 May 60, JMP 3050 (1 Jan 60) sec 8, 
derived from~ ~~~ ~!.~1/377, 9 May 60, same file, sec 
7. See also (f.f'T u ..,~ .• , ,;.;1/371, 21 Apr 60, same file, 
sec 6. 

A conference ot scientists tram the US, the UK, and the 
USSR convened at G~neva to exchange 1nto~t1on and define 

~ ..... :~ -~~ ~· __ ._ .. 
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the requirements for a research program to improve the 
capability of dete~·;!~~ and identifying ~nderground 
nuclear explosions (see items of 29 March and 14 April 
1960). The US seven-member delegation was headed by 
Frank Press, Director of the Seismolo~ical Laboratory, 
California Institute of Technology. {See item of 31 May 
1960.) 

Def§ of State Bulletin, XLII (25 May 60), 819; 
ibid. 0 May 60), b92-893. -· 

12 May 60 The US submitted to the Geneva nuclear-test-ban conference 
a proposed timetable for the establishment of a control 
system. (See item of 11 August 1960 for Soviet condition­
ed acceptance.) The US timetable would have a world­
wide control system installed and fully operational 
6 years after treaty rati:ication and would comprise 
three overlapping phases. The first phase would be 
completed within 3 years after ratification, with controls 
fully operative in the USSR, the US and its territories, 
and the UK. There would be·21 control points in the USSR, 
23 in US territory, and 1 in the UK, with each post 
manned by about 30 technicians. Tl-ro of the ships to be 
fitted out as control pests on.the high seas would also 
be in operation by the end of the first phase. The 
second stage would start one year after ratification and 
be completed within 5 years of that date. It would see 
extension of the system to cover all of the Northern 
Hemisphere and a small part of the Southern. A final 
extension to complete the world-wide coverage would 
occur during the third stage, beginning not later than 
3 years after the treaty's ratification and ending not 
later than 6 years after ratification. (Plenary 
sessions of the nuclear-test-ban conference were then 
suspended until 27 May 1960, although the scientific 
deliberations continued, ending on 30 May 1960.) 

NYT, 13 May 60, pp. 1, 5. 

12 May 60 The JCS submitted to the Secretary of Defense their views 
on a French draft proposal of 11 May 1960 that favored a 
controlled prohibition of use of the means of delivering 
strategic nuclear weapons, to go into effect during the 
first stage of a negotiated disar.mament. The JCS pointed 
out that this proposal would eliminate US deterrent 
capabilities before any controlled reduction of Sino­
Soviet conventional cape.bili ties had been accomplished. 
They reconunended, therefore, that the proposal be "un­
equivocally" rejected and that the US should insist upon 
adherence to the provisions of the Western disarmament 
plan of 16 March (see item of 14 March 1960). The JCS 
noted that the kind of measure the French were advocating 
might become appropriate during Stage III of the Western 
plan. 
~ JCSM-203-60 to SeeDer, "French Proposal of 11 

May 1960 for Control of Means of Deliv~~ for Nuclear 
Weapons {U)," 12 May 60, derived from~ JCS 1731/380, 
12 May 60; both in JMF 3050 {1 Jan 60) sec 8. 
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During a private Session of the Paris meeting of Heads of 
Government, President Eisenhower informed Premier 
.Y.hrushch(lv that one of his purposes ~n coming to the 
Sununi t meeting had been ''to seek ag1.,eem·2nts \-/1 th the 
Soviet Union which would eliminate the n~cessity for all 
forrr.s c.f espio:->.?.ge, includl.ng overfl:l.;htG. ,, Among the 
proposals he had planned to offer, the President satd, 
had been one "f:r the crP.~tion of a United Nations aerial 
surveillance to detect pr~parations. for attac1·~, 11 but if, 
because of the Soviet attitude, this matter could not be 
dealt with at the Sumrr~t meeting, he was planning to sub­
mit the p~opos~l in tha near future to the United Nations. 
The proposed surveillance syst~m would operate in the 
territories or all nations pre~ared to accept such inspec­
tion, the President continued. The US was prepared no~ 
only to ~cce,t t'N c~~ ... -~.::-.1 surveillan~e but to do eve!"ything 
in ita po·..;er to cc • .-[··'"··· ti.lt.e to tt,e l"'~pid organization and 
successful oper~tlon of ~~ch i~ternational surveillance. 
(See i tern of 21 ~~ay 19·)0. ) 

(The Summit conferer.ce, at which it was plenned that 
President EisenhoNer, Premier K!1rushchev, President de 
Gaulle of France, and Eritish Prime Minister Macmillan 
would ~ttend, WR~ schedule~ to b~gi~ in Paris on 16 May. 
As a c':>nseq~_,_,~t:.ca c:f' the Sovlet capture of a US pilot and 
the alleged Soviet destruction of his U-2 photc-recon­
naissa.nce plane in the Urals on l May 1960, Kh:"'ushchev 
d~noun<;ed Presj.dent Eisenhower and tha US so violently at 
the private meeting referred to above and made the 
holding of the Sw~~it conference contingent on satisfaction 
of such sweeping demands on the US that it become impossi­
ble for the conference to take place. On 17 May the 
three \-!estern Heads of Governilent issued a joint state­
~ent recognizing that there wculd be no conferenc~ and 
blaming Khrushchev.) 

Dent of State Bulletin, XLII (6 Jun 60), 9C4-905; 
NYT, I7JMay-6o, pp. 1, 14; ibid., 18 May 60, pp. 1, 14. 

The Wcrld Health Assembly approved a US-sponsored resolu­
tion stating that liu."ltil sufficient actual progr~3s 
towards agreed disarmament under effective internatic·:!al 
control h~s cee:1 made 1 t ;'lould be ;>remature to. study the 
question of the utilization of any resour~es rel~ased 
thereby," and that international co-operation through the 
World Health Organization "should not pause in its efforts 
while waiting for ;::~~.~~: disarmament." (This resolution 
was subm!tted as an alternative to a USSR resolution that 
would have requested the Director General of WHO "to 
submit ... , as soon as agreement hafj been achieved on 
general and complete disarmament, proposals for the 
utilization of any resources rel~ased as a result of such 
an agreement to meet urgent world needs in the field of 

,. ' heal t!'l • • • • · , 
Dept of State Bulletin, XLII (20 June 60), 1007. 

The JCS provided the Secretary of Defense with their views 
concerning 11 Draft Background Paper on a U.S. Propcsal for 
an Aerial Inspection Arrangement, Under Supervision of the 
United Nations," in response to a request from the 
Consultant to the Secretary of Defense for Disarmament 
Affairs. Under the proposal the US and the USSR (with 
any otner countries that might wish to participate) Nould, 
as an initial step, make available to the Unitec Nations 
suitable aircraft, photographic equipment, and crews to 
conduct aerial inspection of their territory under the 

- 47 -

'1! /0' 11_J) f~ f.J v V& ., ... ; 'I•: 
• • •• 1! .. " .. ; ~ rl~ ~ ij n 



24 May 60 

27 May 60 
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supervision of UN officials, acting under the direction 
or the Secretary General. Initially, there would be no 

·-::ground observers. The US would be willing to -consider 
__ an arrangement under which each participating country • s 
equipment and crews were used for aerial inspection of 
its own territory, with reciprocal on-board monitors 
from the US and the USSR. All flights and the processing 
of photographs would be under UN supervision, with the 
photographs available at UN headquarters to participating 
countries on a reciprocal basis. Under the proposal the 
US would indicate its belief that a US-USSR exchange of 
blueprints of their military establishments prior to 
beginning the aerial inspection, as propos~d by President 
Eisenhower in 1955, would make the inspection more effec­
tive; but the US would also announce its willingness to 
proceed w1 th the inspection \'li thout such an exchange. 
The US would express the hope that ult~ately the opera­
t~cn might be ca~ried on ent1rel~1 by an international 
inspection agency under the UN. 

The JCS concurred in the draft paper, subject to 
only one comment: It should be clearly understood that 
inspection of major areas of_the US would be contingent 
upon equivalent ~nspection of Chinese Communist territory, 
to prevent removal of Soviet ~issile sites to sanctuary 
there. (See item of 16 May 1960.) 

~) JCSr.!-217 -60 to Sec::>ef, "United Nations Aerial 
Surveillance System (U)," 21 Nay 60, derived from ~ 
JCS 1731/385, 21 Mar 6o; both in JMF 3050 (1 Jan 60) 
sec 8. See also (~ JCS 1731/334, 20 May 60, s~ne file. 

The National Security Council noted the President's 
approval of the following policy position "in the post­
Swnmi t environment 11

: 

The United States should continue to seek 
completion of the Geneva nec;otiations on nuclear 
testing, but should make clear that these nego­
tiations and the U.S. rnoratori~~ on nuclear 
testing cannot go on indefinitely without decision. 
The United States should determine at what time 
or at what stage of these negotiations it should 
seek to place a time limit on their duration. 

(See item of 12 August 1960.) 
~) NSC Action No. 2238, 24 May 60 (approved by 

President 31 May 60). 

The JCS replied to a memorandum from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (ISA), dated 19 May 1960, in which 
their views had been requested concerning the military 
desirability of prelaunch inspection of missile payloads 
as a system to monitor a ban on high-altitude nuclear 
testing. The Office of the Director of Defense Research 
and Engineering had also been asked to study the technical 
feasibility of this measure. The JCS pointed out that 
inspection of missile payloads would not only provide 
some information concerning the missile itself, but \'rould 
also reveal considerable information on warheads. The us, 
the JCS continued, was estimated to have a significant 
lead over the Soviets in the field of warhead sophisti­
cation and missile-guidance techniques; thus, from a pure­
ly intelligence standpoint, prelaunch inspection of missile 
payloads would not necessarily result 1~ a net advantage 
to the US. Nevertheless, if the ODDR&E study should 
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conclude that prelaunch inspection cf payloads wag 
necessary to prevent covert high-altitud~ weapons ~e3ting, 
this measure should be in'=luded as a provision of ar..y 
general nu~lear test ban that might be Cl£reed '..!pc:l. 
~·Jhen the t" .. ::1e cr...'!le f.or US compliance with a test-·oan 
treaty, ce:'ta1nty t::·.,.·:.- Scviet testing had al~o actually 
stopped would be vi~~-L:y important. 

· .(..i-} JCS~-225-60 to SecDef, '.'Pre-Launch InspcctiGn 
of Missile ?ayloads as a System to Monitor a Ban on 
High Altitude Nuclear '!'esting ( U)," ··27 May 60, JMF 3050 
(1 Jan 60) sec 10, derived f~om {~ JCS 1731/386, 
27 ~~ay 60, same file, Qcc 8; )Ire) JCS 2.731/382, 20 May cO, 
same file, SP.C 8. 

27 May 60 Plenary sessions of til~ 0~:-l':Va nuclear-teat-ban confercn=e 
rest=r.1ed. T.~~ USS~ aslced i o:- guaraZ"!~E::eS that dc.ta fro:;L the 
nuclear explosions schedu::ed ~'lder t~e US Project VELA 
( f'.~e item of 7 i'~P.y 1960) W':>Uld not be used for ~reapons 
development :tn add!t.ion tc:. the annot:::ced pu:-pcse of seek­
ing improved means of mon!toring a nuclear 'test ban. 
(See item of 2 June 1960.) 

Dert of St~te Bulletin, X~III (26 Sep 60), 493; 
1-m, 2c-·· !1::.y-6b, l}P • 1, 6 • 

31 May 60 Of 12 atomi~ tests plsnned for Project VELA: the Soviet 
delegation at the East-West meeting of scientizts in 
Geneva (Gee item of 11 May 1960) objected to 7. Five of 
the 7, concerned vti th deco;.Ipling theor-y, incurred Soviet 
disapproval on the ground that the Soviet people would 
not understand a.ny work that seemed to be aimed at 
develcping ways of circumventing the test ban. The other 
2 experiments, involving the use of "baby bombs," were 
cbjecticnable to the Soviets because of an alleged re­
lationship to US plar1s for develcping small tact~cal atomic 
weapons. 

NYT, 1 Jun 50, pp. 1, 9. 
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··At the Geneva nuclear-test-ban conference the US offered 
the following safe~uards to reassure the Soviets in regard 
to the uses to which data from the Project VELA test 
series wnuld be put (see item of 27 May 1960): (1) All 
the nuclear devices would be of previously tested design; 
no untried type of bomb ~ould be en,loy3d. (2) All the 
bombs to be detonated would be depos~tecl under inter­
national surveillance, with Soviet representation, ?t an 
early date. ( 3) Soviet e:~perts v;ould be permitted tcJ 
observe at the C.etonation and the seismic recc:-·ding 
stations, and to 1;::e :heir own measuring instrumen"Cs. 
( 4) t--To •·d~agno:=ti~· :! i·.:.:?..3urements of the type required fer 
arms development purposes wo.uld be made. 

In r~ply, the Soviet delegate stated that the USSR 
would be satisfied only 1f it had full-partnership rights 
in this test~.ng p~ogram, :!.ncluding th~ right to look inside 
the ~uclear ~evices to be detonated. 

The ~:>viet ~~~legate ~lso indicc.ted that there would 
not be any ~eis;~·: . .!-~est:C~.I·ch program in the USSR with either 
nuclear or conv·~:ltional ·explosives. (This prcnouncemzr!t 
contradicted the statements of the Soviet scientists at 
the May 1960 sc~entists' con:erence; these scientists had 
stateri :::1at tile l!SSR planned a series of conventional 
tests and L~.:) sci~r:-.ic s·catio~1s to measure the blasts. The 
Soviet scientists had stated, moreover, that the Soviet 
Government had already allotted 20,000 tons of chemical 
explosives for this pro3ram, which we.s to extend fro:n 
1950 to l963. ~he Soviet delegate's expla~aticn for this 
turnabout was simply that the Soviet scientists had not 
been speaking for their government. US Delegate 
Wadsworth characterized the move as a Soviet retreat from 
the illogical position of simultaneously conducting re­
s~arch C~.nd maintaining th~ t the 1958 experts' findings 
were adequ~.te .) 

NYT, 3 June 60, pp. 1, 7; ibid., 4 June 60, 7. 

The UN made public the text of a Soviet total-disarmament 
proposal received by Secretary General Dag Hammarskjold 
the same date. In the proposal the Soviet Government 
noted that during ~~~~t~ations subsequent to its total­
disarmament ~roposal of 18 September 1959 "some powers, 
among them France," had ''expressed the view that disa!'tTla­
ment should begin with the prohibition and destruction 
of vehicles for the delivery of nuclear, chemical and 
biological weapons, such as military rockets, military 
aircraft, warships and the like, due regard being had to 
the need for the simultaneous liquidation by states of 
such military bases as they may possess in foreign 
territories." Though the Soviet Government still believed 
the sequence of disarmament measures it had proposed on 
18 September 1959 was best, its desire to facilitate 
agreement made the Soviet Government ready to meet the 
Western Powers halfway and agree on a different sequence if 
this different sequence was more acceptable to the Western 
Powers. (In making the new proposal, which was referred 
to as "a development of the program put forward on 
18 September 1959," the Soviet Goverr.ment did not repeat 
the time limit of 4 years for the completion of disarma­
ment or refer to it. Only one specific reference was made 
to a time schedule: 1 year to 18 months, "approximately, •: 
for carrying out the first-stage measures. The proposal's 
general statement of purpose and the.provis1ons for a 
control organization were similar to those of the 18 
September 1959 proposal.) The new proposal arranged the 
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measures o~ the three stages as follows: . · 
First stage: (1) Nu~lear weapons to be eliminated 

rrom the arsenals of states, their manufacture to be di3-
continued, and all means of delivering such weapo~s to 
be destroyed. ( 2) All foreign troops to be wi thdra~:n 
from the territo~ies of ether states to withln their own 
national boundaries; foreign military bases and stores of 
all kinds both those released after troop withdrawals and 
those held in reserve, to be elimin~ted. (3) Until the 
final destruction of all means of delivering nuclear 
weapons, the launching into orbit or the placing in 
outer space of special devices, the penetration of war­
ships beyond the :i~:ir~ of territorial waters, and the 
flight beyond the lim~ts of their national territory of 
military atrcraft capable of ce.rr:ting we3.pons of mass 
destruction ~o be prohib!ted. (4) Rockets to be launched 
excl~sively ~or peaceful purposes in accordance with 
predeterm:!.ned a.n-:1 agre.ed zri teria ar.d subject to agreed 
verificatio~ mea~~~es, including on-the-spot inspection of ~ 
the launching sites.. (5) States possessing nuclear 
weapons to undertat:e not to transmit such weapons or in­
formation necessary for their manufacture to states not 
posses~1.ng st:.ch ,,r~apons; stat;es !'lot possessin~ nuclear 
\':eapc:1s to :-~f'::."'a~::~ from man..:.:'acturing them. { 6) States 
to make correspondir!g reductions i:-1 military expenditures. 
(7) International control measures for carrying out 
preceding provisions to be established. These measures 
would include international supervision of (a) destruction 
of the means of delivering nuclear weapons, (b) abolition 
of foreign military bases, (c) withdrawal to national· 
territory of foreign-based troops, and (d) airports and 
harbors, to ensure their being used only for peaceful 
pruposes. (8) A joint study to be made of measures for 
cutting off the production of nuclear, chemical, and 
biological weapons and destroying stcckpiles of such 
weapons. (9) After 1 year to 18 months, by which time 
the first-stage measures were to be completed, the Inter­
national Control Organization to ascertain to what extent 
the measures had been carried out, with a view to report­
ing thereon to states parties to the treaty and also to 
the UN Security Council and General Assembly. 

Second stage: (l) Complete prohibition of nuclear, 
chemical, biological and·other weapons of mass destruction; 
cutoff of production, and destruction of all stockpiles, 
or weapons of these types. (2) Reduction of the armed 
forces of all states to agreed levels, those of the US 
and USSR being reduced to not more than 1,700,000 men; 
conventional weapons and ammunition thus released to be 
destroyed, and the military equipment to be destroyed or 
used for peaceful uses; military expenditures of states 
to be reduced correspondingly. {3) International control 
measures fo~ c~rryin6 out the preceding provisions to be 
established. These measures would include international 
supervision of the disbanding of troops and the destruction 
of armaments, control-organization inspection of all 
undertakings extracting atomic raw materials or producing 
or using atomic materials or atomic energy, and free 
access by the control organization to all material 
relating to the budgetary allocations of states for 
military purposes. {4) Joint studies to be undertaken en 
the following (for carrying out in the third stage): 
(a) Measures to insure continued compliance with the 
treaty after completion of the measures in the treaty; 
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{b) measures to maintain peace and aecuri~y in accordance 
with the Charter of the UN under conditions of general 
disarmament. (5) ,.~.s 'l?On the transition from the first 
to the second stage, ·• :.;he International Control Organiza­
tion to ascertain to what extent the second-stage measures 
had been carried out, with a view to making reports 
therein similar to its reports on the carrying out of the 
first-stage measures. 

Third sta,e: (1) Completion or disbandment of the 
armed forces o all states; only a "strictly limited" 
contingent of police (mil~tia) to be retained by each 
country, of an agreed size and equipped with small arms, 
to maintain internal order. (2) All remaining types of 
conventional armaments, ammunition, and mi11tar~' equipment 
to be destroyed or used fer peaceful purposes. (3) 
Military production to bf' "wound up" at all factories, 
including a cutoff in production of conventional armaments 
except a strictly limitec output of small arms for the 
police (militia)~ (4) W~~ ministries, general staffs, 
and all military and paramilitary e~tabl1shments and 
organizations to be abolished; all military courses for 
reservists to be terminated; military education for young 
people to be prohibited and military service in any form 
to be acoli~~ed. (5) Appropriation of funds for military 
purposes in any fort'l, public o!' private, to be discontin­
ued; funds made available through implementation of 
general disarmament to be used fer reduction or abolition 
of taxation, to subsidize national economies, and tc 
furnish economic and technical assistance to under­
developed countries. (6) The International Control 
Organization to send its officers to verify on the spot 
the carrying out r:i' the above third-stage measures; as 
necessary, the control organization to institute a system 
of aerial observation and aerial photography over the 
territories of states. (7) After completion of the progra~ 
of disarmament, the control organization to exercise · 
permanent surveillance over fulfillment by states of the 
obligations assumed by them. (8) The further measures -
worked out to ensure compliance with the treaty on complete 
disarmament to take effect. (9) Measures to maintain 
peace and security in accordance· with the UN Charter to 
be carried out; states to place at the disposal of the 
UN Security Council, as necessary, formations from 
their conti~ents of police (militia). (See item of 
7 June 1960. ) 

~~ 3 Jun 60, PPo 1, 6 (text of proposal on p. 6). 

The JCS responded to a memorandum from the Acting Secre­
tary of Defense, dated 19 May 1960, that requested them 
to submit their views with regard to implementing the 
President's 16 May 1960 statement concerning a United 
Nations aerial surveillance system (see item). They 
noted that the current State Department proposal repre­
sented the following changes 1n US policy (see item of 
21 May 1960): (1) UN control; (2) initially no exchange 
of blueprints of militarY establishments; (3~ initially, 
no ground observers; {4) the suggestion that initially 
nations might perform aerial surveillance of their own 
territories. Though such an agreement with the Soviet 
Union would not minimize the possibility of a surprise 
attack, they said, they considered it extremely desirable 
from the military point of view to obtain controlled 
aerial surveillance of the USSR and Communist China for 
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the following reasons: (1) to pr9vide a _mere accurate 
estimate of Soviet capabilities; l2) to make the mounting 
of a surprise attack·more difficult; (3) to provide 
effective intelligence on the Soviet Union not alrea~y 
available, including especially valuable geodetic data 
for US targeting. 

In response to specific questio~s po~ed 1~ the Act-
ing Secretary's memorandum, the JCS forwarded a detailed 
technical report ("Report on United·Na.ticns Aerial Sur­
veillance System, 25 May 1960"). Key items of the report 
were: (1) The US possessed adequate capabilit~ to provide 
the m~ with an aerial surveillance system. (2) A mixed 
fcrce of U-2's and RB-47's was recommended. (3) Of four 
different arrangements treated, the JCS recommended the 
one under which national forces would rerr.ain assigned to 
their parent nations and the US would fly aerial sur­
veillance cv,-=:r th~ ~r~:..;R, and vice versa. Direct tn~ super­
vision or all fJ. ~-~:-~ .. c ~ 2 .:::o:-!ltions and UX. control of the film 
woul~ be man~atory. (~)-~he technical advantage of an 
airborne observer from the country being overflcwn would 
be negligible if the UN controlled the film, but such an 
obse:'ver \'lould be required under some of the alternative 
;:.rrang:ernent~ referred to in ( 3) because of linguj_stic 
P='oble1:1~ a.<3.:~c:i.at·::d with fl~Jing safety, and in one cf' the 
arran;ements such a~ observer could provide some measure 
of UN supervision to counter possible Soviet obstruction­
ist ta~tics. (5) Techniques adaptable in the future to 
aerial inspection of large areas were discussed. 

In conclusion the JCS offered the following comments, 
which they believed would warrant serious consideration: 
(J.) The initiation of only an aerial surveill~nce system 
might have the adverse effect of fostering a world-wide 
false sense of sec1lrity from surprise attack. (2) On the 
other hand, such a sys tern under the UN, vri th the USSR 
frarticipating, would form the basis for proceeding tc the 

1more definitive fa=tors" required for an adequate in­
spection system to suppo:-:t di~armament; among these would 
be the exchange of mili tar~l blueprints and the stationing 
of ground observers to verify the aerial surveillar.ce. 
(3) In considering the requirement to balance areas of 
the USZR and Communist China again~t equivalent areas of 
the US, the implication c~ UN SG::"Veillance o~ Conununist 
China would require further study. 

On 13 June 1960 the Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (ISA) forwarded the above-mentioned JCS technical 
report. to the Speci~: Assistant to the Secretary for Dis­
armament and At omit; r:.:~er·~y, Department of State, for 
possible use in developing a US proposal to the UN. He 
called special attention to the above-mentioned con~luding 
conments in the JCS memorandum by quoting them verbatim. 

l(f!rJ JCSM-235-60 to SeeDer, 11 United Ne.tions Aerial 
Surveillance: 3:,"stem (U) " 7 Jun 60, JMF 3050 ( 1 Jan 60) 
sec 11, derived from ZW} JCS 1731/38'7, 25 May 60, 25 ~1ny 
60, sa..'lle file, sec 9; (~) ls t N/H of JCS 1731/387, 17 Jun 
60, same file, sec 9. 

As the Ten-Nation Disarmament Conference resumed sessions~ 
following the recess begun on 29 April, the Soviet dele­
gation formally submitted its revamped total-disarmament 
plan made public on 2 June {see that item; see also item 
of 23 June 1960.) 

( U) 'b fficial Report of the United States Delegation 
to the Conference of the Ten-Nation Committee on 
Disarmament •.. , Geneva, Switzerland{ March 15--June 
28, 1960," 5 Aug 60, JMF 3050 (1 Jan 60) sec 14. 
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Replying to a request from the Assistant Secretary of 
-Defense (ISA) dated 8 June 1960, the JCS .transmitted to 
the Secretary of Defense the;r views on the Soviet disar­
mament proposal of 2 June 19o0 (see i tern). They found 
this proposal "completely unacceptable" for the following 
reasons: (1) If adopted, the proposal would dismantle the 
us nuclear capability, including the foreign-base structure 
essential to US forward strategy, before any controlled 
reduction of Sino-Soviet conventional capability had 
been accomplished. (2) Since control functions throughout 
the disarmament process would, under the Soviet proposal, 
be carried on essentially at declared plants and sites 
only, with no inspection· for·clandestine activities, there 
would be no assurance that even the nuclear capability of 
the Soviets had been nullified. (3) The proposal failed 
to remedy the shortcomings of past Soviet proposals in 
such areas as control, preliminary studies, phasing, and 
pos~isar.mament· peace ke~ping. In their opinion, the 
JCS said, the Sov~et proposal was just another effort to 
further the Sino-Soviet objective of disrupting the free­
world alliances, di:integrating the collective defenses 
of the non-Communist nations, and frustrating the US for­
ward strategy. The Soviets were exploiting a propaganda 
opening crec:~ted by an instance of Western disunity--the 
French proposal to control the means of delivering nuclear 
weapons (see item of 12 May 1960). Though the JCS did 
not want to prejudge any changes the Western allies might 
wish to make in the Western disarmament plan of 16 March 
1960 (see item of 14 March 1960), the JCS believed that 
the US should adhere to the principles, conditions, and 
time phasing of that plan and that the US should strongly 
insist on allied unity in the future. The Western position 
must not, they urged, be allowed to erode in the Ten­
Nation Disarmament Conference as it had done in the 
nuclear-test-ban talks, in which, through the moratorium, 
the US had in effect acceded to the Soviet demand for a 
cessation of nuclear testing without any assurance that 
the Soviets themselves had in fact also ceased. 

On 16 June 1960 the Secretary of Defense forwarded 
a copy of the foregoing JCS views to the Secretary of 
State. Stating his general agreement with the JCS, the 
Secretary endorsed in particular their conclusion concern­
ing the motivation behind the Soviet proposal. He added 
that he considered the agreed Western position to be 
fundamentally sound and that the US should not agree to 
any substantive departure from it, despite pressure from 
the allied nations. 

~) JCSM-250-60 to SecDef, "Soviet Disarmament 
Proposal of 2 June 1~:50 (U)," 10 Jun 60, derived from lft( 
JCS 1731/392, 9 Jun uu; ~ 1st N/H of JCS 1731/392, . 
21 Jun 60( (U) JCS 1731/391, 8 Jun 60. All in JMF 3050 
(1 Jan 60J sec 11. 

The Western nations at the Ten-Nation Disarmament Confer­
ence, speaking through US delegate Fredrick M. Eaton, 
gave their first formal response to the Soviet disarma­
ment plan of 2 June 1960 (see item). The West saw the 
following hopeful signs in the Soviet proposal: (1) The 
new plan went into details on the problems of controls 
and inspection. (2) The new plan included for the first 
time a provision for the study of the cessation of 
production of fissionable materials for weapons use. (3) 
The plan abandoned insistence upon a four-year timetable. 
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(4) The plan recognized the principle of_a peace-keeping 
f-orce in a disarmed world. 

The West also found faults in the Soviet plan: (1) 
The plan called for acceptance of a complete disarm~ent 
pJ.an before any disarmament step was taken. (2; Tht.! 
elimination of all M~thojs of delivel'Y cf nuclear weapon.s 
and the el1m1natir..~1~ v~ foreign bases prior to "Cl':e 
elimination of conventional forces would result in military 
imbalance. · 

Soviet delegate Zorin replied that if the West wanted 
conventional disarmament f!rst, the USSR would "gladly" 
listen to proposals. 

NYT, 11 June 60, p. 4. 

The JCS replied to a memorandum C.ated 26 January 1960 in 
which the D~?uty Secreta7y of Defen~e had requested their 
co:1ments con:erning the cl.raft t,reat;i under con~ideration 
by tl:e Geneva c..or~ference 0n C.i~cont:.nuing :1ucl~e.P weapons 
tests. {Thts dr~ft t~Ga~y cur~ently con3isted of a 
preamble, 24 article~, and 3 annexes, of which the preamble, 
17 articles and 1 annex had been agreed upon at the 
conference.) The JCS views had been solicited with par­
ti:ula~ referenc~ to (1) th? inspection and control 
aspects of ·:~·hP. ct::a.~2.f't treaty, (2) the estimated cost of 
inst~lling and oper~ting the control system called for, 
and (3) the implications of the treaty, if approved, for 
US nationr:l security. On (1), citing testimony cf the 
nuclear scientists Edward Teller and Hans Bethe befcre 
Congress on 20 April 1960 (see item), the JCS commented 
that technology had not yet provided a reliable system for 
detecting and identifying all types and magnitudes of 
nuclear detonations within the earth's atmosphere, much 
lzss in outer space; therefore, they said, the inspection 
and control system envisioned by the proposed treaty should 
be critically and r('·~·~~ally re-examined by scientitic 
experts, both natic_1-~lly and internationally, to determine 
its adequacy. Concerning (2), the JCS stated that the 
variables involved made a good estimate of the ccst of 
installing and operating the control system impossible, 
but the cost would be very high. For example, they said, 
the Air Fore~ Technical Application Center's estimate of 
$1,643,545,756 as the co~t of installing and operatirlb 
for 1 year the control system recommended by the 1958 
Geneva Conference of Experts {see item of 21 August 1958) 
was reasonable; but the addition to that system of outer­
space-satellite capability for detecting high-altitude 
explosions, plus the requirements imposed in developing 
a lower detection threshold, would raise the system's 
cost to an amount greatly· in excess of the AFTAC estimate. 
Some had suggested that the number of control posts would 
have to be increased by a factor of 5, which would raise 
the cost to over $8 billion. In regard to (3)--the 
implications of the treaty, if approved, for US national 
security--the JCS took a grave view. The trenty did not 
contain adequate safeguards, they said, and thus its 
adoption would establish a dangerous precedent for the 
Ten-Nation negotiations. They commented that the 
"historical" US position of insisting on adequate safe­
guards (as required by basic national security policy) 
appeared to be deteriorating in the interest of reaching 
agreement. A case in point was the offer to announce a 
unilateral moratoruim on tests below the threshold after 
the treaty was signed but before its ratification and 
effective date (see item of 29 March 1950). Though 
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the decision to announce this offer had been ~rim;~.rily 
political, the JCS pointed out, this in no way renovcj 
the technical difficulties of developing an effective 
control and inspection system in high-altitude anj ~~der­
ground ~nviror..ments; and though the announcement had a.l­
:·ead~! been maae public, the JCS belj.eved a t8chnical 
analysis and expel'il-~1-~al verification of the ef~ective­
ness of the treat~r' s ~-I"oposed control and inspecticn 
system should be made and the results evaluated bei'cre 
any moratorium was actually declared. The frustration 
of the UN truce tzarn in Korea had demonstrated the danger 
of relying on C~rn:.1unist good faith. Reliance on only the 
good faith o~ the Soviets to ensure they were not 
surreptitiously testing during a. prolonged moratorium 
could res~lt in their altering the existinG ratio of 
militarv ~ow~r 1~ their f~Jor. 

en" ld J:.;.ly l960 the Secret~ry c~ Defens:: fcr~::?.rdcd 
the foregoin5 co~~!ents of the JCS te; the Secretary oi"' 
State as wor'thy c.J.· the at"Centic~ vf the dis~rrnament 
prin~ipals concerned ui th the problem corr~nented on. The 
Secr'=tary of State replied on 27 July, stating th~t he 
would bear these thoughts in rnind in the for!ilulation c.f 
futur~ ~~licy co~:erned with t~~ nuclear-test-ban nego­
t!aticP.~. 
~ JCS~l-236-So to SecDef, "Draft Treaty on Discon­

tinuar.ce of Nuclt:c.r w~apons Tests ( U) 1 " 13 Jun ~)o, Jr{J? 
3050 ( l Jiln 60) sec 12, derived froM fJiiJ JCS 1731/389, 
31 May ~0, same f'ile sec 10: .(JIIIIt 1st N/H or 1731/359, 
20 Jul 60, l~)id.; ~ 2d !I/~! of 1731/389, 3 Aug 6c, ibid.; 
(U) JCS 173I7TI1, 1 Feb 60. --

At the Geneva nuclear-test-ban conference, the US formalJy 
invited the US3R to send scientific observers to witness a 
nonnucl~ar underground explosion in :~evada during Julv. 
(On 27 June 1960 the ~SSR rejected th~s invitation.) w 

NYT, 15 J un f 0, y • 19 ; 1 b 1 d . , 2 8 J un 6 0, p . 1 C . 

17 '"Tun 60 The JCS replied to a memorandum from the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (ISA), dated 16 June 1960, i~ which 
they had been asked for an appraisal ·or the US rnilitarv 
capabilities in the Far Ec:.st under the folloWinG two set3 
of circumstances post~lated by the Secretary of State: 
{1) Agreed implementation of the first-stage disarmament 
~easures contained in the Soviet proposal of 2 June 1960 
(see item); (2) near agreement on the Soviet first-stage 
disarmanent measures, resulting in. inspection and oontr·ol 
of nuclear delivery means to_ the extent of preventlng 

in~enance of a ready posture. ~-

'" . 
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In surrunary, the JCS considered that US military 

capabilities would be so oeriously degraded under either 
postulated set cf circumstances as to expose US sec11rity 
interests to an unacceptable threat 1 not only in the Far 
East , but a 1 s o ~-" r. :' ll~. - ·. r ~ de . 

On 29 June l.S':~):i -~he Assistant Secretary of Defense 
( ISA) for\varded the foregoing JCS viev1s to the Secretary 
of State. 

· ~ -JCSM-260--60 to S~cDef, "2;a1sal of U.S. 11.111-
tary ~:.1n::.bii '!. ty ir. the Fa:"' East ( U , 11 17 Jur. 60, derived 
fl"'om ~ JCS 173}. /396, 17 .:run 60; 1st J:J/H of JCS 
lr{31/395; J,J;1 JC::: J.731/39j 1 ·16 J·...:.n • Al.1. in JHF 3050 
(l Jan 60) sec 12. · 

22 Jun 60 The JCS replied to a memorandum from the Deputy Secret~ry 
r:f Defe:1ae, date c. 21 June 19GO, in which their ~ol7llTlents 
h~d be~n re~~es~e~ regarding a revised proposal to be 
tabled at the Ten-Nation Disarmament Conference in pla~e 
of the Western proposal of 16 March 1960 (see item of 
14 March 1960). The JCS stated that they considered the 
proposal militarily acceptable.· In order for it to 
stay militarily acceptable after any future revisions, 
they continued, such revisions would have to be in 
accordance with the proposal's "Controlling Principles'' 
and, in addition, with the essentials of its phasing 
provisions, which the JCS set forth in detail. The JCS 
also made, among others, the following p,oints: (1) The 
term "all militarily significant states' should be 
construed to include Communist China as well as the rest 
of the Sino-Soviet bloc. (2) It was of 11 cr1t1cal impor­
tance" to the security of the US that those "early 
studies" called for in the proposal ~coking toward 
"reduction and elimin~tion of agreed categories of nuclear 
deli very systems '1 sr: auld not in fact lead to agreements 
on that subject in advance of stage 2; though great 
pressures could be expected to developi the US must not 
prematurely dismantle its deterrent. \3) The proposal 
did not make transfer of fissionable material from past 
production contingent upon a verified cutoff of production; 
the JCS considered that transfers of fissionable material 
should not take place until three "unalterable" pre­
requisites had been satisfied: a verified production 
cutoff, satisfactory progress in conventional disarmament, 
and an .effective system in opera~ion·ror. verifying 
both the production cutoff and the transfer from past 
production. {See item of 27 June for provisions of the 
proposal commented on above by the JCS; the version of 
27 June was virtually the same as that referred for 
comment to the JCS.) 
~ JCSM-264-60 to SeeDer, "Revised U.S. Proposal 

for Tabling at the Ten-Nation Disarmament Conference 
(U)," 22 Jun 60, JMF 3050 (1 Jan 6o)~~c 13, derived fro:n 
~JCS 1731/400, 22 Jun 60, ibid.;.-, JCS 1731/399, 
21 Jun60 1 same file, sec 12. ----

23 Jun 60 The JCS transmitted to the Secretary of Defense their 
vi~~ ~ the fut~a st.a.tJJ.S .ct .tQ.e . Egj we.tllk .P.r.oving Ground 
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(EPG) and of Joint Task Force Seven ( JTF-7), 1.vhose mission 
was concerned with nuclear te::ting. The JCS agreed v~i th 
action being taken under the Deputy Secretary of DefenG8 1 G 
memorandum of 22 January 1960 (see item) to trannfer the 
EPG and JTF-7 responsibilities associated there~·~i th to the 
Pacific i'1issile Range (Pr:li.), effcctivC; 1 July l96t), s.nd 
to reduce JTF-7 accordingly. The JC3 l..,eccr..:-.1ended that the 
Secretary of Defnese approve the eventual disestablir;hment 
of JTF-7 by phases, and also that the Secretary approve 
the principle that the EPG, after passing to Prm control, 
should not be modified in any Nay that ;-Jould preclude 
future nuclear we~pons tests. 

The Acting Secretary of Defense notified the Chair-
~ain of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on 15 September 1960 
that disestablishment cf JTF-7 by phases had been approved, 
to be carr:tP.1 out -=- . .;.; :::.~:n~1i tiously &s was practical. As 
to mcdificat:!.ons ·chat the PMR Night 1·:ish to :nal:e in the 
Eniwetok ~rovi~g Ground, the Secret~ry stated that none 
would be made t~~t might oe in~umpatible with the re­
sumption of atmospheric or underwater testing of high­
yield weapons unle3s he himself had given prior approval. 

'-") JCSM-263-60 to SecDef, "Future Status of Joint 
Task F0:·ce Seven and Eniwetoi{ Proving Ground (U)," 23 ,Jun 
60, ceri vcd. frcm ( S) J~S 2179/217, 15 Jun 60. Both ln JivlF 
4613 (7 Apr 60) sec 1. ~) Memo Acting SeeDer to CJCS, 
same subj, 15 Sep 60, Encl to~ JCS 2179/225, ~6 Sep 60, 
same file, sec 2. 

New York Times correspondent Dana Adams Schmidt reported 
fromWashington that US disarmament delegate Fredrick M. 
Eaton, having been recalled from Geneva on 17 June for 
consultatio~ was returning to Geneva with instructions to 
seek agreement on instituting joint East-West studies of 
the following: (1) The means of establishing and enforcing 
a ban on space vehicles orbiting the earth with n~clear 
weapons; (2) a ceiling on military force levels; (3) 
a cut-off of production of nuclear weapons and a ban on 
production of bacteriological weapons; {4) an organiza­
tion for internationel control and inspection of disar­
mament measures; and (5} an international peace-keeping 
machinery to preserve order after the last stages of 
national disarmament. (See item of 27 June 1960.) 

NYT, 18 Jun 60, pp. 1, 6; ibid., 24 Jun 60, pp. 1, 2. 

27 Jun 60 The Soviet-bloc deJ.~:ations withdrew from the Ten-Nation 
Disarmament Conference at Geneva. This walkout occurred 
with full knowledge on the part of Scviet Representative 
Zorin that the US delegation intended to table a ne\t~ 
paper as a result of the deliberations in which Mr. Eaton 
haq Just participated in Washington (see item of 23 June 
19b0}. The Polish representative had been chairman of 
this rneeti~g of 27 June, and, after recognizi11g only 
Co~munist speake~, he had illegally attempted to declare 
the meeting and conference ended. Upon the departure of 
the Communist-bloc representatives, the ffi( representative 
took the chair. The US then tabled its new proposals 
(see next item). Because of lack of time for the other 
Western delegations to consult their governments fully, 
the new proposals could not be presented as a five-power 
document. (See item of 28 June 1960.) 

(U) "Official Report of the United States Delegation 
to the Conference of the Ten-Nation Committee on Dis­
armament •.. , Geneva, Switzerland, Ma.rch 15--June 28 

TOP §ECBFi ., 

1960," 5 Aug 60, JMF 3050 (1 Jan 60) sec 14. ' 
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The us tabled its nevt disarmament proposals at the Ten­
Nation Disarmament Conference at Geneva, after the w;:~.Jkout 
of the Communist delegations (see previous item). T~e 
pronosals took the form of a "Program for General and 
Complete Disarmament Under Effective International 
Control. 1' The Introduction of the pr~gra.rn listed four 
essential requirements for the achievement o~ g8nerel 
and complete disarma:'!'l.ent. These were, in brief, ( 1) ~he 
progressive disband~ .. !.;:; of all armed forces of all states, 
(2) the cessation of the production of all kind3 of 
armaments, (3) the strict and effective international 
control of the implementation of all disarmament measures, 
and {4) the establishment of effective means for enforcing 
international agreements and for maintaini~ peace. 

Following the Introduction were seven 1 Controlling 
principle3. '~ These were a development and elaboration of 
the 11 ctatemei"l·c en conditio~1S 11 submittl3d by the US delegation 
to the Conference on 26 AJril 1960 {see item), but 
differed from the ea:::'lier document in one important respect. 
Whereas the statement of 26 April had held that there 
should be no fixed timetable for carrying out disarmrunent, 
the second controlling principle of the 27 June document 
called for each of the phaseCi. disarmament measu~es to be 
completed w1Jvi1in "an agreed and strictly defined period of 
time." The seven "controlling principles" follow: 

1. Disarmament under effective international 
control shall be carried out in such a manner that at 
no time shall any State, whether or not a party to a 
treaty, obtain military advantage over otherStates as 
a result of the progress of disarmament. 

2. General and complete disarmament shall 
proceed through three stages containing balanced, 
phased and safeguarded measures with each measure 
being carried out in an agreed and strictly defined 
period of time, under supervision of an international 
disarmament control organization, within the frame­
work of the United Nations. 

3. Each measure within each stage shall be 
initiated simultaneously by all participating States 
upon completion of the necessary preparatory stud!es 
and upon establishment of the arrangements and 
procedures necessary for the International Disarma­
ment Control Organization to verify the measure on an 
initial and continuing basis. 

4. Transition from one stage to the next shall 
be initiated when the Security Council of the United 
Nations agrees that all measures in the preceding stage 
have been fully implemented and effective verification 
is continuing, and that any additicn:Jl verification 
arrangements and procedures required for measures in 
the next stage have been established and are ready to 
operate effectively. 

5. The treaties shall remain in force indefinite­
ly subject to the inherent right of a party to with­
draw and be relieved of obligations thereunder if the 
provisions of the treaty, including those providing 
for the timely installation and effective operation 
of the control system, are not being fulfilled and 
observed. 

6. The International Disarmament Control Organiz~ 
tion shall comprise all participating States whose 
representatives shall meet as a conference preiodically 
as required. There shall in addition be a control 
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commission and a director general. The specific 
responsibility and authority of the confere!"lce, 
control com.rn1ssion and the director general, the 
staffing arrangements and criteria, the respons:­
bilities of participating States to the organization, 
c.r~d provisions for a11y necessar~r p:epar3.~or~ o~ 
interim group to aid in the est~bllshment o~ the 
organization shall be specified in the treaty. 

7. The specific arrangeme~ts, procedures and 
means requi:'2G. f.-::._ ... effective initial and continuing 
verification of satisfactory performance of each 
measure by the International Disarmament Control 
Organization shall be Bpecified in the treaties. 
These shall provide for all necessary means 
required for effective verification of compliance 
with each step of each measure. Verification of 
8ach ~greed disarmament measure shall be accomplished 
in such a manner as to be capa~·~le of disclosing, to 
the satisfa~tion of all participating States, 
any evasion of the agreement. Specifically, from 
the initiation of implementation of each agreed 
disarmament measure, there shall be effective 
verification by the International Disarmament 
Control Organization; verification shall be in no 
way dependent upon declarations by States for 
its effectiveness; verification shall include the 
capability to asce~tain that not only do reductions 
of armed forces and armaments in agreed amounts take 
place, but also that retained armed forces and 
armaments do not exceed agreed levels at any stage. 
After detailing the seven 11 controlling principles," 

the program addressed itself to the "Task of the Ten 
Nation Committee on Disarmament." As envisioned by the 
US, the task of the committee was to: 

1. Negotiate and agree upon a Treaty, to be 
acceded to in the first instance by the States 
represented on the Ten Nation Disarmament Committee,' 
embodying the first stage of the program . • . • 

2. In the course of negotiating such a Treaty, 
arrange for and conduct the necessary technical 
studies to work out effective control arrangements 
for measures to be carried. out in the program . . • . 

3. After reaching agreement on a Treaty on the 
first stage of the program, prepare for submission 
to a world disarmament conference an agreed draft 
Treaty on the second and third stages of the program 

4. Thereupon, arrange for a world-wide conference 
of all States, to be held at the earliest possible 
time, for the following purposes: 

a. Accession to the Treaty covering stage 
one by States which have not already done so; 

b. Accession to the_Treaty covering stagas 
two and three by all States. 

The program advanced by the US called for disarma­
ment in three stages: 

·-- STAGE ONE 

1. An International Disarmament Control 
Organization shall be established within the frame­
Nark of the United Nations, and expanded as required 
by the progressive implementation of general and 
complete disarmament. 
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2. The placing into orbit or stationing in 
outer space of vehicles carrying weapons c2pable of 
mass destruction shall be prohibited. 

3. To give greater protection against surprise 
attack, (a) prior notification to the International 
Disarmament Control Organization of all proposed 
launchings of space vehicles and missiles and their 
planned tracks; (b) the establishment of a zone of 
aerial and ground inspection in agreed areas including 
the u.s. and U.S.S.R.; (c) exchange of observers on _ 
a reciprocal basis at agreed military bases, 
domestic and foreign. 

4. Declaration of and institution of on-site ' 
insoection at mutually agreed operational ai.r bases, 
missile launching pads, submarine and naval bases 
in order to establiBh a basis for controls over 
nuclear delivery syctems in subsequent stages. 

5. Init~:tal force level ceilings shall be 
established ~~ ~ollows: 2.5 million for the U.S. 
and the U.S.S.R. and agreed appropriate force levels 
for certain other States. After the accession to 
the Treaty of other militarily significant States 
and after these initial force levels have been 
verified, force levels of 2.1 million shall be 
established for the U.S. and U.S.S.R. and agreed 
appropriate force levels shall be established for 
other militarily significant States. 

6. Agreed types and quantities of armaments in 
agreed relation to the established force levels 
shall be placed in storage depots by participating 
States within their own territories, under super­
vision by the International Disarmament Control 
Organization pending their final destruction or 
conversion to peaceful uses. 

7. The production of fissionable materials for 
use in weapons shall be stopped upon installation and 
effective operation of the control system found 
necessary to verify this step by prior technical 
study and agreed quantities of fissionable materials 
from past production shall be transferred to non­
weapons uses, including stockpiling for peaceful 
purposes, conditioned upon satisfactory progress in 
the field of conventional disarmament. 

8. The submission by the various States to the 
International Disarmament Control Organization of 
data relating to: the operation of their financial 
system as it a~f3c:s military expenditures, the 
amount of their military expenditures, and the 
percentage of their gross national product earmarked 
for military expenditures. The data to be submitted 
will be drawn up in accordance with predetermined 
and mutually agreed criteria. · 

STAGE TWO 

1. Force levels shall be further reduced to 
1.7 million for the U.S. and U.S.S.R. and to agreed 
appropriate levels for other States. 

2. Quantities of all kinds of armaments of each 
State, including nuclear, chemical, biological and 
other weapons of mass destruction in existence and 
all means for their delivery, shall be reduced to 
agreed levels and the resulting excesses shall be 
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destroyed or converted to peaceful uses. Agreed 
categories of missiles, aircraft~ surface ships, 
submarines and artillery designed to deliver nuclear 
and other v1eapons of mass destruction shall be 
included in this measure. 

3. Expenditures for military purposes shall be 
reduced in amounts bearing a relaticn to the 
agreed redudtions in armed forces and armaments. 

4. An international peace. force, within the 
United Nation$, shall be progressively established 
and maintained with agreed personnel strength and 
arm~'llents sufficient to preserve vrorld peace when 
general and complete disarmament is achieved. 

STAGE THREE 

1. Forces and military establishments of all 
States sh~ll be fin~lly reduc~d to those levels 
required fo~ the p~rpose of maintaining internal 
order and ensuring the personal security of citizens 
and of providing agreed contingents of forces to 
the internc.t::i.u.'"'-:..:.1 peace force. 

2. The international peace force and remaining 
agree~ contingen~s of national armed forces shall be 
armed only vri th agreed types and quanti ties of 
armaments. All other remaining armaments, 
including weapons of mass destruction and vehicles 
for their delivery and conventional armaments shall 
be destroyed or converted to peaceful uses. 

3. Expenditures for military purposes by all 
States shall be further reduced in amounts bearing 
a relation to the agreed reductions in armed forces 
and armaments. 

4. There shall be no manufacture of any arma­
ments except for agreed types and quantities for 
use by the international peace force and agreed 
remaining national contingents. 
Following completion of Stage Three, the program for 

general and complete disarmament shall continue to be 
adhered to and verified. 

Dl)Et o.t' State Bulletin, XLIII { 18 Ju1 60), 90-91; 
(U) Ta 0 tO ~ JCS 1731/407 (Report on Conference of 
the Ten-Nation Committee on Disarmament ••• ), 12 Aug 
60, JMF. 3050 ( 1 Jan 60} sec 15. 

The T~n-Nat1on Disarmament Conference at Geneva held 
its last meeting, with the Communist-bloc delegations 
refusing to reconsider their withdrawal of the previous 
day and attend the meeting. (See item of 22 July 1960.) 

(U) "Official Report of the United States Delegation 
to the Conference of the Ten-Nation Committee on 
Disarrname~t . . . 1 Geneva, Sw1tzer1a~d{ March 15-- June 
28, 1960, 5 Aug 60, JMF 3050 (1 Jan 00J sec 14. 

The JCS replied to a memorandum from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (ISA), dated 19 May 1960, in which 
their views were requested concerning a State Department 
position paper on "Outer Spece: Reconnaissance 
Satellites," dated 9 May 1960. The JCS considered the 
following two points in the paper a·cceptable: ( 1) The 
US should make it clear that it does not consider inter­
national agreement necessary for the use of observation 
satellites in such peaceful applications as advancement 
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cf scientific lmowledge of the earth, \'-leather reportj ng, 
mapping· of rem0te arsns, resources surveys, war~ins of 
imminence of hos~.:tJ.~· ·(...-.2~·, very early warning of ballistic­
missile attack, and 2.:cr,1s control. ( 2) The im!)ortance of 
o,enness in daalings between East and West should o~ 
en~haslzcd, and the inevit~ble role cf satellites in 
creating conditio~s of open~ess should be welcc~ed ~s a 
constructive step toward establishing a basis cf mutt:al 
confidence. If the Soviets were concerned 11 that this ne\'1 
technology will alter this country' s· exclusiveJ.y peace­
ful intentions," t!"le US was prepared to meet this concern 
by promptly W'.)rktng out safeguards o.gainst surprise 
attack at the Ten-Nation Disarmament Conference. 

The JCS considered unacceptable the statement in the 
position paper that the US was prepared ~o seek jointly 
with other nations the me~.ns of' ens11ring the greatest 
internatior .. .? .. l benefit fror.1 the use cf observation 
satellites in the servic~ of wcrld ~~ace. It would be 
premature, they .;; J.ic., ·:;o p~opose consideration of inter-a­
national ope~ation or sharin~ of outer-space capabilities, 
for the following reasons: \1) "US Policy en Outer Space 11 

(NSC 5918) called for. certain pertinent stud:;_es that had 
not yet beeD ~cc~0mplished; ( 2) US reconnaissance and other 
obser,rc·.tion c::tate) }.i t~s were Htill in the research and 
development stage; ~~nee any discu~sion of them in the 
international context would in effect be offering an 
unproved system; ( 3) there v1as no assurance tha·~ US 
satellite systems, after bacoming operational, could be 
operated as effectively by an international body as by 
the US; (4) making US capabilities in this field 
available to an int~rnational body could nullify the 
opportunity otherwi.:::: available throughadvancing tech­
nology to redress current critical intelligence disad­
vanta~ of the free world vis-a-vis the Communist bloc. 

JCSM-271-60 to SecDef, "State Depa:ctment Position 
Paper, 'Outer Space: Reconnaissance Satellites 1 (U)," 
20 Jun 60, JMF (1 Jan 60} sec 13, derived·from ~ JCS 
1731/397, 21 Jun 60, same file, sec 12; ~ JCS 1731/333, 
20 May 60, same file, sec 8. 
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The JCS renlied to a memorandum from the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (ISA), dated 3 June 1960, in which 
the JCS were requested to mal{e a study of the communi­
cations system for the control organization contem­
plated by the proposed tr3a~y for di~continua~ce of . 
nu.cJ.car weapons tests (see :1. tern of 1,:, Jun~ 1960). TJ.1e 
Assist~'1.t Secr3tary ha.d requested that the JCS study 
treat· training, materiel, and personnel considera­
tions· c~st estimates relationship of the system to 
national systc:i'.S J ::·rganization for comrnunicc.tions .~ and 
the need, if a~·.~.;;, :"or changes in the pertinent language 
of the treaty. 

In their reply the J·cs proposad an organization 
capablo of phased activation, with main staff functions 
concen·crated at the headquarters in V1enna, Austria, 
and at rGgional offic~~. Qualified personnel to operate 
tl"P, systa;a wou].d not 'he avaj.laoJ.8, they said, from the 
nili tary forc~s of trc:-aty n~tion~i, 11.or \'rould such 
pcrsonne:l. be ~·.;::1ln~di~tLly ava.ilable from industry, since 
much of the emp J.oyman t Vlould be in remote areas of the 
world; therefor~ the desired personnel would have to 
be actively ~ecPuited and offered substantial financial 
ince~tiv a. Co"!tpr~hensive a.:1d detailed training, both 
fc~1nal r.--.:.".1 on thE:: ~ob, \'rY.;.ld be required at all levels, 
ar.d the ~~ticipat~ble personnel turnover would neces­
sitate a continuing formal training program.. The JCS 
estimo.t~d that 2, h05 persons v1ould be needed to imple­
ment Phase I of the treaty; 7,948 persons, the complete 
world-wide communications system. They recommended 
the maximum employment of standardized equipment and 
electronic components, available in a number of 
countries in the quantity and quality required. A 
co~prehensive engineering study and detailed site 
survey, to include transmission-path tests, would be 
required in each region prior to system layout and 
contract negotiation. The cost of activating Phase I 
of the treat1:', including 1 year•s operation, was esti­
mated to be ~90,102,000. The cost for the complete 
world-wide ccll"~11U'i ~.·. C:(;.'tions system, including 1 year 1 s 
operation, was estimated to be $288,159,220. These 
cos-t estimates did not include communications satellites. 
The JCS recommended that the international system avoid 
use of the host nation•s military cornmunication systems, 
making use instead of existing civil-type common­
carrier systems open to public correspondence, when 
these systems met required standards. The proposed 
system would require radio-frequency support by host 
countries, and this requirement should be included in 
any agreed treaty. The language of the treaty should 
also be amended to include a specific obligation on 
all signatories to respect ths integrity of the com­
municationa system. 

On 19 July 1960 the Deputy Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (ISA) forwarded a copy of the foregoing JCS 
comments and estimates to the Special Assistant for 
Disarmament and Atomic Energy, Department of State, 
recommending amendment of the draft treaty as suggested 
by the JCS to bind signatories to preserve the integrity 
of the communications system. (See item of 6 December 
1960.) 

-.., JCSM-274-60 to SecDef, "A Conununications 
System for the Proposed Control Organization to Ad­
minister the Proposed Treaty for the Discontinuance of 
Nuclear Heapons Tests (U)," 1 Jul 60, JMF 3050 (1 Jan 
60) sec 13J derived from~) JCS 2179/218, 23 Jun 60, 
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ibid: ~) 1st N/H of JCS 2179/218, 22 Jul 60, ibid.: 
~JCS 2179/216, 7 Jul 60, same file, sec 11. . 

At the Geneva nuclear-test-ban conference, the USSR 
accepted a UK proposal that insured political parity 
2.mor~·~ the top acilllinietrators of ~h~ prop?~ed inter­
national control commission. Unu.er the th~. proposal, the 
chief administrator and his principal deputy vTould be 
neutral, while two nominees each from East and Hest 
would fill the four other to~-ech~lon positions. 

On the following day, the US gave its approval to 
the UK plan. 

NYT, 6 Jul 60, p. 5;'7 Jul 60, p. 3. 

At the Geneva nuclear-test-ba~ conference the US, 
seeking to break a dea.r~lock on methods of carrying out 
se1.amic-:~esee.rch progr3;ns, proposed the creation of a 
pool of l~est~~."n anc~ S0"7iet n:.tclear dsvices, open for 
inspecticn a.r:tC. ~~.·.:.-. ·0./ ~uth sides. (See item of 2 
August 1960 . ) 

NYT, 13 Jul 60, pp. 1, 11. 

In ar. attempt to speed negqtiations at th3 G'=neva 
nu0:..ear-~;cst -br.n ·~on1'eren~Je, the US advanced proposals 
that for the first tims officially accepted the id3a 
of a fixed number of inspections for the parties to the 
tre~ty. The US proposals left unspecified, however, 
the nwnber of inspections to be carried out on the 
territories of the US, the UK, and the USSR. Under 
the proposals the USSR would have the right to demand 
and get an immediate inspection on the soil of the US 
or UK so long as the demand was within such quota as 
might be agreed upon, c.~.d the two Western nations 
would have the same right vis-a-vis the USSR. 

The US proposals outlined a procedure for deter­
mining the number of inspections to be carried out on 
the territories of nations other than the three original 
signatories if such nations should later sign the 
treaty. Initially, each nation other than the original 
three would have to agrae to permit one inspection a 
year for each 500,000 square l<:ilometers (a.bout 193,000 
square miles) of territory, with a minimum of two 
inspections. As the control co~nission gained ex­
perience based on the number of seismic events not 
identifiable by the control-system instruments, it 
would fix specific inspection quotas for these countries, 
but never fewer t;h:-n two per year. The administrator 
of the control net~·;ork would be required to notify all 
parties of suspicious tremors within 48 hours. Any 
party to the treaty would have the right to demand an 
inspection in a country other than the original three 
as long as the quota for the country concerned was not 
exhausted, and the control commission would have to 
decide on such a demand within 48 hours. 

The Soviet delegation made no reply to the US 
proposals. (See item of 26 July 1960.) 

NYT, 14 Jul 60, p. 9. 

The Soviet delegate to the nuclear-test-ban conference, 
speaking unofficially in Geneva, rejected the us­
proposed safeguards designed to provide assurance that 
underground nuclear tests for• seismic research t<Jould be 
devoid of military value (see item of 2 June 1960). 
The Soviet delegate also contended that since the USSR 
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was satisfied with the 1958 experts' findings (see item 
of 21 August 1958), it saN no reason to join the Western 
nations in pooling atomic weapons for tests that uere 
not necessary. When pressed during the formal session 
the next day, however, the Soviet delegate refused to 
place these re~arks on record before the conference. 

NYT, 20 Jul 60, pp. 1, 3; lbid., 21 Jul 60, 
pp. 1-;--3. 

The USSR delivered to the US Emba·ssy in Moscow a note 
we..rning ;1in a most serious mannern of the dangers of 
the proposed provision t~ ~vest Germany of US POLARIS 
missiles. Citing the German-American negotiations 
concerned with these missiles and alleging that the US 
position at the Ten-Nation Disarmament Conference had 
led to tha breakup of that conference (see item of 27 
Jt!ne 60), the Soviets charged that the US "did not Hish 
to proceed t:> any kine cf effectJ.ve measures in the 
field of disal~,nament because all 1 ts actions were 
directed towards a completely opposite goal--the ac­
cwnulation by all means of armaments not only in the 
United States i t..:>t.~ ;_i', but also in countries bound to 
1 t by mj.li tar::- pactu." (See i tern of 8 August 1960.) 

Dc1;·.:. of ftate Bullecln, XLIII (20 Aug 60), 349. 

The Western five nations that had participated in the 
Ten-Nation Disarm~~ent Conference discontinued at Geneva 
their post-Conference co-ordination of Western views on 
the US proposals of 27 June 1960 (see item). (This 
co-ordination, begun on 29 June, was now discontinued 
at Geneva with the understanding that it would be 
continued through diplomatic channels.) By this time 
Canada, Italy, the UK, and the US had agreed on a 
revised plan. The French, howeve~, diverging from the 
other foul, nations in their views on control and eli­
mination of nuclear weapons and vehicles for the 
delivery of such weapons, withheld their a~proval ofthe 
revised plan. (See item of 9 August 1960.) 

~) "Report by the Representative of the Secretary 
of Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Department 
of DefenoZ!, Rear Admiral Paul L. Dudley, U.S. Navy, to 
the Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
on Conference of the Ten-Nation Committee on Disa~~ent 
1960, " 9 Aug 60 (pp. 3-4), App to Encl B to J,t1'f JCS 
1731/407, 12 Au.g 60, JMF 3050 (1 Jan 60) sec 15. 

Ambassador Lodge requested the Chairman of the UN Dis­
armrunent Commission to reconvene that body in early 
August 1960, to "consider promptly the situation arising 
from the Soviet riee:L:3ion to break off . . . negotiations·11 

(see i tern of 27 tlv.~e 1960) . Ambassador Lodge provided 
the Chair.man with a copy of the US disarmament propo~al 
of 27 Jtme 1960 (see item), for circulation among the 
members of the Disarmament Commdssion. 

Dept of State Bulletin, XLIII (15 Aug 60), 253~ 
NYT, 23 Jul· oO, p. 3. 
The JCS replied to a memorandum from the Deputy 
Secretary of Defense, dated 23 April 1960, in which 
they \'tere asked to provide their views concerning the 
impact on the US military posture of a reduction in 
the forces of the US and the USSR to 2.1 million men. 
The Deputy Secretary had specified that the assumption 
of proportional reductions in the services be used for 
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the study but had requested the JCS to indicate eny 
alternative method of reduction that might in their 
opinion be preferable. 

In their reply the JCS cited their previous _memo­
randums of 12 February, 4 March, and 22 June 19bC r-.. nd 
reaffirmed the views expressed therein. In consideraticn 
of the Deputy Secretary's request, ho~ever, they had made 
a new estimate of the effects of the postulated reducticn 
This appraisal showed, in summary, that the reduction 
would result in a significantly adverse effect on the 
military capability of the US to support na~l 
interests in cold, limited, or general war.~ 
I -~ 
I 
\ 

·.., The fo'regoing appraisal had 
been made a~Stlr.'li!"~S ~rtional reduction of the 
Services. Because of the variables involved it would 
be unprofitable to make a study on any other assumption, 
the JCS said, until such time as Phase I of the arms­
control ~lan had been put into effect. 

~) JCSM-318-60 to SeeDer, 11 Study of Arms Control 
Measures to Reduce Military Manpower of U.S. and USSR 
to 2.1 Million Men llf11J," 22 Jul 60, JMF 3050 (1 Jan 6c) 
sec 14, derived from Wii} JCS 1731/401, 18 Jul 60, ibid.; 
~) JCS 1731/373, 26 Apr 60, same file, sec 7. --

26 Jul 60 At Geneva the USSR offered to permit internat10nal 
teams to carry out three on-site ins?ections on its 
terri tory annually to in·1estigate· possible violations 
or the projected ban on nuclear weapons tests. Recip­
rocally, the USSR would be permitted to carry out three 
inspections on the territory of the·us or the UK. 
(This was the first specific figure advanced by the 
USSR since its proposal for an annual quota of veto­
free inspections, presented in April 1959. For US 

TOE T'"'iRE'f 

. proposals regarding a fixed-quota system, see item of 
13 July 1960.) ·In his presentatiori of the offer Soviet 
Delegate Semyon K.. '.r_:,~r·c.pkin emphasized that the USSR 
had borrowed the iaea of an arbitrarily limited number 
of inspections from British Prime Minister Harold 
Macmillan (who had suggested it during his visit in 
Mos c 0\'1 in February 1959) . (See 1 terns of 23 and 2'7 April 
1959.) Tsarapkin also emphasized that the quota of 
three inspections would apply to unidentified seismic 
events both above and below the threshold of magnitude 
4.75. He insisted that only a few inspections would be 
needed because it was to be assumed that all parties 
to the test-ban treaty would live up to their obligations. 
The US proposal of ?.0 inspections annually 'tTas unrealistic 
and unacceptable, he said. 

US Delagate James J. Wadsworth immediately 
characterized the quota proposed by Tsarapkin as grossly 
inadequate, commenting that such a small number of 
inspections would hardly deter a prospective violator 
of any treaty that might be agreed on. Nevertheless, 
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he said, he ~relcomed the offer of a 
inspections as perhaps signifying a 
serious negot~ation on this issue. 
voiced a similar reaction. 

!fiT., '?:7 Jul 60, pp • 1 , 6 . 

specific number of 
start to\·.·a.r·d 
T"ne UK delegate 

At the Geneva nuclear-test-ban confer~nc.e, th~ thl.,ee 
powers agreed on the dafini tion of a "suspicicus t:."'ernor" 
as one e;: c e ~ding 4. 7 5 m~gni tude . 

1~, 28 Jul 60, p. 2. 
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TOP iRORST ·-

The us and UK delegates at the Geneva nuclear-test-ban 
conference rejacted the Scviet offer of three on-site 
inspections per year (see item of 26 July 1960) as 
"too few to be a serious deterrent aga:L"'lst a violation 
of the tan. 11 US delegate Wadsworth contended th~t three 
ins~.;ctions per yaar \•Jould deal with less ·chan 1 per 
cent of the estimated a..r.nual num·o·~r of u.."l~C.cntifiable 
seisMic disturbances in the USSR. 

ll!!' 2 At~ 60, p. 3. 

The USSR, in a letter from its acting UN delegate to 
the Chairman of the UN Disa~ament Corrmission, stated 
its objection to the convening of that commission, 
alleging that the US had requested the resumption of 
meetings as a maneuver to conceal its unwillingness to 
reach any agre?r-.c!1t. '!'he USSR proposed as an alternativ( 
ths.t all heads CJ.. government attend the Gsneral Assembly' 
Septem~er mcc~ing in order to discuss disarmament. 

Ni~, 2 A·~g 60, p.. 2. 

The USSR for.mally rejected the US proposal that Western 
and Soviet n~clear devices be pooled for use in research 
on underground teat detection. (See item of 22 July 
1960.) 

NYT, 3 Aug 60, pp. 1, 3. 

The US replied to the Soviet note of 19 July 1960 (see 
item), terming that note "a deliberate attempt to mis­
lead world opinion by distorting the facts and to divert 
attention from actions of the Soviet Government which 
are serving to increase tensions throughout the v1orld. 11 

The US blamed the USSR for disruption of the Geneva 
Disarmament Conference (see item of 27 June 1960) and 
stated that this disruption raised 11 serious doubts 11 

concerning the desire of the Soviet Government for 
meaningful disarmament measures. 

Dept£[ State Bulletin, XLII (29 Aug 60), 348. 

Admiral Paul L. Dudley, USN, who had served as the 
representative of the Secretary of Defense, the JCS, 
and the Department of Defense at the Ten-Nation Disarma­
ment Conference, pointed out in his official report 
on that conference two "problem areas" requiring further 
attention in the formulation of US policy on disar.ma­
ment. The firs~ area embraced those problems requiring 
clarification in order to make possible the development 
of a comprehensive arms-control policy to supplement 
the existing arms-control provisions of basic national 
security policy. Admiral Dudley recommended the 
development of such a comprehensive arms-control docu­
ment and its adoption by the National Security Council 
as national policy. He observed that this would ensure 
that any subsequent policy changes would be officially 
approved or noted at the NSC level and communicated to 
holders of the document. 

11 Some" of the problems in the first area were the 
following: (1) The conditions for the cutoff of pro­
duction of fissionible materials-for1Use in weapons. 
It was clear that effective verificatiOn must be 
operative before any cutoff went into effect. But 
whether or not the US would insist that progress be made 
in conventional disarmament prior to such a cutoff was 
not clear; nor was it clear what would constitute 
11progress .in conventional disarmament." (2) ~ 
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conditions for transfers of fissionable materials from 
pa.st productiOn to ~ace~~~· The .point ne7d~ng-

.. clarification here was wnen and under what cond~ t~ons 
the US would be v::.ll!ng to reduce 1 ts existing stock­
piles of nuclear w-;eapons. Admiral Dudley recommended 
that 1'progress in conventional disarmament" be a pre­
requisite to such reduction. (3) The undesirable 
precedent of the Conference on the-oiscontinuance of 
Nuclear Heapon Tests. Adrnira! Dudley pointed out that, 
whatever the outcome of the nuclear-test-ban conference, 
the Soviets had gained a temporary test ban and mora­
torium on their own ter.ms. a precedent to be avoided 
in future disarmament negotiations. (4) The conditions 
for ~ reduction in existing armed forces in the context 
of a disarmament program. The unclear element here v;as 
whether states other than the US, the USSR, and Com­
munist China \'tould participate by reducing to force 
levels appropriate to their sizes if the three states 
named were to reduce t.o 2.1 million men each. Admiral 
Dudley recommended that all other states of the Sino­
Soviet bloc participate. (5) The broad categories of 
armaments to be affected in each stbge of a disarmament 
progm. These categorieshad not eenidentified, 
Admiral Dudley pointed out. He stated his belief that 
the US should develop a position enabling it to say at 
what points, in relation to reductions in force levels, 
the US would implement agreed reductions in various 
categor•ies of armaments. ( 6) Quanti ties of atomic, 
chemical, biological (ABC), and other weapons££~ 
destruction. NSC policy guidance on ABC weapons com­
parable to that on nuclear weapons did not exist. Since 
both the US disarmament ~lan of 27 June 1960 and the 
Soviet plan of 7 June 1950 provided for destruction of 
ABC weapons, national policy should cover this subject. 
(7) Conditions for negotiation and agreement ££measures 
requiring. participation by Red China and other militar­
lli significant states. Under the US proposals of 27 
June 1960 the Ten Nations would negotiate, agree on, 
and ratify an instrument covering not only those StaGe 
I measures not requiring participation of Red China 
but also those Stage I measures.requiring Red Chinese 
participation; further, those measures not requiring 
Red Chinese participation would be immediately imple­
mented. Admiral Dudley recommended that negotiation 
of the Stage I measures requiring Red Chinese partici­
pation not start until agreement had been reached on 
the measures not requiring such participation~ that 
agreement on the measures requiring Red Chinese partici­
pation not be reached until verified implementation of 
the measures not requiring such participation had been 
initiated~ and that implementation of the measures 
requiring Red Chinese participation not start until 
verified implementation of the measures not requiring 
such participation had been completed. 

Policy differences with France comprised the second 
problem area conunented on by Admiral Dudley. A funda­
mental reason for the divergent viewpoint of the French, 
he said, was their· fear that disar.mament might initially 
freeze the French military status ~ at a time when 
it included only small, if any, stOCKs of nuclear 
weapons, thus permanently relegating France to a mili­
tary position inferior to that of the US, the USSR, 
and the UK. Further, the French did not feel safe 
from Soviet nuclear blackmail if they had to depend 
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solely on us- strategic nu~ear- c.apabili ty ( v1hich they 
feared might not be used), and they_ were apprehens~ve 
that the US might significantly reduce its forces ~n 
Europe if its total force levels were reduced tl1rough 
a disarmament process. The following specific policy 
issues between the US and Fr5.nce rr~ght be 11papercd 
over'' as they had been in the Five-Power Working Paper 
(see 1 tern of 14 March 1960) , but they were unlil~ely to 
be resolved ~~til France acquire~ an independent nuclear 
capability: (1) Control of strategic nuclear delive~J 
vehicles: The French were]Droposing, as an initial 
measure and under internat~o~al control, the separation 
of nuclear weapons from their strategic delive~J 
vehicles (even t~"'-:t~.~h, a~ Admiral Dudley pointed out, 
the nuclear element was ·'an integral part of the 
weapon'' j_n som'3 cases) . ( 2) Reduction and elimination 
cf stratebic nuclear C.elivery ~icles: The French 
proposed suts·t:mtial I';duction in the numbers of these 
vehicles in S-G.:ige I and their elimination in Stage II. 
(3) Reduction and el~ination of nuclear weapons. The 
French proposed that any cutoff in the production of 
fissionable rr~terials for use in weapons be accompanied 
by substantial reduction3 in existing nuclear \':eapo!'ls 
stoc1:s a;:d the final elimination of these stocks in 
Stage II or III. (4) Reductions in force levels: The 
French had been opposed since 195oto lj.mi tations on 
their fcrce levels, particularly as this might affect 
rese~es called to active duty because of the Algerian 
situation. Since both Western and Soviet disa1~a~ent 
plans celled for force reductions by all militarily 
significant states, an understanding \'lith the French 
would have to be reached on this point. (5) ~uroperu1 
~ of inspection against surprise attack: The French 
were rejecting any inspection zone in Europe narrower 
than the one proposed in 1957 (10° W--6oo E longitude 
and north of 4oo N latitude--roughly Europe west of the 
Urals), and even this zone v;as acceptable to them only 
with certain extensions. The French feared that agree­
ment on a narrower zone, such as one encompassing only 
non-Soviet terri tory in Europe, might be follov:ed by 
neutralization of the zone, w~ch wo~ld require the 
withdrawal of US fc~ces. 

~"Repor~ by the Representative of the Secretary 
of Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Department 
of Defense, Rear Admiral Paul L. Dudley, u.s. Navy, to 
the Secretary of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
on· Conference of the Ten-Nation Committee on Disar.mament 
1960"(p:Q. 2, 4-9), App to Encl B to /tiiJ1 JCS 1731/407, 
12 Aug oO, JMF 3050 (1 Jan 60) sec 15. 

The US Senate voted 66 to 21 in favor of ratifying the 
treaty dedicating the Antarctic Continent to peaceful 
purposes. The treaty had been signed b¥ 12 nations in 
Washington on 1 December 1959 (see item). Five nations 
had ratified before the US Senate acted. To become 
effective, the treaty would have to be ratified by all 
12 signatories. (See item of 21 October 1960.) 

NYT, 11 Aug 60, pp. 1, 4. 

The USSR agreed to the West's 6-year timetable for 
establishing a nuclear-test-ban inspection system (see 
item of 12 May 60), subject to the following modifica­
tions of the first phase: (1) A reduction of the control 
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points within USSR from the West's proposed 21 to 15~· 
(2) an increase in the number of world-wide control 
points from !~7 t':' 6B; (3) geographic extension of first­
phase controls, from the Northern Hemisphere only, to 
include those Southern Hemisphere areas where the US 
and UK had in the past conducted test~. 

NYT, 12 Aug 60, pp. 1, 3. 

The NSC discussed the Geneva negotiat~cns on nuclear 
testing, on the basis of an oral-presentation by the 
Secretary of State and in the light of the policy 
decision of 24 May 1960 (see item). No change was made 
in the policy decision. , 

Jl«!') NSC Action No. 2278, 12 Aug 60 (approved by 
President 17 Aug 60). 

I~ a speech to the UN Disarmament Commission, US 
Ambassador Lod:;e revic:wed the cou.rse of negotiations 
up to the pr~;;.;3ntatior~ or the latest US proposals at 
the Ten-Nation Disar.mament Conference in Geneva on 27 
JW'le 1960 (see 1 tern) . Tal<:ing note of Soviet charges 
that the US had failed to take a single step to meet 
the Soviet position at Geneva, Lodge emphasized that 
the foll,·:Ting features oi' the US proposals of '27 Ju.,e 
had been :r genuine concessions to Soviet views ;r: ( 1) 
the inclusion of a definition of general and complete 
dis~rmament, in terms not very different from the Soviet 
definition~ (2) the acceptance of the principle that 
each measure of a disar.mament program would be carried 
out in an agreed and strictly defined period of time; 
(3) the adoption of a provision based on the Soviet plan 
of 2 June 1960 (~~e item) for a review by the Security 
Council of the progress of disarmament at the end of 
each disar.mament stage; (4) the agreement to a figure 
of 1.7 million men for the ar.med forces of the US and 
USSR in the second stage of disarmament; (5) the ac­
ceptance of a technical e:~amination of measures neces­
sary to control, reduce, and eliminate agreed categories 
of nuclear delivery systems--measures given first place 
in the Soviet disarmament program. 

Amba6sador Lodge urged the resumption of disarma­
ment negotiations. He offered two new proposals as 
proof of the serious purpose of the US: ( 1) The US v-ras 
prepared to agree on a reciprocal basis with the USSR 
to a cessation of the production of fissionable material 
for weapons purposes, accompanied by the transfer of 
agreed quantities of fissionable materials from v-reapons 
stocks to peaceful uses under international supel~ision. 
Specifically, the US now proposed that the US and the 
Soviet Union each set . aside 30, 000 kilograms of \'reapons­
$rade U -235 as the amount each \'rould initially transfer j 
(2) if the USSR should not be willing to participate in 
such a progrwn, the US proposed that the two powers 
join in halting the production of fissionable materials 
for weapons use "by successive steps." The US was pre­
pared to shut down, one by one, under international 
supervision, its major plants producing enriched 
uranium and plutonium if the Soviet Union would shut 
down equivalent facilities. The US was prepared to do 
this "now--with no delay at all." 

Soviet Ambassador Vasily V. Kuznetsov rejected both 
propotals because, he said, the transfer of materials 
and the closing of production facilities would still 
leave "weapons of fearful power. :J 

- 72. -



18 Aug 60 

22 Aug 60 

26 Aug 60 

I 

1/ .) i d 1: 
\ I '/ ' . 

,.,) 
. \ .' 
·, ~ 
I 

IQ 8 £ fi 8 " !! I. 

~t of State Bulletin, XLIII (5 Sep 60), 376-382; 
_, !7 Aug 60, pp. 1, 4. 

The UN Disarmament Commission unanimously approved a 
resolution recommending that the General Assembly ''give 
earnest consideration to the question of d1sama'Tlent'' 
and that "continued efforts be made for the earliest 
possible continuation of international negotiation~ to 
achieve a constructive solution to the question of 
general and complete disar.mament under effective inter­
national control." (The J;'E!SOlution could be read as a 
call for resumption of the Ten-Nation Disar.mament 
Conference, which had held its last meeting on 28 July 
1960, following the walkout of the five Communist-bloc 
delegations on 27 July.) 

NYT, 19 Aug 60, p. 3. 

The Geneva nuclear-test~ban conference recessed until 
27 September 1960. 

NYT, 23 Aug 60, pp. 1, 3. 

In a memorandum to the Secretary of Defense the JC3 
urgently reco~ended that US nuclear testing be resumed. 
1hey emphasized the possibility that the USSR m1~1t be 
conducting clanoe~tine tests during the uninspected 
moratorium on test~i.ng; hence the relative nuclear 
capability of the US versus the USSR might be adversely 

~~~e~~~fe:l~=~i::~uld te~~--the perfon:~ce-~0; ... 

. -

... 
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.The Acting Secret&ry or Der;::atreplied on 15 
September 1960. He agreed that there was danger of 
prejudice to the US position in an extended period of 
nontesting without effective inspection, but he noted 
that the Assistant Secretary of Defense (ISA) had under 
way a broad reconsideration of the US position in the 
nuclear-test-ban negotiations. Upon completion of this 
study the Acting Secretary expected to make specific 
and comprehensive recommendations to the other US 
officials involv~d in formulating nuclear-testing 
policy, and to tl:c::: Presidentj and in this regard the 
JCS memorandmn would receive full consideration. (See 
item of 21 November 1960.) 

(18 Pl!J} JCSM-374-60 to SeeDer, "Requirement for 
Nuclear Testing (U)," 26 Aug 60, derived from (me RB) 
JCS 2179/221, 15 Aug 60; ~} N/H of JCS 2179/221, dated 
19 Sep oo. All in JMF 4613 (28 Apr 60). 
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15 Sep 60 

ToY .s~orsm ., 

The Department of State announced the establishment of 
the US Disarmament Adnlinistration, charged with the 
·development and co-ordination of US policies and 
activities in the field of arms limita.tion and control. 
The result of a study initiated by the Secretary of 
Sta·~e in the fall of 1958 at the. request of the Presi­
dent, the Disarm~ent Administration was responsible · 
to the Secretary of State but would draw its staff not 
only from his department but also from other Government 
agencies and from outside the Government, marshaling in 
a single unit political, military, scientific, and 
technical skills. The acting·director of the Di~ar.ma­
ment Administration was Edmund A. Gullion, a foreign 
service office~. 

Dept of St~tJ ~ulletin, XLIII (26 Sep 60}, 481; 
NYT, 10 Sep 60, p. 6j ~ash1ngton Post and Times Herald, 
IO-Sep 60, p. A7. 

General Nath~~ F. Twir.ing, Chairman of the JCS, advised 
President Eisenhower that the State Department draft of 
a speech to be given .by the President on 22 September 
1960 at the m~ should be revised to accord with the 
27 June 1960 disar.ma~ent proposals tabled by the US at 
Ge~c\'a. The 27 June 1960 pro~osals, the general said, 
should be restat~d--not renounced, as they seemed to be 
by implication in the draft of the speech. The 27 June 
pro~osals had been fully co-ordinated with the govern­
ment, General Twining continued, whereas those in t~e 
draft speech had not. The latter proposals represented 
a drastic departure from the concept of balanced and 
phased ar.ms-control measures under effective inte~­
national control and inspection. at all time.s, and tlley 
were contrary to US baoic national security policy. 
Examples of unsoundness in the speech draft that should 
be remedied were the following: (1) Advocacy of the 
reduction of nuclear military capabilities without re­
quiring substantial conventional disarmament, which, if 
carried out, would impair US nuclear capabilities while 
leaving Sino-Soviet conventional capabilities unimp~ired. 
(2) A proposal asking the UN to "call on nations to -
engage in no military activities 11 on celestial bodies. 
This would be an ~lncontrolled ban, probably binding on 
the US but not o~ .. _ t!:e USSR. Also, it nUght lead to 
other UN resolutions designed to ban the bomb, liquidate 
overseas bases, and eliminate means for delivering 
nuclear weapons. ~3) A proposal asking that an 11urgent 
study be init1ated 1 in connection with control of nuclear 
delivery s~stems. Presented outside the context of the 
27 June 1960 :;_:)roposals, it would unduly emphasize this 
aspect of the program, thus seeming to lean toward the 
Soviet desire to place the control of nuclear delivery · 
means in Stage I. (4) Proposals concerning nuclear 
weapons, which, aside from their undesirability because 
of their not being tied to conventional disarmament, 
invited the 90-odd nuclear have-not nations to negotiate 
and pass resolutions on ar.ms controls for US nuclear 
weapons while themselves having no responsibility for 
preserving the security of the free world. In addition, 
the proposal to close nuclear production plants one by 
one was Undesirable because it was offered without re­
quiring verification that new plants were not being 
established on the territory of the Sino-Soviet bloc. 
(5) A proposal to terminate nuclear productt"n r9.ther 
than production of fissionable materials. 
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The term nuclear would include tritium, witho~t ~mich 
rn:;;.ny ·"existing cr r-e.'llai.ning:: us-nuclear weapons vi6uld 
quickly become ineffective. {b) Failt+re to specify 

- th~.t nuclear and· r.onnucle3.r arms cont~ols r.ru.st b'? 
ba.lcu1ced and that "gei".cral disa~-nen·L;" rtr.lst be l.:nder 
effective international control. 
~ Memo, CJCS to Pres Eisenr.~.ower, "Anns Control 

Proposals and You!' Spe~ch at the united Natior.s., 22 
September 1960," 15 3e? 60, OCJCS.file "38B.3 
(Diss.rrna."Jlent) . '' 

In a speech to the UN General Assembly~ PresidGnt 
Eisenhowe~ made proposals designed to (1) prevent the 
militO.l"ization of outer space, (2} pr~vent war by mi3-
~e.lculatinn, a':'ld (3) h.~.lt the grc~rth and preclude t!1e 
prospcct:l ve spread of r.luclec.r wcap~ns sto~kpiles. 

In reg~rd to out~r spa~e the President proposed 
that the nat:i.r:~1s of ti·.\3 worJ.C. agrae ( 1) that celestial 
bodies WCJ."e r.ot subject to national appropriC2.tion by 
any claims of sovereignty; (2) that no warlike activi­
ties sho•1ld 't:tke place en ths~e bodies; ( 3) that, 
Sl~~t,i~ct to ap~):'Op~iate V8l"'ification, 1nclu.djng adva..,ce 
UN ·v-crif: :atJ.G/\ o::t -'~he n2.tu~:e of all spacecz·af't 
le.unchings 1 t·l".3 r.e..tior~s woulG refrain from putting; into 
or·bi t O::' stationi~1g in outer space wee'.pons of mass 
des"tr .. ~.ction; C:.:l~ ,._,~) that the natio:1s would press for­
war1 \'ii th a p:r.og"'··~1..'1l of international co-operation fot, 
constructive pc~ceful usea of outer space under the UN-­
such uses as better weather forecasting~ improved 
world-wide communications, and more effective e~~lo­
ration of the earth iteglf as well as of outer space. 

The President reg~~ded the other two questions-­
that of war by miscalculation an6. that of the mounting 
nuclear stockpiles anC. their spre~.:i if not for•Jstalled-­
as "two pressing dangers" that could be dealt with if 
the disan~"llent negotiations broken off on 27 Jtma 
(see item) were resumed. Calling for resumption of 
those net;otiations, l1e made the f'ollow-.i.ng prcposals 
as w~ .. ys c;f guardinr; aga~.nct the two d~gers: 

(1) .'\ny r..ation seeking to prove its peaceful ir.ten­
tion could request the intervention of an appropriate 
UN surveillance body. The question of methods, the 
President said, could be left to the experts. The US 
was prepared to submit to any international inspection 
provided only that it was truly effective and reciprocal. 

(2) Nations producing nuclear weapons should im­
mediately convene experts to desig~ a system for 
te~nating, ,lnder verification procedures, all pro­
duction of fissionable materials for weapons pu1~oses. 
The actual termination of production would take effect 
a~ ~con 2s the agreed inspection system had been in­
stalled and was operating effectively. In the event 
of such a termination of production, the US was pre­
parer! to join the USSR in transferring "substantiali1 

quanti ties--"nc.;t .tl:;~ds, . . . but tons" --of fission­
able materials to international stockpiles. Further, 
a cessation of production would meke possible the 
closing of some production facilities \dthout delay; 
the US would be willing to match the USSR in shutting 
down major plants producing fissionable materials, one 
by one, under international inspection and verification. 
Finally~ the proposed group of experts could also 
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23 Sep 60 

24 Sep 60 

27 Sep 60 

• I 

consider how to- verify the· eomplete ~e·ljjninat.1on of 
nuclear weapons. --There was as yet, the President 
noted, no lmovm ~.?.r..r~s of carrying out such verification. 

Dept of State Dulletin, .. XLIII (lO.Oct 60), 554-
556; NYT, 2! Sep 60, pp. 1, 14. 

In a lengthy speech to the UN General Assembly, Premier 
Khrushchev, noting UN approval of Soviet disarmament 
proposals (see item of 20 November 1959) and Soviet 
unilateral troop reduction (see item of 14 January 
1960), attributed the lack of progress towards disanna­
ment to the US attitude. Mr. Khrushchev stated that 
the Western disarmament proposals provided for neither 
general nor complete disarmament, but for controls 
without disarmament. Thus, according to the Soviet 
Premier, the USSR had been forced to interrupt the 
proceedings of the Ten-Nation Disarmament Conference 
(see item of 27 June 1960). Mr. Khrushchev proposed 
to the UN a 11 n-3W 11 Soviat plan--which, however, he him­
self stated had "as its basis the provisions of the 
Soviet Government•s·proposals of JWle 2, 1960" (see 
1 tem). 

~, 24 Sep 60, p. 1 (text of speech on pp. 6-9). 

Premier ~1rushchev, in a press interview at Glen Cove, 
New York, declared that the problem of disarmament 
could not be solved unless the problem of the m~ 
Secretariat-General was cleared up first. Mr. 
Khrushchev stated that the USSR would not consider 
approving any international force to operate in the 
postdisar.mament· period if it was to be under the 
control of the cu~rent Secretary General, Dag 
Hammarskjold. 

~, 25 Sep 60, p. 1. 

At the resumption of the Geneva nuclear-test-ban 
negotiations, after a 5-weel< recess, the US proposed 
that the previously discussed moratorium (see belovr), 
applying to underground nuclear tests below magnitude 
4.75 and going into effect upon the signing of a treaty, 
should be limited to a duration of 27 months. (The 
Soviets had previously proposed 4 or 5 years; see . 
item of 21 March 1960.) This ~as to be the period of 
t~e allowed for completion of a joint US-UK-USSR 
research program into ways of' improving detection of 
tests not banned by the treaty but covered by the 
moratorium. The mention of a time li!!lit uas the only 
element added to ·che moratoriUln as it had i"':!..!'St been 
pr.oposed in the ~isenhower-Macmillan statement · 
of 29 March 1960 (see item). The moratorium remained 
subject to the two basic conditions originally specified 
by the two Western Heads of Government: (1) The three 
powers at Geneva must settle all outstanding issues in 
the nuclear-test-ban talks and sign a treaty banning 
monitorable tests (as proposed by the US on 11 February 
1960; see item), and (2) arrangements must be agreed 
on !'or the co-ordinated seismic-research program 
mentioned above. The suggested time limit on the 
moratorium was put forward, US Acting Delegate Charles 
C. Stelle said, i~ an effort to speed up the negotia­
tions. He warned the Soviet Union that the US would 
~o ahead with a unilateral program or seismic research 
(Project VELA; see item of 7 May 1960) if the Soviet 
Union did not agree soon to a co-ordinated research 
program. 

NYT, 28 Sep 60, p. 18. 
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The USSR proposed, in-a letter signed by N1k1ta __ _ 
Khru2hchev and circulated in the UN General Assemb!y, -­

-that five new nations--India, Indonesia, Ghana, rvrexico, 
and the United Arab Republic--be added.to the Ten-

- Nation D~sar.m~ent Comffiittee. This was the first 
forrual move of the uss~ to reactivate the Committee 
since the walkout of the Conununist de~.cg~t1onB at 
Geneva on 27 .June . 

A statement issue~ by the US delegation co~mentcd 
that the disarmament problem did not lie primarily in 
thg structure of the negotiating body; it was a 
question of the will1ngn~ss of the Soviet Union to 
negotiate an equitable and reliable agreement. Tne 
statement listed the series of bodiea that had already 
attempted to deal with the problem--"commissions for 
CO!l\'ention.al arvi atomic nisarmame:1t, th9 Disarmament 
Co:"":nissior.-., t!1e SubcomTJ.. ttee of ~he Disam.ament Com­
miosion (whi~l1 the U .. ~ .. S.R. boycott~d in 1957), an 
enlarged 25-mt-:~~bel. ... Disc-.:c•raa'lle~~ Cormnission (in \'rhich the 
U.S.S.R. refused to pa::ticipate), an 82-member Disarma­
m~nt Commission (which the U.S.S.R. threatened to 
boycott this au~e~); and the 10-member committee 
{wh~.c~1 the u.s .. S.R. wa.lkcj out of in June .... " 
The las-:-:;:3n'*;icned tody, the statement pointed out, 
ha~ been propo~ed by tae USSR itself. 

A vlestern ~~'='~~~·~man made a further point. The 
new So"Tiat prop·:·~<. .. :~ p~aed fundamental d1ff1cul ties, 
for Jt asked the Assembly to expand a body not created 
by the Assembly. The Ten-Nation Disarrrament Committee 
had grown out of a private agreement between the Big 
Four 1n the late summer of 1959 (see item of 10 
September 1959) to make a fresh start on disa1~ament 
neg~tiations with a body outside the m~ but reporting 
to it. 

Dept of State Bulletin, XLIII (17 Oct 60), 620-
621; Ni~, 28 Sep 60, pp. l, 18. 

The International Atomic Energy Agency, which had 
be~~ its fourth annual conference at Vienna c~ 20 
September 1960, adopted a US-sponsored resolu.tion pro­
viding a system or inspection or fissionable material 
and related equi:pmP.nt C.elivere::d to the less-developed 
countries for peaceful'uses. The system would be 
designed to prevent the diversion of these materials 
and eq~ipment to military purposes. The Soviet dele­
gation had assail€d the proposed plan as a scheme to 
preserve and fortify us domination of small and back­
ward countries, but the resolution passed by a vote 
or 44 to 14. 

NYT, 21 Sep 60, pp. 1, 3; ibid., 23 Sep 60, p. 16; 
ibid., 29 se, 60, p. 14. 
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9 Oct 60 

J.l Oct 60 

11 O:t So 

John F. Kennedy, the Democratic Presidential nominee, 
·-·stated -iri--a letter to Thomas t:. Murray, former AEC rr.ember, 

that he did not believe underground nuclear test1nc; 
should be resumed "at this time'' or before "all 
reasonable opport,.·:-!j +:ies 11 for a test-ban treaty had be·en 
exhausted. Mr. KeLn~Jy added to these views a listing 
of the proposed policies of his administration, should 
he be elected, as follows: (1) The US would not be the 
first to resume tests in the atmosphere. (2) If the 
Geneva nuclear-test-ban negotiations were still in progress, 
the US would pursue the negotiations· with vig'Jr. (J) 
If the Geneva conference had terminated, the US w~uld 
immediately ask the USSR, the tri\, and France to r·esume 
negotiations. (4) In the case of either (2) or (3) above, 
the US would prescribe a ''reasonable 11 time limit to 
determine if ther~ was S!Gnificant progress. (5) The 
US \·:culd in-:li te lea~ing r.ations havj.ng tre ind~strial 
capac:!. ty for pr':>~'..lction c-f nuclear ,!:aapons to agree on 
international co~~rol of the production and use of 
nuclear material rich enough for weapons, and alsc on 
the production of nuclear weapons. (6) The U.S would 
seek an over-all d:l.sarmarr.znt agreement in which limitations 
on nu~lear weapo~s tests, w~apons-grade fissionable 
mater~a:s, ~~d b~olobical ~~d chemical warfare agents would 
be i~tegral parts. 

~riT, 10 Oct 60, pp. 1, 19 (text of letter on p. 19). 

The UN G~neral Assembly rejected the Soviet demand that 
the General Assernbl:>r take up the disarmament question 
itself instead of referring it to Committee I (Political 
and Se~urity). The vote was 54 to 13 (the Communist bloc, 
Afghnistan, Guinea, ~ali, and Cuba), with 31 ebstentions. 

~TYT, 12 0 c t 6 0, pp . 1 , 16 . 

New York Tir.1es corr::-;r.>ondent James W. F~nney reported frcm 
Washington that the US was concerned lest r·ecent develop­
ments cf the "centrifuge 11 process of producing fissicnable 
materials, a far less cost1y method than the gaseous­
ciffusion methods already in use, might speed the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons. Mr. Finney reported 
that the US had asked the Netherlands and Western Germanv 
to keep secret the recent centrifuge develop~ents cf ~ 
their industries. 

NYT, 12 Oct 60, pp. 1, 10. 

14 Oct 6o· A tripartite draft r~solution calling for the earl~r 
res~~tion of disarmament negotiations was su~mitte1 to 
the UN. General Assembly by the US, UK, and Italy. The 
resolution offered the following as the g0als of a 
general and ccmplete disarmament program: (1) Reduction 
of all nations.l armed forces and armaments to levels 
requ:tred for internal security and for the provision or 
agreed contingents to an international peace force within 
the United Nations; (2) elimination of the means of 
delivery of all weapons of mass destruction; (3) elimina­
tion of all weapons of mass destruction--nuclear, chemical, 
and bacteriological; (4) the use of outer space for 
p~aceful purposes only; (5) the establishment of effective 
means for verification of the observance of disarmament 
obligations; (6) the achievement of a secure, free, and 
open world. 

The resolution a.lso offered the following as 
principles to guide c:!.sarmament negotiations: (1) Dis­
armament should be carried out progressively; · · · · · .· 
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(2) transition from· one stage to the-· next should be­
initiated when the measures· in-the preceding stage had 
been satisfactorily i~plemented, provided that effective 
verif1~at1on was cc .. :.inuing and that addi.tional verifi­
cation arrangements agreed to.for the next stage we~e 
ready to operate effectively; (3) nuclear and conventional 
measures of disa~mament must be balanced so that no 
country or group of countries would obtain, at any stage, 
a significant military advantage; {4) compliance with all 
d1sar.mament obligations must be effectively verified 
throughout by an international disa~ament organization 
within the rra'Tle\·lork of the United Nations; (5) provisions 
regarding international control and verification should 
form an integral part of any a~reement on disarmament; 
(6) general and complete disarmament must start with those 
measures canable of early implementation under effective 
internatior.lRl control and compatible with the principle 
of balanced diEc?.r~nament. 

NYT, 15 Oct 50, p. J. 
19 Oct 60 At the opening of Corr~ittee ·I (Po11t1cal·and Security) 

deliberations U?On disarm~.me!it, Soviet UN Delegate· Zorin 
termed Western disarmament proposals "futile" and 
threet~~ed a Sovi~t boycott .of the UN d1sar.mament dis­
cussions if these proposals were considered by the com­
mittee. 

}~7, 20 Oct 60, p. 1. 

19 Oct 60 In a.lengthy address before Con·mittee I (Political 
and Security) at the UN, US Ambassador Wadsworth re­
viewed the more important measures that the US believed 
could be carried out in the first stage of any disarmament 
process. In regara to nuclear disarmament, Wadsworth 
reiterated the US proposal that the US and USSR cease all 
production of fissionable materials for use in weapons 
and transfer 30,000 kilograms of highly enriched weapons­
~rade uranium from weapons stockpiles to peaceful purposes. 
(See item of 16 August 1960.) Wadsworth stated that the 
US was prepared to undertake this "major disarmament step" 
without making it contingent upon any other disarmament 
proposals. Should the USSR be unwilling to accept such 
a complete shutdo~~ of its nuclear production centers, 
however~ the US was prepared alternatively to close its 
plants 'one by one, under international control, on a 
reciprocal basis. . . . new-- w1 th no delay.'' 

After stating that ''one of the most ·important and 
challer~ing opportunities the world has before it is to 
prevent the development of outer space for military uses," 
Wadsworth reiterated President Eisenhower's proposals to 
this end {see item 22 September 1950). FinalJ.y, Ambassa­
dor Wadsworth reviewed the measures the US had proposed 
to reduce the dangers of surprise attack and the US stand 
on phased reduction of military manpower. 

Dept of State Bulletin, XLIII, 14 Nov 60, 766-769. 

21 Oct 60 The. treaty dedicating the Antarctic Continent to 
peaceful purposes {see ite~ of 1 December 1959 and 10 
August 1960) was ratified by the Presidium of the Supreme 
Soviet, according to a Reuters report of an announcement 
by the ·soviet news agency Tass. (This apparently left 5 

. of the 12 rat1ficat:1.ons to be completed before the treaty 
could go into effect.) 

NYT, 22 Oct 60, p. 5. 
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--Speaking bef.ore ·CoMTl:!.tt~e I (Polit1caJ and.SecurityJ_ at 
the UN, Ambassador f·.'adsworth emphasized the devotion of 
the US to the purpose of achieving general and ·complete 

-disarmament under effective international control and the 
US willingness to resume active negotiations toward that 
goal. Continuing, he said, "In my personal opinion, if 
we were to start now and work at good speed, the step-by­
step process to this goal should be completed in the 
neighborhood of, say, 5 to 6 years, and with good faith 
and a real sense of urgency on both sides, it could take 
even less." · 

Wadsworth's address was in reply to a recent speech 
by Soviet represent~tive Zorin, who had asserted that 
the US and other Western nations were evading general and 
complete disarmament and were interested in controls 
only for the purpose of ~~eating a system of 1nternaticnal 
espic~nage. WadsNorth att&.cked particularly the val1di ty 
of Zorin' s statt'\:rr.ent that the Sovie-t Union was ready to 
accept any and a:l controls that were necessary. The 
US representative sought to demonstrate that every control 
proposal so far offered by the Soviet Union had involved 
either a large measure of self-inspection or some other 
arra~e~ent that depended solely on the good faith of 
t~e ·p~rtics in vital respects. 

gspt of Stete Bulletin, XLIII (28 Nov 60 ), 836-8111; 
NYT, ocr-6o, p. 2. 

28 Oct 60 The JCS, on the~r own initiative, wrote to the Secretary 
of Defense to object to certain statements on disarma­
ment made by Ambas:au0r James J. Wadsworth before Com­
mittee I at them~ (see item of 19 October 1950). These 
statements, the JCS said, were "clearly contrary to" 
and "clearly incompatible with" the US arms-control 
proposal of 27 June 1960. The latter, they pointed 

TOB §fGPF'Jn 

out continued to be the latest arms-control proposal 
fully co-ordinated within the US Government and approved 
by the President. The objectionable statements were 
the following: (l) The US was willing "to stop producing 
fissionable materials for weapons use entirely, and 
to remove from its weapons stockpile explcsi ves with a 
destructive force of over 1,000 times that of all the 
high explosive bombs used by a_ll ~he Powers during all 
of World War II," and further, t~e~ lJS was "prepared to 
undertake this major disarmament~ndw without making it 
contingent on any other disarmament proposals." (2) The 
US was "also prepared to shut our plants down one-by-one, 
under international insf.ectionfl on a reciprocal basis . 
. . now, with no delay. ' ( 3) 'One of the most important· 
and challenging opportunities-the world has before it is 
to prevent the develcpment of outer space for military 
uses." -

In opposition to these statements the JCS said that 
they held the following beliefs: (1) The US should 
continue to tie together the cessation of the production 
of fissionable materials for use in weapons, the trans­
fer of fissionable materials to nonweapons uses, and 
the reduction of existing nuclear-weapons stockpiles 
and should continue to condition all these measures on 
satisfactory progr~~s in conventional disarmament by the 
Sino-Soviet bloc. (2) The US should reject the closing 
of plants one by one unless there were verification 
that new plants were not being established elsewhere 
within Sino-Soviet territory. (3) The US, though advo-
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eating a ban on placing 1n orbit -:pr stationing in ··outer 
soace weapons capable of mass destruction, should 
reject a blanket ban on "military uses" 0f cuter space; 
otherwise, the mec:.:-~u·:-~ m~ght be interpreted· to preclude 
the use of satel1ite3 for purposes like weather informa­
tion and comnunications or to guard against surprise 
missile attack. ( 4) 'I'he 27 June 1960 program should 
continue to be the basis for proposals in the arms-control 
field until such time as it might be superseded by a 
revision duly approved by the NSC •. 

The JCS recommended that the Secretary of Defense 
call to t11e attention of the Se~retary of State the above­
mentioned objections to Mr •.. \-lads worth's UN speech and 
request the Secretary of State to ensure that all 
proposals concerning arms control made by persons under 
his juribdic~ion ~onform to the arms-control paper of 
27 J"w.1e l96C unless changes in that paper \lTere co-ordi­
nated with the D~partment of Defense, including the JCS, 
and approved by tha President. 

On 26 November 1950 the Secretary of Defense incor­
porated the JCS objections, comments, and recommendations 
into a letter to the Secretary of State. In addition 
to th~ objectionable statemants mentioned by the JCS, 
the Secreta:'.>" cited one made by Mr. Wadsworth on 27 
October 1960 (see ite~) in which the Ambassador had 
given his personal opinion that under optimum conditions 
the goal of general and complete disarmament could be 
reached in about 5 or 6 years. It had been US policy, 
the Secreatry· of Defense observed, "to expressly avoid" 
any suggestion of an over-all time period for the 
accomplishment of general and complete disarmament. (See 
item of 9 December 1960.) 
~ JCSM-48't -60 to SeeDer, "Statement by Ambassador 

James J. Wadsworth, United Nations Cormnittee One, on 
Disarmament, 19 October 1960," 28 Oct 60, derived from 
(S) JCS 1731/415, 25 Oct 60; ~ 1st N/H of JCS 1731/415, 
30 Nov 60. All in JMF 3050 {1 Jan 60) sec 18. 

28 Oct 60 In response to a memorandum from the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (ISA), dated 14 July 1960, as modified orally 
on 23 September 1960, the JCS forwarded the fcllo\~ing 
to the Secretary of Defense: (1) ~a recommended "U.S. 
Policy on Arms Control"; (2) a recommended "U.S. Position 
for Arms Control Negotiations"; and (3) an interpretive 
guide to policy for use with the US arms-control plan 
of 27 June 1960, as revised. 

The recommended "U.S. Policy on Arms Control," 
stressing that the US must maintain a position or 
strength from which to negotiate with the USSR, drew 
heavily on the proposed statement of policy submitted 
by the JCS to the Secretary of Defense on 12 February 
1960 (see item); indeed, though there were various changes, 
the policy remained essentially the same. One or the 
changes was the inclusion of a definition of "arms 
control." This phrase was equated with the word 
"disarmament" as a term denoting "numerical limitation, 
reduction, inspection and verification, by international 
agreement, of armed forces and armaments." Two of the 

-· more notable of the other changes were (1) the inclusion 
of a requirement that disarmament policy be reviewed at 
least once a year, and (2) the inclusion of a require­
ment that any arms-control agreement with members of the 
Sino-Soviet bloc contain a provision for relief of the 

-- 81 -

·- 'T'Q? !£61& 1' 
..-&1 



. ~) 
. I 

... , • f 

-·· - --. 
~~'f: ~ (t)'. Ji}JJ...~~ 'Ll i!_¥ 6 ~! 

.. -----

us in the event of (a) violation of the agreem~nt. b:,r 
another party, .or (b) te.chnological advances tha~ would 
adversely affect th~ ~:e:curity of the· US and the f:'ee 
world if the US cun·~J.l!i.led to adhere to the ag:'ee:nent. 

In the "U.S. Position for Arms Control Ncgcti<J.tionJ" 
the JCS f~llowed rather closely th~ US position set 
forth in the 27 J~e proposals at Geneva {see 1tr.m). But 
here again there were changes of significance. Ti1e 
principal c!'lang~B were thP. following: · ( l) On wi thctrawa2. 
from ~ arms-control agreement: After repeating the lan­
guage of' tha 11 Gu1ding Pr1nciples 11 of' the 27 June proposals 
stating that no n.~tion should ,s~~ffer a disadvantage as a 
result of the disarrr.ament process, ~CS position 
paper added .an interpretive co~ent.~------

---.12 J On the t1rr.e alloWed fOr carryi~ out an ar:-ree.:; 
m~ The ~S paper added a proviso to tat1anguageor­
tne'"27 June 11 GUiding Principles" requiring each measure to 
be carried out in an "agreed and strictly defined" period 
of time. The proviso stated that no precise time period 
should be specified ln advance for a stage as a whole or 
for the entire program. (3) On force levels: The JCS 
paper required the term "forceleveis" to be defined 
before any attempt should be made to carry cut any agree­
ment limiting force levels. Moreover, the term "other 
militarily significant states," also left undefined in 
this context by the 27 June proposals, should be inter­
preted to include, in addition to the other states with 
existing or potentially significant military capabilities, 
the entire Sino-Soviet bloc. (4) On fissionable materials: 
The term 11 fissionable mater1als 11 was defined in theJCS­
paper in language explicitly excluding tritium and 
deuterium. Cessation of the production of such materials 
for use in weapons was to be contingent upon verification 
that force levels had been reduced to 2.1 million and 
that the other measures in the same stage of disarmament 
had been carried out. The initial quantity of fission­
able materials to be transferred to international control 
should leave undiminished the stocks or US nuclear weapons 
in existence. Any subsequent transfers that would 
reduce the stocks or such weapons should await verification 
that force levels had been reduced to 1.7 million and 
that the other measures or that stage of disarmament 
had been carried out. 

The interpretive guide to policy for use with the 
US arms-control plan of 27 June 1960, as revised, gave 
a running commentary, in the light of the foregoing 
policy and negotiating-position papers,on the various 
provisions of that plan. 

The JCS recommended that the Secretary of Defense 
obtain approval or the first two documents by the five 
principal advisers to the President on arms-control 
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-- ··matters, and by the National s·ecuri ty Council. The Jcs-
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-recemmended further that the Secretar:r of Defense 
approve the third item--the interpretive guide -to policy 
--for use within the Dep_artment of Defen·se, particularly 
by military repre-sentatives on interdepartmental working 
group~ and at international conferen~es. 

On 19 November 1960 the Secretary cf Defense for­
warded the above-mentioned policy and position drafts 
to the Secretary of Stat€, noting that he was also 
sending a copy to each of the other disarmament prin:ipals. 
He stated that he had reviewed the document~ submitted by 
the JCS and considered. them suitable for adoption. He 
noted that the position recommended for arms-control 
negotiations \tlas consistent. with the 27 June 1960 
proposal submitted by the US to the Ten-Nation Disarma­
ment Cor.ference. As for arms-control policy, he thought 
it dzsirabl~ that such rcl1cy should be set forth in a 
single NSC doc~~-r:ent, to ·.·rhich the C 1.lrrent arms-control 
position could b~ appended, with both documents period­
ically revised to keep them current. 

On 30 November 1960 the Special As.sistant to the 
President for National Security Affairs commented to the 
Secr2tary of StC~.te concerning the foregoing, stating that 
he "hea.::.."'ti~:, .. " er.~:or~eC: the Defense Secretary's recom­
mendation that e.J··:m~: -·c ~ntrol policy be codified in a 
single document. 

The Secretary of State replied to the Secretary of 
Defense on 8 December 1960, stating that he thoUGht it 
would be useful to have a codification of the existing 
US position on disarmament in a single document but did 
not believe such a document should attempt to incorporate 
the results of a new examination of disarmament policy! 
the next administration might wish to conduct such a 
review, he pointed out. Accordingly, he was referring 
the policy and position documents to the United States 
Disarmament Administration (see item of 9 September 1960) 
for examination. 

On 10 December the director of Central Intelligence 
responded by stating in a memorandwn to the Secretary of 
Defense his readiness to participate in interagency 
consideration of arms-control policy. 

(JCS records do not show, as of 6 March 1961, a 
response from the fifth disarmameot principal, the 
Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission.) 

~!) JCSM-483-60 to SecDef, "U.S. Policy on Arms 
Control (U) " 28 Oct So, JMF 3050 (1 Jan· 60) sec 18, de­
reived rom w.t) JCS 1731/414, 19 Oct 60, same file, sec 17· 
IIJI1lr 1st, 2d 3d, and 4th N/H' s to JCS 1731/414, 23 Nov, ' 
b Dec,' 19 Dec, and 20 Dec 60, ibid.; Jll" JCS 1731/402 
18 Ju1 60, same file, sec 14. ---- ' 
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24 Nov 60 

29 Nov 60 
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The JCS informed the Secretary of Defense that they 
_had not sufficiently emphasized in their memorandum 
of 26 August 1960 (see item) how time was working to 
the disadvantage of the US l'Thile the nuclear-testing 
moratorium 'lras in effect. The JCS considered th~.t the 
length of t1L1e before any inspection system could be 
implemented had placed the US in what amounted to a 

~~lateral test cessation of unacc=ptable duration. 

~--· ·-· . ---- ----··­·--· 

. The Assistant to the ~ecretary of rie~(Atcrnic 
Energy) replied to the foregoing by memorandum to the 
Chair.man of the Jr,s on 15 December 1960. The Secretary 
of Defense, til·;.: r"!!:.~ y f:tated, had decided that 1 t was 
net appr·opriate "at tr.!s time" to approach the Presi­
dent on the su'Jject o~ the nuclee.r-test moratorium. 

-) JCSi~-5~8-So to SeeDer, "Nuclear Test 
Moratorium {U)," 21 Nov 60, derived from (I@) JCS 
2179/228, 8 Nov 60; (4Nt) lst NiH of JCS 2179/228, 
dated 20 Dec 60. All in JMF 4613 (28 Apr 60). 

Th~ USSR ~ropcJed a~ the Geneva nuclear-test-ban 
ccnference tha~ inspections not be initiated, after 
the signing of a treaty, until all control posts wer~ 
in place. The USSR estimated that 4 years would be 
required to install the control posts. 

~, 25 Nov 60, p.3. 

In an address to Committee I (Political and Security) 
at the UN, Ambassador Wadsworth summarized the progress 
or the Geneva nuclear-test-ban conference toward 
resolution of the three outstanding unresolved issues: 
control-system capability, on-site inspections, and 
control-organization staffing. 

Ambassador Wadsworth noted that the USSR had 
agreed in principle earlier in the year to the estab­
lishment of a research program for improving the per­
formance of control systems. The Ambassador then 
reviewed the curious development whereby the Soviet 
scientists' announcem~nt of a Soviet research prcgra111 
to this end was repudiated by the Soviet political 
delegation (see i~sm of 2 June 1960). Since that ti~me, 
Wadsworth continued, the USSR had agreed to a research 
program, "but only if, first, none of it takes place 
on Soviet territoryj secondly, no Soviet nuclear 
devices are used; thirdly, Soviet scientists are given 
complete blueprints of any United States or United 
Kingdom nuclear devices used; and, fourthly, that 
Soviet scientists participate fully in setting up the 
necessary instrumentation, are given full access to 
all resulting data, and participate tully in analyzing 
and drawing conclusions from the data." 

In the matter or on-site inspections, Wadsworth 
contrasted the desire or the US and UK for a "treaty 
organization whose capabilities are objectively assured 
on the basis of scientific facts" with the Soviet 
desire for a 11 treaty whose capabilities are limited 
by purely subjective pol1 tical considerations .11 The 
Soviet proposal for three on-site inspections annually 
(see item or 26 July 1960~ would permit, according to 
Wadsworth,· inspection of 'far less than 1 out of every 
100 suspicious disturbances in a normal year." In 
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-ac1d1t1on,··--wads•·:~rt!1--s·co·red ·.tne Soviet-proposal tt1at 
inspections be de:ayed for four years, until. all the 

---''""""'eri=_.co.ntro~ posts were fully installed (see item of' 2l~ .. '"""'··.,.._· 
November 1960). Finally, Wadsworth asserted that 
Soviet fears of espionage connected with an adequate 
inspection arrangement were ~~founded, since there 

TGf 3. .... 6?&1' 

were treaty provisions--already agreed to by the USSR-­
that allowed observers from the host country who could 
prevent the inspection personnel from exceeding their 
agreed functions. 

Wadsworth then commented upon the differences of 
opinion concerning the staffing and structure of the 
international control organization envisioned by the 
treaty. Whereas the USSR did not believe that the 
operation of the treaty organization could be entrusted 
to an international force of technical experts and 
therefore insisted upon retentio~ of control by the 
three nuclear powers~ the US and UK placed their faith 
in the interrlE.~·cional community. Wade worth continued 
that although the USSR had assented to the participation 
of other nations, it had qualified this assent by 

. proposing a rigid system of appointment of the entire 
staff of the organization·by the three nuclear powers, 
had cesirad to so limit the author~ty of the neutral 
administrator that "countless problems would have to 
be settled by bargaining among the nuclear powers 
themselves," and had wished to allow only one uncom­
r.rt·cted country to be included among· the nations rep­
l"'esented on the 7 -nan control· commission. Wadsworth 
contrasted to the3e Soviet positions the positions of 
the US and UK; expanded membership for uncommitted 
states on the control commission, participation of 
nationals of other countries 1n all areas of the 
control organization, discretion--within certain basic 
limits--for the neutral chief executive to select a 
staff. Wadsworth concluded that, although the US had 
welcomed the USSR's abandonment or initial positions 
that called for "virtually complete self-inspection 
as well as authority to exercise veto power over all 
but the smallest issues of procedure," the US considered 
that the position of the Soviet Union "even now would 
permit the country being controlled to have the 
decisive voice over inspection and control in its own 
territory. 11 

Dept of State Bulletin, XLIII (19 Dec 60)_, 930-
936; ~, jO Nov 60, p. 21. 

- 85 -



5 Dec 60 

6 Dec 60 

rpp SFC!&'I' 
42 

The Geneva nuclear-test-ban conference., adjourned W1til 
the new year. (Although 7 February 1961 was mentioned 
as the prospective meeting date, the conference did 
not actually reconvene W'ltil 21 ~!arch 1961.) 

NYT, 6 Dec 60, p. 1; ibid., 22 Mar 60, p. 1. - -
The JCS replied to a memorandum from the AssiRtant 
Secretary of Defense (ISA), dated.l9 September 1960, 
in which they had been requested to extend their 
previous communications study (see item of 1 July 
1960) to consid~r ·h~ suggestions-of interested 
agencies. Unde~ ~ne extended ter.ms of reference the 
JCS made the following points in addition to those 
made in their earlier study: (1) Because of the 
distances involved in a world-\•tide communications 
system, the use of aircraft and pouches as a pr~nary 
maflnB of communication .would be ruled out; however, a 
diplomatic-t:rp~ courie:- system wo,!ld be requ.ired to 
forward duplic~te copi~s of all transmitted messages 
for compar•ison in order to demonstrate the integrity 
of the communications system. (2) With the kind of 
communications system envisioned, an authentication 
sys~em using t~at elements and authenticators as ap­
per.u~6C~ to cessages would not guarantee the integrity 
of message text. The system required a device or 
technique that would preclude the substitution of 
messages or of characters within messages. A deterrent 
against deliberate interference with the system by the 
host nation might be found in a treaty provision that 
unaccounted-for irregularities could serve in them­
selves as grounds for unimpeded inspection of the com­
munications channels or of the seismic area affected 
by specific cornmunicatio~s failures, such inspection 
to be irrespective of any quota for the inspection of 
seismic events. (3) In the USSR it was probable that 
communications facilities in the more populated areas 
west of the Ural Mountains and in southern Russia 
would be adequate to support the control organization 
with a minimum ~f primary construction; but the area 
east of the Ural~, :.>iberia, and the Soviet Far East 
would afford only minimum facilities for control­
organization use, and constntction, inclueing power 
plants, buildings, and other facilities, would be 
required at all control posts except for installations 
near the larger cities. (4) Information on communi­
cations facilities in Communist China was largely 
confined to that available in 1947-1948, but indications 
were that very few already-existing facilities would 
be available for control-organization purposes outside 
the major cities and coastal area. Here and in other 
underdeveloped areas careful planning from the beginning 
would be necessary to provide suitable facilities, 
including backup facilities ~,d alternate channels. 
In places like Africa, South America, Southeast Asia, 
and the Middle East, where communications facilities 
adequate to meet the needs of the control organization 
would require complete construction of voice and 
teletype facilities, use of these facilities solely 
for the control organization would be a wasteful use 
of the frequency spectrum. Additional initial costs 
would provide multiple-channel systems with considerable 
capacity in excess of control-organization needs, and 
the JCS suggested that host nations in these areas 
might be willing to help finance construction in return 
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for use of the channels in excess of .control-organi­
zation.needn. {5) In the US, privately owned comm~i­
cat1ons channels needed to sup,ort control-organi­
zation establishments were readily available for lease. 
The necessary authority to establish required facilit~es 
could be given the control organi~ation by the public 
law proclaiming ratif1ca~ion of t~s t~st-ben treaty, 
just as Public Law 357 had given the UN its authority 
to establish corr.nr.mications facilities in 1 ts US head­
quarters. (6) No limitations on personnel for the 
communications system should be accepted in the draft 
treaty until the final detection system and its con­
figuration had been agreed upon. (7) The number of 
locations required for co~nunications could not be 
estinmted until the final locations for control posts 
had been agre·:!~ u,oi1. 

On 'Z( De~0:n:;~~ 1960 the Acting Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (!·'3.'\) fcrw:!.rded ~he at-ove~described supple­
mental. cornmtL'"'l~.:.!n.tioas study to the Acting Deputy 
D1rector 1 US Disarmament Administration~ Department of 
State, suggesting that it be discussed at the inter­
departmental l~vel in the ·near future. 

J,fJt JCSM-541-60 to SdcDef, "A Communications 
Sys·L,~:n fc~ the Proposed Control Organization to Ad­
minister the Proposed Treaty for the Discontinuance of 
Nuclear Weapons Tests (U)," 6 Dec 60 .JMF 3050 
(1 J~'"'l 60) sec 18-A, derived from ~- JCS 2179/229, 
21 Nov 60, ibid.; (C) 1st N/H of' JCS 2179/229, 30 Dac 
60, ibid. ; ]iltii/JCS 2179/224, 20 Sep 60, same file, 
sec ro:-
On 9 December 1960 the Secretary of State replied to 
the Secretary of Defense's letter of 26 November 
objecting to certain statements made by Ambassador 
WadS\'IOrth at the UN concerning disarmament (se~ item 
of 28 October 1960). The Secretary or State agreed 
that all changes in US arms-control policy should be 
co-ordinated with the responsible agencies and approved 
by the President. But the Secretary of State had con­
cluded, after review, that the s.tatements of Ambassador 
Wadsworth objected to by the Secretary of Defense w1d 
the JCS were, except for the one qualified as the 
Ambassador's personal opinion, in accord with US policy. 

In regard to the cutoff of' production of fission­
able materials, th~ Secretary of State said he had 
outlined the central position occupied by this proposal 
in US disarmament policy during recent years in a 
letter to the Secretary of Defense on 1 February 1960 
(not on file in Joint Secretariat). The importance of 
this element of ar.ms-control policy had been reaffirmed 
by the President during the discussions within the 
government preceding the Ten-Nation Conference (see 
item of 18 Febl~ary 1960), at which time the President 
had made clear that the cutoff was a separable first­
step proposal, and this position had been reaffirmed 
in the President's speech of 22 September 1960 (see 
item). The language in the Five-Power Working Plan 
of 14 March 1960 (see item) linking the cutoff with 
progressive conventional disar.mament was proposed by 
the UK, the Secretary said, and had only been acceded 
to by the US for the sake of obtaining agreement on 
the paper; at the same time the US position had been 
made clear as not requiring the cutoff to be dependent 
upon agreement 1n the conventional field. 
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there remained only a few questions to be resolved 
be£ore agreement on con~rolled.suBpens1on or nuclear 
weapons tests~~ be~oncluded. The US Representati 
reviewed the ~s..:;·~tled questions, stressing that they 
were not mere side issues susceptible of easy compromi~ 

.-but questions of a fundamental natur~ affecting the 
security interests of all countries. Rag&rding the 
final resolution, the US stated its concern that in­
definite extension of the voluntary suspension of 
nuclear testing might come to be regarded as an accept­
able alternative to the ach2evement or a safeguarded 
agreement. Given Soviet secrecy, the US was not pre­
pared to accept indefinite, self-imposed restraints 
that it had no way of knowing were not being systemati­
cally violated. 

p~pt of State Bulletin, XLIV (16 Jan 61), 94-95~ 
Ni~, .20 DGC 60, p. ~ -
In anno~~cin3 the selection of Paul H. Nitze to be 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for International 
Security Affairs in his administration, President­
elect Kennedy said ·that he -vtanted the US to do con­
s1der~bl7r more in the field of disarrna.ment than it had 
be'3n jo:L~~ a."1C. that Mr. Ni tze would play a key role in 
the development of new disar.mam~nt plans. 

NYT, 25 Dec 60, pp. 1, 18. 


