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2 September 1958

o In various respects the reaction of the United Nations to the
results of the technical talks in Geneva on test detection will be of
decisive significance. It is vital that the opportunities offered should
not be missed and that the Governments should not choose a false direction
in moving on from the point reached,

2. So far, I am not informed about governmental reactions to the
report from the Geneva talks and I do not know clearly what the subsequent talks,
proposed for the end of October in Geneva, will aim at. I guess that the
intention is to translate the findings to some extent into operational terms,
as well as to see what progress can be achieved concerning more firm
arrangements for a suspension of tests. However, I would regret it, if a
tendency were to develop to pursue these matters very much farther outside
the framework of the United Nations to which they naturally belong. One
first conclusion would therefore bet hat it is desirable, at an early
stage, to make clear to the Governments directly concerned that other
governments feel that the follow-through should take place within a U N.
framework and in such forms as fully to integrate the further action with
the handling of the question of disarmament, as a matter of immediate concern
to all Member Governments and pending before the General Assembly. In this
regard it may be recalled that I have suggested an item for disarmament on
the agenda under which the report from the Geneva talks, as circulated at
the request of the participants, can appropriately be discussed,

3% In my introduction to the report to the General Assembly I
have stressed that a technical approach to such disarmament problems as
leave room for a study of a none=political nature, seems to provide possibilities
for further progress on the disarmament gquestion, similar to that achieved
in Geneva, and that all such possibilities should be fully explored. I
believe this to be sound and that, therefore, it would be wise if attention
in the disarmament debate this fall were to be given to further such
possibilities.

4, I would regret it, if the opportunity would be missed to use
the result of the Geneva talks, together with the reports of the Radiation
Committee and on the International Atomic Conference in Geneva, as a basis
for a sweeping policy approach, The timing may be opportune for an
effort to reach agreement on a general appeal in the General Assembly
for “declassification” and full openness, as a principle which offers
the best reply to the need for a reduction of tension and an approach to
a true disarmament agreement. What I mean is that the results of the Geneva
talks should be regarded not as an isolated dent in the disarmament
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problem but, in being that, as constituting a first modest application

of a general principle which provides a promising basis for a breakdown
of the present state of tension. (In resolution language this line of

thought would run somewhat along the line:

“is agreed that the fullest possible freedom of information
on technical development, armaments, etc. etc. is a necessary
prerequisite for an amelioration of international relations;

“welcomes the results of the discussions in Geneva, as reported
to the General Assembly, as a valuable implementation of this
principle;

notes with satisfaction the initiatives to which these results
have given rise;

invites the Governments to continue their efforts along similar
lines toward a widening of the fields within which full openness
of information will be permitted, etc. etc.”)

Sa I am aware, of course, that the suggestion made in the previous
point is an ambitious one and may be unrealistic. However, if something
to that effect could be achieved in the General Assembly, it would be of
value as a preparation for a later summit meeting. This is so because the
summit meeting would be the proper place where an attempt could be made to
achieve solid results in the indicated direction but where both sides would
need to be able to fall back on a proposal which is, so to say, neutral.
Neither Washington nor Moscow could take an independent initiative in this
direction without the other party being brought into an awkward position and
without creating suspicions for tactical manoeuvering. The value of even the
most general decision in the Assembly in such a situation is obvious. For
similar reasons I believe that such a decision in the General Assembly, if
it is to be at all possible, should emanate from countries which cannot be
suspected of playing a “big power” game. Therefore, I feel that the
observations I have set down here are of particular interest to the
Scandinavian countries.

€. The General Assembly would also have to form an opinion on what
technical arrangements could be made in order to implement a control system
as envisaged in the Geneva talks. It may be wise to try and influence the
big power thinking on this point in good time before discussions are resumed,
I would see considerable difficulties in having the necessary administrative
and executive functions entrusted to any one country, or group of countries.
Quite apart from the difficulty of finding countries which would be
politically acceptable to both sides there is the added fact that a control
system would require highly developed arrangements for international
cooperation and coordination, basing themselves on assistance from work
naturally related to the International Geophysical Year, etc. This clearly
indicates that the task must be entrusted to a central international
organisation of recognized vitality, sufficient resources and experience,
and reasonable prestige.
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7« =~ The question has been raised whether the International Atomic
Agency (I.A.E.A.) might not be the central body in such a control system
as I have mentioned in the previous point, I am convinced that it would
be a serious mistake to use the Atomic Agency for such purposes. It
might be just as reasonable to use the W.M.0. - which goes to prove the
fundamental error in the approach! The reasons why I rule out the Atomic
Agency are the following:

a. The operation will require a high degree of executive
efficiency of which the Agency, as now organised,
seems to be constitutionally incapable,

The operation would have to be fully integrated with any
disarmament supervision system which may be developed

and intimately correlated with the continuing work on
disarmament in the United Nations. (Obviously, no solution
should now be chosen which could not be harmonised with,
for example, later arrangements for the supervision of
measures against surprise attack).

The task would push the Agency completely off its rails;

the spokesman of the Agency, themselves, cannot give any
better statutory basis for its connection with the anticipated
task than the duty of the Agency to lock at questions of
"health and safety” related to peaceful uses of atomic

energya

8. T believe that a rational solution would require the creation
of a new central executive body, fully integrated with the United Natioms,
although with a wide freedom of initiative. This body would coordinate
all activities necessary, use existing governmental facilities where that
is possible, farm out certain tasks as appropriate to the W.M.O. and
other similar international bodies (including the Atomic Agency) and undertake,
on its own, what must be done administratively within the framework of the
U.N. itself. With such an arrangement the technical and personnel resources
ot the Atomic Agency, to the extent that they are adequately developed in
their own right, could be used in a rational way and without either a
slanting of the character of the Agency or a breaking up of the integral
nature of - the political work of the U.N. in the disarmament field (or
of the technical work of the Atomic Agency in the field of peaceful uses) «
There is no wish on my side to add to the executive functions which we
already have in the U.N, with the ensuing heavy political responsibilities.
But I do not see any other way to get this new operation going, compatible
with true long-term interests, especially in the field of disarmament.
The experience which we have gathered, especially in the Mjddle East, also
establishes that a wide delegation of executive functions in the political
sphere is a good way to bypass discussions or conflicts, which otherwise
would be only too likely to stop any practical progress within a
reasonable future.




Bote

le Im varicus respects the resction of the United Hations to the
rasults of the tecimics]l talks in Geneve on test detection will be of
decisive significance, It is vital that the opportunities offered should
not be misged and that the Covernments should not chocse & false direction
in soving on from the point reached,

2, So fer, 1 am not informed about governcental rescticns to the
report from the GCeneva talks and I do not know clearly what the subsequent {alks,
proposed for the and of Cctober in Cenowve, will aim ate. I guess thet the
intention is teo translate the findings to some extent into operstional texus,

a8 well as to see what progress can be achisved concurning more firm
arrengensnts for & suspension of toste, However, I would yegret it, if a
tendency were to develop to pursue these malters very much farther cutside
the framework of the United Hations te which they neturally belong., One
first conclusion would therefore bethat it is desirable, at an early
stage, to make ¢lsar to the Covernnents directly concoyned that other
governoents feel that the followethyough should teke place within a U e
fravesork and in sueh foris as fully to integrete the further cotion with
the 'andling of the question of disarvament, as & netter of iwmediste concarn
to all fesber GCovernments and pending before the General Assewbly. In this
regard it way be recalled thet I have suguested an iten for disarsement on
the agenda under whieh the report from the Ceneva talke, as cireulated at
the request of the participsnts, can appropriately be discussed,

8¢ In my introduction to the ruport to the Cencral Fsserbly I
have stressed that a technical approach to such disarmament problsms as :
leave room for & study of a nonepolitical nature, seaus to provide possibilities
for further progress on the dissrmawent question, similer to that schieved
in Genova, and that all such possibilities should be fully explored, I
believe this to bs sound and that, therefore, it would be wise if attention
in the disarzament debate this fall metoheﬁmtwfnrthermh
mibiuttu.

4s 1 would regret it. ummummmmwm
the result of the Coneve talks, together with the revorts of the Radiation
Cormittee and on the Intornetionsl Atomic Conference in Geneva, as & basis
for a sweeping poliey arvroach. The timing mey be opportune for an
effort to reach agreement on a generel appeal in the General Assembly
for “declasuification” and full openness, as & principle whigh offers
the best reply to the need for 2@ reuction of tension and an approasch to
a true Jdisarsament agreement., uhat I mean is that the resulis of the Genuva
talks should be regarded not as an isolated dent in the disarmement
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problem but, in being that, as constituting a first modest epplication
of a guneral prineiple which provides & prouising bssis for a breakdown
of the present state of tension. (In resolution language this line of
thought would run gouswhat along the lines

“is agreed that the fullest possible freadom of information
on teginical development, armaments, etc. ote. is & negessery
prerequisite for an amelioration of international relations;

"w the results of the diseussions in Geneva, as reported
to the Ceneral Assexbly, as & valuable implementation of this
prineiple; '

with satisfaction the Mtiattm to m these results
have given rise;

g8 the Covernments to contimme their efforts along sinilar
oward @ widening of the fields within whigh full opsnneas
of Mmtim uin be papnitte , ete. o)

Se Iuamwmmmtmmummmtmmm”
point is an ambitious one and may be unrcalistie., However, if something
to that effect gould be echieved in the General Zssenbly, it would be of
value ag & preparation for s later suseit meeting, This is eo bepsuse the
sumit xeeting would be the proper plece where an attespt could be sade to
aghieve sclid results in the indieated direction but share boih sides would
need to be able to fall back on & proposel whick is, so to say, neutral,
Heither washington nor ‘oscow eould take an indepenient initistive im this
direction without the other party being brought ianto an awkwerd position and
without ereating susyicions for tsetical wanceuwering, The value of even the
most guneral decision in the fAesenbly in such 2 situation is obvious. s’w
similar resscns I believe thet such & decision im the General Assembly, if
it is to be at all possible, should esenate from countries which cennot be .
puspected of playing a “big pover” geme, Therefore, I feel that the
thzmmmhmuawm'tmwmmwm
Wmmummin. :

Ge mmum;mamwum.nmummmt
technical arrangements gould be made in order to isplemsnt & contrel system
as envisaged in the Gemeva talks. It may be wise to try and influence the
big power thinking on this point in good time before discussions are resused,
I would see comsiderable difficulties in heving the necessery administre:ive
and executive functions entrusted to any one couniry, or group of gountries,
Guite apart from the difficulty of finding couniries which would be
politically acosptable to both sides there is the added fact that a control
systor would reguire highly developed arrangements for intermational
cooperation and ccordinstion, besing themselves on assistance from work
naturally related to the Internaticnal Ceophysical Yesr, ete., This clearly
indicates that the task must be entrusted to @ cuntral imternstional
orgenisation of recognizmed vitality, sufficient resourcss an’ experience,

and reascnable prestige.
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7¢ The guestion has been raised whethcr the Intermmtional Atomie
Ageney (l.leiele) might not be the centyal body in such a control systes
&z I have mentioned in the previous peint, I am convinood that it would
be & serious misteke to use the Atemic Aguney §for such purposes. It
might be just as reascnable to use the V. Wle » uwhiieh goes to prove the
fundacental error in the ssproaghf The reasons why I rule out the Atomie
Agengy ore the followings

2, The operation will reguire a high degres of exeoutive
afficiongy of which the Agenoy, @8 now organised,
sosss to be gonstitutionally incepable,

be The operation would have to be fully integrated with any
disarsanent supervision systen uwhieh may be developed
and intisstely correlated with the continuing work on
disarsament in the United Hotions. (Chviously, no solution
should now be chosen which oould not be hapsonised with,
for example, later arrangements for tie supervision of
measures sgeinst surprise attach).

The task would push the Ageney coupletely off ite rails;

the spokessan of the Ageney, thesselves, cannct give any
better statutory lesis for iis comnection with the anticipated
task than the cuty of the Agenay te lock &t questions of
*heslth and safety” related to pesceful uses of atoenie
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8¢ I believe thet a rational selution would requive the creation
of & new gentral executive body, fully integrated with the United Bations,
although with a wide freedon of initietive, Ihis bedy would goordinste
all aotivitics negessary, use existing governuentsl fecilities where thet
is possible, farm out curtsin tasks as appropriate to the Welele and
other sindlar intornational bodies (ineluding the Atemie igency) and underiske,
on its own, what must be done administratively within the fraxework of the
Uull, $tself, uwith such an arrengement the teghnical and perschnel resourcis
of the Ltomie Agency, to the exient that they are adequately developec in at
their own right, eould be used in @ raticnal way end witaout either &
slanting of the ' of the Agengy or 8 breaking up of the integral
the UJle in the digaruement field (or .
in the field of pesceful uses).
, ive functions wiieh we
ensuing heevy political responsibilities.
t this now oparatiom going, coupatible
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2 September 1958

Notes for Mr, Koeh,

With reference to our talk this morning I wish to set down the
following brief points,

1. In various respects the reaction of the United Nations to the
results of the technical talks in Geneva on test detection will be of decisive
significance, It is vital thet the opportunities offered should not be missed
and that the Governments should not choose a false direction in moving on from
the point reached, .

2. BSo fary I om not informed about governmental reactions to the
report from the Geneva talks and I do not know elearly what the subsequent telks,
proposed for the end of October in Geneva, will aim at, I guess that the
intention is to transiate the findings Yo some exient into eperational terms,
as well as %o see what progress can be achieved concerning more firm arrangements
for a suspension of tests. However, I would regret it, if a tendency were to
develop to pursue these matters very much farther outside the framework of the
United Nations to which they naturally belong., One first conclusiom would
therefore be that it is desirable, at an early stage, to make clear to the
Govermments direectly concerned that other governments £rel that the follow=
through should take place within a U,N, fremework and in such forms as fully
to iniegrate the further action with the handling of the question of disarma-
ment, as a matter of immediate concern to all member governmentx and pending
before the General Assembly. 1In this regards it may be recalled that I have
suggested an item for disarmament on the agende under which the report from
‘the Geneva talks, as circulated at the request of the participants, can
appropriately be discussed,

3. In my introduction to the report to the General Assembly I
have stressed that a technical approach o such disermaent problems as leave
room for a situdy of a non-political nature, seems to provide possibilities for
further progress on the disarmament question, similar to that achieved in Geneva,
and that all such possibilities should be fully explored, I believe this to be
sound and that,therefore,it would be wise if attention in the disarmament debate
this fall were to be given to further such possibilities.

4o I would regret it, if the opportunity would be missed to use
the result of the Geneva talks, together with the reports of the Radiation
Committee and on the International Atomie Conference in Geneva, as a basis
for a sweeping policy approach, The timing may be opportune for an effort
to reach agrecment on a general appeal in the General Assembly for "declassifi-
~ cation" and full openness, as a principle which offers the best reply to the
need for a reduction of tensiom and an approach to a true disarmament agreement,
WVhat I mean is that the results of the Geneva talks should be regarded not as
an isolated dent in the disarmement problem but, in being that, as constituting
a first modest application of a gemeral principle which provides a promising
basis for a breakdown of the present state of tension, (In resolution language
this line of thought would run somewhat along the line ¢
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® is agreed that the fullest possible freedom of information
on bechnical development, armaments, ebc. ete. is a necessary
prerequisite for an amelioration of international reclationsj

welcomes the results of the discussions in Geneva, as reported
to the Gemeral Assembly, oz a valuable implementation of this
principle;

notes with satisfaction the initictives to which these results
have given risej

invites the Governmenis to continue their efforts along similar
lines toward a widening of the fields within vhich full opemness
~of information will be permitted, etec. ete. » ) B

5, I am aware, of course, that the suggestion made in the
previous point is an smbitious ome and mey be unrealistic., However, if
. something to that effect could be achieved in the General Assembly, it
would be of value as a preparation for a later swanit meeting, This is
8o becouse the summit meeting would be the proper place where an attempt
could be made to achieve solid results in the indd onted divection but #
where both sides would need to be able to fall bsck orn a propesal which {

¢ is, $o to say, meutral, Neither Washington nor lMoscow covld take an

independent initiative in this direction without the other party being
brought inte en awlward position and without ereating suspicions for
tactical manoeuvering., The value of even the most general decision in

the Assembly in such a situation is obvious. TFor Simiiar roesons I believe
thet such a decision in the General Assembly, if it is to be at all possible,
should emsnaie from countries which cannot be suspocted of playing a "big
power" geme. Therefore, I feol that the observations I have set down here
are of particular interest to the Scandinavian countvies.

: 6. The General Assembly would also have 1o form an opinion on
what technical arrangements gould be made in order to implement a gontrol
sysbem ns envisaged in the Genevo tolks, I+ may be wise to try and influence
the big power thinking on this peint in good time before discussions are
resumed, I would see considerable difficuléies in having the necessary
administrative and executive funetions entrusted Ho any onc country, or
group of countries. Quite spard from the difficulty of finding countries
which weould be politically acceptable to both sides therc is the added fact
that 8 control system would require highly developed arrangements for inter-
national cooperation and coordination, basing themselves on assistance from
natienal monitoring stetioms, or work now in the hands of the W.M,0., or
work maturslly related to the International Geophysical Year, etlce ‘
cloarly indicetes that the task must be entrusted o & ceniral international
orgenisation of recoqnised vitality, sufficient resources and experience,
and reesonsble prestige. . ~

7. The question has been raised ther the International
Atomie Agency (I.A.E.A.) might net be the central body in such a contrel
system as I have mentioned in the previous points I am convinced that
it would be a serious mistake to use the Atomic Agency for such purposes.
It might be just as reasonable to use the W,M,0, = which goes to prove
the Pfundamental error in the approach ! The reasons why I rule out the
Atomic Agency are the following 3 =
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ae The operation will require & high degree of
executive efficiency of which the Agency, as
now organised, seems to be constitutionally
incapable, ; '

The operation would have to be fully integrated

with any disarmament supervision system which may

be developed and intimately correlated with the

cont nuing work on disarmament in the United Nations,
(Obviously, no solution should now be chosen which
could not be harmonised with, for example, later
arrangements for the supervision of measures against
surprise atback).

The task would push the Agency completely off its
railsj the spokesmen of the Agency, themse!ves,
canno’ give any better sbatubtory basis for its
connection with the anticipated task than the

duty of the Ageney to look at questions of "health
and safety™" related to peaceful uses of atomie
energys ; i

3 84 I believe that a rational solution would require

the creation of a new central executive body, fully integrated with
the United Nations, although with & wide freedom of initiative., This
bedy would coordinate all activities necessary, use existing governmental
facilities where that is possible, farm out certain tasks as appropriate
to the W.M,0, and other similsr intermational bodies (including the
Atomic Agency) and underteke, on its own, what must be done adminis-
tratively within the framework of the U.N, itself, With such an
arrangcement the technical and persomnel resources of the Atomic Agency,
to the extent that they are adequately developed in their own right,
could be used in a rational way and without either a slanting of the
character of the Ageney or a breaking up of the integral nature of =
the political work of the U,N. in the disarmament field (or of the
technical work of the Atomie Agency in the field of peaceful uses).
There is no vish on my side to add to the executive functions which
vgjilready have in the U,N, with the ensuing heavy political respon=
sibilities., But I do not see any other way to get this new operation

going, compatible with true long term interests, especially in the
field of disarmament., The experience which we have gathered, especially
in the Middle East, also establishes that a wide delegation of executive
functions in the political sphere is a good way to bypass discussions

or conflicts, which otherwise would be only too likely #ougtop any
practical progress within a reasonable future, :




