Chapter V

Formulating A New Western Position

I

The Shifting Technological Base
Although the information which the United States submitted to the
Geneva Conference on January 5, 1959, and the statement which
the President's Science Advisory Committee released that same day
gave some indication of how the progress of science and technology
had affected some of the conclusions of the Conference of Experts,
they did not portray the full magnitude of the problem. To see the
issues from the point of view of the American policy-makers, it is
necessary first to consider in detail certain aspects of the United
States 1958 nuclear weapon test series which, as was seen earlier,
ended on October 30, the day before the opening of the diplomatic
negotiations.
Hardtack I and Argus: New Data
For one thing, neither the information submitted to the Conference nor the PSAC statement indicated that the United States
now realized that it was possible to test nuclear devices at high altitudes and had some understanding of the consequences of this
possibility. During its 1958 test series the United States had detonated five nuclear devices at high altitudes. On August 1 and August
12, 1958, before the conclusion of the Conference of Experts, as
a part of the Hardtack I series, two nuclear devices with yields in
the megaton. range were detonated in the vicinity of Johnston Island
in the Pacific Ocean, the first-Teak-at an altitude of nearly fifty
miles, and the second-Orange-at an altitude of nearly twentyseven miles.! On August 27 and 30 and September 6, three more
1 U.S. Department of Defense, The Effects of Nuclear Weapons, 1962,
pp. 50-52.
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devices having yields from 1 to 3 kilotons were fired in the South
Atlantic at an altitude of about three hundred miles. These three
shots were called the Argus Operation. They were not weapons
testing shots-but rather experiments designed to provide information on trapping electrically charged particles in the earth's magnetic
field-and therefore yielded only a limited amount of data which
was relevant for a test ban control system.
These high altitude shots were not made public until March
19, 1959, when an article concerning them appeared in the New
York Times. Although many scientists who knew about the tests
favored announcing them and publishing some of the measurements, Deputy Secretary of Defense Donald A. Quarles expressed
disappointment about the leak which had resulted in the story in
the Times. 2 In the same statement, Mr. Quarles also denied that the
tests had any relevance for East-West negotiations then in progress.
In fact, however, the Johnston Island and Argus tests made
extremely obvious the need to fill in the gap which was caused by
the failure of the Conference of Experts to recommend control
measures for high altitudes and outer space. This need was further
underscored on January 2, 1959, when the USSR fired "Lunik I,"
an earth satellite aimed in the direction of the moon, which went
into permanent orbit around the sun, becoming the first artificial
planet. Consequently, the President's Science Advisory Committee
appointed a panel, headed by Professor Wolfgang K. H. Panofsky
of Stanford University, to consider what control mechanisms would
be required to fill this gap.
The data gained from the high altitude tests also affected the
test ban negotiations in another way. They indicated that nuclear
explosions at high altitudes might interfere with certain radio and
radar frequencies and thus inhibit military communications and
warning systems. They also yielded data which indicated that the
released neutrons from high altitude blasts could possibly be used
to detonate incoming enemy warheads, and thus obviate the need
for physical contact by an anti-missile missile. The tests, though,
merely raised these possibilities, they did not confirm them. Thus,
they created pressures among persons in the military establishment
2New York Times, March 20, 1959, p. 10.
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and scientists interested in weapons development for further testing
at high altitudes.
Some have argued that this was the overall effect of the 1958
test series. Writing in 1960 former ABC Commissioner Thomas E.
Murray stated:
Furthermore, the elaborate series of "small" tests which
we rushed through at the Nevada Proving Ground in September and October 1958 to beat the moratorium deadline amply testified to the fact that the technology of
lower and especially fractional kiloton weapons was still
far from being adequately developed . . . the imperative
objectives of our test program had not nearly been
achieved. 3
Among other things, the neutron weapon was not developed. However, significant advances were made with respect to certain weapon
systems, for example, the Davey Crocket, a tactical nuclear weapon
which could be carried by a small vehicle or a man. The extent to
which one interpreted the 1958 test series as indicating a need for
further testing depended really upon one's estimate of what advances could be made in nuclear weaponry and their utility.

Hardtack II: More New Data
The United States 1958 test series also included eight underground detonations. These shots were fired from September 21
through October 30 in Nevada as a part of the Hardtack II series.
Of the eight, only two, the Logan 5~kiloton shot of October 16,
1958, and the Blanca 19-kiloton shot of October 30, 1958-the
last shot fired by the United States prior to opening of the test ban
negotiations on October 31-yielded sufficient data for meaningful
analysis of detection capabilities. However, the Working Paper
which the United States submitted to the Geneva Conference on
January 5, 1959, also listed the Tamalpais 72-ton shot of October
8, 1958. American scientists used this shot in constructing their
scaling law. The memorandum contained technical data only on the
two principal shots. The PSAC statement did not contain any technical data. The American public first received the technical data
in a Department of Defense press release of January 16.
3Nuc/ear Policy for War and Peace, pp. 94-95.
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In the West, the intensity of underground disturbances-thus
of earthquakes and explosions-is measured on a logarithmic scale,
commonly called the Gutenberg-Richter scale. Recorded earthquakes
range from -1.50 to 8.50 on this scale. The farther down the
scale one goes, that is, the smaller the size of the signal, the more
earthquakes there are. The estimate of the intensity of an underground disturbance is arrived at by averaging the signals received
at several seismological stations. Because of the process of averaging, and for other reasons, the estimate of an underground disturbance was normally given with the reservation that there may be
an error of plus or minus a specific amount which varies inversely
with the magnitude on the Gutenberg-Richter scale. At the time of
of the Conference of Experts in the summer of 1958, the magnitude
of the Rainier 1.7 kiloton shot was believed to be 4.25. Since in
the range from 4.1 to 5 the margin of error could be as high as
plus or minus .4, the magnitude of the Rainier shot should be
understood as 4.25 -+- .4. It should also be noted that the first
public paper on the Rainier shot estimated its magnitude as 4.6. 4
In calibrating the Blanca and Logan shots it was discovered that
the seven seismic stations near the event with adequate equipment
which had recorded the Rainier shot gave anomalously large magnitudes, 5.0 to 4.6 respectively. Three stations within the same
radius had not recorded Rainier at all, but this fact had been disregarded in the computation of its magnitude. Using seventeen stations, ten of which (including the seven that recorded Rainier)
were permanent stations, and seven other specially established temporary stations, the magnitude of the Blanca and Logan shots was
estimated to be 4.8 and 4.4 respectively. Extrapolating from this
data, American scientists concluded that the magnitude of the
Rainier shot had been estimated incorrectly; that it should have
been estimated as 4.06 -+- .4 rather than 4.25 -+- .4. Since seismologists knew that there were several times as many earthquakes of
magnitude 4.06 as there were of magnitude 4.25, the new estimate
of the Rainier magnitude meant that the problem of distinguishing
between earthquakes and underground nuclear explosions would be
considerably more difficult than it had been thought to be at the
4G. W. Johnson and others, "The Underground Nuclear Detonation
of September 19, 1957, Rainier, Operation Plumbbob," (February 4, 1958).
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time of the Conference of Experts. Extrapolating and constructing
a formula-now on the basis of three points instead of oneAmerican scientists estimated that for any given yield there would
be several times as many unidentified events. The implication of
this would be that unless the technology of detection could be improved either the threshold of detection would have to be raised or
the number of control posts or on-site inspections drastically increased. The President's Science Advisory Committee examined
the new estimate of the seismic magnitude of the Rainier shot and
approved it. Later, however, some members of PSAC came to feel
that the Committee had not exercised its responsibilities with sufficient care and had acted too hastily.
The Blanca and Logan shots also produced smaller signs of
first motion than had been anticipated. Consequently, American
scientists evaluating the data concluded that:
. . . the first motion must exceed the background noise
of natural unrest of the earth, by at least a factor of 3 to
1 instead of the previous estimate of 2 to 1 if the direction of first motion is to be reliably determined. 5
PSAC also approved this conclusion. In other words, if a factor of
only 2 to 1 were used, which had been the basis on which the
Conference of Experts had estimated the probability of detecting
first motion, the compression or the upmotion caused by a nuclear
explosion might be confused with background noise and only the
subsequent swing of the seismogram, the rarefaction or downmotion
might be noticed. Interestingly some scientists had always felt that
the factor of 2 to 1 was too small.
Baldly, the implication of the new conclusions was that the
detection of nuclear explosions deep underground would not be as
easy as it had been thought and that the conclusions of the Conference of Experts concerning the size of explosion which could
be detected were much too optimistic.
How much the effectiveness of the control system was denigrated
by these new conclusions was not clear. The Working Paper which
the United States submitted to the Geneva Conference on January
5, 1959, stated that:
5U.S. Department of Defense, Press Release, January 16, 1959.
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the annual number of unidentified continental earthquakes equivalent to 5 KT or larger will be greater than
that previously estimated by a factor of 10 or more. 6
The statement released by PSAC the same day contained a similar
estimate. Thus the conclusion of the Conference of Experts that
there would be from 20 to 100 earthquakes which would be indistinguishable on the basis of their seismic signals from nuclear
explosions of about 5 kiloton yield, would have to be raised to
from 200 to 1,000. However, in testimony before the Senate Subcommittee on Disarmament on January 28, 1959, Dr. Carl Romney,
an Air Force seismologist, who had headed the panel which had
evaluated both the Hardtack II data and the original Rainier data
stated that it was niore nearly a factor of 15, and that the number
of unidentified events equivalent to a nuclear explosion of 5 kiloton
yield would probably be from 700 to 3,000, 100 to 600 of which
would occur within the USSR and mainland China. 7
The evaluations of the data gained in the 1958 test series
began to be available in late November 1958 and were analyzed
first by government scientists. The last stages of the initial analysis
were actually completed shortly after Thanksgiving Day in Geneva
and the results of this preliminary analysis were presented to Messrs.
Ormsby-Gore and Wadsworth in a one-hour briefing session. At
that stage, neither the two diplomats nor the scientists making
the presentation felt that the information was very significant. The
scientists regarded the new conclusions as being within the realm of
experimental error.
This estimate would soon change, however, or at least others
would take a different view. The next step in the evaluation was
the convocation of a special panel and then the review by PSAC.
As the evaluation proceeded, the implications for the test ban negotiations seemed to be increasingly ominous, and it was decided
that another special panel should be appointed to consider whether
or not there was any way in which the capability of the control
system recommended by the Conference of Experts could be improved and hopefully restored to the original estimate. The panel was
6GEN/DNT/25.
7U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations, Subcommittee on Disarmament, Hearings: Disarmament and Foreign Policy, 86th
Congress, 2d Session (1959), p. 29.
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to consider whether or not this could be done, first within the framework of existing technology, and secondly through a program of
research in seismology. On December 28, 1958, the President's
Special Assistant for Science and Technology, James R. Killian,
appointed Lloyd Berkner, the President of Associated Universities,
Inc., as Chairman of the Panel on Seismic Improvement. 8 Although
the Working Paper which the United States submitted to the Geneva
Conference and the PSAC statement mentioned that the data from
the 1958 test series was still being evaluated, neither mentioned
the appointment of the Berkner Panel. The first public mention of
this Panel occurred February 11, 1959. 9
Decoupling: A New Theory
During this same period another technological development
occurred which would have an even more profound effect on the
course of the Geneva negotiations, the discovery of the decoupling
theory. Edward Teller, who after the death of Ernest 0. Lawrence
had become Director of the University of California Radiation
Laboratory at Livermore, had always had grave doubts about the
wisdom of a test ban. He felt that the further development of nuclear weapons would significantly and principally benefit the West.
He also deeply distrusted the Soviet Union. The book, Our Nuclear
Future, which he had written with Albert Latter and which was
published in early 1958, contained the following passage:
If an agreement were made to discontinue the tests, the

United States would surely keep such an agreement. The
very social and political structure of our country excludes
8The other members of the Panel were Professor Hugo Benioff,
California Institute of Technology; Professor Hans Bethe, Cornell University;
Professor W. Maurice Ewing, Columbia University; Dr. John Gerrard, Texas
Instruments, Inc.; Professor David T. Griggs, University of California at
Los Angeles; Mr. Jack H. Hamilton, The Geotechnical Corporation; Dr.
Julius P. Molnar, Sandia Corporation; Dr. Walter H. Munk, Scripps Institute of Oceanography; Dr. Jack E. Oliver, Columbia University; Professor
Frank Press, California Institute of Technology; Dr. Carl F. Romney, Department of Defense; Dr. Kenneth Street, Jr., Lawrence Radiation Laboratory, University of California; Professor John W. Tukey, Princeton University. The group included eight geophysicists, three physicists, one nuclear
chemist, one mechanical engineer, and one mathematician, specializing in
statistics.
9New York Times, February 12, 1959, pp. 1, 3.

152

DIPLOMATS, SCIENTISTS, AND POLITICIANS

the possibility that many people would collaborate in
breaking an international undertaking. Whether Russia
would or would not keep such an agreement would depend on the ingenuity of the Russians, on their willingness
to make economic sacrifices, and on their honesty. Of
these three factors we can have a firm opinion about the
first. The Russians are certainly ingenious enough to devise secret methods of testing. As to the other questions,
whether the Russians will want to invest the effort and
whether they will be bound by their word, we feel that
each man is entitled to his own opinion. According to past
experience, an agreement to stop tests may well be followed by secret and successful tests behind the iron curtain.10
In addition, Dr. Teller was convinced that no control system
could give absolute assurance against violations, and that it would
be especially difficult to devise an effective control system in an
area such as that of nuclear weaponry where technological change
was occurring at such a rapid pace. Both in Our Nuclear Future
and in an article which he had published in Foreign Affairs in
January 1958, he had expressed the opinion:
In a more general way we may ask the question: Is it
wise to make agreements which honesty will respect, but
dishonesty can circumvent? Shall we put a free, democratic government at a disadvantage compared to the
absolute power of a dictatorship? Shall we introduce prohibition in a new form, just to give rise to bootlegging on
a much greater scale? It is almost certain that in the competition between prohibition and bootlegging, the bootlegger will win. 11
These attitudes-having little to do with science or technology,
it should be noted-made him a firmly convinced opponent of
efforts to draft a test ban agreement with the Soviet Union.
After the conclusion of the Conference of Experts, Dr. Teller
began to speculate about the effectiveness of the control system
which had been recommended, and he asked some of the scientists
at the University of California Livermore Laboratory-now named
lOOur Nuclear Future, Facts, Dangers, and Opportunities (New York:
Criterion Books 1958), p. 140.
11Jbid., pp. 140-41; and "Alternatives for Security," Foreign Affairs,
Vol. XXXVI, No. 2 (January 1958), p. 204.
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the Lawrence Radiation Laboratory-and at the RAND Corporation to consider whether or not there might be ways in which a
clever violator could evade detection. The President's Science
Advisory Committee was scheduled to visit the Lawrence Laboratory in January 1959, and Dr. Teller hoped to be able to present
to them a convincing case that the recommended control system
was unsatisfactory. The scientists developed a number of ideas
involving such possibilities as exploding a nuclear device in a mountain, in a large porous container resembling an egg shell, or in an
expandable container fashioned like a lung. There were also other
schemes, some quite fanciful. None of the ideas seemed very practical, or to be more than mere possibilities. Nevertheless, Dr.
Teller had decided to present them to the members of PSAC.
Shortly before the PSAC meeting, Albert Latter of the RAND
Corporation reexamined a possible means of concealing explosions which had been considered at the Conference of Experts,
setting them off in large cavities. Hans Bethe had presented a
paper on this subject at the Conference and had concluded that it
would be impossible to muffle the seismic signals from nuclear
explosions in this manner. Doing paper and pencil theoretical
analysis, Latter concluded, not that Bethe's calculations had been
wrong, but that in certain instances they were irrelevant. Latter's
conclusion (without going into technical details) was that if the
cavity were sufficiently large in relation to the size of the explosion so that the medium surrounding the hole would remain elastic
under pressure, it would be possible to decouple or muffle nuclear
explosions. His estimate was that it would be possible to decouple
by a factor of several hundred, however, by January 1959 he had
not completed all of his work, and his argument could be presented only in semi-quantitative terms.
Albert Latter's theory was technically so convincing that Dr.
Teller and his colleagues decided that it would be the only paper
on concealment presented to the President's Science Advisory
Committee. The members of PSAC, including Hans Bethe, recognized the importance of the theory, and in general terms immediately accepted its validity. 12 Now it appeared that the conclusions
12Edward Teller & Allen Brown, The Legacy of Hiroshima (1962), p.
196.
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of the Conference of Experts might be obsolete for another reason
beyond the new empirical data which had been gained from the
1958 test series.
After Albert Latter's presentation, some scientists, especially
Professor David T. Griggs, of the University of California at Los
Angeles, began to argue that the mandate of the Berkner Panel
should be expanded to include consideration of the possibility
of the concealment of tests as well as the implications of the
new data. Eventually, in the latter part of February 1959, at the
decision of Drs. Fisk and Killian, this was done. At this stage,
only the scientists who were involved knew about the possibility of
decoupling. Dr. Latter's first paper on the subject was not published
for circulation within the government until March 30, 1959, and it
was not declassified until October 20, 1959. 13 It was only given
public release on December 22, 1959. One of the reasons for not
making the theory public sooner was the fear that to do so would
in effect tell the Soviet Union how to evade the control system.
However, as a consequence of this secrecy, the public debate in
the United States about the wisdom of a test ban treaty suffered.
Scientists and politicians who were worried about the effectiveness
of the control system had to base their public arguments on the
data gained from the 1958 test series, even though they were actually much more concerned about the possible degrading effect
of the decoupling theory. Since this argument could not be stated,
their opponents conversely could not attempt to meet it.
II

Confusion and Controversy
Within the United States
"Betrayal by Science?"
The immediate result in the United States of the revelation--or
for most Americans, the partial revelation-that the technological
assumptions on which the recommendations of the Conference of
Experts had been based were no longer valid, was first to engender
considerable confusion and perhaps a feeling of having been betrayed by science, and secondly to reopen the debate, which had
13A. L. Latter, A Method of Concealing Underground Nuclear Explosions (RAND Corp. RM-2347-AFT, 1959).
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been relatively quiescent during the opening days of the diplomatic
negotiations, concerning the wisdom of a test ban.
One account has it that when President Eisenhower was informed of the evaluation of the 1958 test series he "was furious,
and 'blew his stack.' " 14 Others were also bitterly disappointed.
Yet it was not at all inconsistent with the history of science that
subsequent experiments should modify earlier conclusions and hypotheses.
As has already been mentioned, President Eisenhower's more
reflective reaction to the new data was that scientific facts could
not and should not be hidden, and that the government must tell
the American people and the other states participating in the test
ban negotiations what the scientific facts were. Eventually he came
to feel that being confronted with the new data would be a good
test of the USSR's intentions, since Soviet scientists could check
on their validity. Thus the President dismissed the argument, raised
by some individuals within the Administration, that to introduce the
new data into the negotiations would open the ·United States to
charges of duplicity.
Since the matter was relatively technical, it is far from certain
how many nonscientists fully understood the significance of the
new data, and its limitations. For example, President Eisenhower's
attitude indicated a certain lack of understanding on his part. While
it is true that formulae based on three cases are probably more
reliable than those based on one, there could be no certainty that
with more experiments the conclusions would not have to be modified further. Moreover, as has been seen, the new conclusions were
based on a rather complicated and-it will emerge-somewhat
debatable process of reasoning. Actually, later, after having conducted further deep underground nuclear tests, the United States
would again revise its conclusions concerning these matters. Moreover, the Rainier, Logan, and Blanca shots were all conducted in
the same location and in the same geological medium, tuff, or
volcanic rock. Whether or not the formula constructed on the basis
of these shots would be applicable to nuclear explosions in other
media was an open question.
HC. J. V. Murphy, "Nuclear Inspections: A Near Miss," Fortune, Vol.
LIX, No. 3 (March 1959), p. 122 at 155.
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Hans Bethe, in testimony before the Senate Subcommittee on
Disarmament on February 2, 1959, repeated the point that he had
made before the same forum the previous April, that the scientists
badly needed more information. 15 For the moment, however, because of the moratorium on testing, it would be impossible to
gain further information, and it was uncertain whether any nuclear
detonations would be allowed if and when a test ban treaty went
into effect. Although Foreign Minister Gromyko had stated in a
speech delivered before the Supreme Soviet on December 25, 1958,
that it might be possible for a test ban treaty to contain a provision
allowing nuclear detonations for peaceful purposes, the conditions
which he set-inter alia parity between East and West in the number of detonations, and complete internal and external examination
of the device to be detonated-were quite rigorous and possibly
unacceptable to the West. 16 Therefore, temporarily at least, scientists would have to work with the data that they had. But to regard
these as incontrovertible facts was too simple a view.
Obviously it was even more difficult for those outside the Administration to interpret the new data. After the publication of the
PSAC statement of January 5, 1959, the public press was filled
with conflicting estimates by politicians, scientists and military
figures. To clarify the situation--or to reinforce their members'
predispositions-two Congressional committees began hearings on
the matter. The Joint Committee on Atomic Energy held closed
hearings and the Senate Subcommittee on Disarmament open hearings. Perhaps the earliest comprehensive exposition was the speech
which Senator Hubert Humphrey gave on the Senate floor on January
20, 1959, seven days-it is interesting to note-before his Subcommittee opened its hearings. 17
There was also disagreement about what effect the new conclusions would have on the test ban negotiations. Appearing before
the Senate Subcommittee on Disarmament, on January 28, 1959,
Philip J. Farley, Special Assistant to the Secretary of State for
Disarmament and Atomic Energy, asserted in a prepared statement that:
15Hearings: Disarmament and Foreign Policy, supra note 7, at 167.
I6Pravda, December 26, 1958, pp. 9-10. See also the proposal which
the USSR tabled on February 23, 1959: GEN/DNT/32.
17Congressional Record, (1959), Vol. CV, Part 1, pp. 929-34.
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This new information on the problem of detecting and
identifying underground nuclear explosions has not had a
significant impact on the negotiations as yet. It bears, of
course, only on a limited part of the control system described last summer by the Geneva experts, and prospects
are encouraging that ways will be found to maintain the
full effectiveness of that system.
There has been an understandable initial Soviet suspicion of U.S. motives in transmitting and subsequently
publishing the new data . . . . When our continuing
studies of possible ways of overcoming these technical
difficulties have reached the stage when they can be communicated in their tum to the Soviet Union, this may help
persuade them of the probity of our intentions.
In the meanwhile, the Soviet Union finds this U.S.
action a convenient progaganda weapon to replace the
one we have just deprived them of by our recent decision
not to insist on a treaty link between disarmament progress and nuclear testing. 18
Others took a much more pessimistic view, and subsequent events
would uphold their interpretation.
The Battle Rejoined
It was in this atmosphere of confusion that the controversy
about the wisdom of a test ban flared again. Shortly after the
release of the PSAC statement, Senator Gore pronounced that
"events have sustained my position." To him the new seismic data
indicated that an effective control system for all environments was
impractical, at least at that point, and he repeated his suggestion
for a partial test ban limited to atmospheric tests. 19 Other Congressmen rallied to his side.
In a speech delivered on January 21, AEC Chairman John
A. McCone denied that the Commission was opposed to the Administration's policy of seeking a test ban with the Soviet Union.
He then went on to say that the Commission supported any test
suspension which could be "properly" policed, and which would
give reasonable assurance against cheating. 20 Of course, the conlBHearings: Disarmament and Foreign Policy, supra note 7, pp. 33-34.
l9New York Times, January 12, 1959, p. 14.
20Jbid., January 22, 1959, p. 11.
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troversy was whether or not a test ban could and would be "properly" policed. In the same speech, Mr. McCone indicated that the
Commission was considering conducting tests late in the summer
of 1959 relating to the peaceful uses of atomic energy. It was his
interpretation that the current East-West moratorium was "no
injunction against the Commission going ahead with such tests."
Four days later the New York Times contained a story stating that
the ABC had recommended to the President that a test ban be
limited to atmospheric explosions. 21
Somewhat later, Senator Frank Church, a member of the
Committee on Foreign Relations, also made a similar proposal to
the Acting Secretary of State. 22 He was supported on the Senate
floor by Senators Dodd, Fulbright, Gore, and Groening.
Partisans of different persuasions also raised their voices. In
a public statement Hans Bethe asserted that it would still be
possible to devise an effective control system,23 and Senator Humphrey's exposition of January 20 had a fundamentally optimistic
tone. A few days later, twenty-two prominent Americans, including
Mrs. Franklin Delano Roosevelt, Norman Thomas, Norman
Cousins, James B. Carey, Ralph Lapp, and Robert R. Nathan, sent
a letter to President Eisenhower, Chairman Khrushchev, and Prime
Minister Macmillan asking them to take steps to conclude a test
ban treaty despite the fact that there might be a risk of cheating. 24
They averred that nations which could mobilize scientific talent
and resources to develop hydrogen bombs and intercontinental
ballistic missiles ought also to be able to devise "a workable inspection system to satisfy all reasonable requirements." After Mr.
McCone's speech, a number of American scientists let it be known
that they felt that plans for nuclear detonations for peaceful purposes should be postponed so as not to disrupt the Geneva negotiations. 25
During this period, American policy seemed to lack certainty.
When questions were raised concerning the implications of the new
21Jbid., January 25, 1959, p. 1.

22See his letter of February 25, 1959, Congressional Reccrd (1959),
Vol. CV, Part 3, p. 3134.
23New York Times, January 14, 1959, p. 5.
24Jbid., February 2, 1959, p. 22.
25Jbid., March 4, 1959, p. 14.
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data at Secretary of State Dulles' news conference on January 13,
1959, he replied that technical studies were in process; but, if
necessary, alternatives such as that advocated by Senator Gore
would be considered. 26 Other Department of State officials asserted
that official American policy continued to be to seek an accord
covering all tests. There were no comments from the White House.
Clearly this vagueness was partly attributable to the uncertainty concerning the technological facts. It was also the result of
the reopening of the debate within the Administration concerning
the wisdom of a test ban. Furthermore, at this crucial juncture,
the voice of the Department of State in intra-administration counsels was severely weakened. In early 1959 Secretary of State
Dulles' illness took a sharp turn for the worse, and on February
9, 1959, he went on medical leave. Christian Herter was appointed
Acting Secretary of State. During his last days in office, Mr. Dulles
was not as effective as he had been previously. One source has
reported that he showed himself to be "impatient and changeable"
with respect to a test ban and disarmament. 2 7 Some of his closest
associates even felt that he wanted to break off the test ban negotiations. As an Acting Secretary, Mr. Herter did not have quite
the same authority, and he was not appointed Secretary until
April 22, 1959. Moreover, Mr. Dulles had had a particularly close
relationship with the President, which few men could hope to
duplicate.
The Report of the Berkner Panel: The Need for Further Research
Finally, on March 16, 1959, the findings of the Berkner
Panel on Seismic Improvement were submitted to the President,
and on March 31 the complete report was filed. 28 The two documents were not publicly released until June 12, 1959, the day that
they were submitted to the Geneva Conference. However, fairly
extensive accounts of the Panel's conclusions appeared in the New
26U.S. Department of State Bulletin, Vol. XL, No. 1023 (February 2,
1959), pp. 161-62.
27Sir Michael Wright, Disarm and Verify: An Explanation of the
Central Difficulties and of National Policies (1964), p. 119. Sir Michael
was a member of the United Kingdom delegation in the nuclear test ban
negotiations from 1959 through 1961.
28Geneva Conference, pp. 335-39, 340-54.
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York Times on March 8, 1959, and in an article in the March issue
of Fortune. 29
In the summary of its findings, the Berkner Panel first affirmed the substantial correctness of the original evaluation of
the new data. However, it produced a new figure for the total
number of unidentified earthquakes which would generate a seismic
signal equivalent to that of a 5-kiloton explosion (see Table 1).
TABLE

po

Estimated Annual Number of Unidentified
Worldwide Continental Earthquakes
5KT
and
greater

Estimate-Geneva Conference
of Experts-August 1958

10KT
and
greater

20KT
and
greater

20-100

Estimate--Geneva network and
equipment on basis of Hardtack
data-January 1959

1500

400

60

Estimate--Geneva network with
improvements within the present
state of technology on basis of
Hardtack data-April 1959

300

40

15

This figure was greater than that suggested by the PSAC statement, but within the range mentioned by Dr. Carl Romney in his
testimony before the Senate Subcommittee on Disarmament. The
Berkner report stated that within the framework of existing technology it would be possible partially to restore the capability of
the control system recommended by the Conference of Experts
by increasing the number of seismometers at each control station
from 10 to 100 and by using other criteria than first motion for
identifying earthquakes. It also stated that with the advance of
29New York Times, March 8, 1959, p. 32; C. J. V. Murphy, "Nuclear
Inspection: A Near Miss," supra note 14 at 162.
30From the "Findings of the Berkner Panel on Seismic Improvement,"
Geneva Conference, p. 337.
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technology it would probably be possible to improve the capability
of the Geneva system even more. Interestingly, this paralleled the
claim of Soviet diplomats and scientists. The Panel emphasized
the tentative nature of its estimates, the scanty data on which they
were based, and the need for further research. The later report of
the Berkner Panel was exclusively devoted to this last topic.
The Berkner Panel had invited Albert Latter to present his
theories. By the time of his presentation he had made a firm estimate that by detonating a nuclear device in a large cavity it would
be possible to reduce the seismic signal by a factor of 300. During
the Panel's discussion, Hans Bethe estimated that the factor would
be 700. However, the findings of the Berkner Panel merely stated
"that decoupling techniques existed which could reduce the seismic
signal by a factor of ten or more." 31 Perhaps the reason for this
caution was the theoretical nature of Dr. Latter's calculations. The
report emphasized the need for high explosive and nuclear shots
to test these calculations empirically. Although Dr. Latter's theories
seemed to be incontrovertible, even at this stage many scientists
doubted that they actually could be applied. They questioned
whether or not it would be possible to create a large spherical hole
deep underground in which to detonate a nuclear device. For example, according to the theory, to decouple a tO-kiloton shot by a
factor of 300, the shot would have to be detonated in a spherical
hole 3,000 feet underground with a diameter of 360 feet. To many,
this seemed like a formidable engineering feat, and even if feasible, an incredibly expensive task. Until there was some experimental evidence, however, neither side could prove its case. But
whatever the reason for the discrepancy between the private governmental estimate of decoupling and public estimate in the Berkner
report, the latter was such an understatement as to be grossly misleading.
As mentioned earlier, the "Report of the Berkner Panel on
Seismic Improvement" was essentially a detailed statement of the
need for a research program in this area. It stressed how little was
known about the propagation of seismic waves and the limited
amount of funds available for research. It also stated that: "The
USSR in recent years has emphasized seismological research to
31Jbid., p. 338.
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such extent that the Soviets enjoy a position superior in many respects to our own." 32 Similar statements appeared in other places
in the report. The report oulined a number of hypotheses and areas
for research and recommended an initial program involving expenditures of more than $52,825,000 over a two-year period. For
the moment, however, American policy-makers would have to act
on the basis of the available data.
III

The British Seek the Lead
The Soviet Reaction
In formulating a new negotiating position, interpretations of the
opponent state's behavior in the negotiations and estimates of its
probable response to alternative courses are important factorsor should be if the task is conducted rationally-therefore it is
necessary to consider the USSR's reaction to the presentation of
the new data on January 5, 1959. As has already been mentioned,
Mr. Tsarapkin's immediate response was violently negative. 33 He
attacked the motives of the Western powers in submitting the new
data, asserting that their real purpose was either to undermine the
Conference or to open opportunities for Western intelligence operations. He ignored Mr. Ormsby-Gore's and Ambassador Wadsworth's rather candid replies that if the Western delegations attempted to suppress the information and it nevertheless became
known, their positions would be untenable before Parliament, Congress, and public opinion, and that this would have an unfavorable
impact on the Conference and on the possibility of a treaty being
ratified. 34 Beyond casting aspersions on the motives of the Western
powers, the Soviet position as espoused by Mr. Tsarapkin consisted of several assertions. He held that the negotiations had an
agreed base in the report of the Conference of Experts and they
must not depart from this base. He acknowledged that new technological developments would always occur, but that these would
have to be handled by the Control Organization, not the Conference
32Jbid., p. 341.

33Mr. Tsarapkin's comments may be found in GEN/DNT/PV. 29,
pp. 14-15; PV. 31, pp. 20-28; PV. 32, pp. 22-24; PV. 41, pp. 8-10.
34See GEN/DNT/PV. 32, p. 24; and PV. 50, p. 16.
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drafting the treaty. Finally, he maintained strongly that the progress
of science would always result in greater rather than lesser capacity
for detection.
Never once during the session of the Conference from January
5 to March 19, 1959, did Mr. Tsarapkin deal with the technical
matters connected with the new data. The closest that he came to
touching technical issues was on January 23, 1959, when he denied
that the relevant sections of the report of the Conference of Experts
had been based solely on one case, the Rainier shot. He claimed
that the experience with high explosive detonations had also been
taken into account. This was true, but the Rainier shot had been
the point from which the effectiveness of the recommended control
system had been calculated. Mr. Tsarapkin continually rejected the
suggestion that a technical working group should be convened to
consider the new data. His greatest concession was contained in a
formal statement of the Soviet Foreign Ministry which he read on February 9 and which had appeared in the Soviet press the previous day.
The statement declared that as soon as the Western powers completed their evaluation of the new data and submitted their conclusions to the Conference, the USSR would have its scientists make
a "careful study" of those conclusions. 35 It then asserted that in any
case this ought not to affect the course of the negotiations.
The only Soviet comment on the technical issues involved in
the dispute was an article which appeared in Pravda January 20,
1959, signed by Y. V. Riznichenko and L. Brekhovski, two corresponding members of the USSR's Academy of Sciences, who had
served as advisers to the Eastern delegation at the Conference of
Experts. 36 They attempted to refute the American Working Paper
submitted in Geneva on January 5, 1959.
First, like Mr. Tsarapkin, they denied that the calculations of
the Conference of Experts had been based on the Rainier shot
alone. Secondly, they pointed out that the seismographs used to
measure the Logan and Blanca shots did not conform to the recommendations of the Conference of Experts. This was true, but at
that date no existing or permanent station had seismographs which
35GEN/DNT/PV. 51, p. 4.
36Pravda, January 20, 1959, p. 6. A condensed version is printed in
The Current Digest of Soviet Press, Vol. XI, No. 3 (February 25, 1959),
pp. 23-24.
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did conform to those specifications. Among other things, the Berkner Panel recommended that a station conforming to the Geneva
standards should be established so that its capabilities could be
properly understood.
The two Soviet scientists also asserted that the new estimates
gave undue weight to the findings of the seven temporary stations
which had been specially established to measure the Hardtack II
series, and that these stations were less effective than the permanent
ones. It will be recalled that the 1958 estimate of the magnitude of the
Rainier shot had been based on the average of the signals received
at seven permanent stations near the event and that three permanent stations within the same radius from the event did not receive
any signal. The signals received at the latter three stations and the
seven temporary stations from the Logan and Blanca shots led the
American scientists to conclude that the estimate for Rainier was
incorrect.
It was difficult for a nonscientist to judge whether or not the
temporary stations were less effective than the permanent stations.
Scientists presented conflicting 'Views in the public debate. For
example, in testimony before the Senate Subcommittee on Disarmament, Dr. Carl Romney said that the temporary stations "on
the average gave better results" than the permanent stations because "the temporary stations had better equipment than the average
of the permanent stations at the same distances," while a few days
later Professor Bethe stated that the temporary stations "were not
as good in general as the permanent stations. " 37
The Soviet statement criticized the American Working Paper
for not taking into account the recordings of other stations in the
United States, of which there were ninety, or of stations outside of
the United States, in such areas as Sweden. At the time that the
American Working Paper was composed, these recordings were not
taken into account. They were not available. They were, however,
considered by the American scientists at a later date. In addition,
the American scientists sought to obtain recordings from the stations in the USSR, but their requests were spurned for almost a
year. The Soviet scientists claimed that the data from the Blanca
37Hearings: Disarmament and Foreign Policy, supra note 7, pp. 18,
184.
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shot were not relevant, since the cavity had blown out, thus releasing some of the energy. In fact, the cavity had caved in several
seconds after the seismic effect had passed. Apparently the Soviet
scientists were not aware of this.
Finally, the Soviet scientists asserted that the new estimate of the
magnitude of the Rainier shot was "within the limits of experimental
accuracy." This was true. It will be recalled that in the range of the
signal resulting from the Rainier shot, estimates of seismic magnitude were usually qualified as being accurate -+- .4. The change was
within this range.
The Soviet scientists concluded that there was no need to revise
the conclusions of the Conference of Experts. Since Albert Latter's
work with respect to decoupling was not public knowledge, the
statement naturally contained no reference to it.
On January 28, 1959, Carl Romney, in an appearance before
the Senate Subcommittee on Disarmament, criticized the statement
of the two Soviet scientists and defended the American Working
Paper. Ambassador Wadsworth echoed many of his statements in
the Geneva Conference on February 11, 1959. Thus, a scientific
controversy was touched off which remained a feature of the Geneva
Conference throughout its course.
To be fully understood, the Soviet position needs to be seen in
the light of a proposal, mentioned in Chapter IV, which the Western
delegations had tabled shortly before the Christmas recess in December 1958. On December 16, the Western delegations tabled a
draft version of Annex I of the treaty, dealing with the detection
and identification system. 38 Among other things the Annex included
provision for on-site inspection of all unidentified seismic events
with an estimated yield of five kilotons or more and of twenty percent (selected on a random basis) of all unidentified seismic events
with an estimated yield of less than five kilotons. In addition, any
unidentified seismic event with an estimated equivalent yield of less
than five kilotons which the data from the system indicated had an
unusually high probability of being of nuclear origin would be
inspected. In another section the Annex provided for the creation
of a number of "inspection groups," personnel who would have
the sole duty of carrying out on-site inspections.
3BGEN/DNT/22.

166

DIPLOMATS, SCIENTISTS, AND POLITICIANS

On the basis of the figures in the summary of the findings of the
Berkner Panel, the new data would have meant that the worldwide
total of probable on-site inspections required by these provisions
would have increased from 20 to 100 to more than 1500. Even
with the improvements recommended by the Panel, the number
still would have been more than 300. If the estimate which Dr.
Carl Romney had expressed before the Senate Subcommittee on
Disarmament were correct, and the Berkner Panel had accepted
a figure for the gross total inside the range that he had mentioned,
without improvements in the control system the new data would
have meant that there would have to be at least from 100 to 600
on-site inspections annually on the territory of the USSR and mainland China. Whatever Soviet motivation may have been at this stage
of the negotiations and regardless of the Soviet understanding of
the technical validity of the new data, it is clear that acceptance of
the Western interpretation would have involved opening up the
USSR considerably more than had been envisaged under the original assumptions.
On January 30, 1959, the USSR submitted a list of actions by
the Control Organization which would require unanimity of the
three nuclear powers. The adoption of a decision to dispatch an
on-site inspection group was included in this list, as was the "adoption of a decision . . . on the basis of the results of such investigations." Thus both questions relating to obtaining evidence of a
violation by means of on-site inspections and those relating to the
action to be taken if an on-site inspection yielded evidence of a
violation would be subject to the veto. 39 It is probable that the
USSR would have demanded a veto in these matters even if no
new data had been discovered and submitted to the Conference.
The USSR's desire to maintain absolute control over access to its
territory is long-standing and well known. However, the implications of the new data must at least have strengthened Soviet reluctance to allow on-site inspections to occur on a more or less automatic basis. On the other hand, the Soviet demand for a veto was
clearly unacceptable to the West on the ground that it might
block the Control Organization from obtaining incontrovertible evidence that a violation had occurred.
39GEN/DNT/PV. 46, p. 32.
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Macmillan's Proposal for a Political Compromise: A Quota of OnSite Inspections
Dr. Fedorov, who continued to be a member of the Soviet delegation at this stage of the negotiations, discussed these problems
with Mr. Ormsby-Gore during a private conversation sometime in
early 1959. He intimated that it would be difficult for the Soviet
Union to accept a treaty under which it could be subjected to
an unlimited number of on-site inspections, and suggested that
it would be easier for the USSR if it knew how many such inspections there might be each year. 40 He also suggested that one
way of circumventing these difficulties would be to establish an
annual quota for on-site inspections, and mentioned a range of
figures that went from three or so to more than twenty. Mr.
Ormsby-Gore reported this conversation to London, where it was
studied and considered in detail.
Prime Minister Harold Macmillan visited the USSR from
February 21 through March 3, 1959, and had extensive talks with
Chairman Khrushchev. During the course of these conversations,
either without having discussed the matter with the United States
or despite American opposition, 41 the Prime Minister repeated Dr.
Fedorov's suggestion for an annual quota of on-site inspections,
mentioning a range of figures from three or five to more than
twenty. This was the first' of a series of British initiatives designed
to keep the negotiations alive and to stimulate progress in them.
At that time, Chairman Khrushchev apparently neither accepted
nor rejected the proposal, although he clearly found it attractive.
Because of its implications for later developments, it is worth
noting that the joint Anglo-Soviet communique issued at the conclusion of the talks between Prime Minister Macmillan and Chairman Khrushchev mentioned among other things the possibility of
an agreement being reached on a limitation of both conventional
and nuclear forces and weapons, under an appropriate inspection
system, in an agreed area of Europe. 42 This concept was strongly
40See Ormsby-Gore's account, GEN/DNT/PV. 293, p. 10.
41For the conflicting reports see respectively T. E. Murray, Nuclear
Policy for War and Peace, p. 104, and Sir Michael Wright, Disarm and
Verify, p. 137.
42New York Times, March 4, 1959, p. 1.
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opposed by NATO Headquarters, the Federal Republic of Germany,
and the United States.
On March 5, two days after Prime Minister Macmillan had
left Moscow, Senator Hubert H. Humphrey sent a memorandum
to President Eisenhower, in which he advanced a proposal for a
quota of on-site inspections very siinilar to that which had been
discussed in Moscow. 43 President Eisenhower agreed that the proposal should be studied but refused to commit himself beyond that.

The Western Summit
By late March 1959, the stage was set for a major review of
Western policy concerning the test ban negotiations. The Berkner
Panel had completed its work, domestic opinion had had some time
to congeal, and policy-makers had some sense of the Soviet reaction and position. On March 19, Ambassador Wadsworth proposed
that the Conference be recessed until April 13, and Mr. Tsarapkin,
though stating that the USSR was opposed to the suggestion,
agreed. 44 That same day, Prime Minister Macmillan and Foreign
Minister Selwyn Lloyd arrived in Washington for consultations with
President Eisenhower and other American officials.
During the next five days many issues were discussed, including broader arms control and disarmament proposals, the Berlin
crisis, and the prospects for a summit conference. With respect
to these broader issues, it was agreed that a meeting of the foreign
ministers of France, the USSR, the United Kingdom, and the United
States should be convened in Geneva on May 11, 1959.
The two Western leaders also spent considerable time discussing
the flagging Geneva negotiations. Prime Minister Macmillan mentioned his suggestion to Chairman Khrushchev for an annual quota
of on-site inspections. In explaining his suggestion, the Prime
Minister used a golfing analogy, as Selwyn Lloyd did later in discussing the matter before the House of Commons. 45 The Prime
Minister said the quota would be like a bisque, a stroke or strokes
which can be used when desired by the opponent of the person
against whom it is given. Despite this reference to the President's
43Earl H. Voss, Nuclear Ambush, pp. 291-92.
44GEN/DNT/72, p. 17.
4 5U.K. House of Commons, Debates, April 27, 1959.
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favorite sport, as in Moscow, Prime Minister Macmillan's suggestion was neither approved nor rejected.
Many of the discussions were held at Camp David and they
ultimately included most of the Committee of Principals and their
British counterparts. Mr. Dulles attended some of the conversations, but by that time he was greatly weakened. Ambassador
Wadsworth, however, was not included in these meetings. Nor
were Congressmen. In fact, it emerged in Mr. Wadsworth's testimony before the Senate Subcommittee on Disarmament on March
25 that at that point neither he nor the Senators had had access
to the conclusions of the Berkner Panel, although they had been
submitted to the President nine days earlier. 46 The Camp David
talks, though, settled the course of future Western policy.
While the talks were in process pressures for and against a
test ban continued to rage in the United States and abroad. Since
Prime Minister Macmillan faced the prospect of a general election
in the not too distant future, he no doubt was sensitive to the
pressures in the United Kingdom. Unlike the situation in the United
States, in the United Kingdom these pressures almost without exception favored efforts to achieve a test ban. 4 7 An important
explanation for this is that British public opinion was much more
fearful of nuclear war than was opinion within the United States,
and rightly so, since the United Kingdom was much more vulnerable. A pointed example of the pressure exerted on the British
government occurred immediately after the conclusion of the Prime
Minister's trip to Washington. On March 30, some fifteen thousand
British citizens rallied in London to urge British unilateral nuclear
disarmament. 48

The Senate Resolution
In an effort to put the debate within the United States in a proper
context, and to strengthen the American negotiating position, and
perhaps for other reasons as well, on March 27, Senator Humphrey
4 6U.S. Congress, Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations, Subcommittee on Disarmament, Hearing: Geneva Test Ban Negotiations, 86th Congress, 1st Session ( 1959), p. 20.
4 7For confirmation of this point by a British negotiator see Sir Michael
Wright, Disarm and Verify, pp. 131, 135.
4BNew York Times, March 31, 1959, p. 8.
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introduced a resolution supporting the United States efforts to negotiate a test ban including "an adequate inspection and control
system." 49 Two days earlier, in explaining the purpose of the resolution to Ambassador Wadsworth, Senator Humphrey said:
The idea behind this is that as the Soviet works its propaganda apparatus, it tries to make it seem every time we
bring up another consideration that we are out either to
delay this agreement, or to wreck the conference, or to
precipitate some kind of crisis that will produce a stalemate.
It would seem to me that since the policy of our Government is what you are attempting to do, namely, to negotiate an agreement, that it might be well to give some
consideration to expressing as the sense of the Senate our
genuine intent and good intentions. 50
In keeping with this concept, the original resolution asked the
President to request the Soviet government to transmit the resolution to the Soviet people, a provision which was subsequently
dropped at the suggestion of the Department of State.
Whether or not Senator Humphrey's resolution served to nullify
Soviet propaganda is questionable. It is true that after it was
unanimously adopted on April 30, 1959, Ambassador Wadsworth
could refer to it as indicating the sense of the Senate. However, the
debate in the United States was really about what constituted "an
adequate inspection and control system," and whether or not such a
system was even possible. Those who had always questioned the
wisdom of a test ban treaty for the United States now focused
their criticisms on these issues.
A more important effect of the resolution may well have been
that in the context of the domestic debate, its adoption made it
more difficult for the Administration to break off the negotiations. 51
To do so might have seemed to defy the sense of the Senate.
Establishing this inhibition may well have been Senator Humphrey's main motivation.
49Congressional Record, Vol. CV, Part 4 (1959), p. 5347.
1i0Hearing: Geneva Test Ban Negotiations, supra note 46, at 30.
1i 1 See Earl H. Voss, Nuclear Ambush, p. 298.
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IV

The New Western Position
Eisenhower to Khrushchev: An Atmospheric Ban?
The tensions in American opinion were amply evident in the new
Western position which emerged from the Camp David talks. The
new Western position was expressed in a letter which President
Eisenhower sent to Chairman Khrushchev on April 13, 1959, the
day that the Geneva Conference reconvened. That same day Prime
Minister Macmillan also sent a letter to Chairman Khrushchev endorsing the President's letter, and Ambassador Wadsworth introduced and expounded the President's proposals in Geneva.
The essence of the new Western position was to offer the
Soviet Union two alternative courses. The President put it this way:
If you are prepared to change your present position on the

veto, on procedures for on-site inspection, and on early
discussion of concrete measures for high altitude detection, we can of course proceed promptly in the hope of
concluding the negotiation of a comprehensive agreement
for suspension of nuclear weapons tests. If you are not
yet ready to go this far, then I propose that we take the
first and readily attainable step of an agreed suspension
of nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere up to 50 kilometers while the political and technical problems associated with control of underground and outer space tests
are being resolved. If we could agree to such initial implementation of the first-and I must add the most important-phase of a test suspension agreement, our negotiators could continue to explore with new hope the
political and technical problems involved in extending the
agreement as quickly as possible to cover all nuclear
weapons tests. 52
In other words, the new Western position was that to obtain a
comprehensive ban on the testing of nuclear weapons in all environments, the Soviet Union would have to agree to a variety of
Western conditions, otherwise the West would only agree to an
atmospheric test ban, which hopefully, however, would be the first
phase of a more far-reaching agreement. The basis for the proposal
for a phased treaty was a suggestion formally submitted to Sec52Geneva Conference, p. 355.
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retary of State Dulles by AEC Chairman McCone on behalf of
the members of the Commission in late January. 53 That it became
an alternative choice offered to the Soviet Union rather than the
single American position reflected the process of consensus-building
within the Administration and between the Western allies. The
Department of State and the British insisted on keeping open the
possibility of a comprehensive test ban. For the moment, Prime
Minister Macmillan's quota proposal was ignored.
It is interesting how the President's letter underplayed the problem of the new data. In Geneva, in Salle IX of the Palais des
Nations, Ambassador Wadsworth was less reticent. He explicitly
mentioned "technical discussion of . . . improvements which might
be made in the system of underground detection," as a condition
for continuing efforts to reach a comprehensive agreement. 54
Ambassador Wadsworth also defined the alternative course
of a phased treaty more precisely. The first phase agreement, as he
outlined it, would prohibit atmospheric, and if the USSR were
willing, underwater nuclear tests. It would be monitored by stationary control posts in the USSR, the United Kingdom, the United
States, and the Pacific area, spaced in accordance with the recommendations of the Conference of Experts for nonseismic areas; that
is, at distances of 1,700 kilometers. The system would also include
routine and special aircraft sampling flights.
It will be recalled that several months earlier Senator Gore
had asserted that an atmospheric test ban could be monitored by
existing national detection systems. It is not clear why the United
States was unwilling to adopt such a position at this point. Probably the principal reason was that no one within the Administration
was willing to argue for it. The Department of State saw experience
in operating a control system as one of the main benefits of a test
ban agreement. The Central Intelligence Agency wanted to penetrate
the veil of Soviet secrecy. And the Department of Defense and the
Atomic Energy Commission sought as much assurance as they could
get that an agreement would not be violated. Naturally the possibility of detecting clandestine explosions in the USSR would be
greater with some control posts on Soviet territory than without any
53Earl H. Voss, Nuclear Ambush, p. 290.
54GEN/DNT/PV. 73, p. 5.
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there, but how significant this difference would be is debatable.
The Western proposal for a phased agreement, as outlined by
Ambassador Wadsworth also envisaged continuing negotiations
within the framework of the Geneva Conference, or the Control
Commission, toward extending the test ban to other environments
and "joint" studies, research and possibly experiments concerning
the technical problems which had arisen. The Preparatory Commission for the Control Organization might also be given responsibility
for these activities.
Finally, Ambassador Wadsworth presented a fairly precise
summary of the conclusions of the Berkner Panel.
Both within and outside the Geneva Conference the new
Western position was widely interpreted as a victory for the position
advocated by such individuals as AEC Chairman McCone, Senator
Gore, and Thomas E. Murray. Depending on one's persuasion, the
West had either finally awakened to the difficulties of control, or
had at last revealed its underlying desire to continue developing
nuclear weapons through testing in some environments. To a degree,
both interpretations were accurate. Mr. Murray, in commenting on
the proposal in his book in 1960, called it "one of the most sensible
moves the Administration made," on the ground that it represented
a "turning away from the chimera of an absolute fully policed test
ban." He then went on to say that Chairman Khrushchev, recognizing the fact that the proposal "left an opening for the United States
to acquire much-needed weapons capabilities in the tactical nuclear
field, quickly rejected it. "5 5
Both views, however, probably overestimated the importance
of the Eisenhower and Macmillan letters. They represented only a
new position, not a new policy, a limited move rather than a thoughtout plan. The West still lacked a clear conception of where it was
going, or indeed where it wanted to go. However, the new Western
position did have the merit of forcing the participants in the negotiations and the onlookers to consider more seriously than they had
previously the importance of the objective of reducing the hazards of
radioactive fallout. It soon became apparent that the possibility of
achieving this objective alone would not immediately be sufficient
to induce an agreement.
55Nucle~r Policy for War and Peace, p. 102.

