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President Eisenhower and Premier Bulganin Exchange Correspondence
on Propssals fer Reducing International Tensions

THE PRESIDENT TO PREMIER BULGANIN

The President on January 12 made public the
following letter to Nikolai Bulganin, Chairman
of the Council of Ministers of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics (White House press release
dated Januwary 12).

Janvary 12, 1958

Drar Mr. Cratrman: When on December 10
I received your communication, I promptly ac-
knowledged it with the promise that I would in
due course give you a considered reply. I now
do so.

Your communication seems to fall into three
parts: the need for peace; your contention that
peace is endangered by the collective self-defense
efforts of free world nations; and your specific
proposals. T shall respond in that same order
and make my own pic

Peace and good will among men have been the
heartfelt desire of peoples since time immemorial.
But professions of peace by governmental leaders
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have not always been a dependable guide to thei §

actual intentions. Moreover, it seems to me to b

profitless for us to debate the question of whie |

of our two governments wants peace the mors
Both of us have asserted that our respective pec
ples ardently desire peace and perhaps you an
I feel this same urge equally. The heart of th
matter becomes the determination of the terms o

which the maintenance of peace can be assureef:

and the confidence that each of us can justifiabl
feel that these terms will be respected.
In the United States the people and their got

ernment desire peace and in this country the pecf:

ple exert such constitutional control over govert
ment that no government could possibly initias
Under authorit

\ggressive war. Iready give

by our Congress, the United States can and woul f};
respond at once if we or any of our allies we!

attacked. But the United States cannot initia:
war without the prior approval of the people
This process r
Not only wou
our people repudiate any effort to begin an attac

representatives in the Congress.
quires time and public debate.

but the element of surprise, so important in ar
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rressive war by us is not only abhorrent; it is im-
ractical and impossible.

The past forty years provide an opportunity to
udge the comparative peace records of our two
systems. We gladly submit our national record
i+ for respecting peace to the impartial judgment of
nankind. T can assure you, Mr. Chairman, that
n the United States the waging of peace has
1, oriority in every aspect, and every element, of our
ational life.

II.

You argue that the danger of war is increased
“ecause the United States and other free world
ations seek security on a collective basis and on
he basis of military preparedness. Three times
n this century wars have occurred under circum-
“Itances which strongly suggest, if indeed they do
ot prove, that war would not ha\'e occurred had
e United States been militarily strong and com-
itted in advance to the defense of nations that
IVere attacked.
On each of these three occasions when war came,
e United States was militarily unprepared, or
I-prepared, and it was not known that the United
tates would go to the aid of those subjected to
li¥firmed aggression. Yet now it appears, Mr. Chair-
i han, that you contend that weakness and disunity
f i ould make war less likely.
#1% T may be permitted perhaps to recall that in
I March 1939, when the Soviet Union felt relatively
%eak and threntened by Fascist aggression, it con-
{%onded that aggression was rife because “the ma-
ority of the non-aggressive countries, particularly
"¥ngland and France, have rejected the policy of
silifollective security”, and Stalin went on to say that
he policy of “Let each country defend itself as it
kirglikes and as best it can . . . me'ms conniving at
garession, giving free rein to war.’
| Now the Soviet Union is no longer weal or con-
onted by powerful aggressive forces. The vast
ino-Soviet bloc embraces nearly one billion people
Amnd large resources. Such a bloc would of course
e dominant in the world were the free world na-
ons to be disunited.
It is natural that any who want to impose their
lgsmm on the world should prefer that those out-
£}

lilZ

e that system should be weak and divided. But
at expansionist policy cannot be sanctified by
rotestations of peace.

otk
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it if collective security could be obtained on a uni-
versal basis through the United Nations.

This was the hope when in 1945 our two govern-
ments and others signed the Charter of the United
Nations, conferring upon its Security Couneil pri-
mary responsibility for the maintenance of inter-
national peace and security. Also, by that Charter
we agreed to make available to the Security Coun-
cil armed forces, assistance and facilities so that the
Council could maintain and restore international
peace and security.

The Soviet Union has persistently prevented the
establishment of such a universal collective secur-
ity system and has, by its use of the veto—now 82
times—made the Security Council undependable
as a protector of the peace.

The possibility that the Security Council might
become nndependable was feared at the San Fran-
cisco Conference on World Organization, and ac-
cordingly the Charter recognized that, in addition
to reliance on the Security Council, the nations
possessed and might exercise an inherent right of
collective self-defense. It has therefore been found
not only desirable but necessary, if the free nations
are to be secure and safe, to concert their defensive
measures.

T can and do give you, Mr. Chairman, two solemn
and categorical assurances.

(1) Newver will the United States lend its sup-
port to any aggressive action by any collective de-
fense organization or any member thereof ;

(2) Always will the United States be ready to
move toward the development of effective United
Nations collective security measures in replace-
ment of regional collective defense measures.

I turn now to consider your specific proposals.
III.

I am compelled to conclude after the most care-
ful study of your proposals that they seem to be
unfortunately inexact or incomplete in their
meaning and inadequate as a program for pro-
ductive negotiations for peace.

You first seem to assume that the obligations of
the Charter are non-existent and that the voice of
the United Nations is nothing that we need to
heed.

You suggest that we should agree to respect the
independence of the countries of the Near and

123



Wﬁﬁ@&g Qﬁtﬂﬂu@ gll!tal AEGQ HV e su@eﬂz%‘ﬂa‘n )S@fa ter the Summit Con-|

the settlement of questions relating to the Near
and Middle East. But by the Charter of the
United Nations we have already taken precisely
those obligations as regards all countries, includ-
ing those of the Near and Middle East. Our pro-
found hope is that the Soviets feel themselves as
bound by the provisions of the Charter as, T assure
you, we feel bound.

You also suggest submitting to the member
states of NATO and the Warsaw Pact some form
of non-aggression agreement. But all of the mem-
bers of NATO are already bound to the United
Nations Charter provision against aggression.

You suggest that the United States, the United
Kingdom and the Soviet Union should undertake
not to use nuclear weapons. But our three nations
and others have already undertaken, by the
Charter, not to use any weapons against the terri-
torial integrity or political independence of any
state. Our profound hope is that no weapons will
be used by any country for such an indefensible
purpose and that the Soviet Union will feel a
similar aversion to any kind of aggression.

You suggest that we should proelaim our in-
tention to develop between us relations of friend-
ship and peaceful cooperation. Such an intention
is indeed already proclaimed as between ourselves
and others by the Charter of the United Nations
to which we have subscribed. The need is, not
to repeat what we already proclaim, but, Mr.
Chairman, to take concrete steps under the present
terms of the Charter, that will bring about these
relations of friendship and peaceful cooperation.
As recently as last November, the Communist,
Party of the Soviet Union signed and proclaimed
to the world a declaration which was designed
to promote the trinmph of Communism through-
out the world by every means not excluding
violence, and which contained many slanderous
references to the United States. I am bound to
point ot that such a declaration is difficult to
reconcile with professions of a desire for friend-
ship or indeed of peaceful coexistence. This
declaration makes clear where responsibility for
the “Cold War” lies.

You propose that we broaden the ties between
us of a “scientific, cultural and athletic” character.
But already our two countries are negotiating for
peaceful contacts even broader than “scientific,
cultural and athletic”. We hope for a positive re-
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ference, When negotiations for such contacts wers
pressed by our Foreign Ministers at Geneva, the
accomplishments were zero. It is above all im-
portant that our peoples should learn the true
facts about each other. An informed public

== =

opinion in both our countries is essential to they (']

proper understanding of our discussions.

Natons

You propose that we develop “normal” trade 1l
relations as part of the “peaceful cooperation” of fux ¢

which you speak. We welcome trade that car-fu !

ries no political or warlike implications. We de

aes e

have restrictions on dealings in goods which aregs i o

of war significance, but we impose no obstacles te
peaceful trade.

Your remaining proposals relate to armament
In this connection, I note with deep satisfactior

that you oppose “competition in the production o: X

ever newer types of weapons”. When I read thai’
statement T expected to go on to read proposalt
to stop such production. But I was disappointed

You renew the oft-repeated Soviet proposa

-

e
Bt

that the United States, the United Kingdom ant s

the Soviet Union should cease for two or thre:
years to test nuclear weapons; and you sugges
that nuclear weapons should not be stationed o
produced in Germany. You add the possibilit;
{hat Poland and Czechoslovakia might be addec
to this non-nuclear weapons area.

These proposals do not serve to meet the rea
problem of armament. The heart of that prob

Jem is, as you say, the mounting production .

primarily by the Soviet Union and the Unitec
States, of new types of weapons.

Your proposal regarding Central Europe wil
of course be studied by NATO and the NATC
countries directly involved from the standpoin {,

of its military and political implications. Bu{
.

there cannot be great significance in de-nucleariz{_
ing a small area when, as you say, “the range 0
modern types of weapons does not know of an;|
geographical Timit”, and when you defer to th
indefinite future any measures to stop the produc

I note, furthermore, that your proposal o :
Germany is in no way related to the ending o
the division of that country but would, in faci
tend to perpetuate that division. It is unrealisti
thus to ignore the basic link between political scif*
lutions and security arrangements.

Surely, Mr. Chairman, at a time when we shar p:

tion of such weapons. r

great responsibility for shaping the developmen §-
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£ the international situation, we can and must
o better than what you propose.

In this spirit, I submit some proposals of my
wi.

T
g

Iy

IV.
(1) I propose that we strengthen the United
Vations.

" This organization and the pledges of its mem-
0 Yers embodied in the Charter constitute man’s
iidest hope for peace and justice. The United
"t 8tates feels bound by its solemn undertaking to
fet in accordance with the Principles of the
‘harter. Will not the Soviet Union clear away
1e doubt that it also feels bound by its Charter
“indertakings? And may we not perhaps go
rther and build up the authority of the United
i {ations?
Too often its recommendations go unheeded.
I propose, Mr. Chairman, that we should re-
Jifedicate ourselves to the United Nations, its
mprinciples and Purposes and to our Charter ob-
lwfoations. But I would do more.
18 Too often the Security Council is prevented, by
#sto, from discharging the primary responsibility
Wi ¥e have given it for the maintenance of interna-
‘W‘b“j onal peace and security. This prevention even
ieiliktends to proposing procedures for the pacific
ttlement of disputes.
“"8T propose that we should make it the policy of
r two governments at least not to use veto
pwer to prevent the Security Council from pro-
“Ppsing methods for the pacific settlement of dis-
ites pursuant to Chapter VL.
"8 Nothing, I am convinced, would give the world
“Bore justifiable hope than the conviction that
th of our governments are genuinely deter-
ned to make the United Nations the effective
strument of peace and justice that was the orig-
“Hal design.
" | (2) If confidence is to be restored, there needs,
bove all, to be confidence in the pledged word.
us it appears that such confidence is lamen-
bly lacking. That is conspicuously so in regard
two areas where the situation is a cause of
Jave international concern.
1T refer first of all to Germany. This was the
Fincipal topic of our meeting of July 1955 and
e only substantive agreement which was re-
Arded in our agreed Directive? was this:
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The Heads of heir
responsibility for the settlement of the German question
and the re-unification of Germany, have agreed the set-
tlement of the German Guestion and the re-unification of
Germany by means of free elections shall he carried out
in conformity with the national interests of the German
people and the interests of European security.

In spite of our urging, your government has,
for now two and one half years, taken no steps
to carry out that agreement or to discharge that
recognized responsibility. Germany remains for-
cibly divided.

This constitutes a great error, incompatible
with European security. It also undermines con-
fidence in the sanctity of our international agree-
ments.

I therefore urge that we now proceed vigor-
ously to bring about the reunification of Germany
by free elections, as we agreed, and as the situa-
tion urgently demands.

T assure you that this act of simple justice and
of good faith need not lead to any increased jeop-
ardy of your nation. The consequences would be
just the opposite and would surely lead to greater
security. In connection with the reunification of
Germany, the United States is prepared, along
with others, to negotiate specific arrangements re-
garding force levels and deployments, and broad
treaty undertakings, not merely against aggres-
sion but assuring positive reaction should aggres-
sion occur in Europe.

The second situation to which I refer is that of
the countries of Fastern Europe. The Heads of
our two Governments, together with the Prime
Minister of the United Kingdom, agreed in 1945
that the peoples of these coumtries should have the
right to choose the form of government under
which they would live, and that our three coun-
tries had a responsibility in this respect. The
three of us agreed to foster the conditions nnder
which these peoples could exercise their right of
free choice.

That agreement has not as yet been fulfilled.

I know that your government is reluctant to dis-
cuss these matters or to treat them as a matter of
international concern. But the Heads of Govern-
ments did agree at Yalta in 1945 that these mat-
ters were of international concern and we specifi-
cally agreed that there could appropriately be
international consultation with reference to them.

pRey This was another matter taken up at our meet-

1 Borrerov of Aug. 1, 1955, p. 176. ing in Geneva in 1955. You then took the position
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question at our conference and that it would in-
volve interference in the internal affairs of the
Eastern European states.

But have not subsequent developments shown
that I was justified in my appeal to you for con-
sideration of these matters? Surely the Hun-
garian developments and the virtually unanimous
action of the United Nations General Assembly in
relation thereto show that conditions in Eastern
Burope are regarded throughont the world as
much more than a matter of purely domestic scope.

I propose that we should now discuss this mat-
ter. There is an intrinsic need of this in the in-
terest of peace and justice, which seems to me
compelling.

(3) 1 now make, Mr. Chairman, a proposal to
solve what I consider to be the most important
problem which faces the world today.

(a) I propose that we agree that outer space
should be used only for peaceful purposes. We
face a decisive moment in history in relation to
this matter. Both the Soviet Union and the
United States are now using outer space for the
testing of missiles designed for military pur-
poses. The time to stop is now.

I recall to you that a decade ago, when the
United States had a monopoly of atomic weapons
and of atomic experience, we offered to renounce
the making of atomic weapons and to make the
use of atomic energy an international asset for
peaceful purposes only. If only that offer had
been accepted by the Soviet Union, there would
not now be the danger from nuclear weapons
which you describe.

The nations of the world face today another
choice perhaps even more momentous than that of
1948. That relates to the use of outer space. Let
us this time, and in time, make the right choice,
the peaceful choice.

There are about to be perfected and produced
powerful new weapons which, availing of outer
space, will greatly increase the capacity of the
human race to destroy itself. If indeed it be the
view of the Soviet Union that we should not go
on producing ever newer types of weapons, can we
not stop the production of such weapons which
would use or, more accurately, misuse, onter space,
now for the first time opening up as a field for
man’s exploration? Should not outer space be
dedicated to the peaceful uses of mankind and de-
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1@({. J(g}ln)@lmégmf That is my pl‘oposal."‘mE

(b) Let us also end the now unrestrained pro- b
duction of nuclear weapons. This too would be el
responsive to your urging against “the production
of ever newer types of weapons”. It is possible to
assure that newly produced fissionable material| |
should not be used for weapons purposes. Also i’
existing weapons stocks can be steadily reduced ¥
by ascertainable transfers to peaceful purposes, i
Since our existing weapons stocks are doubtless pr"
larger than yours we would expect to make g &/’
greater transfer than you to peaceful purposes
stocks. I should be glad to receive your sugges- J
tion as to what you cousider to be an equitableutr
ratio in this respect. ithesu

Aﬂm%

(¢) I propose that, as part of such a program
which will reliably check and reverse the accumu (e
lation of nuclear weapons, we stop the testing o éjm

nuclear weapons, not just for two or three years
but indefinitely. So long as the accumulation o i
these weapons continues unchecked, it is bette qﬂgh]p‘
that we should be able to devise weapons whiel ju ¢
will be primarily significant from a military aneir:
defensive standpoint and progressively eliminat ’ucmﬁ
weapons which could destroy, throngh fall-oud
vast segments of human life. But if the produe |
tion is to be stopped and the trend reversed, afm
T propose, then testing is no longer so necessary. | (ys
(d) Let us at the same time take steps to begifus|:
the controlled and progressive reduction of conjy,, .
ventional weapons and military manpower. s
(e) T also renew my proposal that we begi ju
progressively to take measures to guarante by,
against the possibility of surprise attack. I recal fuy
Mr, Chairman, that we began to discuss this & juy
our personal meeting two and a half years ageh e
but nothing has happened although there is ope .
a wide range of choices as to where to begin. irong)
The capacity to verify the fulfillment of com i
mitments is of the essence in all these matteriim
including the reduction of conventional forces an s
weapons, and it would surely be nseful for us tfifu
study together through technical groups what anfe
the possibilities in this respect upon which wiful
could build if we then decide to do so. Thef!
technical studies could, if you wish, be undertake i |
without commitment as to ultimate acceptance, ¢|l;
as to the interdependence, of the propositions if”
volved. It is such technical studies of the poss &
bilities of verification and supervision that ¢l
United Nations has proposed as a first step. T b s
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1ope in both of our countries and in the world.
[herefore I urge that this first step be undertaken.
Vo

I have noted your conclusion, Mr. Chairman,
hat you attach great importance to personal con-
act between statesmen and that you for your part
vould be prepared to come to an agreement on a
sersonal meeting of state leaders to discuss both
he problems mentioned in your letter and other
'roblems.

I too believe that such personal contacts can be
f valne. I showed that by coming to Geneva in
he summer of 1955. I have repeatedly stated that
iere is nothing I would not do to advance the
anse of a just and durable peace.

But meetings between us do not automatically
roduce good results. Preparatory work, with
ood will on both sides, is a prerequisite to snccess.
Tigh level meetings, in which we both participate,
reate great expectations and for that reason in-
olve a danger of disillustonment, dejection and
1creased distrust if in fact the meetings are ill-
repared, if they evade the root canses of danger,
* they are used primarily for propaganda, or if
greements arrived at are not fulfilled.

Consequently, Mr. Chairman, this is my pro-
osal:

Tam ready to meet with the Soviet leaders to dis-
hiss the proposals mentioned in your letter and the
iroposals which I make, with the attendance as ap-
ropriate of leaders of other states which have
rcognized responsibilities in relation to one or
hother of the subjects we ave to discuss. It would
b essential that prior to such a meeting these
pmplex matters should be worked on in advance
hrough diplomatic channels and by our Foreign
Vinisters, so that the issnes can be presented in
brm suitable for our decisions and so that it can
¥ ascertained that such a top-level meeting would,
¥ fact, hold good hope of advancing the cause of
gace and justice in the world. Arrangements
ould also be made for the appropriate inclusion,
the preparatory work, of other governments to
hich T allude.

| I have made proposals which seem to me to be
rthy of our attention and which correspond to
e gravity of our times. They deal with the basic
oblems which press upon us and which if un-
solved would make it ever more difficult to main-

[nuary 27, 1958

dence of a genuine intention to resolve these basic
problems can make an indispensable contribution
to clearing away the obstacles to those friendly
relations and peaceful pursuits which the peoples
of all the world demand.

Sincerely,

Dwicur D. E1seNHOWER
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