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ABSTRACT

The Soviet Union responded sceptically to Eisenhower’s ‘Atoms for
Peace’ speech in December 1953 but eventually entered negotiations
on the creation of the International Atomic Energy Agency. It believed
the IAEA would provide opportunities for political influence and
scientific collaboration. It did not want the peaceful uses of atomic
energy around the world to be dominated by the United States.
It pressed for close ties between the new agency and the United
Nations and supported India and other developing countries in their
opposition to safeguards. The new Agency was to be a forum for
competition as well as cooperation.

On 7 December 1953 the Soviet Foreign Minister, V. M. Molotov, received the United
States ambassador, Charles E. (Chip) Bohlen, at the latter’s request. Bohlen told Molotov
that President Eisenhower would make a speech the following day about the dangers associated with nuclear weapons and the importance of reaching agreement on reducing their
number and establishing international control. Bohlen underlined the importance the US
government was giving to the speech. The president wanted the Soviet government to know
that the United States was ready to enter into negotiations through normal diplomatic
channels. Bohlen expressed the hope that the Soviet Union would respond favourably to
Eisenhower’s proposal. He did not yet have a full text but promised to provide it as soon
as he could. Molotov said that the Soviet government would treat the speech with all seriousness and study it carefully. He then asked Bohlen a key question: did he think ‘that in
Eisenhower’s speech there would be anything new compared with the Baruch Plan?’ Bohlen
did not know.1
On 8 December Eisenhower gave his Atoms for Peace speech to the United Nations
General Assembly. That speech marked a shift away from the US policy of secrecy and
denial with respect to nuclear technology. The United States no longer had a monopoly on
the atomic bomb, as Eisenhower acknowledged: ‘the dread secret and the fearful engines
of atomic might are not ours alone.’ ‘The knowledge now possessed by several nations will
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eventually be shared by others, possibly all others’, he warned. Pointing to the dangers of the
nuclear arms race, he spoke eloquently of the ‘probability of civilization destroyed’ in the
event of nuclear war. His chief purpose, however, was to conjure up a more hopeful future
in which atomic energy would serve ‘the arts of peace’. He called on governments to ‘begin
now and continue to make joint contributions from their stockpiles of normal uranium
and fissionable materials to an international Atomic Energy Agency’ under the aegis of the
United Nations. This agency would be responsible for impounding, storing, and protecting
the fissionable materials and would be given the mission of devising ‘methods whereby this
fissionable material would be allocated to serve the peaceful purposes of mankind’.2
This proposal was very different from the Baruch plan, as Eisenhower was aware. He
wrote to his brother Milton that the new proposal
grew out of my basic idea that as long as the more extensive Baruch plan had been rejected by
the Soviets … that possibly a more gradual approach would open up new possibilities, new
lines of study, and bring some hope to replace fear in the world.3

One of the several purposes he had in mind in making the speech was to open up a new
channel to the Soviet Union and to initiate discussions that might move US-Soviet relations in the direction of peace. Another was to ‘begin to diminish the potential destructive
power of the world’s atomic stockpiles’ by having the nuclear powers – the United States,
the Soviet Union, and Britain – contribute nuclear materials to the new Agency.4 A third,
less clearly articulated, purpose was to present atomic energy in a new and more hopeful
light, thereby weakening the taboo on nuclear weapons use that he and his Secretary of
State, John Foster Dulles, found inhibiting. Nuclear weapons ‘must now be treated as in
fact having become “conventional”’, Dulles told a closed ministerial session of the North
Atlantic Council on 23 April 1954.5
The creation of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) in July 1957 was one
of the results of Eisenhower’s speech. According to Article II of its Statute,
the Agency shall seek to accelerate and enlarge the contribution of atomic energy to peace,
health and prosperity throughout the world. It shall ensure, so far as it is able, that assistance
provided by it or at its request or under its supervision or control is not used in such a way as
to further any military purpose.6

The Agency has not functioned as Eisenhower envisaged, as a pool or bank siphoning
off nuclear materials from the stockpiles of the nuclear weapon states. It has nonetheless
become one of the most important international organisations and plays a central role in
the nuclear non-proliferation regime.
2
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In 1957 the IAEA was a much less important organisation than it is now, but the negotiations leading to its creation are nonetheless worth examining, for three main reasons. It is
the earliest example of formal US-Soviet cooperation in the nuclear field: what made that
possible? The IAEA Statute defines the obligations that states assume when they become
members of the Agency, the capacity of the Agency to monitor compliance with those
obligations, and the Agency’s powers to enforce compliance.7 How did Soviet participation
in the negotiations on the Agency shape the Statute? International organisations are, in an
important sense, paradoxical institutions, ‘fraught with conceptual and practical problems’.
It is states that create them, and they can function only to the extent that states allow them
to, but their chief function is to regulate states, to make them behave differently from the
way they would behave if the organisation did not exist.8 This paradox is perhaps most acute
in the area of national security, because it is here that states are most likely to be sensitive
about their own prerogatives. How did Soviet participation in the creation of the IAEA
affect the way this tension was handled? There is an extensive literature on Eisenhower’s
‘Atoms for Peace’ initiative and the IAEA, but the Soviet role needs further exploration if
we are to address these three questions.9

The international control of atomic energy
As Molotov’s question indicated, the Baruch plan was the benchmark against which
the Soviet Union assessed Eisenhower’s speech. In December 1945 Stalin had agreed
to a proposal from the United States, Britain, and Canada to establish an Atomic
Energy Commission under the United Nations (UNAEC) to negotiate arrangements
for the international control of atomic energy. The American plan, which Bernard
Baruch presented on 14 June 1946, was unacceptable to the Soviet Union on three main
counts.10 First, it called for the creation of a powerful International Atomic Development
Authority, which would control or own all dangerous activities (the supply of raw
materials, the production of fissionable material, and the use of that material to make
bombs) and would also have the power to control, inspect, and license all other atomic
activities. The Soviet government feared that the Authority would be able to interfere in
the energy policies of states by deciding which states could have nuclear power plants.
It suspected, moreover, that this would not be an independent body. The Americans
would dominate it, both because they had many more nuclear scientists and engineers
than any other country and because they would have an obedient majority of votes in
any such Authority.11
Second, Baruch proposed that the manufacture of atomic bombs be stopped, and existing
bombs disposed of, only when an adequate system of control had been put into operation
Ian Hurd, International Organizations: Politics, Law, Practice (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011), 2.
Ibid., 10.
9
See, for example, Richard G. Hewlett and Jack M. Holl, Atoms for Peace and War 1953–1961: Eisenhower and the Atomic
Energy Commission (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1989); Paul C. Szasz, The Law and Practices of the International
Atomic Energy Agency (Vienna: International Atomic Agency, 1970); Lawrence Scheinman, The International Atomic Energy
Agency and World Nuclear Order (Washington DC: Resources for the Future, 1987). This paper draws on Roland Timerbaev’s
indispensable Rossiia i iadernoe nerasprostranenie (Moscow: Nauka, 1999) and on newly available documents from various
archives.
10
“Proposals for an International Atomic Development Authority,” Department of State Bulletin XIV, no. 364 (1946): 1056–1062.
11
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40. A.A. Gromyko to V.M. Molotov, June 7, 1950, with a draft memorandum on the atomic question: RGASPI, f. 82, op. 2, d.
1087, ll. 77–82.
7
8

Downloaded by [Central European University] at 06:18 19 February 2016

4

D. Holloway

and ‘condign punishments set up for violations of the rules of control which are to be
stigmatized as international crimes’.12 The Soviet Union rejected this proposal. It did not
want the United States to keep its atomic bombs until after a control system had been put
in place. That would merely institutionalise the American monopoly.
Third, Baruch proposed that the permanent members of the UN Security Council forego
their veto with respect to the control of atomic energy, and he stressed the need for punishment of states that failed to abide by their commitments. In his words, ‘there must be no veto
to protect those who violate their solemn agreements not to develop or use atomic energy
for destructive purposes’.13 This was unacceptable to the Soviet Union, which had insisted in
the negotiations leading to the formation of the UNAEC that the Commission report to the
Security Council.14 The Soviet Union feared it might be outvoted on the Security Council
and was not willing to give up its veto on an issue that was vital to its security.
The Soviet proposal to the UNAEC was very different. It was modelled on the 1925
Geneva Protocol forbidding the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons, though it
went further in proposing an international convention that would ban not only the use, but
also the production and stockpiling, of atomic weapons. It called for the destruction of all
existing atomic bombs within three months. It lacked provisions for international control
and relied on individual governments for enforcement. The Soviet delegation proposed
that discussions take place about the implementation and enforcement of the international
convention but wanted the convention negotiated first.15 This was unacceptable to the United
States, which was not willing to give up its atomic bombs before a system of international
control had been put in place.
On 12 October 1946, D.V. Skobel’tsyn, a physicist who was one of the scientific advisors
on the Soviet delegation, reported to Moscow that a weakness of the Soviet position was
that it appeared to oppose the idea of verification and control.16 His message apparently
had an effect, for just over two weeks later Stalin told an American journalist that ‘strict
international control was necessary’, and in December he affirmed that the Soviet Union
was willing to be subject to inspections on the same terms as other states.17 But Skobel’tsyn’s
letter is of interest for another reason: he outlined an alternative model for the control of
atomic energy. While the Baruch plan should be rejected, he wrote, the Soviet Union should
propose a system of inspections and control based on three principles: atomic facilities
should be subject to national ownership and control; states should report to the International
Authority on the activities of their own facilities; the Authority should be permitted to
inspect facilities to check on those reports.18
The UNAEC approved the Baruch plan in December 1946, but the Soviet veto prevented
it from moving forward. The Soviet Union made a new proposal in June 1947, reflecting
12

“Proposals for an International Atomic Development Authority,” 1059.
Ibid., 1060.
14
David Holloway, Stalin and the Bomb: The Soviet Union and Atomic Energy, 1939–1956 (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1994), 158.
15
“Address by the Soviet Representative (Gromyko) to the UNAEC, June 19, 1946,” Documents on Disarmament, 17–24.
16
D. Skobel’tsyn to L.P. Beria and V.M. Molotov, October 12, 1946, 39–40. Beria was chairman of the Special Committee on
the Atomic Bomb. Instructions to the Soviet delegation at the UNAEC evidently came from the Special Committee as well
as the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.
17
“Replies to questions put by Mr. Hugh Baillie, President of the United Press of America,” 28 October 1946, and “Replies to
questions put by Mr. Elliot Roosevelt, in an Interview,” 21 December 1946, both in J.V. Stalin, Collected Works Volume 16,
Marxists Internet Archive (2008) www.marxists.org (accessed May 5, 2014).
18
Skobel’tsyn to Beria and Molotov, October 12, 1946, 39–40.
13
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Skobel’tsyn’s advice. It still called for a convention banning atomic weapons but it also
put forward the idea of an international control commission with the right to inspect ‘all
facilities engaged in mining of atomic raw materials and in production of atomic materials
and atomic energy’.19 The atomic facilities would remain in national hands, but they would
be subject to inspection. This proposal fell short of the control envisaged by Baruch, but it
foreshadowed the structure of the Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty. It received only desultory consideration in the UNAEC and was formally rejected in 1948.20
The Soviet Union continued to modify its position on inspections and control. It agreed
in 1952 that an international control organ could carry out inspections on a permanent, not
just a periodic, basis. In 1954 it further accepted that the international control organ would
have a permanent staff of inspectors in each country with uninhibited access at any time to
the facilities under control. But it added two significant qualifications: the activities of the
control organ should not lead to interference in the internal affairs of the state, and only the
UN Security Council had the right to impose sanctions on a government for breaking its
commitment not to produce nuclear weapons.21 These proposals had no practical significance. The prospect of agreement on the international control was exceedingly remote; so
too was the likelihood that the Soviet Union would allow inspections on its territory. The
Soviet insistence that inspections should not lead to interference in the internal affairs of
the state was to reappear in the negotiations on the IAEA Statute.

Soviet interest in the peaceful uses of atomic energy
The discovery of nuclear fission in December 1938 excited Soviet physicists as much as
their colleagues in other countries. They understood that the energy released by fission
could be used for bombs and for electric power. They pursued research on nuclear fission
chain reactions, both controlled and explosive, until the German invasion on 22 June 1941,
which brought that research to a virtual standstill. In response to signs of German nuclear
research, Stalin set up a small project on 28 September 1942, to investigate whether a bomb
was possible.22 The project expanded during the war, but it remained largely a laboratory
effort. On 20 August 1945 – two weeks to the day after Hiroshima – Stalin created a Special
Committee on the Atomic Bomb under the chairmanship of L.P. Beria, turning the atomic
project into a crash programme with the highest political priority.23 For the next five years
the Soviet atomic project concentrated almost exclusively on building the bomb.
The peaceful uses of atomic energy were not entirely forgotten, however. The Special
Committee and its Technical Council discussed them in October and November 1945.24
In April 1947, Igor Kurchatov, the scientific director of the whole atomic project, wrote to
“Soviet Proposals Introduced in the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission, June 11, 1947,” Documents on Disarmament,
85–8.
20
Bertrand Goldschmidt, “A Forerunner of the NPT? The Soviet Proposals of 1947,” International Atomic Energy Agency
Bulletin 28, no. 1 (Spring 1986): 58–64.
21
All this was set out in a memorandum from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs to the Central Committee on 28 February 1955.
See Timerbaev, Rossiia i iadernoe nerasprostranenie, 95–6.
22
“Rasporiazhenie GKO No. 2352ss ‘Ob organizatsii rabot po uranu”’, September 28, 1942, in L.D. Riabev, gen. ed., Atomnyi
Proekt SSSR: Dokumenty i Materialy (hereafter AP SSSR) Volume I, Book 1 (Moscow: Nauka, 1998), 269–71.
23
“Postanovlenie GOKO No. 9887ss/op ‘O Spetsial’nom komitete pri GOKO,’” 20 August 1945, AP SSSR, Volume II, Book 1
(Moscow-Sarov: Nauka, VNIIEF, 1999), 11–13.
24
“Protokol No. 7 zasedaniia Spetsial’nogo komiteta pri Sovnarkome SSSR,” AP SSSR Volume II, Book 1, 41; “Protokol No.
8 Tekhnicheskogo soveta Spetsial’nogo komiteta pri Sovnarkome SSSR,” 13 November 1945, AP SSSR, Volume II, Book 4
(Moscow-Sarov: Nauka VNIIEF, 2003), 38.
19
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Beria urging that work be started on nuclear reactors for electric power generation, for aircraft engines, and for submarine and surface ship propulsion.25 It was, however, only after
the successful test of an atomic device on 29 August 1949 that the peaceful uses of atomic
energy began to receive serious attention. On 16 May 1950 the Council of Ministers issued
a decree ‘On research, development, and experimental work on the use of atomic energy
for peaceful purposes’.26 This outlined a plan that included the use of nuclear explosions
in the economy as well as the construction of a nuclear power plant. This plant, which was
built at Obninsk, 110 km southwest of Moscow, was a graphite-moderated, water-cooled
reactor, similar to the first plutonium production reactor, except that the uranium fuel was
enriched to 3–5%. It had an electrical output of 5000 kilowatts, a figure chosen because
a turbo generator of that power was available. It achieved criticality on 9 May 1954 and
on 27 June supplied electric power to the surrounding neighbourhood. On 1 July Pravda
carried a brief announcement on its front page, though it did not reveal where the nuclear
plant was located. The reactor achieved full power for the first time on 13 October 1954.
Though it had very low capacity, it was the first civilian nuclear power plant in the world.27
After Beria’s arrest at the end of June 1953 the atomic industry was placed under the
newly formed Ministry of Medium Machine-Building. In the last months of 1953 the Central
Committee Presidium (as the Politburo was then called) was due to receive a series of
briefings on the work of the new Ministry. Two of the eight topics were devoted to the
peaceful uses of atomic energy. The first covered the construction of the nuclear power
plant at Obninsk and plans for the nuclear-powered icebreaker Lenin, which was launched
in 1957. The second was devoted to the use of radioactive isotopes in biology, medicine,
and industry. The peaceful uses of atomic energy were thus receiving serious attention from
the Soviet leadership before Eisenhower’s speech, though none of this was made public at
the time and none of it involved cooperation with other countries.28

The Soviet response to ‘Atoms for Peace’
The Soviet reaction to Eisenhower’s speech was sceptical, but not dismissive. The Central
Committee Presidium discussed it on 10 December 1953 and asked the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs to prepare a response.29 On 21 December the government stated publicly that it was
ready to engage in talks on bringing the arms race to an end, but it pointed to two fundamental flaws in Eisenhower’s proposal. The first was that governments could continue to
produce nuclear weapons if they allocated only a small part of their stockpiles of fissionable material to the new international agency. The second was that nothing in the proposal
would prevent an aggressor from using nuclear weapons. States possessing nuclear weapons
ought therefore to make a solemn commitment not to use them, along the lines of the 1925
Geneva Protocol. Without such a declaration, an agreement along the lines of Eisenhower’s
proposal ‘would in fact be giving direct sanction to the production of nuclear weapons’.30
Kurchatov to Beriia, April 17, 1947, in I.V. Kurchatov, Sobranie nauchnykh trudov: v 6 T., Vol. 6 (Moscow: Nauka, 2013) 115–16.
“Postanovlenie SM SSSR No 2030-788ss/op: O nauchno-issledovatel’skikh, proektnykh i eksperimental’nykh rabotakh po
ispol’zovaniiu atomnoi energii dlia mirnykh tselei,” 16 May 1950, AP SSSR Volume II, Book 5 (Moscow-Sarov: Nauka, VNIIEF,
2005), 215–17.
27
Holloway, Stalin and the Bomb, 346–8.
28
“Voprosy Ministerstva srednego mashinostroeniia, 31 August–1 September 1953,” AP SSSR, Volume II, Book 5, 798-799.
29
Timerbaev, Rossiia i iadernoe nerasprostranenie, 86.
30
“Statement by the Soviet Government on President Eisenhower’s ‘Atoms for Peace’ Address,” December 21, 1953, in
Documents on Disarmament 1945–1959, Volume 1 1945–1956 (Washington DC: Dept. of State: USGPO, 1960), 401–407, 406.
25
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On 30 January Molotov handed Dulles a draft declaration by the United States, the
Soviet Union, Britain, France, and the People’s Republic of China (PRC) unconditionally
renouncing the use of nuclear weapons and other forms of weapons of mass destruction.31
Moscow knew that this proposal would be unacceptable to the United States, which had consistently rejected such declarations as being devoid of practical value. Besides, Washington
did not recognise the People’s Republic as the legitimate government of China, and just two
weeks earlier Dulles had given a speech at the Council on Foreign Relations in New York
underscoring the United States’ reliance on the deterrent effect of nuclear weapons in its
national security policy.32
The United States, meanwhile, was moving ahead with its own ideas for the new international agency. On 19 March Dulles gave the Soviet ambassador an outline of the form an
International Atomic Energy Agency might take.33 Molotov did not find this satisfactory,
however, and on 27 April, during negotiations in Geneva on Indochina and Korea, he gave
Dulles a memorandum complaining that the outline paid no heed to the objection that
Eisenhower’s proposal would neither end the arms race nor reduce the danger of nuclear
war. Molotov also introduced a new objection: that it was ‘possible for the very application
of atomic energy for peaceful purposes to be utilized for increasing the production of atomic
weapons’. The use of atomic energy for electric power converted ‘harmless atomic materials’
into ‘explosive and fissionable materials’. ‘Such a situation’, it continued,
not only fails to lead to a reduction of the stocks of atomic materials utilized for the manufacture
of atomic weapons, but also leads to an increase of these stocks without any limitations being
applied either to the constantly increasing production of these materials in individual states
or to production by the International Agency itself.34

Molotov pressed this point in a conversation with Dulles on 1 May. When Dulles asked
what he meant, Molotov replied: ‘parallel with the peaceful use of atomic materials, as in
power plants, it was possible concurrently to increase the production of material needed to
produce atomic bombs.’ Dulles did not understand this and Molotov was unable to explain
it to him. Dulles’s lame response was that ‘he would seek out a scientist to educate him more
fully’.35 Gerard Smith, who became Dulles’s Special Assistant for Atomic Energy Affairs in
April 1954, recalls in his memoirs that he ‘had to tell him [Dulles] that Molotov had been
better briefed on the technology than American leaders’.36
Molotov’s objection has been interpreted as a warning about the dangers of making nuclear technology available to more countries. It can be read that way, but that
was not the Soviet point. What Molotov’s scientific advisors had in mind was that
atomic power plants could be designed and adapted for the production of plutonium,
31

“Draft Declaration Handed to Secretary Dulles by Mr. Molotov, Berlin, January 30, 1954,” in US Senate Committee on Foreign
Relations, Atoms for Peace Manual: A Compilation of Official Materials on International Cooperation For Peaceful Uses
of Atomic Energy, December 1953–July 1955 (Washington DC: United States Government Printing Office (USGPO), 1955),
264–5. The exchanges between the Soviet Union and the United States up to September 23, 1954 were published by the
Soviet government in 1954, with American agreement. See K peregovoram mezhdu pravitel’stvom SSSR i pravitel’stvom
SShA po atomnoi probleme (Moscow: Gospolitizdat, 1954).
32
Speech of John Foster Dulles, Secretary of State, before the Council on Foreign Relations, 12 January 1954, Documents on
American Foreign Relations 1954 (New York: Harper & Bros, 1955), 7–15.
33
“Outline of an International Atomic Energy Agency,” March 19, 1954, in Atoms for Peace Manual, 266–9.
34
“Soviet Aide Memoire of April 27,” in Atoms for Peace Manual, 269–74, 271.
35
“Memorandum of Conversation, by the Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs (Merchant),” May 1, 1954, FRUS
1952–1954 Vol. II, Part 2, National Security Affairs, 1413–16, 1416.
36
Gerard C. Smith, Disarming Diplomat: The Memoirs of Gerard C. Smith, Arms Control Negotiator (Lanham: Madison
Books, 1996), 38.
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uranium-233, and tritium. The first atomic power plants in Britain, France, and the
Soviet Union (with the exception of the Obninsk power station) were dual-purpose
reactors, designed for the production of plutonium as well as electricity. The United
States did not build such reactors because it already had an ample capacity to produce
fissionable material as a result of the Manhattan Project. Atomic power plants would
not reduce, but would rather increase, the capacity of the United States and the Soviet
Union to produce nuclear weapons. It was that possibility, rather than the danger of
what would later be called proliferation, that Molotov was referring to in Geneva. Dulles
responded to Molotov on 1 May: ‘The US proposal of March 19 was, of course, not
intended as a substitute for an effective system of control of atomic energy for military
purposes. The US will continue, as heretofore, to seek means of achieving such control
under reliable and adequate safeguards.’37

The Soviet Union takes part in creating the IAEA
Dulles concluded from his conversations with Molotov that the Soviet Union would not
join in the creation of the new International Atomic Energy Agency and he informed
Molotov that the United States would go ahead with or without Soviet participation.38
Dulles, however, was mistaken in his assessment of Soviet intentions, for on 22 September
1954 the Soviet government gave Bohlen a new aide mémoire indicating a willingness to talk
about safeguards and implying, by commenting on the structure of the new international
agency, that it was willing to become involved in its formation.39 This was a ‘bombshell’,
according to the official history of the US Atomic Energy Commission.40 Washington had
not expected this. Dulles was grudging on the following day when he addressed the UN
General Assembly on atomic energy. ‘Yesterday, when it was known that I would speak on
this topic today’, he said, ‘the Soviet Union broke a five-month silence by delivering a note
affirming its readiness to talk further. But the note still gave no indication that the USSR
had receded from a negative position.’41
The Soviet government did in fact adopt a more positive attitude to Eisenhower’s
proposals. On 29 November 1954 it agreed that a ban on the use of nuclear weapons
should not be a precondition for negotiations on the peaceful uses of atomic energy.
It also accepted a US proposal that experts from the two countries study the danger
that nuclear power might lead to larger stockpiles of fissile materials and the production of more nuclear weapons.42 On 4 December it supported a UN General Assembly
resolution expressing the hope that an International Atomic Energy Agency would be
established without delay and calling for an international conference on the peaceful
uses of atomic energy. By the end of 1954 the idea of international cooperation in the
peaceful uses of atomic energy was gaining momentum.
“Informal Paper Left With Mr. Molotov by Secretary Dulles, Geneva, May 1, 1954,” in Atoms for Peace Manual, 274.
Ibid. A more elaborate response to Molotov was provided by a State Department memorandum given to the Soviet
Ambassador on July 9, 1954: Ibid. 274–8.
39
“Aide Memoire Handed to Ambassador Bohlen by Mr. Gromyko, Moscow, September 22, 1954,” in Atoms for Peace Manual,
278–82.
40
Hewlett and Holl, Atoms for Peace and War 1953–1961, 228–32.
41
“Atomic Energy,” in Atoms for Peace Manual, 284.
42
“The Soviet Foreign Ministry to the United States Embassy in the Soviet Union,” FRUS, 1952–1954 Volume II, Part 2, National
Security Affairs, 1567–9.
37
38
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In January 1955 the Soviet Union began to show serious interest in publicising its own work
and in helping other countries to develop their nuclear research. On 15 January the Central
Committee Presidium approved steps to make the Obninsk power reactor better known to
the public.43 Two days later the government announced that it would help the socialist countries develop nuclear research for peaceful purposes, and between April and June it concluded
nuclear cooperation agreements with the PRC, Poland, Czechoslovakia, the German Democratic
Republic, Bulgaria, Hungary, and Romania; in the following year it signed agreements with
Yugoslavia and Egypt. Soviet help included the construction of research reactors, particle accelerators, radiochemical laboratories, and the training of scientists; collaboration in the development
of instruments; and planning for the peaceful uses of atomic energy. It was also willing to supply
natural uranium, thorium, uranium-235, uranium-233, plutonium, tritium, and heavy water in
quantities needed for physical and radiochemical research.44
On 18 July 1955, the first day of the four-power summit meeting in Geneva, the Soviet
Union agreed formally to take part in negotiations on the new international Agency and
announced that it was ready to give 50kg of fissionable material to the Agency.45 It also
proposed certain principles that ought to underpin the new agency. Among these were, first,
that the agency should be part of the United Nations and report to the Security Council
and the General Assembly. Second, the agency could help states by providing consultations
or fissionable material and special apparatus on the basis of state-to-state agreements facilitated by the agency. Responsibility for the storage and use of fissionable material would
rest with the recipient state in accordance with the terms of agreement. Third, the agency
should encourage the exchange of scientific and technical information, set up research
establishments, maintain a group of specialists to provide assistance to governments, and
help states train their own national cadres.
In the same memorandum the Soviet Union repeated its agreement to hold an expert
meeting to discuss the ‘problem arising out of the fact that the very application of atomic
energy for peaceful purposes is connected with the possibility of increasing the quantity of
fissile material, which serves as the basis for the production of atomic weapons’ and approved
the agenda proposed by the United States.46 A month later, in August 1955, scientists from
the United States, the Soviet Union and four other countries engaged seriously for the first
time on the question of safeguards. They met in Geneva to devise technical methods for
preventing nuclear fuel made available for reactors under the auspices of the IAEA from
being diverted to the manufacture of weapons. The United States proposed tagging the
fissionable materials supplied by the IAEA by spiking them with energetic gamma emitters
that would make it possible to monitor where the fuel went and how it was used. The Soviet
side, headed by Skobel’tsyn, was sceptical and raised technical issues but made no proposal
of its own. The meeting ended inconclusively.47
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The debate in Moscow
Eisenhower’s speech elicited divergent responses in Moscow. In March 1954 Kurchatov and
three of his senior colleagues (A.I. Alikhanov, I.K. Kikoin, and A.P. Vinogradov), along
with V.A. Malyshev, the minister for medium machine building, drafted an article entitled
‘The dangers of atomic war and President’s Eisenhower’s proposal.’48 ‘Development of the
industrial use of atomic energy’, they wrote, ‘by itself does not only not exclude, but leads
directly to, an increase of military atomic potential’. They pointed out that plutonium, uranium-233, and tritium, which are ‘powerful atomic explosives’, were produced in reactors.
The use of nuclear power on a large scale could therefore provide the materials for making
nuclear bombs. Nuclear power would not save the world from the danger of nuclear war
and might even increase that danger; in any event, Eisenhower’s proposal would do nothing
to reduce it. Malyshev sent the article to Khrushchev, Malenkov, and Molotov on 1 April.
It was not published but its main argument found its way into the Soviet memorandum
of 27 April 1954. That was the point that Dulles could not understand and Molotov was
unable to explain.
The military were strongly opposed to Soviet participation in the new international
atomic agency. The Soviet Union still lagged far behind the United States in nuclear forces
and was making every effort to keep the size of its stockpile secret. On 18 September 1954
– three days before the aide mémoire informing Washington that the Soviet government
would continue discussions – the Chief of the General Staff, Marshal V.D. Sokolovskii,
wrote to Molotov that the Soviet Union had more to lose than to gain from participation
in the proposed agency. That was because it would be forced to disclose information about
its ‘stocks of atomic raw materials, level of atomic production, and the state of research in
the field of atomic energy etc.’ and would be unlikely to get any new information in return.49
A more positive response came from the Foreign Ministry’s Department of International
Organisations, which argued that if the Soviet Union did not take part, the United States
would dominate the new agency and define its role:
Nonparticipation by the USSR in the projected agency would give the USA the opportunity
to take the lead in this whole business, to define the direction of this agency’s activities at its
discretion, to lay down the conditions for helping different states in the area of the peaceful
uses of atomic energy, and to use the ties with the scientific circles of other countries in its
own interests. Besides, nonparticipation by the USSR in the aforementioned agency could be
used by American propaganda in an attempt to portray the Soviet Union as an opponent of
international collaboration in this area.50

The Soviet leadership evidently accepted this point of view. Not to take part would be
to leave the field to the Americans.
The leading Soviet nuclear scientists were sceptical that Eisenhower’s proposal would
make the world safer, but they were eager for collaboration with other countries, in the first
instance with those of the socialist bloc. On 29 April 1954 Kurchatov and Malyshev wrote
to Georgii Malenkov, the head of the government, proposing that the Soviet Union help
the People’s Republic of China develop nuclear research. They argued that the United States
48
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was trying to develop research on nuclear physics and atomic energy in West European
countries ‘in order to use the results obtained by scientists in those countries for their own
(military) purposes’. The Soviet Union should respond by uniting the efforts of the scientists
and engineers in the ‘democratic’ countries. In the first place help should be given to China to
enable ‘that great state’ to occupy an appropriate position in the field of atomic energy. China
could then play a role in international deliberations on atomic energy.51 (In the following
year the Soviet Union embarked on a massive programme to help China build the bomb.)52
Discussion of collaboration with socialist countries continued during 1954. On 28
December, Kurchatov, Malyshev, and B.L. Vannikov wrote to the Central Committee proposing that research in the peaceful uses of atomic energy be organised in Czechoslovakia,
Poland, and the PRC. The United States was providing help to several capitalist countries
in building reactors, supplying fissile materials, and training specialists, in order to ensure
that it dominated nuclear research and the peaceful uses of atomic energy in those countries.53 (This was very close to the British view of US intentions.)54 One month later, in
January 1955, the Soviet Union announced its intention to conclude nuclear cooperation
agreements with China and the countries of Eastern Europe. In 1956 the Joint Institute for
Nuclear Research was created in Dubna for collaboration among scientists drawn mainly
from the socialist countries.
Soviet nuclear scientists also wanted to restore contact with Western scientists. Meetings with
foreign scientists had been rare since the early 1930s and many Soviet scientists understood that
this was harmful to Soviet science.55 The journals were available, but personal contacts and visits
to universities and research institutes abroad would provide new knowledge and the stimulus
for new research. That was one of the most important motives in Soviet policy toward the new
agency, which it was believed would provide opportunities for acquiring scientific-technical
information in the field of atomic energy and for establishing contacts with scientists and engineers in other countries. This was written into the instructions for the Soviet delegation at the
Washington working level meeting on the IAEA Statute in 1956.56
International scientific contacts grew very rapidly in the mid-1950s.57 The first international conference on the peaceful uses of atomic energy, which took place in Geneva in
August 1955, was a notable example. 1500 scientists attended, and more than 1000 papers
were presented. The Soviet delegation provided information about the Obninsk power
plant and delivered serious papers, which made a good impression on foreign colleagues.58
Besides ushering in a period of euphoria about atomic energy, the conference had two
important consequences. The first was the declassification of a great deal of scientific and
technical information. Apart from the designs of nuclear weapons, only the technologies
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for enriching uranium now remained secret.59 The second was the partial reconstitution
of the international scientific community. This was an essential backdrop to the dialogue
on nuclear weapons and disarmament among scientists from East and West that began
soon afterwards in Pugwash and other organisations. In April 1956 Kurchatov travelled to
Britain with Khrushchev and Bulganin and gave two talks at the Atomic Energy Research
Establishment at Harwell, one of them on controlled thermonuclear reactions, a topic that
was still highly classified in the West. A second international conference on the peaceful
uses of atomic energy in 1958 laid the basis for long-term East-West cooperation in research
on controlled fusion.60
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The working level meeting in Washington DC (February–April, 1956)
In late 1954 and early 1955 the United States and Britain worked with France, Canada,
Australia, South Africa, Belgium, and later Portugal to produce a draft statute for the new
agency.61 These countries formed the Eight-Nation Negotiating Group, and each of its members had advanced atomic energy programmes or significant mineral resources. A copy of
the draft statute was given to the Soviet Union on 29 July 1955, after it had agreed to take part
in the negotiations.62 Moscow accepted this draft on 3 October as the basis for negotiation
but made five proposals. First, the Agency’s activities should be under the supervision and
control of the UN Security Council and the General Assembly. Second, the Statute should
make it clear that no state or group of states would enjoy a privileged position, and that the
assistance provided by the Agency would not be subject to political, economic, or military
conditions incompatible with the Statute. Third, control and inspections carried out by the
Agency should not contravene the sovereign rights of states. Fourth, every state, whether
or not it was a member of the UN, should have the right to be a founding member of the
Agency. Fifth, the five permanent members of the UN Security Council should be permanent members of the Agency’s Board of Governors.63
The Eight-Nation Negotiating Group announced that it would invite all members of the
United Nations and of its specialised agencies to a conference on the final text of the statute.
To prepare for that conference the Soviet Union, Czechoslovakia, Brazil, and India were
asked to join the original eight in a working level meeting on the draft statute. The meeting
was held in Washington DC from 27 February until 18 April 1956. The Soviet instructions
were drawn up jointly by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Ministry of Medium
Machine Building and approved by the Central Committee on 21 February. The Soviet
delegation was to limit itself to the minimum number of corrections needed to protect the
rights and interests of the Soviet Union and to avoid taking positions that would make it
possible to portray the Soviet attitude to the new agency as negative. It was to insist that the
agency be created within the UN framework, reporting to the General Assembly and the
Security Council. It was not to object to the wording in the draft statute about inspections
and control, but it should be added that these were to be conducted with due regard to the
Fischer, History of the IAEA, 32. On atomic euphoria in the Soviet Union see Paul R. Josephson, Red Atom: Russia’s Nuclear
Power Program from Stalin to Today (New York: WH Freeman, 2000).
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sovereign rights of states. The delegation was given considerable flexibility. It was instructed
to set out basic Soviet concerns but to vote for the statute even if those concerns were not
taken into account.64
Oddly enough, the Ministry of Medium Machine Building, which was jointly responsible
with the Ministry of Foreign Affairs for issuing the instructions, seems not to have been
entirely happy with them. On 23 February 1956, two days after the instructions had been
approved, A.P. Zaveniagin, the minister of medium machine building, wrote to Molotov
that it should be emphasised to the delegation that
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questions of the practical realization of inspections and control in the system of the International
Atomic Energy Agency, in the opinion of the Soviet government, ought to be considered in
direct connection with due observance of the sovereign rights of the member states of the
agency and in the framework of agreements between states and the agency.65

On 8 March, deputy minister of Medium Machine Building B.L. Vannikov put the point
even more forcefully. The Statute should ensure that any form of control by the agency
should be carried out with due observance of the sovereign rights of member states, he
wrote; otherwise a state receiving assistance from the agency could be put in a situation in
which the ‘agency would forcibly impose on it one or another form of “help” or “control”
without considering the will of the agency member-state’.66
Moscow achieved most of what it wanted at the Washington meeting. The new draft statute
required the IAEA to submit annual reports to the UN General Assembly and notify the Security
Council if questions relating to peace and security arose. It also stated that assistance to member
states should not be subject to political, economic, military, or other conditions incompatible with
the statute’s provisions. Membership of the Board of Governors was defined in such a way as to
ensure that the Soviet Union would be a permanent member and that two East European states
would also be on the Board. On the other two issues raised in its memorandum of 3 October
1955, the Soviet government received less satisfaction. The proposal to make all states eligible
for membership, not only those that were members of the United Nations, was predictably voted
down, since it was clear that the Soviet Union had the PRC in mind.
More contentious was the Soviet proposal that the Agency conduct its activities with
due observance of the sovereign rights of states. This was rejected by most of the delegates,
who feared that it would undermine the ability of the Agency to conduct inspections. The
meeting agreed on Article III, paragraph D:
Subject to the provisions of this Statute and to the terms of agreements concluded between
a State or a group of States and the Agency which shall be in accordance with the provisions
of the Statute, the activities of the Agency shall be carried out with due observance of the
sovereign rights of States.

This reflected the British view that agreements could contain provisions that might be a
derogation of the sovereign rights of states and should not be judged invalid for that reason.67
Timerbaev, Rossiia i iadernoe nerasprostranenie, 102–103.
Ibid., 104.
Ibid., 105–106.
67
“History of the Draft Statute of the International Atomic Energy Agency as adopted by the Twelve-Nation Working Level
Meeting on April 18, 1956,” NA RG 326 Division of International Affairs records relating to the formation of the IAEA 1954–1957,
Box 8 international affairs 12-5 statute. This is a legislative history of the Washington Working Level meeting prepared by
James Goodby after the meeting. I am grateful to Ambassador Goodby and to William Burr for drawing this document to
my attention and providing me with a copy of it and of the document cited in the next footnote. See also Astrid Forland,
Negotiating Supranational Rules: The Genesis of the International Atomic Energy Agency Safeguards System (Bergen:
University of Bergen, 1998), 75–8.
64
65
66

14

D. Holloway

‘From the very outset’, the head of the American Delegation, James J. Wadsworth, reported
to Dulles on 26 April 1956, Ambassador Zarubin, chairman of the Soviet Delegation, ‘exhibited a willingness to be cooperative and to seek agreement’.68 In spite of the specific reservations it still had, the Soviet delegation proposed that the participants in the meeting give
the new draft statute unanimous support.
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The New York conference (September–October 1956)
The conference to review the statute took place in New York from 20 September to 23
October 1956, with 82 governments participating. Safeguards proved to be the most contentious issue. Before the conference opened, the United States proposed to the Soviet Union
(in notes of 1 June and 15 August) that they adopt a common position on safeguards.69
The United States wanted the IAEA to apply the same safeguards that it insisted on in its
own bilateral agreements: recipient countries had to adopt specific accounting procedures
and to allow American inspectors to visit the reactors in which leased fuel was used. The
Soviet Union, for its part, did not require the recipient countries in its bilateral agreements
to accept safeguards on the material or equipment supplied, relying instead on assurances
that these would be used purely for peaceful purposes. Like the United States, however,
it did insist that spent fuel be returned so that the recipient countries could not extract
plutonium from it.70
The Soviet Union turned down the American proposal to coordinate positions on safeguards, replying that it wanted other countries to be involved in the discussion.71 That
explanation masked a change in policy, for on 14 September, just days before the opening of
the New York conference, the Ministries of Foreign Affairs and Medium Machine Building
proposed that all reference to inspections be removed from the Statute, leaving only the
obligation of states to report to the Agency on how they had used the assistance they had
received. The Central Committee gave its approval on 22 September.72
What lay behind this shift in policy? In the early discussions of the Statute, two considerations appeared to influence Soviet policy on safeguards. The first was the desire to prevent
the increase in atomic power from leading to a growth in the production of fissionable
material. Molotov raised that issue with Dulles, and it was the subject of the expert talks
in Geneva in August 1955. The second was the determination to prevent the creation of a
powerful international control agency that would infringe on the sovereignty of states. At
the New York conference a third consideration became apparent: gaining influence among
developing countries. India was the most prominent opponent of safeguards, but Egypt,
Iran, Syria, and Indonesia allied themselves with India on this issue, condemning safeguards
as neo-colonial impositions that aimed to diminish the sovereignty of newly independent
states. The Soviet delegation argued that the American approach to international control
would make sense only if cooperation in the peaceful uses of atomic energy were linked to
68
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a ban on nuclear weapons and the extension of safeguards to all states, those giving assistance as well as those receiving it. To apply safeguards only to the latter would infringe on
the sovereignty of developing countries and slow down their exploitation of atomic energy
for peaceful purposes.73
When it looked as though the article of the draft Statute dealing with safeguards might be
rejected, France and Switzerland came forward with a compromise that was very close to the
original article and was unanimously accepted.74 Article XII requires states receiving help
from the agency to guarantee that no materials received will be used for military purposes;
to report on their activities; and to permit IAEA inspectors to monitor compliance with
the commitments they have made. The Soviet Union had made its point and was satisfied
with this outcome. The Statute was approved unanimously on 23 October 1956 and entered
into effect on 29 July 1957, the day on which the IAEA was established.

Conclusion
The Soviet Union made three basic criticisms of Eisenhower’s proposal for an international atomic energy agency. The first was that it would not stop the nuclear arms race,
which did indeed continue unabated. Between 1953 and 1957 the US nuclear weapons
stockpile grew from 1169 to 5543 nuclear warheads; total megatonnage grew from 72.8
MT to a staggering 17,545.86 MT. The Soviet stockpile grew from an estimated 120 to
660 nuclear warheads (there are no figures for Soviet megatonnage).75 The second was
that the new Agency would not decrease the danger of nuclear war. That also proved
to be true insofar as both sides continued to regard nuclear weapons as central to their
military strategies and to their conduct of the Cold War. The third was that the use of
atomic energy for peaceful purposes could be exploited to increase the production of
nuclear weapons. Britain, France, and the Soviet Union built dual-purpose reactors to
produce both electric power and fissionable material. There was also the danger that
providing countries with nuclear technology for peaceful purposes could help them to
start nuclear weapons programmes.
The Soviet Union moved from scepticism in December 1953 to IAEA membership in
1957. Why did that change take place? Wadsworth commented in his report to Dulles in
April 1956:
the Soviets have accepted the fact that there will be an international agency in the peaceful uses
field and that it would not be in keeping with their present posture to oppose such an agency
to which most others look with real hope.76

That judgment corresponds very closely with the Soviet Foreign Ministry’s rationale for
participating in the new agency. If the Soviet Union stood aside, it would cut itself off from
opportunities for political influence and scientific collaboration. It was important to take
part in shaping the new nuclear order and to define the Soviet role in it.
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After his fall from political grace in the ‘Anti-Party Group’ crisis of May 1957, Molotov
served in several positions including 18 months in 1960–1961 as the Soviet Representative
to the IAEA. In a speech to the staff at the Soviet Mission in October 1961 he said that the
Baruch Plan had had the goal of establishing American control over everything in the field
of atomic energy. That plan fell through, thanks above all to the efforts of the Soviet Union.
Eisenhower’s Atoms for Peace had the same general goal on a more limited scale, but the
Soviet Union, by joining the IAEA, had made it difficult for the United States to realise its
‘crudely imperialistic plans’.77
This was Molotov’s answer to the question he had posed to Bohlen, yet there were considerable differences between the Baruch Plan and Atoms for Peace. For one thing, the IAEA
was a much less ambitious institution than the Atomic Development Authority proposed by
Baruch. It did not claim ownership over the atomic industry in different countries, though
it did seek to encourage the development of the industry and to direct it toward peaceful
purposes. Second, Eisenhower’s proposals, as the Soviet Union continually pointed out,
would do nothing to end the nuclear arms race, but that meant there was no need to discuss
inspections of Soviet activities, because safeguards would not apply to a state that already
possessed nuclear weapons. And third, the Soviet Union worked successfully to ensure that
on issues relating to international peace and security the new Agency would report to the
UN Security Council, where the Soviet Union had a veto. Baruch’s proposal that the veto
be forgone with respect to the control of atomic energy was not revived.
The IAEA Statute imposed minimal commitments on the United States and the Soviet
Union. It did not require ‘commitments to furnish fissionable materials, to participate in
an atomic pool, to submit bilaterals [i.e., bilateral agreements] to agency supervision, or to
accept any form of inspection’.78 The only obligation was to pay the small assessment required
for the agency’s administrative budget, and in the negotiations the Soviet Union worked to
limit the size of the Agency’s budget.79 The obligations on states that did not possess nuclear
weapons were more onerous: they would have to accept safeguards and inspections if they
accepted assistance from the IAEA. That would be especially burdensome if they wanted to
keep open the possibility of using atomic energy for military purposes at some later date.
The creation of the IAEA is the point at which the emerging ‘Third World’ began to insert
itself into the discussion of the nuclear order. The Soviet Union wanted to gain influence
by showing solidarity with the non-aligned states. This is abundantly clear from a 1957
Soviet account of the negotiations on the IAEA Statute, which pays particular attention to
the opposition from developing countries to the US position on safeguards.80 It was a point
that Molotov stressed in his October 1961 speech to the staff at the Soviet mission to the
IAEA. The Agency was really in the hands of the United States and its allies, he claimed,
but on the most important issues the Soviet Union had the support of the neutral countries
of Asia and Africa, among them India, Indonesia, the United Arab Republic, and Ghana. It
was important to work with them, he said, and also to strengthen ties with Latin America.81
The Soviet Union affected the creation of the IAEA in several ways. Its rejection of the
Baruch plan encouraged Eisenhower to propose a more piecemeal approach to international
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cooperation on atomic energy. Although it adopted the draft statute from the Eight-Nation
Group as the basis of negotiation, the Soviet Union pressed for modifications that would
strengthen the IAEA’s relationship with the United Nations and weaken the safeguards
system of the new Agency. Perhaps most important, Soviet participation resulted in the
creation of an institution in which the Soviet Union and the United States could cooperate
as well as compete. This was particularly important when the two countries came to share
an interest in stopping the spread of nuclear weapons. The negotiations in the mid-1950s
created the basis for the IAEA’s crucial role in nuclear non-proliferation.
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