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Putin V.V. The Real Lessons  

of the 75th Anniversary of World War II

Seventy-five years have passed since the end of the Great Patriotic War. Several generations have 
grown up over the years. The political map of the planet has changed. The Soviet Union that claimed 
an epic, crushing victory over Nazism and saved the entire world is gone. Besides, the events of that 
war have long become a distant memory, even for its participants. So why does Russia celebrate the 
ninth of May as the biggest holiday? Why does life almost come to a halt on June 22? And why does 
one feel a lump rise in their throat?

They usually say that the war has left a deep imprint on every family’s history. Behind these words, 
there are fates of millions of people, their sufferings and the pain of loss. Behind these words, there is 
also the pride, the truth and the memory.

For my parents, the war meant the terrible ordeals of the Siege of Leningrad where my two-year-
old brother Vitya died. It was the place where my mother miraculously managed to survive. My father, 
despite being exempt from active duty, volunteered to defend his hometown. He made the same de-
cision as millions of Soviet citizens. He fought at the Nevsky Pyatachok bridgehead and was severe-
ly wounded. And the more years pass, the more I feel the need to talk to my parents and learn more 
about the war period of their lives. However, I no longer have the opportunity to do so. This is the rea-
son why I treasure in my heart those conversations I had with my father and mother on this subject, 
as well as the little emotion they showed.

People of my age and I believe it is important that our children, grandchildren and great-grand-
children understand the torment and hardships their ancestors had to endure. They need to under-
stand how their ancestors managed to persevere and win. Where did their sheer, unbending willpower 
that amazed and fascinated the whole world come from? Sure, they were defending their home, their 
children, loved ones and families. However, what they shared was the love for their homeland, their 
Motherland. That deep-seated, intimate feeling is fully reflected in the very essence of our nation and 
became one of the decisive factors in its heroic, sacrificial fight against the Nazis.

I often wonder: What would today’s generation do? How will it act when faced with a crisis situ-
ation? I see young doctors, nurses, sometimes fresh graduates that go to the “red zone” to save lives. 
I see our servicemen that fight international terrorism in the Northern Caucasus and fought to the 
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bitter end in Syria. They are so young. Many servicemen who were part of the legendary, immortal 6th 
Paratroop Company were 19-20 years old. But all of them proved that they deserved to inherit the feat 
of the warriors of our homeland that defended it during the Great Patriotic War.

This is why I am confident that one of the characteristic features of the peoples of Russia is to ful-
fill their duty without feeling sorry for themselves when the circumstances so demand. Such values as 
selflessness, patriotism, love for their home, their family and Motherland remain fundamental and in-
tegral to the Russian society to this day. These values are, to a large extent, the backbone of our coun-
try’s sovereignty.

Nowadays, we have new traditions created by the people, such as the Immortal Regiment. This is 
the memory march that symbolizes our gratitude, as well as the living connection and the blood ties 
between generations. Millions of people come out to the streets carrying the photographs of their rel-
atives that defended their Motherland and defeated the Nazis. This means that their lives, their or-
deals and sacrifices, as well as the Victory that they left to us will never be forgotten.

We have a responsibility to our past and our future to do our utmost to prevent those horrible trag-
edies from happening ever again. Hence, I was compelled to come out with an article about World War 
II and the Great Patriotic War. I have discussed this idea on several occasions with world leaders, and 
they have showed their support. At the summit of CIS leaders held at the end of last year, we all agreed 
on one thing: it is essential to pass on to future generations the memory of the fact that the Nazis 
were defeated first and foremost by the Soviet people and that representatives of all republics of the 
Soviet Union fought side by side together in that heroic battle, both on the frontlines and in the rear. 
During that summit, I also talked with my counterparts about the challenging pre-war period.

That conversation caused a stir in Europe and the world. It means that it is indeed high time that 
we revisited the lessons of the past. At the same time, there were many emotional outbursts, poor-
ly disguised insecurities and loud accusations that followed. Acting out of habit, certain politicians 
rushed to claim that Russia was trying to rewrite history. However, they failed to rebut a single fact or 
refute a single argument. It is indeed difficult, if not impossible, to argue with the original documents 
that, by the way, can be found not only in the Russian, but also in the foreign archives.

Thus, there is a need to further examine the reasons that caused the world war and reflect on its 
complicated events, tragedies and victories, as well as its lessons, both for our country and the entire 
world. And like I said, it is crucial to rely exclusively on archive documents and contemporary evidence 
while avoiding any ideological or politicized speculations.

I would like to once again recall the obvious fact. The root causes of World War II mainly stem from 
the decisions made after World War I. The Treaty of Versailles became a symbol of grave injustice for 
Germany. It basically implied that the country was to be robbed, being forced to pay enormous repa-
rations to the Western allies that drained its economy. French marshal Ferdinand Foch who served as 
the Supreme Allied Commander gave a prophetic description of that Treaty: “This is not peace. It is 
an armistice for twenty years.”

It was the national humiliation that became a fertile ground for radical sentiments of revenge in 
Germany. The Nazis skillfully played on people’s emotions and built their propaganda promising to 
deliver Germany from the “legacy of Versailles” and restore the country to its former power while es-
sentially pushing German people into war. Paradoxically, the Western states, particularly the United 
Kingdom and the United States, directly or indirectly contributed to this. Their financial and indus-
trial enterprises actively invested in German factories and plants manufacturing military products. 
Besides, many people in the aristocracy and political establishment supported radical, far-right and 
nationalist movements that were on the rise both in Germany and in Europe.

The “Versailles world order” caused numerous implicit controversies and apparent conflicts. They 
revolved around the borders of new European states randomly set by the victors in World War I. That 
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boundary delimitation was almost immediately followed by territorial disputes and mutual claims 
that turned into “time bombs”.

One of the major outcomes of World War I was the establishment of the League of Nations. There 
were high expectations for that international organization to ensure lasting peace and collective se-
curity. It was a progressive idea that, if followed through consistently, could actually prevent the hor-
rors of a global war from happening again.

However, the League of Nations dominated by the victorious powers of France and the United 
Kingdom proved ineffective and just got swamped by pointless discussions. The League of Nations and 
the European continent in general turned a deaf ear to the repeated calls of the Soviet Union to estab-
lish an equitable collective security system, and sign an Eastern European pact and a Pacific pact to 
prevent aggression. These proposals were disregarded.

The League of Nations also failed to prevent conflicts in various parts of the world, such as the 
attack of Italy on Ethiopia, the civil war in Spain, the Japanese aggression against China and the 
Anschluss of Austria. Furthermore, in case of the Munich Betrayal that, in addition to Hitler and 
Mussolini, involved British and French leaders, Czechoslovakia was taken apart with the full approv-
al of the League of Nations. I would like to point out in this regard that, unlike many other European 
leaders of that time, Stalin did not disgrace himself by meeting with Hitler who was known among 
the Western nations as quite a reputable politician and was a welcome guest in the European capitals.

Poland was also engaged in the partition of Czechoslovakia along with Germany. They decided 
together in advance who would get what Czechoslovak territories. On September 20, 1938, Polish 
Ambassador to Germany Józef Lipski reported to Minister of Foreign Affairs of Poland Józef Beck on 
the following assurances made by Hitler: “…in case of a conflict between Poland and Czechoslovakia 
over our interests in Teschen, the Reich would stand by Poland.” The Nazi leader even prompted and 
advised that Poland started to act “only after the Germans occupy the Sudetes.”

Poland was aware that without Hitler’s support, its annexationist plans were doomed to fail. 
I would like to quote in this regard a record of the conversation between German Ambassador to 
Warsaw Hans-Adolf von Moltke and Józef Beck that took place on October 1, 1938, and was focused 
on the Polish-Czech relations and the position of the Soviet Union in this matter. It says: “Mr. Beck 
expressed real gratitude for the loyal treatment accorded [to] Polish interests at the Munich confer-
ence, as well as the sincerity of relations during the Czech conflict. The attitude of the Führer and 
Chancellor was fully appreciated by the Government and the public [of Poland].”

The partition of Czechoslovakia was brutal and cynical. Munich destroyed even the formal, fragile 
guarantees that remained on the continent. It showed that mutual agreements were worthless. It was 
the Munich Betrayal that served as a “trigger” and made the great war in Europe inevitable.

Today, European politicians, and Polish leaders in particular, wish to sweep the Munich Betrayal 
under the carpet. Why? The fact that their countries once broke their commitments and supported the 
Munich Betrayal, with some of them even participating in divvying up the take, is not the only reason. 
Another is that it is kind of embarrassing to recall that during those dramatic days of 1938, the Soviet 
Union was the only one to stand up for Czechoslovakia.

The Soviet Union, in accordance with its international obligations, including agreements with France 
and Czechoslovakia, tried to prevent the tragedy from happening. Meanwhile, Poland, in pursuit of its in-
terests, was doing its utmost to hamper the establishment of a collective security system in Europe. Polish 
Minister of Foreign Affairs Józef Beck wrote about it directly in his letter of September 19, 1938 to the afore-
mentioned Ambassador Józef Lipski before his meeting with Hitler: “…in the past year, the Polish govern-
ment rejected four times the proposal to join the international interfering in defense of Czechoslovakia.”

Britain, as well as France, which was at the time the main ally of the Czechs and Slovaks, chose to 
withdraw their guarantees and abandon this Eastern European country to its fate. In so doing, they 
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sought to direct the attention of the Nazis eastward so that Germany and the Soviet Union would in-
evitably clash and bleed each other white. 

That is the essence of the western policy of appeasement, which was pursued not only towards 
the Third Reich but also towards other participants of the so-called Anti-Comintern Pact – the fas-
cist Italy and militarist Japan. In the Far East, this policy culminated in the conclusion of the Anglo-
Japanese agreement in the summer of 1939, which gave Tokyo a free hand in China. The leading 
European powers were unwilling to recognize the mortal danger posed by Germany and its allies to 
the whole world. They were hoping that they themselves would be left untouched by the war.

The Munich Betrayal showed to the Soviet Union that the Western countries would deal with se-
curity issues without taking its interests into account. In fact, they could even create an anti-Soviet 
front, if needed. 

Nevertheless, the Soviet Union did its utmost to use every chance of creating an anti-Hitler coalition. 
Despite – I will say it again – the double-dealing on the part of the Western countries. For instance, the 
intelligence services reported to the Soviet leadership detailed information on the behind-the-scenes 
contacts between Britain and Germany in the summer of 1939. The important thing is that those con-
tacts were quite active and practically coincided with the tripartite negotiations between France, Great 
Britain and the USSR, which were, on the contrary, deliberately protracted by the Western partners. In 
this connection, I will cite a document from the British archives. It contains instructions to the British 
military mission that came to Moscow in August 1939. It directly states that the delegation was to pro-
ceed with negotiations very slowly, and that the Government of the United Kingdom was not ready to as-
sume any obligations spelled out in detail and limiting their freedom of action under any circumstances. 
I will also note that, unlike the British and French delegations, the Soviet delegation was headed by top 
commanders of the Red Army, who had the necessary authority to “sign a military convention on the or-
ganization of military defense of England, France and the USSR against aggression in Europe.”

Poland played its role in the failure of those negotiations as it did not want to have any obligations 
to the Soviet side. Even under pressure from their Western allies, the Polish leadership rejected the idea 
of joint action with the Red Army to fight against the Wehrmacht. It was only when they learned of the 
arrival of Ribbentrop to Moscow that J. Beck reluctantly and not directly, through French diplomats, no-
tified the Soviet side: “… in the event of joint action against the German aggression, cooperation be-
tween Poland and the Soviet Union is not out of the question, in technical circumstances which remain 
to be agreed.”  At the same time, he explained to his colleagues: “… I agreed to this wording only for the 
sake of the tactics, and our core position in relation to the Soviet Union is final and remains unchanged.”

In these circumstances, the Soviet Union signed the Non-Aggression Pact with Germany. It was 
practically the last among the European countries to do so. Besides, it was done in the face of a real 
threat of war on two fronts – with Germany in the west and with Japan in the east, where intense fight-
ing on the Khalkhin Gol River was already underway.

Stalin and his entourage, indeed, deserve many legitimate accusations. We remember the crimes 
committed by the regime against its own people and the horror of mass repressions. In other words, 
there are many things the Soviet leaders can be reproached for, but poor understanding of the nature 
of external threats is not one of them. They saw how attempts were made to leave the Soviet Union 
alone to deal with Germany and its allies. Bearing in mind this real threat, they sought to buy precious 
time needed to strengthen the country’s defenses.

Nowadays, we hear lots of speculations and accusations against modern Russia in connection with 
the Non-Aggression Pact signed back then. Yes, Russia is the legal successor state to the USSR, and 
the Soviet period – with all its triumphs and tragedies – is an inalienable part of our thousand-year-
long history. However, let us recall that the Soviet Union gave a legal and moral assessment of the so-
called Molotov–Ribbentrop Pact. The Supreme Soviet in its resolution of 24 December 1989 official-
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ly denounced the secret protocols as “an act of personal power” which in no way reflected “the will of 
the Soviet people who bear no responsibility for this collusion.”

Yet other states have preferred to forget the agreements carrying signatures of the Nazis and 
Western politicians, not to mention giving legal or political assessments of such cooperation, includ-
ing the silent acquiescence – or even direct abetment – of some European politicians in the barba-
rous plans of the Nazis. It will suffice to remember the cynical phrase said by Polish Ambassador to 
Germany J. Lipski during his conversation with Hitler on 20 September 1938: “…for solving the Jewish 
problem, we [the Poles] will build in his honor … a splendid monument in Warsaw.”

Besides, we do not know if there were any secret “protocols” or annexes to agreements of a num-
ber of countries with the Nazis. The only thing that is left to do is to take their word for it. In particu-
lar, materials pertaining to the secret Anglo-German talks still have not been declassified. Therefore, 
we urge all states to step up the process of making their archives public and publishing previously un-
known documents of the war and pre-war periods – the way Russia has done it in recent years. In this 
context, we are ready for broad cooperation and joint research projects engaging historians.

But let us go back to the events immediately preceding the Second World War. It was naïve to believe 
that Hitler, once done with Czechoslovakia, would not make new territorial claims. This time the claims 
involved its recent accomplice in the partition of Czechoslovakia – Poland. Here, the legacy of Versailles, 
particularly the fate of the so-called Danzig Corridor, was yet again used as the pretext. The blame for 
the tragedy that Poland then suffered lies entirely with the Polish leadership, which had impeded the 
formation of a military alliance between Britain, France and the Soviet Union and relied on the help from 
its Western partners, throwing its own people under the steamroller of Hitler’s machine of destruction.

The German offensive was mounted in full accordance with the blitzkrieg doctrine. Despite the 
fierce, heroic resistance of the Polish army, on 8 September 1939 – only a week after the war broke out – 
the German troops were on the approaches to Warsaw. By 17 September, the military and political lead-
ers of Poland had fled to Romania, abandoning its people, who continued to fight against the invaders.

Poland’s hope for help from its Western allies was in vain. After the war against Germany was de-
clared, the French troops advanced only a few tens of kilometers deep into the German territory. All 
of it looked like a mere demonstration of vigorous action. Moreover, the Anglo-French Supreme War 
Council, holding its first meeting on 12 September 1939 in the French city of Abbeville, decided to call 
off the offensive altogether in view of the rapid developments in Poland. That was when the infamous 
Phony War started. What Britain and France did was a blatant betrayal of their obligations to Poland.

Later, during the Nuremberg trials, German generals explained their quick success in the East. The 
former chief of the operations staff of the German armed forces high command, General Alfred Jodl ad-
mitted: “… we did not suffer defeat as early as 1939 only because about 110 French and British divisions 
stationed in the west against 23 German divisions during our war with Poland remained absolutely idle.”

I asked for retrieval from the archives of the whole body of materials pertaining to the contacts 
between the USSR and Germany in the dramatic days of August and September 1939. According to 
the documents, paragraph 2 of the Secret Protocol to the German-Soviet Non-Aggression Pact of 23 
August 1939 stated that, in the event of territorial-political reorganization of the districts making up 
the Polish state, the border of the spheres of interest of the two countries would run “approximately 
along the Narew, Vistula and San rivers”. In other words, the Soviet sphere of influence included not 
only the territories that were mostly home to Ukrainian and Belarusian population but also the histor-
ically Polish lands in the Vistula and Bug interfluve. This fact is known to very few these days.

Similarly, very few know that, immediately following the attack on Poland, in the early days of 
September 1939 Berlin strongly and repeatedly called on Moscow to join the military action. However, 
the Soviet leadership ignored those calls and planned to avoid engaging in the dramatic developments 
as long as possible.



9

Y A L T A  С O N F E R E N C E  A N D  Y A L T A  P E A C E  C o l l e c t i o n  o f  a r c h i v a l  m a t e r i a l s

It was only when it became absolutely clear that Great Britain and France were not going to help their 
ally and the Wehrmacht could swiftly occupy entire Poland and thus appear on the approaches to Minsk 
that the Soviet Union decided to send in, on the morning of 17 September, Red Army units into the so-
called Eastern Borderlines, which nowadays form part of the territories of Belarus, Ukraine and Lithuania.

Obviously, there was no alternative. Otherwise, the USSR would face seriously increased risks be-
cause – I will say this again – the old Soviet-Polish border ran only within a few tens of kilometers of 
Minsk. The country would have to enter the inevitable war with the Nazis from very disadvantageous 
strategic positions, while millions of people of different nationalities, including the Jews living near 
Brest and Grodno, Przemyśl, Lvov and Wilno, would be left to die at the hands of the Nazis and their 
local accomplices – anti-Semites and radical nationalists.

The fact that the Soviet Union sought to avoid engaging in the growing conflict for as long as pos-
sible and was unwilling to fight side by side with Germany was the reason why the real contact be-
tween the Soviet and the German troops occurred much farther east than the borders agreed in the 
secret protocol. It was not on the Vistula River but closer to the so-called Curzon Line, which back in 
1919 was recommended by the Triple Entente as the eastern border of Poland.

As is known, there is hardly any point in using the subjunctive mood when we speak of the past 
events. I will only say that, in September 1939, the Soviet leadership had an opportunity to move the 
western borders of the USSR even farther west, all the way to Warsaw, but decided against it.

The Germans suggested formalizing the new status quo. On September  28,  1939 Joachim von 
Ribbentrop and V.Molotov signed in Moscow the Boundary and Friendship Treaty between Germany and 
the Soviet Union, as well as the secret protocol on changing the state border, according to which the 
border was recognized at the demarcation line where the two armies de-facto stood.

In autumn 1939, the Soviet Union, pursuing its strategic military and defensive goals, started the 
process of the incorporation of Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia. Their accession to the USSR was imple-
mented on a contractual basis, with the consent of the elected authorities. This was in line with in-
ternational and state law of that time. Besides, in October 1939, the city of Vilna and the surrounding 
area, which had previously been part of Poland, were returned to Lithuania. The Baltic republics with-
in the USSR preserved their government bodies, language, and had representation in the higher state 
structures of the Soviet Union.

During all these months there was an ongoing invisible diplomatic and politico-military strug-
gle and intelligence work. Moscow understood that it was facing a fierce and cruel enemy, and that 
a covert war against Nazism was already going on. And there is no reason to take official statements 
and formal protocol notes of that time as a proof of ‘friendship’ between the USSR and Germany. The 
Soviet Union had active trade and technical contacts not only with Germany, but with other countries 
as well. Whereas Hitler tried again and again to draw the Soviet Union into Germany’s confrontation 
with the UK. But the Soviet government stood firm.

The last attempt to persuade the USSR to act together was made by Hitler during the visit of 
Molotov to Berlin in November 1940. But Molotov accurately followed Stalin’s instructions and limit-
ed himself to a general discussion of the German idea of the Soviet Union joining the Tripartite Pact 
signed by Germany, Italy and Japan in September 1940 and directed against the UK and the USA. No 
wonder that already on November 17 Molotov gave the following instructions to Soviet plenipoten-
tiary representative in London Ivan Maisky: “For your information…No agreement was signed or was 
intended to be signed in Berlin. We just exchanged our views in Berlin…and that was all…Apparently, 
the Germans and the Japanese seem anxious to push us towards the Gulf and India. We declined the 
discussion of this matter as we consider such advice on the part of Germany to be inappropriate.” And 
on November 25 the Soviet leadership called it a day altogether by officially putting forward to Berlin 
the conditions that were unacceptable to the Nazis, including the withdrawal of German troops from 
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Finland, mutual assistance treaty between Bulgaria and the USSR, and a number of others. Thus it de-
liberately excluded any possibility of joining the Pact. Such position definitely shaped the Fuehrer’s 
intention to unleash a war against the USSR. And already in December, putting aside the warnings of 
his strategists about the disastrous danger of having a two-front war, Hitler approved the Barbarossa 
Plan. He did this with the knowledge that the Soviet Union was the major force that opposed him in 
Europe and that the upcoming battle in the East would decide the outcome of the world war. And he 
had no doubts as to the swiftness and success of the Moscow campaign.

And here I would like to highlight the following: Western countries, as a matter of fact, agreed at 
that time with the Soviet actions and recognized the Soviet Union’s intention to ensure its national 
security. Indeed, back on October 1, 1939 Winston Churchill, the First Lord of the Admiralty back then, 
in his speech on the radio said, “Russia has pursued a cold policy of self-interest… But that the Russian 
armies should stand on this line [the new Western border is meant] was clearly necessary for the safe-
ty of Russia against the Nazi menace.” On October 4, 1939 speaking in the House of Lords British 
Foreign Secretary Halifax said, “…it should be recalled that the Soviet government’s actions were to 
move the border essentially to the line recommended at the Versailles Conference by Lord Curzon... I 
only cite historical facts and believe they are indisputable.” Prominent British politician and states-
man D. Lloyd George emphasized, “The Russian armies occupied the territories that are not Polish and 
that were forcibly seized by Poland after the First World War ... It would be an act of criminal insanity 
to put the Russian advancement on a par with the German one.”

In informal communications with Soviet plenipotentiary representative Maisky, British diplo-
mats and high-level politicians spoke even more openly. On October 17, 1939 Under-Secretary of 
State for Foreign Affairs R. A. Butler confided him that the British government circles believed there 
could be no question of returning Western Ukraine and Belarus to Poland. According to him, if it had 
been possible to create an ethnographic Poland of a modest size with a guarantee not only of the 
USSR and Germany, but also of Britain and France, the British government would have considered 
itself quite satisfied. On October 27, 1939, Chamberlain’s senior advisor H.Wilson said that Poland 
had to be restored as an independent state on its ethnographic basis, but without Western Ukraine 
and Belarus.

It is worth noting that in the course of these conversations the possibilities for improving British-
Soviet relations were also being explored. These contacts to a large extent laid the foundation for fu-
ture alliance and anti-Hitler coalition. Churchill stood out among other responsible and far-sight-
ed politicians and, despite his infamous dislike for the USSR, had been in favour of cooperating with 
the Soviets even before. Back in May 1939, he said in the House of Commons, “We shall be in mortal 
danger if we fail to create a grand alliance against aggression. The worst folly would be to drive away 
any natural cooperation with Soviet Russia.” And after the start of hostilities in Europe, at his meet-
ing with Maisky on October 6, 1939 he confided that there were no serious contradictions between the 
UK and the USSR and, therefore, there was no reason for strained or unsatisfactory relations. He also 
mentioned that the British government was eager to develop trade relations and willing to discuss any 
other measures that might improve the relationships.

The Second World War did not happen overnight, nor did it start unexpectedly or all of a sudden. 
And German aggression against Poland was not out of nowhere. It was the result of a number of ten-
dencies and factors of the world policy of that time. All pre-war events fell into place to form one fa-
tal chain. But, undoubtedly, the main factors that predetermined the greatest tragedy in the history of 
mankind were state egoism, cowardice, appeasement of the aggressor who was gaining strength, and 
unwillingness of political elites to search for a compromise.

Therefore, it is unfair to claim that the two-day visit to Moscow of Nazi Foreign Minister Ribbentrop 
was the main reason for the start of the Second World War. All the leading countries are to a certain 
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extent responsible for its outbreak. Each of them made fatal mistakes, arrogantly believing that they 
could outsmart others, secure unilateral advantages for themselves or stay away from the impending 
world catastrophe. And this short-sightedness, the refusal to create a collective security system cost 
millions of lives and tremendous losses.

Saying this, I by no means intend to take on the role of a judge, to accuse or acquit anyone, let 
alone initiate a new round of international information confrontation in the historical field that could 
set countries and peoples at loggerheads. I believe that it is academics with a wide representation of 
respected scientists from different countries of the world who should search for a balanced assess-
ment of what happened. We all need the truth and objectivity. On my part, I have always encour-
aged my colleagues to build a calm, open and trust-based dialogue, to look at the common past in 
a self-critical and unbiased manner. Such an approach will make it possible not to repeat the errors 
committed back then and to ensure peaceful and successful development for years to come.

However, many of our partners are not yet ready for joint work. On the contrary, pursuing their 
goals, they increase the number and the scope of information attacks against our country, trying to 
make us provide excuses and feel guilty, and adopt thoroughly hypocritical and politically motivated 
declarations. Thus, for example, the resolution on the Importance of European Remembrance for the 
Future of Europe approved by the European Parliament on 19 September 2019 directly accused the 
USSR together with the Nazi Germany of unleashing the Second World War. Needless to say, there is 
no mention of Munich in it whatsoever.

I believe that such ‘paperwork’ – for I cannot call this resolution a document – which is clearly in-
tended to provoke a scandal, is fraught with real and dangerous threats. Indeed, it was adopted by a 
highly respectable institution. And what does that show? Regrettably, this reveals a deliberate policy 
aimed at destroying the post-war world order whose creation was a matter of honour and responsibil-
ity for States a number of representatives of which voted today in favour of this deceitful resolution. 
Thus, they challenged the conclusions of the Nuremberg Tribunal and the efforts of the international 
community to create after the victorious 1945 universal international institutions. Let me remind you 
in this regard that the process of European integration itself leading to the establishment of relevant 
structures, including the European Parliament, became possible only due to the lessons learnt form 
the past and its accurate legal and political assessment. And those who deliberately put this consen-
sus into question undermine the foundations of the entire post-war Europe.

Apart from posing a threat to the fundamental principles of the world order, this also raises cer-
tain moral and ethical issues. Desecrating and insulting the memory is mean. Meanness can be delib-
erate, hypocritical and pretty much intentional as in the situation when declarations commemorating 
the 75th anniversary of the end of the Second World War mention all participants in the anti-Hit-
ler coalition except for the Soviet Union. Meanness can be cowardly as in the situation when monu-
ments erected in honour of those who fought against Nazism are demolished and these shameful acts 
are justified by the false slogans of the fight against an unwelcome ideology and alleged occupation. 
Meanness can also be bloody as in the situation when those who come out against neo-Nazis and 
Bandera’s successors are killed and burned. Once again, meanness can have different manifestations, 
but this does not make it less disgusting.

Neglecting the lessons of history inevitably leads to a harsh payback. We will firmly uphold the 
truth based on documented historical facts. We will continue to be honest and impartial about the 
events of World War II. This includes a large-scale project to establish Russia’s largest collection of 
archival records, film and photo materials about the history of World War II and the pre-war period.

Such work is already underway. Many new, recently discovered or declassified materials were also 
used in the preparation of this article. In this regard, I can state with all responsibility that there are 
no archive documents that would confirm the assumption that the USSR intended to start a preven-
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tive war against Germany. The Soviet military leadership indeed followed a doctrine according to 
which, in the event of aggression, the Red Army would promptly confront the enemy, go on the offen-
sive and wage war on enemy territory. However, such strategic plans did not imply any intention to at-
tack Germany first.

Of course, military planning documents, letters of instruction of Soviet and German headquar-
ters are now available to historians. Finally, we know the true course of events. From the perspective 
of this knowledge, many argue about the actions, mistakes and misjudgment of the country’s military 
and political leadership. In this regard, I will say one thing: along with a huge flow of misinformation 
of various kinds, Soviet leaders also received true information about the upcoming Nazi aggression. 
And in the pre-war months, they took steps to improve the combat readiness of the country, including 
the secret recruitment of a part of those liable for military duty for military training and the redeploy-
ment of units and reserves from internal military districts to western borders.

The war did not come as a surprise, people were expecting it, preparing for it. But the Nazi attack 
was truly unprecedented in terms of its destructive power. On June 22, 1941, the Soviet Union faced 
the strongest, most mobilized and skilled army in the world with the industrial, economic and mil-
itary potential of almost all Europe working for it. Not only the Wehrmacht, but also German satel-
lites, military contingents of many other states of the European continent, took part in this dead-
ly invasion.

The most serious military defeats in 1941 brought the country to the brink of catastrophe. Combat 
power and control had to be restored by extreme means, nation-wide mobilization and intensification 
of all efforts of the state and the people. In summer 1941, millions of citizens, hundreds of factories 
and industries began to be evacuated under enemy fire to the east of the country. The manufacture of 
weapons and munition, that had started to be supplied to the front already in the first military winter, 
was launched in the shortest possible time, and by 1943, the rates of military production of Germany 
and its allies were exceeded. Within six months, the Soviet people did something that seemed impos-
sible. Both on the front lines and the home front. It is still hard to realize, understand and imagine 
what incredible efforts, courage, dedication these greatest achievements were worth.

The tremendous power of Soviet society, united by the desire to protect their native land, rose 
against the powerful, armed to the teeth, cold-blooded Nazi invading machine. It stood up to take re-
venge on the enemy, who had broken, trampled peaceful life, people’s plans and hopes.

Of course, fear, confusion and desperation were taking over some people during this terrible and 
bloody war. There were betrayal and desertion. The harsh split caused by the revolution and the Civil 
War, nihilism, mockery of national history, traditions and faith that the Bolsheviks tried to impose, es-
pecially in the first years after coming to power – all of this had its impact. But the general attitude of 
the absolute majority of Soviet citizens and our compatriots who found themselves abroad was differ-
ent – to save and protect the Motherland. It was a real and irrepressible impulse. People were looking 
for support in true patriotic values.

The Nazi “strategists” were convinced that a huge multinational state could easily be brought to 
heel. They thought that the sudden outbreak of the war, its mercilessness and unbearable hardships 
would inevitably exacerbate inter-ethnic relations. And that the country could be split into pieces. 
Hitler clearly stated: “Our policy towards the peoples living in the vastness of Russia should be to pro-
mote any form of disagreement and division”.

But from the very first days, it was clear that the Nazi plan had failed. The Brest Fortress was pro-
tected to the last drop of blood by its defenders of more than 30 ethnicities. Throughout the war, the 
feat of the Soviet people knew no national boundaries – both in large-scale decisive battles and in the 
protection of every foothold, every meter of native land.
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The Volga region and the Urals, Siberia and the Far East, the republics of Central Asia and 
Transcaucasia became home to millions of evacuees. Their residents shared everything they had and 
provided all the support they could. Friendship of peoples and mutual help became a real indestruc-
tible fortress for the enemy.

The Soviet Union and the Red Army, no matter what anyone is trying to prove today, made the 
main and crucial contribution to the defeat of Nazism. These were heroes who fought to the end sur-
rounded by the enemy at  Bialystok and Mogilev, Uman and Kiev, Vyazma and Kharkov. They launched 
attacks near Moscow and Stalingrad, Sevastopol and Odessa, Kursk and Smolensk. They liberated 
Warsaw, Belgrade, Vienna and Prague. They stormed Koenigsberg and Berlin.

We contend for genuine, unvarnished, or whitewashed truth about war. This national, human 
truth, which is hard, bitter and merciless, has been handed down to us by writers and poets who 
walked through fire and hell of front trials. For my generation, as well as for others, their honest 
and deep stories, novels, piercing trench prose and poems have left their mark in my soul forever. 
Honoring veterans who did everything they could for the Victory and remembering those who died on 
the battlefield has become our moral duty.

And today, the simple and great in its essence lines of Alexander Tvardovsky’s poem “I was killed 
near Rzhev ...” dedicated to the participants of the bloody and brutal battle of the Great Patriotic War 
in the center of the Soviet-German front line are astonishing. Only in the battles for Rzhev and the 
Rzhevsky Salient from October 1941 to March 1943, the Red Army lost 1,154, 698 people, including 
wounded and missing. For the first time, I call out these terrible, tragic and far from complete figures 
collected from archive sources. I do it to honor the memory of the feat of known and nameless heroes, 
who for various reasons were undeservingly, and unfairly little talked about or not mentioned at all 
in the post-war years.

Let me cite you another document. This is a report of February 1954 on reparation from Germany 
by the Allied Commission on Reparations headed by Ivan Maisky. The Commission’s task was to de-
fine a formula according to which defeated Germany would have to pay for the damages sustained by 
the victor powers. The Commission concluded that “the number of soldier-days spent by Germany on 
the Soviet front is at least 10 times higher than on all other allied fronts. The Soviet front also had to 
handle four-fifths of German tanks and about two-thirds of German aircraft.” On the whole, the USSR 
accounted for about 75 percent of all military efforts undertaken by the anti-Hitler coalition. During 
the war period, the Red Army “ground up” 626 divisions of the Axis states, of which 508 were German.

On April 28, 1942, Franklin D. Roosevelt said in his address to the American nation: “These Russian 
forces have destroyed and are destroying more armed power of our enemies – troops, planes, tanks, 
and guns – than all the other United Nations put together”. Winston Churchill in his message to 
Joseph Stalin of September 27, 1944, wrote “that it is the Russian army that tore the guts out of the 
German military machine…”.

Such an assessment has resonated throughout the world. Because these words are the great 
truth, which no one doubted then. Almost 27 million Soviet citizens lost their lives on the fronts, in 
German prisons, starved to death and were bombed, died in ghettos and furnaces of the Nazi death 
camps. The USSR lost one in seven of its citizens, the UK lost one in 127, and the USA lost one in 320. 
Unfortunately, this figure of the Soviet Union’s hardest and grievous losses is not exhaustive. The 
painstaking work should be continued to restore the names and fates of all who have perished – Red 
Army soldiers, partisans, underground fighters, prisoners of war and concentration camps, and civil-
ians killed by the death squads. It is our duty. And here, members of the search movement, military-
patriotic and volunteer associations, such projects as the electronic database “Pamyat Naroda”, which 
contains archival documents, play a special role. And, surely, close international cooperation is need-
ed in such a common humanitarian task.
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The efforts of all countries and peoples who fought against a common enemy resulted in vic-
tory. The British army protected its homeland from invasion, fought the Nazis and their satellites 
in the Mediterranean and North Africa. American and British troops liberated Italy and opened the 
Second Front. The US dealt powerful and crushing strikes against the aggressor in the Pacific Ocean. 
We remember the tremendous sacrifices made by the Chinese people and their great role in defeating 
Japanese militarists. Let us not forget the fighters of Fighting France, who did not fall for the shame-
ful capitulation and continued to fight against the Nazis.

We will also always be grateful for the assistance rendered by the Allies in providing the Red Army 
with ammunition, raw materials, food and equipment. And that help was significant – about 7 percent 
of the total military production of the Soviet Union.

The core of the anti-Hitler coalition began to take shape immediately after the attack on the Soviet 
Union where the United States and Britain unconditionally supported it in the fight against Hitler’s 
Germany. At the Tehran conference in 1943, Stalin, Roosevelt and Churchill formed an alliance of 
great powers, agreed to elaborate coalition diplomacy and a joint strategy in the fight against a com-
mon deadly threat. The leaders of the Big Three had a clear understanding that the unification of in-
dustrial, resource and military capabilities of the USSR, the United States and the UK will give unchal-
lenged supremacy over the enemy.

The Soviet Union fully fulfilled its obligations to its allies and always offered a helping hand. Thus, 
the Red Army supported the landing of the Anglo-American troops in Normandy by carrying out a 
large-scale Operation Bagration in Belarus. In January 1945, having broken through to the Oder River, 
it put an end to the last powerful offensive of the Wehrmacht on the Western Front in the Ardennes. 
Three months after the victory over Germany, the USSR, in full accordance with the Yalta agreements, 
declared war on Japan and defeated the million-strong Kwantung Army.

Back in July 1941, the Soviet leadership declared that the purpose of the War against fascist op-
pressors was not only the elimination of the threat looming over our country, but also help for all the 
peoples of Europe suffering under the yoke of German fascism. By the middle of 1944, the enemy was 
expelled from virtually all of the Soviet territory. However, the enemy had to be finished off in its lair. 
And so the Red Army started its liberation mission in Europe. It saved entire nations from destruction 
and enslavement, and from the horror of the Holocaust. They were saved at the cost of hundreds of 
thousands of lives of Soviet soldiers.

It is also important not to forget about the enormous material assistance that the USSR provided 
to the liberated countries in eliminating the threat of hunger and in rebuilding their economies and 
infrastructure. That was being done at the time when ashes stretched for thousands of miles all the 
way from Brest to Moscow and the Volga. For instance, in May 1945, the Austrian government asked 
the USSR to provide assistance with food, as it “had no idea how to feed its population in the next sev-
en weeks before the new harvest.” The state chancellor of the provisional government of the Austrian 
Republic Karl Renner described the consent of the Soviet leadership to send food as a saving act that 
the Austrians would never forget.

The Allies jointly established the International Military Tribunal to punish Nazi political and war 
criminals. Its decisions contained a clear legal qualification of crimes against humanity, such as geno-
cide, ethnic and religious cleansing, anti-Semitism and xenophobia. Directly and unambiguously, the 
Nuremberg Tribunal also condemned the accomplices of the Nazis, collaborators of various kinds.

This shameful phenomenon manifested itself in all European countries. Such figures as Pétain, 
Quisling, Vlasov, Bandera, their henchmen and followers – though they were disguised as fighters for 
national independence or freedom from communism – are traitors and slaughterers. In inhumanity, 
they often exceeded their masters. In their desire to serve, as part of special punitive groups they will-
ingly executed the most inhuman orders. They were responsible for such bloody events as the shoot-
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ings of Babi Yar, the Volhynia massacre, burnt Khatyn, acts of destruction of Jews in Lithuania and 
Latvia. 

Today as well, our position remains unchanged – there can be no excuse for the criminal acts of 
Nazi collaborators, there is no statute of limitations for them. It is therefore bewildering that in cer-
tain countries those who are smirched with cooperation with the Nazis are suddenly equated with the 
Second World War veterans. I believe that it is unacceptable to equate liberators with occupants. And 
I can only regard the glorification of Nazi collaborators as a betrayal of the memory of our fathers and 
grandfathers. A betrayal of the ideals that united peoples in the fight against Nazism.

At that time, the leaders of the USSR, the United States, and the UK faced, without exaggeration, 
a historic task. Stalin, Roosevelt and Churchill  represented the countries with different ideologies, 
state aspirations, interests, cultures, but demonstrated great political will, rose above the contradic-
tions and preferences and put the true interests of peace at the forefront. As a result, they were able to 
come to an agreement and achieve a solution from which all of humanity has benefited.

The victorious powers left us a system that has become the quintessence of the intellectual and po-
litical quest of several centuries. A series of conferences – Tehran, Yalta, San Francisco and Potsdam – 
laid the foundation of a world that for 75 years had no global war, despite the sharpest contradictions.

Historical revisionism, the manifestations of which we now observe in the West, and primarily 
with regard to the subject of the Second World War and its outcome, is dangerous because it gross-
ly and cynically distorts the understanding of the principles of peaceful development, laid down at 
the Yalta and San Francisco conferences in 1945. The major historic achievement of Yalta and other 
decisions of that time is the agreement to create a mechanism that would allow the leading powers to 
remain within the framework of diplomacy in resolving their differences.

The twentieth century brought large-scale and comprehensive global conflicts, and in 1945 the nu-
clear weapons capable of physically destroying the Earth also entered the scene. In other words, the set-
tlement of disputes by force has become prohibitively dangerous. And the victors in the Second World 
War understood that. They understood and were aware of their own responsibility towards humanity.

The cautionary tale of the League of Nations was taken into account in 1945. The structure of the 
UN Security Council was developed in a way to make peace guarantees as concrete and effective as 
possible. That is how the institution of the permanent members of the Security Council and the right 
of the veto as their privilege and responsibility came into being.

What is veto power in the UN Security Council? To put it bluntly, it is the only reasonable alterna-
tive to a direct confrontation between major countries. It is a statement by one of the five powers that 
a decision is unacceptable to it and is contrary to its interests and its ideas about the right approach. 
And other countries, even if they do not agree, take this position for granted, abandoning any attempts 
to realize their unilateral efforts. So, in one way or another, it is necessary to seek compromises.

A new global confrontation started almost immediately after the end of the Second World War and 
was at times very fierce. And the fact that the Cold War did not grow into the Third World War has be-
come a clear testimony of the effectiveness of the agreements concluded by the Big Three. The rules of 
conduct agreed upon during the creation of the United Nations made it possible to further minimize 
risks and keep confrontation under control.

Of course, we can see that the UN system currently experiences certain tension in its work and is 
not as effective as it could be. But the UN still performs its primary function. The principles of the UN 
Security Council are a unique mechanism for preventing a major war or global conflict.

The calls that have been made quite often in recent years to abolish the veto power, to deny spe-
cial opportunities to permanent members of the Security Council are actually irresponsible. After all, 
if that happens, the United Nations would in essence become the League of Nations – a meeting for 
empty talk without any leverage on the world processes. How it ended is well known. That is why the 
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victorious powers approached the formation of the new system of the world order with utmost seri-
ousness seeking to avoid repetition of the mistakes of their predecessors.

The creation of the modern system of international relations is one of the major outcomes of 
the Second World War. Even the most insurmountable contradictions – geopolitical, ideological, eco-
nomic – do not prevent us from finding forms of peaceful coexistence and interaction, if there is the 
desire and will to do so. Today the world is going through quite a turbulent time. Everything is chang-
ing, from the global balance of power and influence to the social, economic and technological founda-
tions of societies, nations and even continents. In the past epochs, shifts of such magnitude have al-
most never happened without major military conflicts. Without a power struggle to build a new global 
hierarchy. Thanks to the wisdom and farsightedness of the political figures of the Allied Powers, it was 
possible to create a system that has restrained from extreme manifestations of such objective compe-
tition, historically inherent in the world development.

It is a duty of ours – all those who take political responsibility and primarily representatives of 
the victorious powers in the Second World War – to guarantee that this system is maintained and im-
proved. Today, as in 1945, it is important to demonstrate political will and discuss the future together. 
Our colleagues – Mr. Xi Jinping, Mr. Macron, Mr. Trump and Mr. Johnson – supported the Russian ini-
tiative to hold a meeting of the leaders of the five nuclear-weapon States, permanent members of the 
Security Council. We thank them for this and hope that such a face-to-face meeting could take place 
as soon as possible. 

What is our vision of the agenda for the upcoming summit? First of all, in our opinion, it would be 
useful to discuss steps to develop collective principles in world affairs. To speak frankly about the is-
sues of preserving peace, strengthening global and regional security, strategic arms control, as well as 
joint efforts in countering terrorism, extremism and other major challenges and threats.

A special item on the agenda of the meeting is the situation in the global economy. And above all, 
overcoming the economic crisis caused by the coronavirus pandemic. Our countries are taking unprec-
edented measures to protect the health and lives of people and to support citizens who have found 
themselves in difficult living situations. Our ability to work together and in concert, as real partners, 
will show how severe the impact of the pandemic will be, and how quickly the global economy will 
emerge from the recession. Moreover, it is unacceptable to turn the economy into an instrument of 
pressure and confrontation. Popular issues include environmental protection and combating climate 
change, as well as ensuring the security of the global information space.

The agenda proposed by Russia for the upcoming summit of the Five is extremely important and 
relevant both for our countries and for the entire world. And we have specific ideas and initiatives on 
all the items.

There can be no doubt that the summit of Russia, China, France, the United States, and the UK can 
play an important role in finding common answers to modern challenges and threats, and will demon-
strate a common commitment to the spirit of alliance, to those high humanist ideals and values for 
which our fathers and grandfathers were fighting shoulder to shoulder.

Drawing on a shared historical memory, we can trust each other and must do so. That will serve 
as a solid basis for successful negotiations and concerted action for the sake of enhancing the stabili-
ty and security on the planet and for the sake of prosperity and well-being of all States. Without exag-
geration, it is our common duty and responsibility towards the entire world, towards the present and 
future generations.

Vladimir Putin serves as President of the Russian Federation. 

Source: https://nationalinterest.org/feature/vladimir-putin-real-lessons-75th-anniversary-world-war-ii-162982
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Yakovets Yu.V. The True History of World War II 

and Yalta World. Introductory article.

Introduction. The Constellation of Historical Anniversaries  
and the Search for Truth

The year 2020 concentrates a whole constellation of historical anniversaries: 75 years since the 
Yalta and Berlin (Potsdam) conferences of the three great powers; victory in the Great Patriotic War 
and the Second World War; formation of the UN and UNESCO. These events are marked by many con-
ferences, forums, and monographs. However, there is a dangerous tendency to rewrite history, reeval-
uate its results, and arrange the trial of the vanquished in the war over the victors. The concept of the 
Soviet historian M.N. Pokrovsky that history is a policy turned into the past is being implemented. 
This tendency is especially dangerous because it is being imposed on a new generation through the 
media and the education system. The restoration of historical truth becomes an urgent need, refer-
ring to the authentic archival documents and says and statements by the participants of these histor-
ical events themselves.

The contribution to the restoration of the true history is made by the Pitirim Sorokin – Nikolai 
Kondratieff International Institute  who is a leader in the formation of the theory, history and future 
of civilizations and their interaction. This has been reflected in a number of monographs on the the-
ory, history, dialogue and the future of civilization, and in the preparation with the support of the 
Presidential Grants Foundation of the International Scientific and Diplomatic Congress “Yalta World: 
Historical Experience and Prospects” (May 19-25, 2020), in the opening of scientific and education-
al Internet site “Yalta Peace” (http://yaltapeace.ru/) and in the publication and collection of archival 
materials “Yalta Conference and the Yalta World”. It was necessary to rethink the theory and histo-
ry of world wars, the stages of the Second World War, the historical significance of the conferences of 
the leaders of the three great powers as an institute of strategic partnership and the union of civili-
zations, the stages of the implementation of the Yalta world, the factors of its destruction, the begin-
ning of the birth of the Yalta world – 2 – strategies for establishing a sustainable multipolar world or-
der based on partnership of civilizations and leading powers.
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1. Theory and History of World Wars

Wars between states and civilizations have been waged since their inception more than 5 millen-
nia ago in the epoch of early class civilizations, they were of a local character of a clash of states in 
a narrow stip to the North of the equator. During the period of ancient civilization (1st millennium 
B.C. – 5th century A.D.), they were supplemented by wars between world powers and empires (Greco-
Persian wars, wars between Rome and Carthage, and so on). In the Middle Ages wars expanded the 
area, including the wars between civilizations (Mongolian, Eastern Slavic and Western civilizations, 
the Crusades of the Christian western civilization of Europe against the Muslim world).

During the period of early industrial civilization (16-18 centuries), this was the destruction by 
the Western civilization of the ancient civilizations of America, wars developed between the Spanish, 
Portuguese and British, Russian and Ottoman world empires. However, these wars did not have the 
global character of world wars of the industrial civilization over the past two centuries. Let us consid-
er their main features. 

The clash of civilization groups and leading powers, covering most of the states and population of 
the world, organic connection with the half-century Kondratieff and century-old civilizational cycles. 
N.D. Kondratieff discovered the regularity of the aggravation of military-political contradictions and 
wars on the up wave of large cycles of conjuncture1. World wars connected to transformation of the 
system of civilizational genotypes and economic orders of the world becomes even more devastating 
in its scope and consequences. Based on such theoretical approach it is possible to identify four local 
wars of different nature and scope for the last two centuries.

First, the Napoleonic wars at the beginning of the 19th century, acting as a clash of world empires – 
French, British, Austro-Hungarian, Russian, Ottoman, which covered most of oecumene and the world 
population. They ended in the Peace of Vienna and the formation of the Holy Union led by Russia to 
maintain peace. This was observed on the up wave of the 1st Kondratieff cycle.

Second, already in the mid-1850s, on the up wave of the second Kondratieff cycle, clashes between 
world civilizations occurred – the Crimean War between the Russian, British, French and Ottoman 
Empires, the Franco-Prussian war, which ended with the short-lived Treaty of Paris; clashes of the 
Russian and Ottoman empires in the Balkans.

Third, the First World War between the Entente powers (Britain, France, Russia) and the 
German, Auto-Hungarian and Ottoman empires, which ended in a revolution in Russia, in the 
Treaty of Versailles and the formation of the League of Nations. This happened during the 3rd 
Kondratieff cycle. 

Fourth, the Second World War, which was developed on the up wave of the fourth Kondratieff cy-
cle after the world crisis of 1929-1933, the establishment of the fascist regimes in Germany and Italy, 
formation of the Berlin-Rome-Tokyo axis and opposing them British, French Empire, the USSR and 
China. The war began in 1937, it acquired a global character in 1941-1945, concluded with the forma-
tion of the Yalta world and the creation of the United Nations. 

The up wave of the 5th Kondratieff cycle was accompanied by a wave of terrorist attacks and local 
wars at the beginning of the 21st century, the resumption of the Cold War. The new world war was a hy-
brid in nature and was characterized by the US desire to establish a unipolar world, relying on the ex-
pansion of NATO borders and a new arms race.

It seems appropriate to expand fundamental knowledge on the theory, history and the future of 
world wars and hold an Interdisciplinary discussion on this issue in 2021.

1 Kondratieff N.D. Large Cycles of Conjuncture and the Theory of Foresight. M: Ekonomika, 2002
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2. The Stages of the Second World War (1937-1945)

It is generally considered the beginning of the Second World War September 1, 1939 – the 
dates of the German attack on Poland and the entry into the war of Great Britain and France. 
However, in reality, the Second World War began two years earlier in Asia. The actual start of the 
Second World War should be viewed June 7, 1937 – the beginning of Japanese- Chinese war – the 
clash of Japanese, Chinese, Eurasian, and Buddhist civilization. At the same stage, the clashes be-
tween Japan and the USSR in June 1938 and the battle of Khalkhin Gol in May 1939 took place. 
The USSR and the USA actively helped China. More than 200 Soviet pilots took part in the hostili-
ties against Japanese aviation in 1938-41; more than 40 of them are buried in the memorial cem-
etery in Wuhan.

In parallel, the centers of the Second World War in Europe were formed – the civil war in Spain 
(from June 1936 to April 1939), in which a military clash was actually waged between Germany, Italy 
and the USSR. As a result of the Munich Betrayal between the governments of Germany, Great Britain, 
Italy and France, the division of Czechoslovakia took place. The USSR was ready to provide military 
assistance to Czechoslovakia, but Poland refused to let in the Soviet troops, and itself took part in the 
division of Czechoslovakia. 

In order to postpone the  dates of the inevitable military clash, the USSR had to sign non-ag-
gression treaties with Germany (1939) and Japan (1941). Due to the accession of Western Ukraine 
and Western Belarus and the Baltic Republics to the USSR, their occupation by the fascist troops 
was postponed for two years. The announcement by the presidents of Poland and Ukraine the 
USSR as the initiator of the Second World War actually calls into question the legitimacy of the 
inclusion of Western Ukraine as part of Ukraine, Western Belarus as part of Belarus and the trans-
fer of lands from East Germany to Poland on the basis of the decision of the Berlin (Potsdam) con-
ference as a compensation for the preservation of Western Ukraine and Western Belarus as part 
of the USSR.

The second stage was the period from September 1939 to June 1941, when the “phony war” 
between Germany and France turned into a defeat of the French and British troops, capture of 
France, other north-European, south-European countries, Yugoslavia and Greece, the concentra-
tion in the hands of the German-Italian bloc of most of Europe and its economic and military re-
sources.

The third, decisive stage of the Second World War covers the period from June 22, 1941 – September 
3, 1945: the fascist German attack, its satellites on the USSR, the Japanese attack on the United States 
on December 7, 1941 and the proclamation of the United Nations declaration on January 1, 1942 . 
Thus, the Second World War acquired an overall planetary character. This period was characterized by 
confrontation of the opposing camps, formation of military-political union between the USSR, USA. 
and Great Britain, the key points of which were the Teheran, Yalta and Berlin (Potsdam) conference of 
the heads of three great powers who led the anti-Hitler coalition. 

An active role in the Second World War was played by the heroic struggle of China against the 
Japanese occupiers (the losses of China during the war exceeded 35 million people) and the participa-
tion of representatives of fighting France on the Russian-German front and in the liberation of France. 
The Second World War ended with the surrender of fascist Germany in 1945 and militaristic Japan on 
September 3, 1945.

The decisive role in the victory over fascist Germany was played by the Soviet Union, which paid 
25 million lives for the victory. This was clearly recognized by the main partners who played their 
role in the victory over the Nazi bloc and, above all, Roosevelt, Churchill, Truman and Attlee, as can 
be seen from the published correspondence between Stalin, Roosevelt, Churchill, Truman and Attlee 
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of 1941-1945. The entry of the USSR into the war against Japan in August 1945 and the defeat of the 
Kwantung army accelerated the process of surrender of Japan.

The effect of the law of polarization and the socio-political partnership of civilizations and states, 
social strata and generations in the periods of civilizational crises manifested itself in it. 

Given the desire of a number of foreign historians and politicians to rewrite the history of  
the Second World War by the inclusion of the USSR among its initiators together with Hitlerite 
Germany it is necessary, through the efforts of Russian, Chinese and other scientists, to prepare 
and publish to the 85th anniversary of the Second World War the fundamental work on the histo-
ry of the Second World War and discuss it at the International Scientific and Diplomatic Congress 
in Moscow in 2022. 

3. Conferences of the Three Great Powers Leaders 

It is of particular interest the original documents of the institute of strategic partnership and mil-
itary-political union – Conferences of the heads of three great powers as well as the meeting of their 
leaders and the Moscow conference of 1943 of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the USSR, USA, UK 
and China (October 18 – November 11, 1943). 

Out of the posted on the website “Yalta Peace” and published in the book “The Yalta World” the cor-
respondence between Stalin , Roosevelt, Churchill, Truman and Attlee, and the memoirs of Churchill 
and Gromyko, it is obvious what a tremendous work on the interaction, pooling of resources and ef-
forts of the allied countries was performed to counter the German-Japanese aggression and to orga-
nize the defeat of the powers of the Berlin-Rome-Tokyo axis.

Of particular importance in this regard was the Yalta Conference (February 4-11, 1945), which re-
ceived the password Argonauts. At this conference there were identified the directions of the defeat of 
fascist Germany, its satellites, entry into the war of the USSR against Japan, the basic contours of the 
post-war peace in Europe, the transmission of the southern part of Sakhalin and the Kuril islands of 
the USSR, the UN formation and the post-war world order (later known as “Yalta World”). The high-
est evaluation of the results is evidenced by the letters of Roosevelt and Churchill after the end of the 
Conference.

The final chord of the military-political union of the three powers was the Berlin (Potsdam 
Conference), which was attended by the new leaders of the United States (Truman) and Great Britain 
(Attlee) (July 17 – August 2, 1945). At this conference, the decisions of the Yalta Conference were im-
plemented, the difficult issues of the post-war definition of the European borders (Poland), the terms of 
control over occupied Germany, the participation time frames for the USSR in the war against militaris-
tic Japan were solved. According to available information within the framework of the first stage of such 
Conference it was concluded a secret treaty of the USSR, USA and the UK signed by Stalin, Churchill and 
Truman about the joint struggle against the threat of the emergence of fascism in any form and in any 
location (with a treaty period of 250 years). Unfortunately, the text of this agreement has not been so 
far found in the classified archives. The archival documents and memoirs posted on the site convincing-
ly show that in the presence of a common mortal threat, close unions of world powers with different so-
cio-political systems are possible to successfully address common strategic tasks and respond to the for-
midable challenges of the epoch. 

Given the crucial importance of the conferences of the leaders of the three great powers in the for-
mation of the UN and the definition of the foundations of the post-war world order (Yalta world), it 
would be advisable to place Roosevelt, Churchill and Stalin correspondence as an official UN docu-
ment and widely distribute it in information networks as well as in the Russian houses of science and 
culture and organization of compatriots abroad. 
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4. The Difficult Path of the Yalta World

In the second half of 1945, the half-century period of the Yalta world began, which in turn went 
through several stages. At the first stage before the start of the Korean War (June 25, 1945) it continued 
the partnership of the three great powers for the implementation of joint decisions of the Yalta and 
Berlin Conferences, on the implementation of the Yalta world, signature of the Charter on the founda-
tion of the United Nations Organization (June 26, 1945) and formation of the UNESCO (1945). Initially 
cooperation of the three great powers to implement the decisions of the Berlin (Potsdam) conference 
went on constructively, there were held three conferences of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the 
USSR, the USA and the UK which implemented the decision of the Moscow Conference (December 
1945) and the Paris Conference (February 1947). However, the contradictions caused by the US de-
sire to realize its monopoly on atomic weapons gradually increased. The US General Staff  devised se-
cret plans for atomic war against the Soviet Union. These controversies manifested most clearly in the 
Truman doctrine and Churchill’s Fulton speech in March 1946. Military confrontation between the 
USSR and the USA increased, competition in the field of development of atomic and hydrogen weap-
ons. The confrontation between the two superpowers was reflected in the creation of the military-po-
litical NATO bloc (April 4, 1949) and, in contrast to it, the Warsaw Treaty Оrganization (May 14, 1955). 

The second stage of the implementation of the Yalta world began with the Korean War of 1950-
1953. It was virtually a military clash between the United States, China and the USSR, where the UN 
acted on the U.S. side (the USSR temporarily suspended its activities in the UN Security Council, which 
made it to use the veto), the arms race unfolded. 

Relations escalated between the allies during the Berlin crisis in 1958-1961. During the Caribbean 
crisis of 1961, it arose a real threat of a thermonuclear war between the USSR and the USA. Periodically, 
there were observed tendencies for easing tension and expanding contacts between the USSR and the 
USA, for example, during Khrushchev’s friendly visit to the United States, his meetings and negotia-
tions with Eisenhower in September 1959.

The constructive cooperation of the UN Security Council permanent members and the UN General 
Assembly continued to expand the UN by including countries freed from colonial dependence, on de-
veloping a strategy for international cooperation and assisting developing countries, as well as ad-
dressing major global problems, carrying out peacekeeping operations and providing assistance in 
natural disasters and catastrophes. Partnership of great powers developed in the key areas of disar-
mament, strengthening peace and security in Europe, and preventing the threat of nuclear war and 
the strengthening of environmental security and space exploration.  Under mutual control, measures 
were taken to limit nuclear stockpiles and destruction of the most dangerous types of means of deliv-
ery of weapons of mass destruction.

The resolution of the Caribbean crisis and reaching the agreement on removal of Soviet missiles 
from Cuba and US missiles from Turkey marked the beginning of the third stage of the implementa-
tion of the Yalta world, when there were signs of detente of international relations. The USSR, the USA, 
and the UK signed the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space, and 
Underwater in 1963. During the Vietnam War (1965-1973), the USSR and the PRC actually participated 
in the clash on the side of North Vietnam, giving it significant support with modern weapons. In 1975, 
the Final Act of the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe was signed. The USSR and the 
United States signed the Treaty on the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms (START-1) in 1991. In 
1993, the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) was signed, to which 190 UN member states are parties. 

International organizations were formed to monitor compliance with essential treaties  – the 
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), Organization for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons 
(OPCW), Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE). All this significantly reduced 
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the risk of the outbreak of thermonuclear war and a suicidal clash of civilizations. The year 2001 was 
declared by the UN the year of partnership between civilizations. Since the beginning of the 1980s it 
was almost stopped the “Cold War” between the two superpowers and military-political blocs head-
ed by them. 

Another area of   partnership between civilizations and leading powers with the leading role of the 
United Nations were joint activities on environmental protection and rational nature management. In 
1972, the UN Conference on the Environment decided to establish the United Nations Environment 
Programme (UNEP) and the Global Environment Facility. In 1989, a report by an international group 
of experts, “Our Common Future” proclaimed the Global Sustainable Development Strategy, taking 
into account the interests of present and future generations. This  Strategy was approved in Rio de 
Janeiro in 1992, concretized in the Sustainable Development Goals adopted by the UN summit in 2000, 
at the World Summit on Sustainable Development in 2002 in Johannesburg, at the UN Conference on 
sustainable development “Rio + 20” in Rio de Janeiro in 2012 and in the Sustainable Development 
Goals for 2030, adopted by the UN Summit in September 2015. 

Gagarin’s flight into space in 1961 and his visits to about 30 countries helped to strengthen the au-
thority of the USSR and trust between countries, the implementation and principles of the Yalta world.

The third direction of the successful implementation of the partnership of the leading powers on 
the basis of the Yalta world was cooperation in space exploration and implementation of the Russian-
American project “Soyuz – Apollo “ in 1975, the establishment and successful operation on the basis 
of multilateral cooperation of the International Space Station since 1998. 

Thus, the Yalta world provided the conditions for a relatively peaceful development of mankind for 
half a century, prevention of the threat of nuclear war and the record high rate of economic and social 
development: from 1950-1973, the average annual GDP growth amounted to 4.9%, with GDP growth 
2.9% per capita.

An interdisciplinary research should also be conducted on an international basis on the history of 
the Yalta world and more widely present the outputs of such research in modern history textbooks. 

5. The Destruction of the Yalta World and the Birth of the Yalta World-2

From the end of the 20th century the signs of the destruction of the Yalta world and the threat 
of a clash of civilizations began to mount. Self-disintegration of the USSR, Warsaw Pact, Council for 
Mutual Economic Assistance created the illusion of the ruling elite of the United States on the estab-
lishment of a unipolar world order under the undivided dominance of the US and NATO as an instru-
ment of such domination. The rapid expansion of NATO took place with the inclusion of the states of 
Eastern Europe and a part of the republics of the former USSR. The new strategy was proclaimed in 
the monograph Zbigniew Brzezinski “The Grand Chessboard”. The first acts of the implementation of 
these strategies were the bombing of NATO in Yugoslavia, aggression in Iraq, Afghanistan, and Libya. 
The response was a sharp increase in terrorism, which manifested itself in the tragedy of September 
11, 2001 and reached its apogee in the creation of a terrorist state ISIS. In Huntington’s book of 1996 
it is predicted the inevitability of the clash of  the west and the Muslim civilization. Since the begin-
ning of the 21st century, and especially from 2015, clearly marked the deployment of a new world war 
in its hybrid and diffused forms. An arms race is unfolding, and the threat of accidental and malicious 
use of weapons of mass destruction is growing. Economic sanctions in response to the Ukrainian cri-
sis has strained relations between the West and Russia. The UN efforts to implement the Sustainable 
Development Strategy have not been successful in terms of deployment of global civilizational cri-
sis, strengthening the arms race, strengthening of threat of environmental disaster and adverse cli-
mate changes. Sharp aggravation of global contradictions has caused a counter reaction of the emer-
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gence of foundations for a sustainable multi-polar world order based on dialogue and partnership 
among civilizations, with the leading role of the UN. At the head of this movement there are turned 
to be Russia and China which proclaimed the strategies of the Greater Eurasian Partnership and the 
One Belt, One Road Initiative. At the Munich Conference in 2007, President of Russia V.V. Putin pro-
claimed the Strategy of the formation of a multipolar world order. The role of Russia increases as the 
world leader in the development and implementation of such strategy. This tendency was scientifical-
ly substantiated as a result of the creation by Russian scientists of the Yalta Civilizational Club and the 
preparation of a series of reports on the strategy for the formation of a sustainable multipolar world 
order based on partnership of civilizations. It is going on the preparation of a scientific platform of the 
Conferences of the heads of the States permanent members of the Security Council, which can be de-
veloped at the International scientific and diplomatic Congress on May 19-25, 2020, submitted to the 
UN leadership, the head of the States permanent members of the UN Security Council and present-
ed at the 15th Civilization Forum dedicated to the 75th anniversary of UNESCO (Paris, 2020) and at the 
meeting of the Round table at the Jubilee 75th session of the UN General Assembly (March 2021). This 
will contribute to the creation of the scientific base and the implementation of the proposals on the 
meeting of the heads of states – permanent members of the UN Security Council, articulated by the 
President of the Russian Federation V.V. Putin at the Forum in Jerusalem in January 2020. 

It is evident that the accumulated burden of problems and contradictions cannot be resolved by 
one meeting, it will require several Conferences with a detailed study of the nodal problems in view of 
the groundwork done by the scientists. This will be reflected in future reports of the Yalta Civilizational 
Club: in 2021 on the Strategy for overcoming the world economic crisis on the basis of partnership 
between civilizations and enhancing the UN regulatory role; in 2022 on the Strategy on dialogue and 
partnership of civilizations in the sociodemographic sphere; in 2023 on Dialogue and partnership of 
civilizations in the socio-cultural sphere in science, education and culture under the UNESCO leading 
role. This will be facilitated by the holding in 2020 to the 75th anniversary of the founding of UNESCO 
of the 15th  civilization forum with a discussion of the draft Universal Declaration of UNESCO on dia-
logue and partnership of civilization in science, education, culture and ethics. 

In preparing the Collection in Russian and English, a significant number of sources have been 
used, including the correspondence of Stalin, Roosevelt and Churchill during the Second World War, 
as well as materials organized by the Federal Archival Agency together with the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs of the Russian Federation and the Russian Historical Society documentary exhibition  – 
“Stalin – Churchill – Roosevelt: The Common Struggle against Fascism”, including the greeting of 
Russian Federation President V.V. Putin to the organizers of the exhibition. This made it possible to 
attract a significant number of archival materials published for the first time, including documents 
dated March 1, 1941 with a US warning about the preparation of a plan for Germany to attack the 
Soviet Union and a letter to Stalin from Churchill dated April 19, 1941 about the plans of the German 
military command to move troops to the borders of the USSR. Unfortunately, these warnings were not 
accepted by Stalin. They indicate that the prerequisites for the formation of the anti-Hitler coalition 
developed even before fascist Germany attack on the USSR.

Conclusion 

Historical facts cited in the collection of archival documents and materials indicate that from 
the mid-1930s a new geopolitical divide began to take shape, based on the confrontation between 
Hitlerite Germany, fascist Italy and militaristic Japan, which declared their claims to world domina-
tion, on the one hand, and progressive and conservative forces – the Soviet Union, the United States, 
Britain, France and China opposing them. A direct military clash with them, the Second World War, 
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their confrontation began in the East – with the Japanese attack on China in June 1937 and the clash 
of Japan, the USSR and Mongolia at Khalkhin Gol (May – September 1939) and in the West – the con-
frontation of the USSR and Germany during the Spanish Civil War. At the next stage of the World War 
II (from September 1939 to June 1941), Germany captured Poland, defeated France and Great Britain 
and subjugated almost the whole of Western and Eastern Europe, occupied Norway, Yugoslavia and 
Greece. The Second World War began with the attack of Hitlerite Germany and its satellites and Japan 
on the United States, the proclamation of the United Nations Declaration on January 1, 1942, and end-
ed with the surrender of Germany on May 8-9, 1945 and Japan on September 2, 1945.

The decisive force for the victory in World War II was the close military-political union of the 
three great powers – the USSR, the USA and Great Britain with the participation of China and fighting 
France, and the Conferences of the leaders of the three great powers – Stalin, Roosevelt and Churchill, 
especially the Yalta Conference of February 1945 became the core of this alliance, which laid the solid 
foundation for the post-war world order, the creation of the UN and the implementation of the Yalta 
world during the post-war decades until the 1990s. The documents cited in the collection convinc-
ingly demonstrate the decisive role of the Soviet Union in the victory over Hitlerite Germany and its 
allies, and about the great contribution that this multilateral military-political partnership with the 
United States and Great Britain made to this victory. 

A long historical horizon from the end of the Second World War and the beginning of the imple-
mentation of the Yalta world allows us to give a more complete and objective assessment of the his-
torical significance of these events, causes and the prospects for the prevention of civilizational crisis 
of the late 20th – beginning of the 21st centuries on the basis of formation of humanistically-noospher-
ic civilization and a sustainable multi-polar world order based on a partnership of civilizations and 
leading powers. Favorable conditions for this are created from the transition in the 2020s to the up 
wave of the 6th Kondratieff and the 7th civilizational cycles. This will require consolidation of progres-
sive and conservative forces and reliance on the scientific bases of a long-term strategy developed by 
scientists, forming a new paradigm of scientific knowledge that meets the realities of the 21st century. 
Another important factor in the implementation of this strategy is to adopt the vision of civilization 
crisis factors and prospects to overcome it by the leaders of the new generation, to whom it passes the 
determining role of the development and implementation of the new global strategy. The above find-
ings on the real history of the Second World War and the Yalta world are confirmed by archival docu-
ments and materials published in the collection “The Yalta Conference and Yalta World” and placed 
on the site  “Yalta Peace” (www.yaltapeace.ru).
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O.K. Shevchenko. Foreword

The given collection is the first attempt in the national science to present in one book a polyphon-
ic spectrum of archival materials testifying to the origins, conservation procedures and destruction 
techniques of the Treaty of Yalta (Pax Yalta). Besides, every page of it testifies to the fact that the hu-
manity’s only way to the peaceful coexistence of civilizations is paved with partnership and respect for 
each other’s peculiarities. This way has a symbolic name – the United Nations Organization.

The proposed documents are extremely diverse both in form and in content. They include the epis-
tolary heritage of the leaders of the Big Three, the decisions of the UN Security Council, the transcripts 
of the world leaders’ verbal punchfest and the refined formulations of international treaties.

The collection consists of three big chapters. The first chapter – «Yalta Conference» reveals the 
special techniques for creating the «New World Order» under the conditions when the old order had 
already passed into oblivion, and the new one has not been born yet. It includes documents written 
before the Treaty of Yalta was signed and even prior to the Yalta Conference of 1945. They are, above 
all, the Atlantic Charter and the negotiations in Tehran. The bulk of the collection is devoted to the 
Yalta Conference, but the Berlin (Potsdam) Conference, which to a great extent drew a line under 
World War II and created a new Yalta system of the world order, is not left unnoticed.

The second chapter, «The Treaty of Yalta: Historical Experience», contains archival evidence de-
scribing the international relations in the crucible of World War II: from the UN documents to local 
acts, for example, on the peaceful coexistence of nations within Europe – the Helsinki Final Act.

The third chapter, «Towards a Sustainable Multipolar World Order (the Treaty of Yalta 2.0)», com-
bines documents testifying to the crisis of «Pax Yalta» and the relentless attempts to discredit and de-
stroy it. But any action leads to counteraction, therefore it is not surprising that the aggressive atti-
tude towards «Pax Yalta» encounters stiff resistance reflected in the documents of the chapter.

The documents supplemented with minimal comments in the book are not secret materials taken 
from any armored strongboxes in the Russian Federal Security Service, Russia’s Military Intelligence 
Service or the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Russian Federation. All of them are publicly available, 
many of them can be found on the Internet. But they are scattered across dozens of sites, distributed 
across thousands of pages and not brought together into a single logical structure, systematically tes-
tifying to the key milestones of the formation and crisis of the World Order. The compilers of this col-
lection have sifted through a significant amount of information identifying the key documents for un-
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derstanding the processes. As a rule, the complete versions of archival documents or their complete 
carbon copies are presented here. In case of abridgements or omissions, compilers always refer to the 
sources where the complete versions of the corresponding documents can be found.

Of course, it has proved to be impossible to include all the relevant documents of the described pe-
riod into the collection. It is planned to do in the future if a federal special-purpose program is avail-
able. The collection is a trial version which displays the most «painful» present-day issues. These are 
really present-day issues, for despite the fact that some documents are 75 years old, they nevertheless 
do not refer to the past, but to the present. And in the light of the numerous statements made about 
the Treaty of Yalta 2.0 (see this collection), they may even become burning issues in the future.

In 2020, it seems to us that the disputes among the leading powers are systemic in nature and 
are based on structural contradictions eliminating the possibility of equal partnership. But the docu-
ments of the 1940s – 1980s suggest the opposite. Even taking into account the total difference in the 
economy, domestic policy and ideology, compromises can and must be sought. The 1990s, character-
ized by aggression against Yugoslavia, Libya, Syria and Iraq, show that even under these conditions it 
is possible to «cut off at the knees» any aggressor and deal peacefully with numerous consequences of 
wars. Such examples are not only of historical importance, but represent the most important incentive 
for the implementation of positive projects in modern international relations.

The evidence is reflected not only in current documents (the latest ones are dated November-
December, 2019), but also in the opinion of the general public. By the way, the collection presents an 
assortment of facts and ideas creating a scientific platform for drafting the Treaty of Yalta 2.0, thus 
demonstrating that the process of getting out of the «Treaty of Yalta 1.0 Crisis» is not only the desire 
of certain politicians, but also the powerful efforts of the scientific community.
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Part 1.  
The Yalta Conference

1.1. FORMATION OF THE ANTI-HITLER COALITION

1.2. The Tehran Conference

1.3. The Yalta Conference

1.4. The Berlin (Potsdam) Conference

1.5. The End of the Second World War. The Surrender of Japan 
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To the Organizers and Guests of the Historical and Documentary Exhibition 
“Stalin – Churchill – Roosevelt: The Common Struggle against Fascism”

Dear friends!
 
I consider it extremely important that the Federal 

Archival Agency, together with the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs of the Russian Federation and the Russian Historical 
Society, continue to implement a fundamental scientific 
and educational project dedicated to the turning, key mile-
stones of the history of the 20th century. And after two large, 
substantial exhibitions about the causes and the beginning 
of World War II, a new large-scale historical and documen-
tary exposition opens – “Stalin – Churchill – Roosevelt: The 
Common Struggle against Fascism”, telling about the coop-
eration of the three great powers – allies of the anti-Hitler 
coalition during the war .

I note that, despite political differences and different, 
sometimes diametrically opposed views on the unfolding 
events, the leaders of the Soviet Union, Great Britain and 
the USA were able to correctly prioritize, rise above personal 
ambitions, and on key issues – come to mutual agreement, 
develop common approaches to complex problems – in the 
interests of a rapid end to World War II, the establishment 
of a global security system based on collective actions and 
the UN Charter.

We greatly appreciate the contribution of our allies-in-
arms to the defeat of nazism. Together with soldiers and 
officers of the Red Army, they fought shoulder to shoulder 

against a cruel and merciless enemy, defended the ideals of freedom and humanism. Together – they 
brought near the long-awaited and so dear Victory to everyone.

This is convincingly evidenced by the unique archival documents presented at the exhibition, and 
many of them for the first time.

Today, when humanity is facing new global challenges and threats, we must make full use of the in-
valuable experience of international cooperation and true alliance gained by our countries during the 
Second World War.

I am sure that the exhibition will arouse wide public interest and will contribute to the preservation 
of historical truth. And of course, special words of gratitude – to its organizers – for the great, painstak-
ing, and selfless labor.

V. Putin

Translation: Dorovskaya Yu.V.
Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/ru/privetstvie-prezidenta-rossiyskoy-federacii-vv-putina 
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Cipher telegram from Ivan Maisky, plenipotentiary representative 
of the USSR to Great Britain, to the People’s Commissariat 
of Foreign Affairs about his conversation with Winston 
Churchill on the situation in Europe. March 24, 1938

Archive of Foreign Policy of the Russian Federation

“In the conversation, Churchill said inter alia, ‘20 years ago, I fought communism with all my energy, 
as I believed at the time that communism with its idea of the world revolution posed a very grave danger 
to the British Empire. Today, communism does not pose such a danger. In contrast, a very grave danger 
to the British Empire in our time is German Fascism with its idea of the hegemony of Berlin’.”
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Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii
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Message from Winston Churchill to Joseph Stalin 
on the threat of Fascism. June 24, 1940

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History
Russian translation.
English original.

“Geographically our two countries lie at the opposite extremities of Europe, and from the point of 
view of systems of government it may be said that they stand for widely differing systems of political 
thought. <...>

The Soviet Government is alone in a position to judge whether Germany’s present bid for the hege-
mony of Europe threatens the interests of the Soviet Union, and if so, how best those interests can be 
safeguarded.”
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Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii
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Cipher telegram of the plenipotentiary representative of the USSR 
in the USA K.A. Umansky to the People’s Commissariat for Foreign 
Affairs about a conversation with US Under Secretary of State S. Welles 
regarding a possible German attack on the USSR. March 1, 1941

2. Welles made the following statement to me, warning that Steinhardt was instructed to say the 
same to you: according to confidential information at the disposal of the American government and the 
American government has not the slightest doubts about its authenticity, the German military plans are 
that after achieving victory over the UK, despite the support of the latter by the United States, to attack 
the USSR, and the plans for such attack were developed by the German command in every detail. The 
American government takes into account that the Soviet government might treat this information with 
distrust and will consider it as propaganda, intrigue or untruth. However the Amgov emphasizes that it 
has unquestionable evidence of the veracity of this information, which it communicates to the Soviet 
government only because it believes that those countries that uphold their integrity and independence 
in the face of the German plans for unlimited aggression have a moral right to receive such information 
and a friendly warning. In order to reduce the possible doubts of the Soviet government, he, Welles adds 
that the information does not come from the UK sources.

Answered to Welles that I would advise Molotov of the fact that this information was communicated 
to me, which, as far as I can personally judge, does not fit into the well-known picture of the internation-
al situation. Regardless of the current nature of Soviet-German relations, and even if one theoretical-
ly assumes that someone in Germany cherishes such plans, it seems to me personally that the German 
government cannot but understand the doom of such plans, due to the high defense power of the USSR, 
strategic positions and economic strength which has strengthened so much in recent years, and in par-
ticular since the outbreak of the current war. I do not have the right to subject this information to the 
severe assessment that he, Welles justified, but naturally it comes to mind similar statements and infor-
mation circulated with tendentious goals before and after Munich, which only led to miscalculations of 
a number of governments, which suggested that the USSR may become an object of unpunished aggres-
sion. But, of course, I can only thank the Amgov for communicating confidential information and will 
convey to Molotov the motives that prompted the American government to share this information with 
us. Welles began to emphasize again that the information was authoritative and of such a nature that it 
was impossible to doubt it.

Translation: Dorovskaya Yu.V.

Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii 
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Message from Winston Churchill to Joseph Stalin on the plans of German 
military commanders for shifting troops to the east. April 19, 1941

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History
Russian translation.
English original.

“I have sure information from a trusted agent that when Germans thought they had got Yugoslavia 
in the net, that is to say after March 20th, they began to move three out of five Panzer divisions from 
Roumania to Southern Poland. The moment they heard of Serbian revolution this movement was coun-
termanded. Your Excellency will readily appreciate the significance of these facts.”

Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii 
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Handwritten text of Vyacheslav Molotov’s radio broadcast. June 22, 1941

Archive of Foreign Policy of the Russian Federation

“Today, at 4 o’clock in the morning, German troops have entered our country, without making any 
demands on the Soviet Union and without a declaration of war. They have attacked our borders in many 
places and have subjected our towns to aerial bombardments.

The Red Army and our population shall once more wage a triumphant War of the Fatherland for our 
homeland, for honour and for freedom.

Our cause is just. The enemy shall be defeated. Victory shall be ours!”
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Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii
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Personal message from Winston Churchill to Joseph Stalin.  
July 8, 1941

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History
Russian translation.
English original.

“We are all very glad here that the Russian armies are making such strong and spirited resistance to 
the utterly unprovoked and merciless invasion of the Nazis. There is general admiration for the bravery 
and tenacity of the Soviet soldiers and people. We shall do everything to help you that time, geography 
and our growing resources allow. The longer the war lasts the more help we can give.” 
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Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii
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Agreement and Protocol for Joint Action by His Majesty’s Government 
in the United Kingdom and the Government of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics in the War against Germany. July 12, 1941

Archive of Foreign Policy of the Russian Federation

The parties to the agreement pledged themselves to provide support and assistance to each other in 
the war against Hitlerite Germany and not to negotiate or conclude, except by mutual consent, any ar-
mistice or peace treaty.

The protocol, signed the same day, stipulated that the agreement would come into force as soon as it 
was signed and that it would not require ratification.

Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii
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Personal message from Joseph Stalin to Winston Churchill 
with a proposal to open a second front. July 18, 1941

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History
Marks in blue pencil by Joseph Stalin.

“...I should inform you that the situation of the Soviet troops at the front continues to be tense. <...>
I believe that the military situation of the Soviet Union as well as of Great Britain would consider-

ably improve if a front against Hitler were opened in the west (Northern France) and north (the Arctic).
The front in Northern France would not only draw Hitler’s forces away from the east but also prevent 

Hitler’s invasion of England.” 
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Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii
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US Presidential Representative Harry Hopkins and Joseph Stalin, 
Chairman of the Council of People’s Commissars of the USSR, 
during a meeting in the Kremlin. July 31, 1941

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History
Photo by Nikolai Vlasik 

Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii 
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Declaration of Principles issued by the President of the United States 
and the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom. August 14, 1941 

Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii 
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Message from Winston Churchill to Joseph Stalin 
on deliveries of fighter aircraft and the organisation 
of a transport corridor through Iran. August 30, 1941

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History
Russian translation.
English original.
Marks in red and blue pencil by Joseph Stalin.

“We are expediting the despatch of the 200 Tomahawks about which I telegraphed in my last mes-
sage. Our two squadrons should reach Murmansk about September 6th, comprising 40 Hurricanes. <...> 
We could send 100 now and two batches of fifty soon afterwards, together with mechanics, instructors, 
spare parts and equipment, to Archangel. Meanwhile arrangements could be made to begin accustom-
ing your pilots and mechanics to the new type if you will send them to our squadrons at Murmansk. <...>

It would be a good thing to let the world know that the British and Soviet forces had actually joined 
hands.”
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Note from British ambassador Archibald C. Kerr to Vyacheslav 
Molotov with a personal and most secret message from Winston 
Churchill to Joseph Stalin on war criminals. October 13, 1943

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History
Russian translation.
English original.

“When any armistice is made with any government that may be established in Germany, all German 
officers and soldiers and members of the Nazi party who were responsible for or voluntarily participat-
ed in the aforementioned atrocities, killings and executions shall be sent to the countries in which their 
horrendous acts were committed in order to appear in court and be punished by the laws of these liber-
ated countries and the free governments established there.”
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Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii 
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Personal message from Winston Churchill to Joseph Stalin on the first 
deliveries of arms and munitions through Lend-Lease. September 21, 1941

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History
Russian translation.
English original. Hand-signed by Winston Churchill

“President Roosevelt has decided that our proposals shall, in the first instance, deal with the month-
ly quotas we shall send to you in the nine months period from October 1941 to June 1942 inclusive. <...>

You will realise that the quotas up to the end of June 1942 are supplied almost entirely out of British 
production, or production which the United States would have given us under our own purchases or un-
der the Lease and Lend Bill.”
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Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii
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Members of the American and British delegations arrive 
for a meeting in Moscow. September 28, 1941

State Historical Museum
Photo by Fyodor Kislov.

From left to right: А. Krutikov, А. Shakhurin, А. Vyshinsky, N. Kuznetsov, S. Cripps,  
W. Aitken (Lord Beaverbrook), L. Steinhardt, А. Hardman, F. Molochkov, and K. Umansky.

Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii 
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Moscow Conference. September 30, 1941

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History

From left to right: British Minister of Supply W. Aitken (Lord Beaverbrook),  
translator V. Pavlov (standing), People’s Commissar of Foreign Affairs of the USSR V. Molotov,  

and US special representative A. Harriman. 

Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii
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Secret protocol of the Moscow Conference of representatives 
of the USA, USSR and Great Britain. October 1, 1941

Archive of Foreign Policy of the Russian Federation
Russian and English originals.

«The Conference of the representatives of three powers – the U.S.S.R., Great Britain and the U.S.A.  – 
which met in Moscow on September 29th, 1941 and was held till October 1st, 1941, has, on the ba-
sis... of the investigation of submitted data, arrived at the unanimous decision concerning the provi-
sion of  supplies, which will be made available at British and U.S.A. centres of production for the Soviet 
Union by Great Britain and the United States of America within the period beginning from October 1941 
till the end of June 1942.»
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Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii
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Personal message from Winston Churchill to Joseph Stalin 
on the dispatch of convoys to the USSR. October 6, 1941

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History
Russian translation.
English original.

“I am glad to learn from Lord Beaverbrook of the success of the Tripartite Conference at Moscow. ‘Bis 
dat qui cito dat.’ We intend to run a continuous cycle of convoys leaving every ten days. The following 
are on their way and arrive at Archangel on October 12th.”
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Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii
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Cipher telegram from Vyacheslav Molotov to Soviet ambassador 
to the USA with a message from Franklin D. Roosevelt to Joseph 
Stalin on the extension of a loan to the USSR and the reply message 
from Joseph Stalin to Franklin D. Roosevelt. November 5, 1941

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History
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Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii
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President Franklin D. Roosevelt signing the Declaration 
of War against Japan. December 8, 1941

National Archives and Records Administration, USA

Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii
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Cipher telegram from Vyacheslav Molotov in Washington 
on his conversation with Franklin D. Roosevelt 
on opening a second front. May 30, 1942

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History

“…I spoke of the need to draw away at least 40 German divisions to the western front in summer and 
autumn of this year.

Roosevelt and Marshall replied that, while they wanted very much to do so, ships were still lacking 
for dislocating troops to France. They did not say anything more specific.”

Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii
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Instructions from Joseph Stalin to Vyacheslav Molotov regarding his 
talks with Franklin D. Roosevelt on deliveries to the USSR. May 31, 1942

Archive of Foreign Policy of the Russian Federation

“1) Organisation of a monthly caravan of ships from US ports directly to Arkhangelsk with a convoy 
by the US Navy.

2) Monthly aerial deliveries of 50 B-25 bombers through Basra or Teheran.
3) Monthly deliveries of 150 Boston III bombers to Persian Gulf ports where they would be assem-

bled for us.
4) Monthly deliveries of 3,000 cargo planes to Persian Gulf ports where they would be assembled for us.”

Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii
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Telephonogram from Joseph Stalin to Vyacheslav Molotov in Washington 
with instructions to share the Soviet Government’s stance on maintaining 
peace after the war with Franklin D. Roosevelt. June 1, 1942

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History

«Roosevelt’s ideas about maintaining peace after the war are totally right. There is no doubt that the 
only way to preserve peace in the future is to create a unified Anglo-American-Soviet military force ca-
pable of preventing aggression. It would also be a good idea to include China.»

Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii
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Cipher telegram from Vyacheslav Molotov in Washington to Joseph Stalin 
stating that he has presented to Franklin D. Roosevelt the draft second 
protocol and programme of deliveries to the USSR from England and 
the USA for the period between July 1, 1942 and June 30, 1943. June 3, 1942

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History

“From US and British ports, 3.3 million short tons shall be sent to northern ports and 1.1 million tons 
to the Persian Gulf, i.e., 4.4 million short tons altogether, instead of the 8 million tons that we request-
ed from the British and the Americans by US estimates... <...>

The US proposes delivering a total amount of 7 million short tons worth 3 billion dollars, including 
1.1 million tons of army and navy equipment, arms and munitions worth 2 billion dollars; 1.8 million 
tons of materials, machine tools and equipment worth 400 million dollars; and 4.3 million tons of food 
worth 600 million dollars.”
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Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii
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Cipher telegram from Vyacheslav Molotov to Soviet ambassador 
in London Ivan Maisky with an invitation from Joseph Stalin 
to Winston Churchill to visit the USSR. July 31, 1942

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History

“I would greatly appreciate it if you could come to the USSR for the joint consideration of urgent is-
sues of the war against Hitler, whose threat against England, the USA and the USSR is becoming partic-
ularly acute today.”
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Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii



100

Y A L T A  С O N F E R E N C E  A N D  Y A L T A  P E A C E  C o l l e c t i o n  o f  a r c h i v a l  m a t e r i a l s

Cipher telegram from Vyacheslav Molotov to Soviet 
ambassador in London Ivan Maisky with a message 
from Joseph Stalin to Winston Churchill. July 23, 1942

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History

“In any case, I could hardly imagine that the British government would refuse to deliver military ma-
terials to us at a time when the Soviet Union has dire need of military materials due to major tensions 
on the Soviet-German front...

As to the second issue, i.e., the organisation of a second front in Europe, I’m afraid that it has be-
come unserious.”
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Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii
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Memorandum from Joseph Stalin to Winston Churchill 
on opening a second front. August 13, 1942

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History

Marks in blue pencil and purple ink by Joseph Stalin.
The memorandum was read aloud during the meeting between Joseph Stalin and Winston Churchill 

in the Kremlin on 13 August 1942.
“...The refusal of the British government to open a second European front in 1942 inflicts a mor-

al blow on all the Soviet people who are expecting the creation of a second front, aggravates the situa-
tion of the Red Army on the front lines, and obstructs the plans of the Soviet military leadership. <...>

We therefore believe that one could and should open a second front in Europe in 1942.”
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Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii
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In the Kremlin. August 14, 1942

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History

1 – From left to right: British Prime Minister W. Churchill, Chairman of the Council  
of People’s Commissars of the USSR J. Stalin.
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9 – From left to right: British Under-Secretary for Foreign Affairs A. Cadogan, translator V. Pavlov,  
British Prime Minister W. Churchill, US presidential envoy A. Harriman, Chairman of the Council of People’s 

Commissars of the USSR J. Stalin, and People’s Commissar of Foreign Affairs of the USSR V. Molotov.

11 – From left to right: British Prime Minister W. Churchill, US presidential envoy A. Harriman,  
Chairman of the Council of People’s Commissars of the USSR J. Stalin, and People’s Commissar of Foreign 

Affairs of the USSR V. Molotov.
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Reciprocal memorandum from Winston Churchill 
to Joseph Stalin. August 14, 1942

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History
Russian translation.
English original.

“The best second front in 1942, and the only large-scale operation possible from the Atlantic, is 
TORCH [code name for the allied debarkation in Northern Africa]. If this can be effected in October, it 
will give more aid to Russia than any other plan.”
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Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii
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Message from Soviet ambassador to the USA Maksim Litvinov 
to the People’s Commissar of Foreign Affairs of the USSR 
Vyacheslav Molotov about the Allies’ inability to open 
a second front in Europe. October 13, 1942

Archive of Foreign Policy of the Russian Federation

“The stance of the President on the second front has become more rigid recently. ...In our last con-
versations, he tried to assume the airs of a man who is firmly convinced that no debarkation is possible 
at the present time. This is due to the fact that he has become involved in operations in Africa, which 
currently exclude any operations on the Western European coast. There is no doubt that he is under 
Churchill’s influence in this matter (as in most others).”
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Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii
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Cipher telegram from Joseph Stalin to Soviet plenipotentiary 
representative in the United Kingdom Ivan Maisky  
on Winston Churchill’s failure to fulfil his duties as an ally.  
October 19, 1942

Archive of Foreign Policy of the Russian Federation

«All of us in Moscow have the impression that Churchill is interested in the destruction of the USSR 
in order to conclude a pact with Hitler’s or Bruning’s Germany at our country’s expense. Otherwise, it 
would be difficult to explain Churchill’s stance on the second front in Europe, on deliveries of arms to 
the USSR that keep diminishing despite the growing production in England. and, finally, on the system-
atic bombing of Berlin by the British that Churchill promised during his stay in Moscow and that he did 
not fulfil at all, although he was certainly able to do so.»
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Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii
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Frank O. Salisbury. The Signing of the Anglo-Soviet Treaty on May 26, 1942. 

State Historical Museum

Dedicatory inscription: Presented by H.M. Government in the United Kingdom to the Government of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics in Commemoration of the Signature of the Anglo-Soviet Treaty in 
London on the 26th May, 1942

Sitting from left to right: A. Sobolev, counselor to the Soviet embassy in Great Britain in 1942–1945;  
I. Maisky, ambassador extraordinary and plenipotentiary of the USSR to Great Britain in 1932–1943;  

V. Molotov, People’s Commissar of Foreign Affairs of the USSR; British Foreign Secretary A. Eden;  
British Prime Minister W. Churchill; C. Attlee, leader of the British Labour Party; A. Cadogan, British 

Permanent UnderSecretary for Foreign Affairs; A. Sinclair, leader of the British Liberal Party.  
Standing on the left: S. Kozyrev, counselor at the Soviet Embassy to the Allied Governments in London

Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii
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Draft by Vyacheslav Molotov with a personal and secret message from 
Joseph Stalin to Winston Churchill on military operations on the Soviet-
German front and the success of the operation for surrounding and 
eliminating a group of German units at Stalingrad. January 15, 1943

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History
Mark in red pencil by Joseph Stalin.

“Our army’s operations on the front lines against the Germans are going fairly well. We are complet-
ing the elimination of a group of German units surrounded at Stalingrad.”

Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii
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Congratulatory telegram from Franklin D. Roosevelt to Joseph Stalin  
on the victory of Soviet troops in the Battle of Stalingrad. February 5, 1943

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History
Russian translation.
English original.

«The one hundred and sixty two days of epic battle for the city which has forever honored your name 
and the decisive result which all Americans are celebrating today will remain one of the proudest chap-
ters in this war of the peoples united against Nazism and its emulators.»

Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii
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Cipher telegram from Vyacheslav Molotov to Soviet ambassador 
in London Ivan Maisky with a personal and secret message from 
Joseph Stalin to Winston Churchill on the rupture of relations 
with the Polish government-in-exile. April 23, 1943

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History
Corrections in lead pencil by Joseph Stalin.
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Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii
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Message from Franklin D. Roosevelt to Joseph Stalin about the 
organisation of a private meeting in the Bering Strait. May 5, 1943

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History.
English original. Hand-signed by Franklin D. Roosevelt.

«My dear Mr. Stalin... <...> I want to get away from the difficulties of large Staff conferences or the red 
tape of diplomatic conversations. Therefore, the simplest and most practical method that I can think of 
would be an informal and completely simple visit for a few days between you and me. <...>

Therefore, I suggest that we could meet either on your side or my side of Bering Strait. <...> ...and 
that you and I would talk very informally and get what we call ‘a meeting of the minds’».
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Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii



128

Y A L T A  С O N F E R E N C E  A N D  Y A L T A  P E A C E  C o l l e c t i o n  o f  a r c h i v a l  m a t e r i a l s

Personal and secret message from Joseph Stalin  
to Franklin D. Roosevelt on the dates of opening 
a second front. June 11, 1943

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History
Corrections in red pencil by Joseph Stalin.

«...In May 1943, you and Mr. Churchill took the decision to postpone the Anglo-American invasion 
of Western Europe to the spring of 1944... <...>

It goes without saying that this new postponement of the second front and the decision to leave our 
army, which has made so many sacrifices, without the expected major support from Anglo-American 
forces will make a highly negative and grievous impression on the Soviet people and armed forces.»
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Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii
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Note of the US ambassador to the USSR William Standley 
to Vyacheslav Molotov with a personal and secret message 
from Franklin D. Roosevelt to Joseph Stalin on the occasion 
of the Soviet victory in the Battle of Kursk. July 16, 1943

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History
Russian translation.
English original.
The message discusses the organisation of a private meeting.

“Although I have no detailed news, I think I can safely congratulate you on the splendid showing your 
armies are making against the German offensive at Kursk.

I hope to hear from you soon about the other matter which I still feel to be of great importance to 
you and me.”
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Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii
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Cipher telegram from Vyacheslav Molotov to the Soviet ambassador  
in London with a personal and secret message from Joseph Stalin 
to Winston Churchill on the dates of opening a second front.  
June 24, 1943

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History

“I am passing over the fact that your grave decision to rescind your previous decisions on invad-
ing Western Europe was taken by you and Mr. President without the participation of the Soviet govern-
ment...

It goes without saying that the Soviet government cannot reconcile itself with such disregard of the 
innate interests of the Soviet Union in the war against the common enemy.

I must inform you that it is not just a matter of the frustration of the Soviet government but of its 
trust in its allies being put to a hard test.”
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Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii
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Note from British ambassador Archibald C. Kerr to Vyacheslav Molotov 
with a personal and most secret message from Winston Churchill to 
Joseph Stalin on organizing a meeting in Teheran. September 27, 1943

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History
Russian translation.
English original.

“I have been pondering about our meeting of Heads of Governments at Tehran. Good arrangements 
must be made for security in this somewhat loosely-controlled area. <...>

I suggest also that in all future correspondence on this subject we use the expression ‘Cairo Three’ 
instead of Tehran which should be buried and also that the code name for the operation should be 
‘Eureka’...”
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Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/en/nachalo-vtoroy-mirovoy-voyny-rozhdenie-antigitlerovskoy-koalicii
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Moscow Declaration of the Four Nations 
on General Security. October 30, 1943

Archive of Foreign Policy of the Russian Federation

The governments of the United States of America, United Kingdom, the Soviet Union, and China;
United in their determination, in accordance with the declaration by the United Nations of January, 

1942, and subsequent declarations, to continue hostilities against those Axis powers with which they re-
spectively are at war until such powers have laid down their arms on the basis of unconditional surren-
der;

Conscious of their responsibility to secure the liberation of themselves and the peoples allied with 
them from the menace of aggression;

Recognizing the necessity of insuring a rapid and orderly transition from war to peace and of estab-
lishing and maintaining international peace and security with the least diversion of the world’s human 
and economic resources for armaments;

Jointly declare:
1. That their united action, pledged for the prosecution of the war against their respective enemies, 

will be continued for the organization and maintenance of peace and security.
2. That those of them at war with a common enemy will act together in all matters relating to the 

surrender and disarmament of that enemy.
3. That they will take all measures deemed by them to be necessary to provide against any violation 

of the terms imposed upon the enemy.
4. That they recognize the necessity of establishing at the earliest practicable date a general interna-

tional organization, based on the principle of the sovereign equality of all peace-loving states, and open 
to membership by all such states, large and small, for the maintenance of international peace and se-
curity.

5. That for the purpose of maintaining international peace and security pending the re-establish-
ment of law and order and the inauguration of a system of general security they will consult with one 
another and as occasion requires with other members of the United Nations, with a view to joint action 
on behalf of the community of nations.

6. That after the termination of hostilities they will not employ their military forces within the terri-
tories of other states except for the purposes envisaged in this declaration and after joint consultation.

7. That they will confer and cooperate with one another and with other members of the United 
Nations to bring about a practicable general agreement with respect to the regulation of armaments in 
the post-war period.

Yale Law School. Lillian Goldman Law Library in memory of Sol Goldman. The Avalon Project.  
URL: https://avalon.law.yale.edu/wwii/moscow.asp 
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Moscow Conference. Meeting of the Foreign Ministers 
of the USA, USSR, and United Kingdom. October, 1943

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History

Source:  «STALIN, CHURCHILL, ROOSEVELT: The Common Struggle Against Fascism»
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The Declaration on German Atrocities. October, 1943 
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Part 1.  
The Yalta Conference

1.1. Formation of the Anti-Hitler coalition

1.2. THE TEHRAN CONFERENCE

1.3. The Yalta Conference
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1.5. The End of the Second World War. The Surrender of Japan 
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President Roosevelt to Marshal Stalin. Washington, May 5, 1943

My Dear Mr. Stalin: I am sending this personal note to you by the hands of my old friend, Joseph E. 
Davies. It relates solely to one subject which I think it is easier for us to talk over through a mutual friend. 
Mr. Litvinov is the only other person with whom I have talked about it.

I want to get away from the difficulties of large Staff conferences or the red tape of diplomatic con-
versations. Therefore, the simplest and most practical method that I can think of would be an informal 
and completely simple visit for a few days between you and me.

I fully appreciate the desirability for you to stay in daily touch with your military operations; I also 
find it inadvisable to be away from Washington more than a short time. There are two sides to the prob-
lem. The first relates to timing. There is always the possibility that the historic Russian defense, followed 
by taking the offensive, may cause a crack-up in Germany next Winter. In such a case we must be pre-
pared for the many next steps. We are none of us prepared today. Therefore, it is my belief that you and 
I ought to meet this Summer.

The second problem is where to meet. Africa is almost out of the question in Summer and Khartum 
is British territory. Iceland I do not like because for both you and me it involves rather difficult flights 
and, in addition, would make it, quite frankly, difficult not to invite Prime Minister Churchill at the same 
time.

Therefore, I suggest that we could meet either on your side or my side of Bering Straits. Such a point 
would be about three days from Washington and I think about two days from Moscow if the weather is 
good. That means that you could always get back to Moscow in two days in an emergency.

It is my thought that neither of us would want to bring any Staff. I would be accompanied by Harry 
Hopkins, an interpreter and a stenographer—and that you and I would talk very informally and get what 
we call “a meeting of the minds”. I do not believe that any official agreements or declarations are in the 
least bit necessary.

You and I would, of course, talk over the military and naval situation, but I think we can both do that 
without Staffs being present.

Mr. Davies has no knowledge of our military affairs nor of the post-war plans of this Government, 
and I am sending him to you for the sole purpose of talking over our meeting.

I greatly hope that our forces will be in complete control of Tunisia by the end of May, and Churchill 
and I next week will be working on the second phase of the offensive1.

Our estimates of the situation are that Germany will deliver an all-out attack on you this Summer, 
and my Staff people think it will be directed against the middle of your line.

You are doing a grand job. Good luck!
Always sincerely,

Source: https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1943cairotehran/d2 

1 The records of the Third Washington Conference of Roosevelt and Churchill, May 12–25, 1943, are scheduled to be published 
subsequently in another volume of the Foreign Relations series. Speaking before the Senate and the House of Representatives on 
May 19, 1943, Churchill said: “We [the President and I], both of us, earnestly hope that at no distant date we may be able to achieve 
what we have so long sought—namely, a meeting with Marshal Stalin and if possible with Generalissimo Chiang Kai-shek. But how, 
when, and where this is to be accomplished is not a matter upon which I am able to shed any clear ray of light at the present time, 
and if I were I should certainly not shed it.” Congressional Record, vol. 89, pt. 4, p. 4621
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Marshal Stalin to President Roosevelt. Moscow, May 26, 19431

Translation2

Dear Mr. Roosevelt: Mr. Davies has handed me your message. I agree with you that this summer, 
possibly as early as June, the beginning of a new large-scale offensive of Hitlerites is to be expected on 
the Soviet-German front. Hitler has already concentrated against us about 200 German divisions and 
as many as 30 divisions of his allies. We are preparing to meet the new German offensive and to launch 
counter attacks but we experience a shortage of airplanes and aircraft fuel. Now it is of course impossi-
ble to for[e]see all the military and other steps that we shall have to take. This will depend upon the de-
velopments at our front. Much will depend also on how speedy and active will be the anglo-american 
military operations in Europe.

I have mentioned these important circumstances in order to explain why my present answer to your 
proposal cannot be quite definite now.

I agree with you that such a meeting is necessary and that it should be not be [sic] postponed. But 
I ask you to appreciate duly the importance of the circumstances set forth just because the summer 
months will be extremely serious for our Soviet armies. As I do not know how the events will develop at 
the Soviet-German front in June I shall not be able to leave Moscow during this month. Therefore I would 
suggest that our meeting should be arranged in July or in August. If you agree to this I undertake to in-
form you two weeks before the date of the meeting when this meeting could take place in July or August. 
In case you [sh]ould upon receipt of my communication agree to the time of our meeting suggested by 
me I would arrive in the place of our meeting at the fixed time.

As to the place of the meeting this will be communicated to you by Mr. Davies personally3.
I agree with you as to the limitation of the number of your and my advisers.
I thank you for sending Mr. Davies to Moscow who has a knowledge of the Soviet-Union and can un-

biassedly judge of things.
With sincere respect,
J. Stalin

Source: https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1943cairotehran/d2

1 The Russian-language original is unlike the translation in that the original bears the place, the month, and the year at the 
beginning. As printed in Stalin’s Correspondence, vol. ii, p. 66, this document is dated May 26, 1943. Verbal variations occur in all 
three versions

2 The Russian words for “Translation (copy)” are written in longhand on the source text. Apparently both the translation and the 
Russian-language original were delivered to Roosevelt by Davies, who returned to Washington on June 3, 1943

3 Stalin apparently indicated that he considered Fairbanks, Alaska, as a possible meeting place. See (1) the penultimate paragraph 
of Roosevelt’s telegram 297, June 28, 1943, to Churchill, post, p. 12, and (2) Stalin’s message of August 24, 1943, to Roosevelt and 
Churchill, post, p. 22
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Prime Minister, W. Churchill, to British Ambassador 
in Moscow, A. Kerr, dated. June 29, 1943

Copy. T 903/3. No. 786.
Personal and Secret

1. I shall be most interested to know what you can gather of the reactions to my patient reply to 
Stalin’s offensive message. Naturally the sentence beginning “The Soviet Government will not put up 
with such treatment” etc. as well as the elaborate marshalling of all the grounds of complaint raises var-
ious questions in experienced minds. No doubt you will be keeping a vigilant lookout.

2. Personally I feel that this is probably the end of the Churchill-Stalin correspondence from which 
I fondly hoped some kind of personal contact might be created between our countries. There is certain-
ly no use in making it a vehicle of recrimination. As you were the first to suggest my visit to Moscow I 
should be most glad to hear what you think.

W[inston] S. C[hurchill]
29th June, 1943

[The National Archives of Great Britain (hereafter – TNA), Premier Office (hereafter – PREM) 3/333/5].

Source: https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1943CairoTehran/ch1 
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Moscow Declaration of Four States on the issue 
of universal security. October 30, 1943

Declaration of four states on the issue of universal security. – Moscow, 30 October. 1943. – 3 years. – 
(Memory of the Great Victory). – At the end of the signature text: V. Molotov, Cordell Hall, Anthony 
Eden, Fu Bin-chan .

Copy source: Russian Foreign Policy Archive 
Location on map of the source: Foreign Policy Archive of the Russian Federation
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Source: https://www.prlib.ru/en/node/407353 
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Roosevelt–Stalin meeting, 3 p.m., Roosevelt’s Quarters, Soviet Embassy1

Present2

United States
President Roosevelt

Mr. Bohlen

Soviet Union
Marshal Stalin

Mr. Pavlov

November 28, 1943, 3 p.m.
secret

The President greeted Marshal Stalin when he entered with “I am glad to see you. I have tried for a 
long time to bring this about.”3

Marshal Stalin, after suitable expression of pleasure at meeting the President, said that he was to 
blame for the delay in this meeting; that he had been very occupied because of military matters.

The President inquired as to the situation on the Soviet battlefront.
Marshal Stalin answered that on part of the front, the situation was not too good; that the Soviets 

had lost Zhitomir and were about to lose Koresten [Korosten]—the latter an important railroad center 
for which the capture of Gomel could not compensate. He added that the Germans have brought a new 
group of divisions to this area and were exercising strong pressure on the Soviet front.

The President then inquired whether or not the initiative remained with the Soviet forces.
Marshal Stalin replied that, with the exception of the sector which he had just referred to, the initia-

tive still remains with the Soviet Armies, but that the situation was so bad that only in the Ukraine was 
it possible to take offensive operations.

The President said that he wished that it were within his power to bring about the removal of 30 or 
40 German divisions from the Eastern front and that that question, of course, was one of the things he 
desired to discuss here in Tehran.

Marshal Stalin said it would be of great value if such a transfer of German divisions could be brought 
about.

The President then said that another subject that he would like to talk over with Marshal Stalin was 
the possibility that after the war a part of the American–British merchant fleet which, at the end of the 
war, would be more than either nation could possibly utilize, be made available to the Soviet Union.

Marshal Stalin replied that an adequate merchant fleet would be of great value, not only to the Soviet 
Union, but for the development of relations between the Soviet Union and the United States after the 
war, which he hoped would be greatly expanded. He said, in reply to the President’s question, that if 
equipment were sent to the Soviet Union from the United States, a plentiful supply of the raw materials 
from that country could be made available to the United States.

1 The Bohlen minutes list the meeting as having begun at 3 p.m. According to the Log, ante, p. 464, the meeting began at 3:15 p.m. 
According to  Forrest Davis  (“What  Really Happened at Teheran,”  Saturday Evening  Post, vol.  216, May 13 and May 20, 1944), 
Roosevelt discussed with Stalin at Tehran two additional subjects besides those covered in the official record as given here, namely, 
the structure of the federal system in the United States and the “good neighbor” policy of the United States toward Latin Ameri-
ca. The Davis article was based on an “off-the-record” conversation with Roosevelt in March 1944

2 The listing of those present is based on the Bohlen. Elliott Roosevelt, p. 175, appears to have misunderstood some remarks of his 
father respecting Bohlen’s presence at the meeting

3 Regarding Roosevelt’s efforts, beginning in 1942, to bring about a meeting with Stalin, see ante, pp. 3 ff. https://history.state.gov/
historicaldocuments/frus1943CairoTehran/pg_3 
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The Conference then turned to the Far East.
The President said that he had had an interesting conversation with Chiang Kai-shek in Cairo, on the 

general subject of China1.
Marshal Stalin remarked that the Chinese have fought very badly but, in his opinion, it was the fault 

of the Chinese leaders.
The President informed Marshal Stalin that we were now supplying and training 30 Chinese divi-

sions for operations in Southern China and were proposing to continue the same process for 30 addi-
tional divisions. He added that there was a new prospect of an offensive operation through North Burma 
to link up with China in Southern Yun[n]an and that these operations would be under the command of 
Lord Louis Mountbatten.

Marshal Stalin then inquired as to the situation in the Lebanon.
The President gave a brief description of the background and events leading up to the recent clashes, 

and in reply to Marshal Stalin’s question said that it had been entirely due to the attitude of the French 
Committee and General De Gaulle2.

Marshal Stalin said he did not know General De Gaulle personally, but frankly, in his opinion, he was 
very unreal in his political activities. He explained that General De Gaulle represented the soul of sym-
pathetic6 France, whereas, the real physical France engaged under Petain in helping our common ene-
my Germany, by making available French ports, materials, machines, etc., for the German war effort. He 
said the trouble with De Gaulle was that this [his?] movement had no communication with the physi-
cal France, which, in his opinion, should be punished for its attitude during this war. De Gaulle acts as 
though he were the head of a great state, whereas, in fact, it actually commands little power.

The President agreed and said that in the future, no Frenchman over 40, and particularly no 
Frenchman who had ever taken part in the present French Government, should be allowed to return to 
position in the future. He said that General Giraud was a good old military type, but with no administra-
tive or political sense, whatsoever. He added that there were approximately 11 French divisions, partly 
composed of Algerians and other North Africans, in training in North Africa.

Marshal Stalin expatiated at length on the French ruling classes and he said, in his opinion, they 
should not be entitled to share in any of the benefits of the peace, in view of their past record of collab-
oration with Germany.

The President said that Mr. Churchill was of the opinion that France would be very quickly recon-
structed as a strong nation, but he did not personally share this view since he felt that many years of 
honest labor would be necessary before France would be re-established. He said the first necessity for the 
French, not only for the Government but the people as well, was to become honest citizens.

Marshal Stalin agreed and went on to say that he did not propose to have the Allies shed blood to 
restore Indochina, for example, to the old French colonial rule. He said that the recent events in the 
Lebanon made public service the first step toward the independence of people who had formerly been 
colonial subjects. He said that in the war against Japan, in his opinion, that in addition to military mis-
sions, it was necessary to fight the Japanese in the political sphere as well, particularly in view of the 
fact that the Japanese had granted the least nominal independence to certain colonial areas. He repeat-
ed that France should not get back Indochina and that the French must pay for their criminal collabo-
ration with Germany.

The President said he was 100% in agreement with Marshal Stalin and remarked that after 100 
years of French rule in Indochina, the inhabitants were worse off than they had been before. He said 

1 Information regarding conversations between  Roosevelt  and  Chiang  at the First Cairo Conference may be found  ante, 
pp.  322, 349, 366 (https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1943CairoTehran/pg_3)

2 See ante, p. 84, footnote 2 (https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1943CairoTehran/pg_3)
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that Chiang Kai-shek had told him China had no designs on Indochina but the people of Indochina 
were not yet ready for independence, to which he had replied that when the United States acquired the 
Philippines, the inhabitants were not ready for independence which would be granted without qualifi-
cation upon the end of the war against Japan. He added that he had discussed with Chiang Kai-shek the 
possibility of a system of trusteeship for Indochina which would have the task of preparing the people 
for independence within a definite period of time, perhaps 20 to 30 years.

Marshal Stalin completely agreed with this view1.
The President went on to say that Mr. Hull had taken to the Moscow Conference a document which 

he (the President) had drawn up for the purpose of a National [International?] Committee to visit, ev-
ery year, the colonies of all nations and through use of instrumentalities of public opinion to correct any 
abuse that they find2.

Marshal Stalin said he saw merit in this idea.
The President continued on the subject of colonial possessions, but he felt it would be better not to 

discuss the question of India with Mr. Churchill, since the latter had no solution of that question, and 
merely proposed to defer the entire question to the end of the war.

Marshal Stalin agreed that this was a sore spot with the British.
The President said that at some future date, he would like to talk with Marshal Stalin on the question 

of India; that he felt that the best solution would be reform from the bottom, somewhat on the Soviet 
line.

Marshal Stalin replied that the India question was a complicated one, with different levels of culture 
and the absence of relationship in the castes. He added that reform from the bottom would mean revo-
lution.

It was then 4 o’clock and time for the General Meeting.
The President, in conclusion, stated that an additional reason why he was glad to be in this house 

was that of affording the opportunity of meeting Marshal Stalin more frequently in completely informal 
and different [sic] circumstances.

 
Source: https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1943CairoTehran/d358 

  

1 On March 17, 1944, in a conversation with Stettinius, Roosevelt recounted what had been said at Tehran regarding Indochina. 
Stettinius’s notes on the conversation, prepared that night, read as follows: “Then at Teheran the President raised the question 
with Joseph Stalin, who said that Indo-China should be independent but was not yet ready for self-government. He said that the 
idea of a trusteeship was excellent. When Churchill objected, the President said, ‘Now, look here, Winston, you are outvoted three 
to one.”Edward R. Stettinius, Jr., Roosevelt and the Russians; The Yalta Conference (Garden City: Doubleday and Co., 1949), p. 238. 
The number “three” apparently refers to the concurrence not only of Roosevelt and Stalin, but also, at the First Cairo Conference, 
of Chiang Kai-shek; see ante, p. 325. See also F. D. R., His Personal Letters, 1928-1945 , vol. ii, p. 1489 (https://history.state.gov/
historicaldocuments/frus1943CairoTehran/pg_325)

2 Document 44 of the Moscow Conference. The records of the Moscow Conference are scheduled to be published in Foreign Rela-
tions, 1943, vol. i. For a substantially identical version of the document referred to here, see Notter, p. 470
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The First Sitting of the Conference of the Heads of Government  
of the U.S.S.R., the United States and Great Britain. November 28, 1943

Opened: 16.00; Closed: 19.30
Roosevelt: As the youngest head of Government present here I should like to take the liberty of speak-

ing first. I should like to assure the members of the new family – the members of the present conference 
gathered around this table – that we are gathered here for one purpose, for the purpose of winning the 
war as soon as possible.

I should also like to say a  few words about the conduct of the conference.  We do not intend to 
make public anything that will be said here, but we shall address each other as friends, openly and can-
didly. I think that this conference will be a success, and that our three nations, which united in the course 
of the present war, will strengthen their ties and will create the prerequisites for the close co-operation 
of future generations. Our staffs can discuss military matters, and our delegations, although we do not 
have any fixed agenda, can discuss other problems as well, such, for example, as problems of the post-
war settlement. If, however, you do not wish to discuss such problems, they can be left aside.

Before beginning our work I should like to know if Mr. Churchill wishes to say a few general words on 
the importance of this meeting, and what this meeting means to humanity.

Churchill: This is the greatest concentration of world forces that ever existed in the history of man-
kind. We hold the solution of the problem of reducing the length of the war, the winning of victory, the 
future of mankind. I pray that we may be worthy of this remarkable opportunity granted to us by God, 
the opportunity of serving mankind.

Roosevelt: Would Marshal Stalin like to say anything?
Stalin: In greeting this conference of the representatives of the three Governments I should like to 

make a few remarks. I think we are being pampered by history. She has given us possession of very big 
forces and very great opportunities. I hope that we shall do everything at this conference to make due 
use, within the framework of our co-operation, of the power and authority that our peoples have vested 
in us. Let us now begin our work.

Roosevelt: May I start with a general review of the war and the requirements of the war at the present 
time. Of course, I shall speak of this from the standpoint of the U.S.A. We, like the British Empire and the 
Soviet Union, hope for an early victory. I should like to start with a review of that part of the war which 
concerns the United States rather than the Soviet Union and Great Britain. I mean the war in the Pacific 
Ocean, where the United States bears the brunt of the war, receiving help from the Australian and New 
Zealand forces...

Taking up the more important question, which is of greater interest to the Soviet Union – the opera-
tion across the Channel – I should like to say that we have been drawing up our plans for the last year and 
a half, but because of the shortage of tonnage we were unable to decide on a date for this operation. We 
want not only to cross the Channel, but to pursue the enemy into the heart of the territory. The English 
Channel is that unpleasant strip of water that excludes the possibility of starting the expedition across 
the Channel before May 1, that is why the plan drawn up at Quebec was based on the premise that the 
expedition across the Channel would be made on approximately May 1, 1944. All landing operations in-
volve special craft. If we undertake large-scale landing operations in the Mediterranean, the expedition 
across the Channel will have to be postponed for two or three months. That is why we should like to have 
the advice of our Soviet colleagues on the matter, and also advice on how best to use the forces now in the 
Mediterranean area, considering that there are few ships there too. But we do not want to defer the date 
of the invasion across the Channel beyond May or June. At the same time there are many places where 
Anglo-American forces could be used. They could be used in Italy, in the Adriatic area, in the Aegean 
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area, and finally, to help Turkey if she enters the war. All this we must decide here. We should very much 
like to help the Soviet Union and to draw off a part of the German forces from the Soviet front. We should 
like to have the advice of our Soviet friends on how we could best ease their position.

Would Mr. Churchill like to add anything?
Churchill: May I speak and express my opinion after Marshal Stalin has expressed his. At the same 

time I should like to say that I agree in principle with what has been said by President Roosevelt.
Stalin: As for the first part of Mr. President’s speech concerning the war in the Pacific Area, we can 

say the following: We Russians welcome the successes that have been and are being scored by the Anglo-
American forces in the Pacific.

As for the second part of Mr. President’s speech about the war in Europe, I also have several remarks 
to make.

First of all, a few words in the form of a report about the way we have been and are conducting opera-
tions since the July offensive of the Germans. If I am going into too great detail I could shorten my statement.

- We are prepared to hear everything you wish to say.
Stalin:  I  must say, in passing, that we ourselves have been lately preparing for an offensive. The 

Germans were ahead of us, but since we had been preparing for an offensive and had massed a great 
force, after we beat back the German offensive, it was relatively easy for us to go over to the offensive. I 
must say that although the opinion about us is that we plan everything beforehand, we did not expect 
the successes we scored in August and September. Contrary to our expectations the Germans proved to 
be weaker than we expected. At present, according to our intelligence, the Germans have 210 divisions 
on our front, and another six divisions on the way there. In addition, there are 50 non-German divisions, 
including the Finns. Thus, altogether the Germans have 260 divisions on our front, including up to 10 
Hungarian, up to 20 Finnish, and up to 16 or 18 Rumanian.

- What is the numerical strength of a German division?
Stalin: The German division consists roughly of from 8,000 to 9,000 men, excluding auxiliary forc-

es. With the auxiliary forces the division numbers from 12,000 to 13,000 men. Last year, there were 
240 divisions on our front, 179 of them German. This year, there are 260 divisions on our front, 210 of 
them German, with six German divisions on their way to the front. From 300 to 330 divisions are op-
erating on the Russian side. Thus, we have more divisions than the Germans together with their satel-
lites. This surplus of forces is being used for offensive operations. Otherwise there would have been no 
offensive. But as time goes on the difference between the number of Russian and German divisions be-
comes smaller. Another great difficulty is that the Germans are barbarously destroying everything as 
they retreat. This makes ammunition supply more difficult. That is the reason why our offensive has 
slowed down. In the last three weeks the Germans launched offensive operations in the Ukraine, south 
and west of Kiev.  They have recaptured  Zhitomir, an important railway junction.  This has been an-
nounced. It looks as if one of these days they will take Korosten, also an important railway junction. In 
that area the Germans have five new tank divisions and three old tank divisions, altogether 8 tank divi-
sions, and also 22 or 23 infantry and motorised divisions. Their goal is to recapture Kiev. Thus, we are 
faced with some difficulties in the future.

That is the report part about our operations in the summer. Now a few words about the place where 
operations of the Anglo-American forces in Europe would be desirable in order to ease the situation on 
our front. I may be mistaken, but we Russians thought that the Italian theatre was important only to the 
extent of ensuring free navigation of Allied shipping in the Mediterranean Sea. Only in that sense is the 
Italian theatre of operations important. That is what we thought, and that is what we continue to think. As 
for the idea of  launching an offensive from Italy directly against Germany, we Russians think that the 
Italian theatre is not suitable for such purposes. Consequently, the fact is that the Italian theatre is im-
portant for free navigation in the Mediterranean, but it is of no significance in the sense of further oper-
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ations against Germany, because the Alps block the way and hinder any advance towards Germany. We 
Russians believe  that the best result would be yielded by a blow at the enemy in  Northern or North-
Western France. Even operations in Southern France would be better than operations in Italy. It would 
be a good thing if Turkey were prepared to open the way for the Allies. After all, it would be nearer from 
the Balkans to the heart of Germany. There, the way is not blocked either by the Alps or the Channel. But 
Germany’s weakest spot is France. Of course, this is a difficult operation, and the Germans in France will 
defend themselves desperately; nevertheless that is the best solution. Those are all the remarks I have.

Churchill: We have long since agreed with the United States to attack Germany via Northern or North-
Western France, and extensive preparations for this are under way. It would be necessary to give many 
facts and figures to show why we were unable to carry out these operations in 1943. But we have decid-
ed to attack Germany in 1944. The place for the attack against Germany was selected in 1943. We are 
now faced with the task of creating the conditions for the possibility of transferring an army into France 
across the Channel in the late spring of 1944. The forces that we shall be able to accumulate for that pur-
pose in May or June will consist of 16 British and 19 American divisions. But these divisions are· stronger 
numerically than the German divisions of which Marshal Stalin spoke. These forces would be followed by 
the main force, and it is planned that the whole of Operation Overlord1 will involve the transfer of about 
a million men across the Channel in May, June and July. Together with the armies in the Mediterranean 
and the Indian Ocean it is all we Britons can give, considering our 46-million population and the nu-
merical strength of our air force. Remanning of the above-mentioned divisions depends on the United 
States. But the date I mentioned is still far off. It will arrive in six months› time. In the talks between the 
President and myself we asked each other how best to use our forces in the Mediterranean in order to 
help the Russians, without any detriment to Overlord, so that this operation could be carried out in time 
or, possibly, with some delay. We have already sent seven battle-wise divisions from the Mediterranean 
area, and also a part of the landing craft for Overlord. Taking this into account, and the bad weath-
er in Italy besides, I must say that we are somewhat disappointed at not yet having taken Rome. Our 
first task is to take Rome, and we expect to wage the decisive battle in January and to win it. General 
Alexander, the Commander of the 15th Army Group who is under the orders of General Eisenhower, be-
lieves that it is quite possible to win the battle for Rome. In addition, it may be possible to capture and 
destroy more than 11 or 12 enemy divisions. We are not planning to move on into Lombardy or to cross 
the Alps into Germany. We merely plan to move on somewhat north of Rome up to the Pisa-Rimini line, 
after which we could make the landing in Southern France and across the Channel.

The next important question is to convince Turkey to enter the war. This would make possible the 
opening of communications through the Dardanelles and the Bosporus, and we could send supplies to 
Russia across the Black Sea. Besides, we could use the Turkish airfields to fight the enemy. It would take 
only a small force to occupy Rhodes and other Islands. We could then establish direct contact with the 
Russians and send them supplies continuously. We have been able up to now to send only four convoys 
to Russia’s northern ports, because of a shortage of escorts but if a way is opened across the Black Sea we 
could regularly send supplies to southern Russian ports.

Stalin: It should be said that these convoys arrived without losses, without having met the enemy 
on the way.

Churchill: How can we make Turkey enter the war? What will she have to do? Will she have to attack 
Bulgaria and declare war on Germany? Will she have to start offensive operations or should she refrain 
from advancing into Thrace? What would be the Russian attitude to the Bulgarians who still remember 
that Russia liberated them from the Turks? What effect would that have on the Rumanians who are al-
ready looking for ways out of the war? How would that affect Hungary? Would not the result of this be 

1 Overlord – the code name for the forced crossing of the Channel
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great political changes among many countries? All these are questions on which our Russian friends, 
naturally, have their own views.

Are our operations in the eastern part of the Mediterranean, which could cause some delay in the op-
eration across the Channel, of any interest to the Soviet Government?

We do not as yet have any definite decision on this question, and we have come here to settle it.
Roosevelt: There is another possibility. It might be expedient to make a landing in the northern part 

of the Adriatic when the Soviet armies approach Odessa.
Churchill: If we take Rome and block Germany from the south, we would then commence operations 

in Western or Southern France, and also extend assistance to the guerrilla armies. These operations are 
not yet worked out in detail. A commission could be set up to study the question and draw up a docu-
ment in full detail.

Stalin: I have a few questions: I understand that there are 35 divisions for invasion operations in the 
north of France.

Churchill: Yes, that is correct.
Stalin: Before the operations to invade the north of France it is planned to carry out the operation in 

the Italian theatre to take Rome, after which it is planned to go on the defensive in Italy.
Churchill: Yes. We are already withdrawing seven divisions from Italy.
Stalin: I also understand that three other operations are planned, one of which will consist of a land-

ing in the Adriatic area.
Churchill: The carrying out of these operations may be useful to the Russians. After the seven divi-

sions are dispatched from the Mediterranean area, we shall have up to 35 divisions for the invasion of 
Northern France. In addition, we shall have 20 or 23 divisions in Northern Italy.

I should like to add that the greatest problem is the transfer of the necessary forces. As I have already 
pointed out, Operation Overlord will be started by 35 divisions. From then on the number of troops will 
be increased by divisions transferred from the U.S.A.; their number will go up to 50 or 60. I want to add 
that in the next six months the British and American air force now in Britain will be doubled and trebled. 
In addition, work is being continuously carried on to accumulate forces in Britain.

Stalin: Another question. Did I understand correctly that apart from the operations to take Rome 
it is planned to carry out another operation in the Adriatic, and also an operation in Southern France?

Churchill: The plan is to carry out an attack in Southern France at the moment Operation Overlord 
is launched.

Troops that can be released from Italy will be used for this. But this operation has not yet· been 
worked out in detail.

Stalin: Another question: if Turkey enters the war what is to be done in that case?
Churchill: I can say that it would take no more than two or three divisions to take the islands along 

the west coast of Turkey so as to allow the supply ships to go to Turkey, and also to open the route to the 
Black Sea. But the first thing we shall do is send the Turks 20 air squadrons and several air defence regi-
ments, which can be done without detriment to other operations.

Stalin: In my opinion, it would be better to make Operation Overlord the basis of all operations in 1944. 
If a landing were made in Southern France at the same time as that operation, both groups of forces could 
join in France. That is why it would be well to have two operations: Operation Overlord and the landing in 
Southern France as a supporting operation. At the same time the operation in the Rome area would be a di-
versionary operation. In carrying out the landing in France from the North and the South there could be a 
build-up of forces when these forces are joined. France is Germany’s weak spot. As for Turkey, I doubt that 
Turkey will enter the war. She will not join the war no matter what pressure we exert. That is my opinion.

Churchill: We understood that the Soviet Government is highly interested in making Turkey enter the 
war. Of course, we may fail to make Turkey enter the war, but we must try to do everything in this respect.
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Stalin: Yes, we must try to get Turkey to enter the war.
Churchill: I agree with Marshal Stalin’s considerations concerning the undesirability of dispersing 

the forces but if we have 25 divisions in the Mediterranean area three or four divisions and 20 air squad-
rons may well be set aside for Turkey, particularly since they are at present being used to protect Egypt, 
and they could be moved from there to the north.

Stalin: That is a big force, these 20 air squadrons. Of course, it would be a good thing if Turkey en-
tered the war.

Churchill: I’m afraid that in this six-month period, during which we could take Rome and prepare for 
big operations in Europe, our army will remain inactive and will not exert pressure on the enemy. I fear 
that in that case Parliament would reproach me for not giving any assistance to the Russians.

Stalin:  I think that Overlord is a big operation. It would be considerably facilitated and would be 
sure to have an effect if it were supported from the south of France. I personally would go to this ex-
treme. I would go on the defensive in Italy, abandoning the capture of Rome, and would start an opera-
tion in Southern France, drawing off German forces from Northern France. In about two or three months 
I would start the operation in the north of France. This plan would ensure the success of Operation 
Overlord; the two armies could meet, and that would result in a build up of forces.

Churchill: I could adduce even more arguments but I wish to say only that we would be weaker if we 
did not take Rome. Besides, in order to carry out an air offensive against Germany it is necessary to reach 
the Pisa-Rimini line. I should like the military specialists to discuss this question. The struggle for Rome 
is already on, and we expect to take Rome in January. Refusal to take Rome would mean our defeat, and 
I could not explain this to the House.

Roosevelt: We could carry out Overlord on time if there were no operations in the Mediterranean. If 
there are operations in the Mediterranean this will defer the date of Operation Overlord. I should not 
like to delay Overlord.

Stalin: From the experience of our operations we know that success is gained where the blow is dealt 
from two sides, and that operations undertaken from one side do not yield enough effect. That is why we 
try to strike at the enemy from two sides to make him shuttle his forces from one side to another. I think 
that in this case too it would be well to carry out the operation from the south and the north of France.

Churchill: I personally quite agree with this, but I think that we might undertake diversionary acts 
in Yugoslavia, and also make Turkey join the war, regardless of the invasion of Southern or Northern 
France. I personally regard the idleness of our army in the Mediterranean as a highly negative fact. That 
is why we cannot guarantee that the date of May 1 will be met precisely. It would be a big mistake to fix 
that date. I cannot sacrifice the operations in the Mediterranean just to keep the date of May 1. Of course 
we must come to a definite agreement on the matter. This question could be discussed by our military 
specialists.

Stalin: All right. We did not expect a discussion of purely military matters, that is why we did not in-
vite representatives of the General Staff to come along, but I think that Marshal Voroshilov and I can ar-
range something.

Churchill: What are we to do with the question of Turkey? Should we also refer it to the military spe-
cialists?

Stalin: It is both a political and a military question. Turkey is an ally of Great Britain and has friendly 
relations with the U.S.S.R. and the United States. Turkey should no longer play between us and Germany.

Churchill: I may possibly have six or seven questions concerning Turkey. But I should first like to con-
sider them.

Stalin: Very well.
Roosevelt: Of course, I favour making Turkey enter the war, but if I were in the place of the Turkish 

President, I would ask a price that could be paid only by inflicting damage on Operation Overlord.
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Stalin: There should be an effort to make Turkey fight. She has many idle divisions.
Churchill: We all have feelings of friendship for each other, but we naturally have differences. We 

need time and patience.
Stalin: That’s right.
Roosevelt: And so, the military experts are meeting tomorrow morning, and at four o’clock there is a 

session of the conference.

Conference of Military Representatives

November 29, 1943, at 10.30
Admiral Leahy suggests that General Brooke should report on the Mediterranean theatre of mili-

tary operations.
Gen. Brooke says that the cardinal task facing the Anglo-Americans is to exert pressure on the en-

emy wherever possible. At the same time it is desirable to stem the tide of German divisions that could 
be directed by the Germans to Northern France where their increase would be undesirable. Operation 
Overlord will divert a great number of German divisions. But this operation cannot take place before 
May 1, as the most suitable date for the landing. That is why there will be a break of five or six months 
before the start of this operation, during which something must be done to draw off the German divi-
sions. Brooke says that the British have big forces in the Mediterranean, which they wish to use in the 
best possible way.

Addressing General Marshall, Brooke says that if he says anything that does not accord with the 
opinion of the Americans, he, Brooke, asks that he be interrupted.

Gen. Marshall asks Brooke to continue his review.
Brooke says that the Anglo-American plans provide for active operations on all fronts, including 

those in the Mediterranean. At present there are 23 German divisions in Central and Northern Italy. The 
Anglo-Americans have enough forces to move the front up into Northern Italy. But in view of the ter-
rain, the Anglo-American forces are unable to exert enough direct pressure on the German troops, and 
that is why it will be necessary to carry out a flanking operation from the sea. It is expected that this op-
eration will involve 11 or 12 divisions which the German Command will be forced to reman. As a result 
of these operations, the present number of German divisions will be kept in Italy; besides, these divi-
sions will be considerably weakened.

On the question of Turkey Brooke says that if the purely political considerations are left aside, 
Turkey›s entry into the war would be highly desirable from the purely military standpoint, and would 
yield great advantages. First, it would open the sea lanes through the Dardanelles. This would be of great 
significance in the sense of a possible withdrawal from the war by Rumania and Bulgaria. In addition, 
contact could be established with the Russians across the Black Sea and supplies sent to Russia that way. 
Finally, the establishment of Allied air bases in Turkey would make possible raids on key German objec-
tives, in particular the oil fields in Rumania, etc. The shorter route for cargoes across the Black Sea in-
stead of the roundabout way via Persia would release tonnage that could be used elsewhere. To open 
the way to the Black Sea it would be enough to take several islands along the Turkish coast, beginning 
from the island of Rhodes. That will not be a difficult operation and will not entail the use of big forc-
es. Brooke says that in the Mediterranean the British have special landing barges which could be used 
for the operations he described. Operation Overlord would need to be postponed only for the period re-
quired for the use of these craft in the Mediterranean. At the same time these operations would hold up 
the German troops which could otherwise be used by the Germans during Operation Overlord. Brooke 
says that it is highly important to ensure airfields in Italy in order to start raids on industry in Southern 
Germany. These air operations, together with raids carried out from Britain, would be highly important 
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for the conduct of the war in 1944. If the proposal made yesterday were accepted, to go on the defensive 
in Italy before the operation there is completed, it would be necessary to maintain large forces there in 
order to hold back the German troops. In consequence, only a limited force could be released for opera-
tions in Southern France. Brooke says that he is in full agreement with the strategy proposed by Marshal 
Stalin to deal the enemy a blow in two places. But this is easier done when the operations are developed 
on land, than when a sea landing is concerned. In that case two such operations are not always able to 
support each other because it is not easy to manage the alternation of reserves between the two group-
ings. If we were to land six or eight divisions in the south of France at present, the Germans could easily 
cope with them. That is why it is necessary that the two operations should be undertaken closer in time 
to each other. But this will require a great number of landing facilities. Brooke says that the Allies had 
planned to carry out a small landing in the Mediterranean during Operation Overlord in order to draw 
off a part of the German forces from Overlord. But the difficulties lie in the timely reinforcement of such 
an auxiliary landing. The fact is that only three or four divisions could be landed right away later to be 
brought up to the strength of 35. It is necessary that the Germans should not be able to increase their 
forces while the Allied force is still insignificant. Brooke says that that is all concerning land operations 
and invites Air Force Marshal Portal to make a review of air operations.

Marshal Voroshilov says that it would be better to hear the American report on land operations, and 
then go on to air operations.

Marshall says that he wants to shed light on the military situation as it appears from the American 
standpoint. At present the Americans have to fight on two theatres of military operations, namely, in 
the Atlantic and Pacific oceans. The main problem is that American operations extend over two such 
great oceans. In contrast to ordinary conditions the Americans do not have a shortage either of troops 
or supplies. Marshall says that apart from: the divisions already in action there are more than 50 divi-
sions In the U.S.A. which the Americans would like to use as soon as possible. But the problem lies in 
tonnage and in landing craft. Marshall says that the Americans can still say that they have achieved con-
siderable successes and are now prepared to intensify their pressure on the enemy. It is the desire of 
the Americans to put into action all their available forces as soon as possible. When mention is made 
of landing craft it concerns above all ships for the transfer of tanks and motorised units. That is just the 
kind of vessels lacking for the successful realisation of the operations in the Mediterranean of which 
General Brooke spoke. Marshall repeats that the Americans do not have any shortage either of troops 
or supplies. Marshall points out that the Americans are deeply interested in reducing transportation 
time and the stay of ships in ports. Marshall says that the advantage of Operation Overlord is that it in-
volves the shortest distance to be overcome at the initial moment. Subsequently, it is planned to trans-
fer troops to France directly from the United States. About 60 American divisions are to be transferred 
to France. Marshall says that no definite decisions have yet been taken in respect of the Mediterranean, 
because the idea was to discuss this question at Tehran. The question now is what is to be done in the 
next three, and depending on that, the next six months. Marshall says that it is highly dangerous to un-
dertake an operation in Southern France two months before Operation Overlord, but it is very true, at 
the same time, that an operation in Southern France would promote the success of Operation Overlord. 
Marshall thinks that the landing in Southern France should be carried out two or three weeks before 
Operation Overlord. It must be borne in mind that a serious obstacle to these operations will be the 
German destruction of all ports. For a long time the armies will have to be supplied across the open 
coast. American combat engineers have extensive experience in restoring ports, but Marshall neverthe-
less believes that there will be some delay. He says that during the landing at Salerno only 108 tons a day 
of supplies could be got through in the first 18 days. Altogether 189,000 men were transferred across the 
open coast. It must also be borne in mind that this requires strong fighter cover from the air. Marshall 
says that at Salerno the Anglo-American planes had only from 15 to 20 minutes of action. In Operation 
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Overlord the planes may have up to 30 minutes. Marshall points out once again that the problem facing 
the Americans is not a shortage of troops or supplies, but a shortage of landing craft. Marshall says that 
he would like Marshal Voroshilov to understand that in the Pacific the Americans are now carrying out 
five landing operations accompanied by heavy air battles. Four other landing operations are to be under-
taken m the course of January. Marshall says that that is all he wished to say.

Leahy suggests that Air Force Marshal Portal should add to the reports of Brooke and Marshall.
Marshal Portal  declares  that he will speak only of air operations.  Up to now the main raids 

on Germany were carried out from Britain. Now such raids are being started also from the Mediterranean 
area. At present, the Anglo-Americans are dropping from 15,000 to 30,000 tons of bombs on Germany 
a month, and their main purpose is to destroy the enemy’s industry, communications and air force. In 
addition, considerable numbers of German fighter planes are being destroyed from the air. There is a 
heavy struggle ahead but it can be safely said that the Anglo-American plan of destroying the German 
Air Force will be crowned with success. That the plan is being successfully implemented is evident from 
the deployment of the enemy’s forces. At present, there are from 1,650 to 1,700 fighters in Western and 
Southern Germany, while there are only 750 German fighters on all the other fronts. How sensitive the 
Germans are to the raids is evident from the fact that only one raid by the Anglo-American air force 
on Southern Germany, undertaken from the Mediterranean, forced the Germans to transfer 300 fighter 
planes from Central Germany. Portal says that he understands that Soviet aircraft is almost entirely en-
gaged in land battles but it would be well for the Soviet command to have the possibility of setting aside 
a part of the air force for bombing Eastern Germany. This would have a great effect on the situation on 
all the other fronts. Portal says that that is all he wished to say.

Leahy says that it would be well to hear the opinion of Marshal Voroshilov.
Voroshilov says that as he understood from General Marshall’s report, the Americans have from 50 

to 60 divisions which they want to use in France, and the only delay is in transport and landing facili-
ties. Voroshilov asks what is being done to solve the problem of transport and landing facilities.

Voroshilov says that  he understood from General Marshall’s report that the Americans re-
gard Operation Overlord as the principal operation, and asks, whether General Brooke, as the chief of 
the British General Staff, also regards this operation as the principal one, and whether or not he consid-
ers that this operation could be replaced by another operation in the Mediterranean area or elsewhere.

Marshall says that he would like to reply to Marshal Voroshilov’s question about the preparations for 
Operation Overlord. Everything is now being done to carry out Operation Overlord, but the whole question 
turns on transport and landing facilities. Marshall adds that while there was only one American division in 
Britain in August, at present there are already nine American divisions and more divisions are coming up.

Voroshilov refers to the reports made by Generals Dean and Ismey at the Moscow Conference, which 
said that there was large-scale construction of landing facilities in Britain and the United States, and 
that preparations were under way for the construction of temporary floating ports, and asks whether it 
can now be said that this construction will eventually ensure the necessary quantity of landing craft by 
the time Operation Overlord is to start.

Marshall replies that General Brooke can say more about the ports. As far as it concerns the United 
States, everything is being done to have all the necessary  preparations completed by the start of 
Operation Overlord. In particular, landing barges, each to carry up to 40 tanks, are being readied.

Brooke says that he would first like to answer Marshal Voroshilov’s first question as to the view tak-
en of Operation Overlord by the British. Brooke says that the British attach great importance to this op-
eration and regard it as an essential part of this war. But for the success of this operation there must be 
definite prerequisites, which would prevent the Germans from using the good roads of Northern France 
to bring up reserves. Brooke says that the British believe such prerequisites will exist in 1944. All British 
forces were reorganised for the forthcoming operations. Special divisions are being trained for the pur-
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pose. At present, four divisions have already been transferred from Italy and Africa. A part of the land-
ing ships has also been transferred from the Mediterranean. The British are doing everything to realise 
these operations, which must be carried out in the course of 1944. But the difficulties of the Anglo-
Americans lie in landing ships. In order to be ready for May 1, the bulk of the landing ships should be 
transferred from the Mediterranean now. But that would result in a suspension of operations in Italy. At 
the same time the British would like to keep the maximum number of German divisions in continuous 
action. That is required not only to draw off German forces from the Russian front, but also for the suc-
cess of Operation Overlord. As for the construction of temporary floating ports, Brooke says that experi-
ments in that respect are now under way. Some of these experiments were not as successful as expected, 
but at any rate there is success in this matter. Brooke says that the success or failure of the forthcoming 
operation will depend by and large on the availability of these ports.

Voroshilov says that he wants to ask General Brooke once again whether the British regard Operation 
Overlord as the principal one.

Brooke says that he had expected this question. He, Brooke, must say that he would not like to see 
the failure of the operation either in Northern or in Southern France. But in certain circumstances these 
operations are doomed to failure.

Voroshilov  says that Marshal Stalin  and the Soviet General Staff regard the operations in the 
Mediterranean as of secondary significance. Marshal Stalin believes, however, that an operation in Southern 
France, carried out two or three months before the operation in Northern France, could be of decisive sig-
nificance for the success of Overlord. The experience of the war, and the successes of the Anglo-American 
troops in North Africa and the landing operations in Italy, the operations of the Anglo-American air force 
against Germany, the organisational trim of the forces of the United States and the United Kingdom, the 
powerful equipment of the United States, the naval strength of the Allies and especially their superiority 
in the Mediterranean, show that given the will, Overlord can be a success. Will is the only thing required.

Voroshilov says that the military must plan operations in such a way that auxiliary operations, far 
from hindering the principal operation, should promote it in every way. Voroshilov then goes on to say 
that Marshal Stalin’s proposal is to have the cross-Channel operation supported by the action of Allied 
forces in the south of France. With that aim in view he allows the possibility of going on the defensive 
in Italy, and of making a landing in Southern France with the forces released, so as to strike at the ene-
my from two sides. If the operation in Southern France cannot be carried out two or three months be-
fore Operation Overlord, Marshal Stalin does not insist on it at all. This landing can be carried out either 
simultaneously, or even somewhat later than Operation Overlord. But it must take place.

As for the operations of the Soviet Air Force, it is well known that it is engaged in combat opera-
tions together with the land forces. At present, there are on the Soviet German front 210 German divi-
sions alone, there being 260 enemy divisions altogether, as Marshal Stalin reported. The intensity of the 
combat operations has drawn our air force to the front and rear of the enemy, and we have no possibil-
ity of using any air force for raids on Eastern Germany, but, of course, as soon as this becomes possible, 
our Supreme Command will take a relevant decision.

Voroshilov says that we regard the operation across the Channel as not an easy one. We realise that 
this operation is more difficult than the forced crossing of rivers. Still, on the basis of our experience 
of the forced crossing of big rivers, such as the Dnieper, the Desna, and the Sozh, whose right bank is 
mountainous and in addition was well fortified by the Germans, we can say that the operation across 
the Channel, if it is carried out in earnest, will be a success. On the right bank of the above-mentioned 
rivers the Germans built strong  modern reinforced-concrete fortifications, armed them with power-
ful artillery, and were able to bring our low left bank under fire to a great depth, preventing our troops 
from approaching the river; still after concentrated artillery, mine-thrower fire, after powerful strikes by 
the air force, our troops succeeded in crossing these rivers, and the enemy was routed.
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I am sure, says Voroshilov, that if well prepared, and, above all, if well supported by a strong air force, 
Operation Overlord will be crowned with full success. Needless to say, the Allied air force must secure 
full domination of the air before the land forces go into action.

Brooke says that the Anglo-Americans also regard the operations in the Mediterranean as opera-
tions of secondary importance. But since there are large forces in the Mediterranean area, these opera-
tions can and must be carried out in order to help the principal operation. These operations are close-
ly bound up with the entire conduct of the war, and, in particular, with the success of the operation in 
Northern France.

Brooke says that in connection with Marshal Voroshilov’s remarks about the difficulty of the oper-
ation across the Channel he would like to say that the British watched the Red Army’s forcing of rivers 
with great interest and admiration. The British think that the Russians have achieved great successes in 
landing operations. But the cross-Channel operation requires special facilities and needs to be worked 
out in detail. For several years now the Anglo-Americans have been studying all the necessary details 
connected with this operation. There are considerable difficulties also in the fact that there are beach-
es on the shore of France, and big sand banks. That is why in many places ships find it hard to approach 
the shore itself. All this requires preparations.

Voroshilov  says  that in August or September the British held exercises in the Channel  area.  He, 
Voroshilov, would like to know how the British assess the results of these exercises.

Brooke replies that the purpose of these exercises was to bring about an air battle with the Germans. In 
addition, these exercises did a great deal for the training of the troops. It was not, of course, a landing ex-
ercise. Such exercises are carried out by the British on the coast of Britain.

Voroshilov asks how the Germans reacted to these manoeuvres.
Brooke replies that the Germans failed to react to these manoeuvres to the degree expected by the 

British.
Marshall says that he must raise an objection to Marshal Voroshilov’s statements on a cross-Chan-

nel landing. He, Marshall, was trained in land operations, he also had knowledge of the forced cross-
ing of rivers, but when he came up against landing operations across the ocean, he had to start all over 
again. For if a defeat of troops landed in a forced crossing of a river is only a setback, a defeat in a land-
ing across the ocean is a disaster.

Voroshilov says that he does not agree with this. In such a serious operation as Overlord the main 
thing is organisation, planning and well thought-out tactics. If the tactics accord with the set task, even 
a setback for the advance force will be only a setback, and not a disaster. The air force must win domina-
tion of the air and must crush the enemy’s artillery, and after the intensive artillery preparation only the 
advance force is to be sent out. After this force consolidates its positions and appears to have succeed-
ed, the main force is to be landed.

Marshall says that another thing that must be borne in mind here is that artillery support from the 
sea is more complicated than from the opposite bank of a river.

Voroshilov agrees with this and asks what is the expected ratio between the German and the Anglo-
American air force by the start of the invasion.

Portal replies that it will be five or six to one.
Voroshilov says that agreement should be reached on the decision to be adopted at this conference.
Brooke says that he considers that not all the questions have yet been discussed at this conference, 

and therefore proposes that the conference be adjourned until tomorrow.
It is agreed to adjourn the session until November 30. The talk continued for three hours.

Source: https://www.revolutionarydemocracy.org/Stalin/tehran.htm#T1 
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The Second Sitting of the Conference of the Heads of Government  
of the U.S.S.R., the United States and Great Britain. November 29, 1943

Opened: 16.00; Closed: 19.40
Roosevelt: I do not know what went on at the conference of the military this morning. I suggest there-

fore that Marshal Voroshilov, General Brooke and General Marshall should report to us on their work.
Stalin: I agree, but it appears that the military have not yet finished.
Churchill: I think it would still be useful to hear the military.
Brooke: Our conference today was not finished. We started out by examining possible military oper-

ations and their interrelation. We examined Operation Overlord and all the ensuing consequences. We 
concentrated on the period intervening from the present to the date of Operation Overlord; we took 
into account the fact that if we do not carry out active operations in the Mediterranean in this period be-
fore Operation Overlord, we shall be giving the Germans the possibility of transferring their troops to 
the Soviet-German front, or transferring them to the West with the aim of counteracting Overlord. We 
examined the possibility of continuing our operations in Italy, where we are holding German divisions, 
and where we have concentrated large forces. We then turned our attention to the East and examined 
the desirability of Turkey’s entry into the war, and the possible consequences this may have in terms 
of helping us to conduct the war and open the Dardanelles so as to supply the Soviet Union, and also 
of opening a way to the Balkans. We examined the possible operations in Southern France in combina-
tion with Operation Overlord. The Chief of Staff of the British Air Force reviewed the operations of the 
Anglo-American Air Force against Germany, and showed the effect of these operations on the over-all 
course of the war. General Marshall gave figures on the concentration of the American forces in Britain, 
and spoke of the preparations of the British troops for going over from the defensive to the offensive. 
The question of Overlord was also studied. Marshal Voroshilov asked several questions which we tried 
to answer. Marshal Voroshilov set forth the view expressed by Marshal Stalin at the conference yester-
day in respect of the operations to be carried out next year. That is about all we had time to examine at 
our sitting this morning.

Would General Marshall like to add anything to my report?
Marshall: There remains little for me to add to what has been said by General Brooke. His report was 

sufficiently detailed. The problem facing the Americans is not man power but tonnage, special land-
ing facilities and also the availability of air bases sufficiently close to the area of operations. When I say 
landing facilities, I mean special landing craft capable of carrying up to 40 tanks or vehicles. It is precise-
ly the number of these vessels that is limited. The transfer of American troops, equipment and ammuni-
tion to Britain is proceeding according to plan. One million tons of various equipment has already been 
transported to Britain. But landing facilities remain the limiting factor. We have a plan for the manufac-
ture of landing facilities, which was expanded both in the United States and in Britain. The accelerated 
production of landing facilities will result in an increase of their number for invasion across the Channel 
and for operations in the Mediterranean. In short, preparations for Overlord are proceeding according to 
plan, insofar as materiel and personnel are concerned. The problem is mainly transport and the distri-
bution of landing facilities. As General Brooke has explained, several divisions have already been trans-
ferred from Italy.

Voroshilov: The reports of Generals Brooke and Marshall correspond to the talk we had this morn-
ing. My questions were intended to specify the technical preparations for Operation Overlord and they 
were answered in the manner now set forth by General Marshall. We made no effort to specify the dates 
for Operation Overlord and all the details connected with the operation considering that these questions 
could be dealt with at our next meeting if it is held.
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Stalin: If possible I should like to know who will be appointed to command Operation Overlord.
Roosevelt: This matter has not yet been decided.
Stalin: In that case nothing will come of Operation Overlord. Who bears the moral and military re-

sponsibility for the preparation and execution of Operation Overlord? If that is unknown, then Operation 
Overlord is just so much talk.

- The British General Morgan is responsible for preparing Operation Overlord.
Stalin: Who is responsible for carrying out Operation Overlord?
Roosevelt: We know the men who will take part in carrying out Operation Overlord, with the excep-

tion of the commander-in-chief of the operation.
Stalin: It may happen that General Morgan will consider the operation prepared, but after the ap-

pointment of the commander responsible for the execution of the operation it may turn out that the 
commander will consider the operation unprepared. There must be someone who is responsible both for 
preparing and executing the operation.

- General Morgan was given the assignment of preliminary preparations.
Stalin: .Who gave General Morgan this assignment?
Churchill:  Several  months ago the assignment was given to General Morgan by the Joint  Anglo-

American Staff with the consent of the President and with my consent. General Morgan was assigned 
to carry out preparations for Overlord together with the American and British staffs, but the command-
er-in-chief has not yet been appointed. The British Government has expressed its readiness to place 
its forces under the command of an  American commander-in-chief in Operation Overlord, because 
the United States is responsible for the concentration and remanning of forces and has a greater num-
ber of forces. On the other hand, the British Government proposed the appointment of a British com-
mander-in-chief of operations in the Mediterranean, where the British have a greater number of forc-
es. The question of appointing a commander-in-chief cannot be solved at such a broad sitting as today’s. 
This question should be decided by the three heads of Government among themselves, in private. As 
the President has just told me – and I confirm this – the decision on the appointment of a command-
er-in-chief will depend on the talks we are now having.

Stalin: I should like to be understood that the Russians do not claim participation in the appoint-
ment of the commander-in-chief, but the Russians would like to know who is going to be the com-
mander. The Russians would like him to be appointed sooner, and would like to see him responsible for 
the preparations as well as for the carrying out of Operation Overlord.

Churchill:  We  fully agree with what Marshal Stalin has said and I think the President  will agree 
with me if I say that we shall appoint a commander-in-chief in a fortnight, and shall communicate his 
name. One of the tasks of the conference is to appoint a commander-in-chief.

Stalin: I have no questions in connection with the reports of Brooke and Marshall.
Churchill:  I am somewhat worried by the number and complexity of the problems facing us. This 

conference is unique. Millions of people look to this conference and place their hopes on it, and I very 
much wish that we should not part until we have reached agreement on political and military questions 
we have been trusted to solve. Today, I want to indicate several points requiring study in a subcommit-
tee. The British Staff and I have long been studying the situation in the Mediterranean, where we have 
quite a big army. We want this army to be in action there in the course of the whole year and to be inde-
pendent of factors that would force it to be idle. In this connection we ask our Russian allies to examine 
the whole problem and the various alternatives we shall propose to them as to the best use of our avail-
able forces in the Mediterranean area.

There are three questions which require detailed study. The first of  these is, of course, the as-
sistance that can be given to Operation  Overlord with the use of the forces in the Mediterranean 
area. What I mean is the scale of the operations which are to be carried out in Southern France from 
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Northern Italy. The President and I spoke of this yesterday. I do not think the matter has been stud-
ied sufficiently to allow a final decision. I should welcome a study of this question by our staffs from 
the standpoint of its urgency. In this connection Marshal Stalin correctly stressed the importance of 
a flanking movement in. Southern France. The date is important. If operations with smaller forces are 
started at one point and with bigger forces at another, the first operation will be a failure. Our staffs 
should discuss the operations on a broader plane. I should like to have enough landing facilities in the 
Mediterranean to transfer two divisions. If these two divisions are available we could undertake an op-
eration to help the advance of the Anglo-American troops along the Italian Peninsula in order to de-
stroy the enemy forces there. There is another possibility of using these forces. They would be suffi-
cient for the capture of the island of Rhodes in the event Turkey entered the war. The third possibility 
of using these forces is that, minus their losses, they could be used in Southern France in six months to 
support Operation Overlord. None of these possibilities is excluded. But the matter of the date is im-
portant. The use of these two divisions, no matter for which of the three operations I have indicated 
they might be used in the Mediterranean, cannot be carried out without deferring Operation Overlord, 
or without diverting a part of the landing facilities from the area of the Indian Ocean. There is our di-
lemma. In order to decide which way to choose we should like to hear the view of Marshal Stalin con-
cerning the overall strategic situation, because we are delighted and inspired by the military expe-
rience of our Russian allies. I should like to propose that the study of the question I have raised be 
continued by our military committee tomorrow.

The next problem I want to speak of is political rather than military, because the military forces we 
intend to set aside for its solution are insignificant. I have in mind the Balkans. In the Balkans there are 
21 German divisions apart from garrison troops. Of this number, i.e., of the 21 divisions, 54,000 German 
troops are concentrated in the Aegean Islands. In addition, there are not less than 12 Bulgarian divisions 
in the Balkans. Altogether, there are 42 enemy divisions in the Balkans. If Turkey should enter the war 
the Bulgarians would be forced to withdraw their troops to the front in Thrace against Turkey. This will 
result in an increased danger to the German divisions in the Balkans. I give these figures to show the 
enormous importance of this factor in .the. Balkans, where we do not intend to send our regular divi-
sions and where we intend to limit ourselves to raids by combined detachments. In the Balkans we have 
neither interests nor ambitions. All we want to do is to tie down the 21 German divisions in the Balkans 
and to destroy them, if possible. I propose, therefore, that a meeting should be held today of the two 
Foreign Ministers and a representative appointed by the President to discuss the political aspect of this 
question. We want to work concertedly with our Russian allies. If there are any difficulties they can be 
cleared up between ourselves. The military questions could be discussed later.

I pass now to the next question, the question of Turkey. We British are Turkey’s allies, and we have 
assumed the responsibility of trying to convince or make Turkey enter the war before Christmas. If the 
President should like to join us or to assume the leadership, that will be acceptable to us, but we shall need 
the full help of Marshal Stalin in implementing the decision adopted at the Moscow Conference. On be-
half of the British Government I can say that it is prepared to warn Turkey that if Turkey does not accept 
the proposal of entering the war this may have the most serious political consequences for Turkey and 
have an effect on her rights in respect of the Bosporus and the Dardanelles. This morning, the military 
committee composed of our generals discussed the military aspect of the Turkish problem, but the prob-
lem of Turkey is a political rather than a military problem. We intend to set aside not more than two or 
three divisions for operations in the area of Turkey if she enters the war, apart from the air force that we 
shall also make available.

I have raised several questions which are mainly political, for example, the question of what the 
Soviet Government thinks about Bulgaria, whether it is inclined, in the event that Turkey declares war 
on Germany and Bulgaria attacks Turkey, to tell the Bulgarians that it will regard Bulgaria as its enemy. 
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This will have a great effect on Bulgaria. There are other political problems as well. I propose that the 
two Foreign Ministers and a representative appointed by the President should study this question and 
advise us on how to make Turkey enter the war and what the results of this will be. I think these results 
will be enormous with decisive possibilities. If Turkey declares war on Germany it will be a great blow 
for the German people. If we manage to make good use of this fact it should neutralise Bulgaria. As for 
the other countries in the Balkans, Rumania is already looking for a country to which she can capitulate. 
Hungary is also in confusion. It is time for us to reap the harvest. Now we must pay the price for this har-
vest, if we consider it expedient. I propose that these questions should be discussed by our three repre-
sentatives, who, as a result of their discussion, may tell us what can be done to lighten Russia›s burden, 
and to ensure the success of Operation Overlord.

Stalin: As for the two divisions which Mr. Churchill proposes to set aside for help to Turkey and the 
partisans, we have no disagreements on this question. We regard the assignment of two divisions and 
help to the partisans as important. But if we are prevailed upon here to discuss military questions, we re-
gard Operation Overlord as the main and decisive question.

I should like the military committee to have a definite task. I propose that the committee be given 
a definite directive within whose framework it could work. Of course the Russians are in need of help. I 
should like to state that if the question is one of aid to us, we do expect aid from  those who carry out the 
operations planned, and we expect real aid.

What should our directives to the military committee be? They should stipulate that the date of 
Operation Overlord should not be postponed, and that May should be the time limit for carrying out this 
operation. Our second directive should stipulate, in conformity with the desires of the Russians, support 
of Operation Overlord by a landing in the south of France. If it is impossible to land a force in Southern 
France two or three months before the start of Operation Overlord, it would be worth while doing this si-
multaneously with Operation Overlord. If transport difficulties do not allow a landing in Southern France 
simultaneously with Operation Overlord, the operation in Southern France could be undertaken some 
time after the start of Operation Overlord. I think that a landing in Southern France would be an aux-
iliary operation in respect of Overlord. This operation would ensure the success of Operation Overlord. 
Meanwhile, the operation to take Rome would be of a diverting nature. The third directive would in-
struct the committee to hurry the appointment of the commander-in-chief for Operation Overlord. It 
would be best to settle these matters during our stay here, and I see no reason why this cannot be done. 
We believe that until a commander-in-chief is appointed Operation Overlord cannot be expected to be 
a success. The appointment of a commander-in-chief is the task of the British and the Americans, but 
the Russians would like to know who is going to be the commander-in-chief. Those are the three direc-
tives to the military committee. If the committee works within the framework of these directives its work 
can be successful and can be finished earlier. I ask the conference to take account of the considerations 
I have put forward.

Roosevelt: I listened with interest to everything that was said, beginning from Operation Overlord 
and ending with the question of Turkey. I attach great importance to dates. If there is agreement on 
Operation Overlord, there is need to come to agreement on the date of this operation.

Operation Overlord can be carried out in the first week of May or it may be postponed some-
what. The postponement of Overlord would result from our carrying out one or two operations in the 
Mediterranean, which:-would require landing facilities and planes. If an expedition is carried out in the 
eastern part of the Mediterranean and fails it will be necessary to transfer additional materiel and troops 
to that area. In that case Overlord will not be carried out in time.

Stalin: Against Yugoslavia the Germans have eight divisions, of which five are in Greece. In Bulgaria, 
there are three or four German divisions, and nine in Italy.

Churchill: Our figures differ from these.



170

Y A L T A  С O N F E R E N C E  A N D  Y A L T A  P E A C E  C o l l e c t i o n  o f  a r c h i v a l  m a t e r i a l s

Stalin: Your figures are wrong. In France, the Germans have 25 divisions.
Roosevelt: Our staffs must work out plans in order to tie down the German divisions in the Balkans. 

These plans must be worked out in such a way that the operations we undertake for that purpose should 
not prejudice Overlord.

Stalin: That is right.
Churchill: Speaking of measures with respect to the Balkans, I did not mean the use of large forces 

for these purposes.
Stalin: If possible it would be good to carry out Operation Overlord in May, say the 10th, 15th, or 

20th of May.
Churchill: I cannot undertake such an obligation.
Stalin:  If Overlord is carried out in August, as Churchill said yesterday, nothing will come of the 

operation because of the unfavourable weather in that period. April and May are the best months for 
Overlord.

Churchill: I do not think that we differ in our views as it may seem. I am prepared to do everything 
that is within the power of the British Government to carry out Operation Overlord at the earliest pos-
sible date. But I do not think that the many possibilities available in the Mediterranean should be cold-
ly rejected as being of no importance, just because their use will hold up Operation Overlord for two or 
three months.

Stalin: The operations in the Mediterranean of which Churchill speaks are merely diversional. I do 
not deny the importance of these diversions.

Churchill: In our opinion the numerous British troops must not be idle for six months. They should 
carry on operations against the enemy, and with the help of our American allies we hope to destroy the 
German divisions In Italy. We cannot remain passive in Italy, for that will spoil our whole campaign 
there. We must extend assistance to our Russian friends.

Stalin: According to Churchill it would appear that the Russians want the British to be idle.
Churchill:  If the vessels are withdrawn from the Mediterranean, this will considerably reduce the 

scale of operations in that area. Marshal Stalin will recall that at the Moscow Conference conditions 
were specified under which Operation Overlord can be a success. These conditions stipulate that by the 
time of the invasion there should be not more than 12 German mobile divisions in France, and that in 
the course of 60 days the Germans should be unable to transfer more than 15 divisions to reinforce their 
troops in France. There is no mistake here, for these conditions are the basis of Overlord. We must tie 
down as many German divisions as possible in Italy, the Balkans, and in the area of Turkey, if she enters 
the war. German divisions transferred from France are fighting us at the front in Italy. If we are passive 
on the front in Italy, the Germans will be able to transfer their divisions back to France to the prejudice 
of Overlord. That is why we must tie up the enemy by action and keep our front in Italy in an active state 
so as to pin down a sufficient number of German divisions there.

As for Turkey, I agree to insist on her entry into the war. If she refuses to do this, nothing can be done 
about it. If she does agree we must make use of the Turkish air bases in Anatolia and take Rhodes. One 
assault division will be enough for this operation. Subsequently, the garrison in the island will be able 
to defend it. Having received Rhodes and the Turkish bases we shall be able to expel the German gar-
risons from the other islands of the Aegean Sea and open up the Dardanelles. That is not an operation 
that will require a great force. It is a limited operation. If Turkey enters the war and we take Rhodes we 
shall have secured superiority in this area and the time will come when all the islands in the Aegean Sea 
will be ours. If Turkey does not enter the war we shall not grieve over the matter and I shall not ask for 
troops to take Rhodes and the islands of the Aegean Sea. But in that case Germany will not grieve ei-
ther, for she will continue to dominate the area. If Turkey enters the war, our troops stationed in Egypt 
for the purposes of defence, and our air force there also defending Egypt, could be advanced to the fore. 
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After the taking of the Aegean Islands these forces could be used in areas north of Egypt. I suggest a thor-
ough discussion of this question. It will be a great misfortune for us, if Turkey does not join the war, from 
the standpoint of Germany’s continued domination of that area. I want the troops and planes now idle 
in Egypt to be used as soon as possible if Turkey enters the war. Everything depends on the landing fa-
cilities. The difficulty lies in the transportation of troops across the sea. I am always prepared to discuss 
all details with our Allies. But everything depends on the availability of landing facilities. If these land-
ing facilities are left in the Mediterranean or in the Indian Ocean to the prejudice of Overlord, then the 
success of Overlord and the success of the operation in Southern France cannot be guaranteed. The op-
erations in Southern France will require a great quantity of landing facilities. I ask this to be taken into 
consideration.

Finally, I consider acceptable and, on behalf of the British Government, agree to the working out of 
directives for the military committee. I suggest that we work out our own directives to the committee to-
gether with the Americans. I think that our views coincide more or less.

Stalin: How long do we intend to stay at Tehran?
Churchill: I am prepared to stop eating until these directives are worked out.
Stalin: What I mean is when shall we end our conference?
Roosevelt: I am prepared to stay at Tehran as long as Marshal Stalin remains at Tehran.
Churchill: If it is necessary I am prepared to stay in Tehran for good.
Stalin: I should like to know how many French divisions there are at present.
Roosevelt: The plan is to arm 11 French divisions. But of this number only five are ready now, and an-

other four divisions are to be equipped shortly.
Stalin: Are these French divisions in action or are they idle?
Roosevelt: One division is fighting in Italy, one or two divisions are in Corsica and Sardinia.
Stalin: How does the command intend to use these French divisions?
Marshall: The plan is to merge the French Corps with the Fifth Army operating on the left flank in 

Italy. One division is now being transferred to the front in Italy where it will be tested in action. After this 
a decision will be taken on the most expedient use of the French divisions. The time required to equip 
another four French divisions depends on the time it will take to train the personnel of these divisions.

Stalin: Are these divisions of the French type?
Marshall: These divisions are of the American type and consist of 15,000 men each. Most of the sol-

diers are not Frenchmen. In the armoured divisions, three-quarters of the personnel are French and the 
rest are Africans.

Roosevelt: I should like to say a few words. I think that if we three give instructions to our military 
committee it will be able to discuss these questions.

Stalin: There is no need for any military committee. We can solve all the questions here at the con-
ference. We must decide on the date, the commander-in-chief and the need of an auxiliary operation in 
Southern France. We Russians are limited in time of stay at Tehran. We could stay on until December 1, 
but we have to leave on the 2nd. The President will recall that we agreed on three or four days.

Roosevelt: I think that my proposal will simplify the work of the staff. The military committee must 
take Operation Overlord as a basis. The committee must table its proposals on the auxiliary operations 
in the Mediterranean. It must also bear in mind that these operations may hold up Overlord.

Stalin: The Russians would like to know the date on which Overlord is to start in order to prepare 
their blow at the Germans.

Roosevelt: The date of Operation Overlord was determined at Quebec. Only the most serious chang-
es in the situation can justify any changes in the date determined for this operation.

Churchill:  I have just heard the directive which the President proposed to give the committee. 
I should like to have the opportunity of considering the President’s proposals. I have no objections to 
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this in principle, but I should like to have time to examine the President’s proposals. I am very pleased 
to spend December 1 at Tehran, and to leave on December 2. It is not clear to me whether or not the 
President proposes the establishment of a military committee, for Marshal Stalin suggests that we do 
without a committee. Personally, I want such a committee.

As for determining the date of Operation Overlord, if it is decided to have an examination of strate-
gic questions in the military committee...

Stalin: We are not demanding any examination.
Roosevelt: We are all aware that the contradictions between us and the British are small. I object to 

the postponement of Operation Overlord, while Churchill lays emphasis on the importance of opera-
tions in the Mediterranean. The military committee could clear up these questions.

Stalin: We can solve these problems ourselves, because we have more rights than the military com-
mittee. If I may permit myself an incautious question, I should like to know whether the British believe 
in Operation Overlord or simply speak of it to reassure the Russians.

Churchill:  Given the conditions which were indicated at the Moscow Conference, I am quite sure 
that we shall have to transfer all our available forces against the Germans when Operation Overlord is 
launched.

Roosevelt: We are very hungry now, and I propose that we adjourn to attend the dinner given for us 
today by Marshal Stalin. I propose that our military committee should continue its conference tomor-
row morning.

Stalin: There is no need for the meeting of a military committee. That is superfluous. Only we our-
selves can speed up our work.

Churchill: Would it be better for the President and myself to co-ordinate our views and then report 
to you our common standpoint?

Stalin: This would accelerate our work.
Churchill: And what about the committee consisting of Hopkins and the two Ministers of Foreign 

Affairs?
Stalin: This committee is not required either. But if Mr. Churchill insists, we do not object to its for-

mation.
Roosevelt: Tomorrow, Hopkins, Molotov and Eden could have talk with each other at luncheon.
Stalin: What are we going to do tomorrow? ‘Will the proposals of Churchill and Roosevelt be ready?
Roosevelt: The proposals will be ready, and I suggest that Churchill, Marshal Stalin and I have lun-

cheon at one thirty and discuss all questions.
Churchill: That will be our programme for tomorrow.
Stalin: I agree.
 

Source: https://www.revolutionarydemocracy.org/Stalin/tehran.htm#T1 
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The minutes of the second session of the Teheran Conference.  
November 29, 1943

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History

STALIN. If possible, it would be good to implement Operation Overlord in May – say, 10–15–20 May.
CHURCHILL. I cannot promise that.
STALIN. ...April and May are the most appropriate months for Overlord. <...> How long do we plan 

to stay in Teheran?
CHURCHILL. I’m willing to forego on food until these directives are worked out.
STALIN. I’m asking when we are planning to finish our conference.
ROOSEVELT. I’m ready to stay in Teheran so long as Marshal Stalin is in Teheran.
CHURCHILL. I’m willing to stay in Teheran forever, if necessary. <...>
STALIN. The Russians want to know when Operation Overlord will start in order to prepare their own 

attack on the Germans. <...>
ROOSEVELT. As we all know, the differences between us and the British are small. I’m against post-

poning Operation Overlord, while Mr. Churchill is stressing the importance of the operation in the 
Mediterranean. The military committee should discuss this matter further.

STALIN. We can discuss this matter ourselves, as we have more rights than the military committee.
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Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/ru/protokol-vtorogo-zasedaniya-konferencii-glav-gosudarstv-sssr-ssha-veliko-
britanii-v-tegerane-29 
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Marshal Stalin, President Roosevelt, and Prime Minister Churchill 
pose for photographs at the Teheran Conference. November 29, 1943

Franklin D. Roosevelt Presidential Library and Museum, USA

Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/teheran-conference-29-november-1943 
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The Third Sitting of the Conference of the Heads of Government  
of the U.S.S.R., the United States and Great Britain. November 30, 1943

Opened: 16.30; Closed: 17.20
Roosevelt: The decision of the British and American staffs was communicated to Marshal Stalin and 

has satisfied him. It would be desirable for General Brooke to announce this decision to the conference 
if Marshal Stalin has no objections.

Stalin: I agree.
Churchill: General Brooke will make this announcement on behalf of both the Americans and the 

British.
Brooke: The chiefs of the Joint Staffs have advised the President and the Prime Minister to inform 

Marshal Stalin that Operation Overlord will be started in May. This operation will be supported by an 
operation against Southern France, with the scale of this operation depending on the number of land-
ing craft available at the time.

Churchill: Needless to say the Joint British and American Staffs will be in close contact with Marshal 
Stalin in order to permit the co-ordination of operations by all the allies, so that a blow is dealt at the 
enemy simultaneously from both sides.

Stalin: I am aware of the importance of the decisions adopted by the staffs of our allies, and the dif-
ficulties in implementing these decisions. There may be a danger not at the start of Overlord but when 
the operation is unfolded, when the Germans try to transfer a part of their troops from the Eastern Front 
to the Western to hamper Overlord. In order to prevent the Germans from manoeuvring their reserves 
and transferring any sizable forces from the Eastern Front to the West, the Russians undertake to orga-
nise a big offensive against the Germans in several places by May, in order to pin down the German di-
visions on the Eastern Front and to prevent the Germans from creating any difficulties for Overlord. I 
informed President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill of this today, but I wish to repeat my state-
ment before the conference.

Roosevelt: I am highly satisfied with Marshal Stalin’s statement that steps will be taken to co-ordi-
nate the blows at the enemy. I hope that our nations have now realised the need of joint action, and that 
the forthcoming operations of our three countries will show that we have learned to act together.

The United States has not yet appointed a commander in-chief for Operation Overlord, but I am sure 
that a commander-in-chief will be appointed in the next three or four days, as soon as we return to Cairo.

I have only one proposal to make, namely, that our staffs should without delay start elaborating the 
proposals adopted here. That is why I suppose they could return to Cairo tomorrow, if Marshal Stalin has 
no objections to this.

Stalin: I agree with this.
Churchill: I want to say that today we adopted a serious decision. Now the President and I and our 

staffs must work out this question in detail and decide where we are to find the necessary landing craft. 
We have ahead of us five months, and I think that we shall be able to obtain the required number of land-
ing craft. I have already given an assignment to study this matter and a detailed report will be submitted 
as soon as our staffs return home. For Operation Overlord to succeed we must have a considerable supe-
riority of forces, and I hope that our staffs will be able to assure this. By June, we shall already be in bit-
ter action against the enemy. I believe that we have finished discussing military matters. We could now 
discuss political questions. For this we could use December 1 and 2, and could leave on December 3. We 
have scored a great success and it would be well if we left after solving all questions, and announced to 
the public that we have reached complete agreement. I hope that the President can stay until December 
3, as I can, if Marshal Stalin agrees to stay.
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Stalin: I agree.
Roosevelt: I am very happy to hear that Marshal Stalin has agreed to stay for another day. I also want-

ed to say about the communiqué: our staffs could give us a draft of this communiqué.
Stalin: In the part relating to military matters?
Churchill: Of course. The communiqué must be brief and mystifying.
Stalin: But without any mysticism.
Churchill: I am sure that the enemy will shortly learn of our preparations because he will be able to 

discover them by the great accumulation of trains, by the activity of our ports, etc.
Stalin: A big operation cannot be hidden in a sack.
Churchill: Our staffs will have to think how to camouflage these preparations and to mislead the en-

emy.
Stalin: In such cases we mislead the enemy by building dummies of tanks, planes, and mock airfields. 

Then we set the dummies of the tanks and planes in motion with the aid of tractors. Intelligence reports 
on these movements to the enemy, and the Germans believe that the blow is being prepared in that very 
place. Meanwhile, there is absolute quiet where the offensive is really being staged. All transportation 
takes place at night. We set up in several places from 5,000 to 8,000 dummies of tanks, up to 2,000 dum-
mies of planes, and a great number of dummy airfields. In addition, we mislead the enemy with the aid 
of the radio. In areas where no offensive is planned, radio stations exchange messages. These stations 
are monitored by the enemy, and he receives the impression that a great force is deployed there. Enemy 
planes often bomb these places night and day although they are absolutely empty.

Churchill: Sometimes truth has to be safeguarded with the aid of untruth. In any case, steps will be 
taken to mislead the enemy.

Source: https://www.revolutionarydemocracy.org/Stalin/tehran.htm#T1 
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The Fourth Sitting of the Conference of the Heads of Government  
of the U.S.S.R., the United States and Great Britain. December 1, 1943

I. Sitting During Luncheon

Opened: 13.00; Closed: 15.00
Hopkins: The question of inviting Turkey to enter the war is connected with the question of how 

much support Turkey can get from Great Britain and the United States. In addition, it is necessary to 
co-ordinate Turkey’s entry into the war with the over-all strategy.

Roosevelt: In other words, Inönü is going to ask us whether we shall support Turkey. I think this ques-
tion must be further worked out.

Stalin: Churchill said that the British Government was making available 20 or 30 squadrons and 2 or 
3 divisions for aid to Turkey.

Churchill: We gave no consent in respect of two or three divisions. In Egypt, we have 17 squadrons 
which are not used at present by the Anglo-American command. These squadrons, in the event of Turkey’s 
entry into the war, would serve for the purpose of her defence. In addition, Britain agreed to make avail-
able to Turkey three anti-aircraft defence regiments. That is all the British promised Turkey. The British 
did not promise Turkey any troops. The Turks have 50 divisions. The Turks are good fighters, but they 
have no modern weapons. As for the two or three divisions mentioned by Marshal Stalin the British 
Government has set these divisions aside for the capture of the Aegean Islands in the event Turkey en-
ters the war, and not for aid to Turkey.

Roosevelt: (addressing Churchill): Isn’t it a fact that the operation against Rhodes will require a great 
quantity of landing facilities.

- This operation will require no more facilities than are available in the Mediterranean.
Roosevelt: My difficulty is that the American Staff has not yet studied how many landing craft will be 

required by the operations in Italy, the preparations of Overlord in Britain, and for the Indian Ocean. That 
is why I must be careful in respect of promises to Turkey. I’m afraid these promises may hamper the ful-
filment of our agreement of yesterday.

Stalin: Apart from entering the war, Turkey will also make her territory available to the allied air 
force.

Churchill: Of course.
- I think that we have finished with this question.
Churchill: We have not offered anything we are unable to give. We offered the Turks three new squad-

rons of fighters to bring the total number of squadrons, including those in Egypt, up to 20. Perhaps, the 
Americans could add anything to this number? We promised the Turks some anti-aircraft defence units, 
but we did not promise them any troops, for we haven’t any. As for landing facilities, these will be need-
ed in March, but I believe we shall be able to find them in the period between the taking of Rome and the 
start of Operation Overlord.

Roosevelt: I want to consult with the military. I hope Churchill is right, but my advisers say that there 
may be difficulties in the use of landing craft between the taking of Rome and the start of Overlord. They 
believe that it is absolutely necessary to have the landing craft for Operation Overlord by April 1.

Churchill: I do not see any difficulties. We have not made any proposals to Turkey, and I don’t know 
if Inönü will accept them. He will be in Cairo and will acquaint himself with the situation. I can give the 
Turks 20 squadrons. I won’t give the Turks any troops. Besides, I don’t think they need troops. But the 
point is that I don’t know whether or not Inönü is coming to Cairo.
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- He might fall ill?
Churchill: Easily. If Inönü does not agree to go to Cairo to meet the President and myself, I am pre-

pared to go on a cruiser to see him in Adana. Inönü will go there, and I shall paint for him the unpleas-
ant picture that will face the Turks if they refuse to enter the war, and the pleasant picture in the oppo-
site case. I shall then inform you of the results of my talks with Inönü.

Hopkins: The question of supporting Turkey in the war was not discussed by the American military, 
and I doubt the expediency of inviting Inönü to Cairo before the military have studied this matter.

Stalin: Consequently, Hopkins proposes not to invite Inönü.
Hopkins: I am not proposing not to invite Inönü but I stress that it would be useful to receive infor-

mation beforehand on the aid we could give the Turks.
- I agree with Hopkins. We must agree on the possible aid to the Turks.
Stalin: Can›t this be done without the military?
Churchill: Together with the military we must study the question of landing facilities. We may be able 

to get more than we hope by taking them from the Indian or Pacific oceans or building them. If that is 
impossible we should abandon the idea. However, in any case, it has been decided that Overlord must 
not suffer.

Roosevelt: I think that it would be useful if I outlined the situation in the Pacific in connection with 
the possible withdrawal of landing facilities from there, as Churchill suggests. I must point out, first, that 
the distance from the Pacific to the Mediterranean is enormous. Second, in the Pacific we are moving 
northwards so as to cut Japanese communications, and we need landing facilities in that area.

Hopkins: Is it true that Churchill and Eden have not spoken to the Turks about the taking of the 
Aegean Islands?

Eden: No, I have not spoken of this. I only asked the Turks to make available air bases and did not 
touch upon the question of landing facilities.

Roosevelt:  If  I see the Turkish President I shall make the offer to take Crete and the Dodecanese 
Islands because they are rather close to Turkey.

Churchill: I want the Turks to give us air bases in the area of Smyrna, which the British helped the Turks 
to build. When we get these air bases we shall expel the German air force from the Islands. For this pur-
pose we are prepared to pay with one of our planes for every destroyed German plane. The task of expel-
ling the German garrisons from the Islands will be feasible if we ensure air superiority in that area. There 
is no need to storm the island of Rhodes where there are 8,000 Italians and 5,000 Germans. They can be 
starved out. If we get bases in Turkey our ships with air support will be able to cut German communica-
tions and the goal will be reached.

Stalin:  That is correct.  It seems  that the 20 squadrons now in Cairo are idle.  If they go into ac-
tion nothing will be left of the German air force. But a certain number of bombers should be added to 
the fighter squadrons.

Roosevelt: I agree with Churchill’s proposal to make available for Turkey’s defence 20 squadrons with 
a certain number of bombers.

Churchill: We are offering Turkey limited air cover and anti-aircraft defence. It is winter now, and an 
invasion of Turkey is improbable. We intend to continue supplying Turkey with arms. Turkey is receiving 
mainly American weapons. At the present time we are offering Turkey the invaluable opportunity of ac-
cepting the Soviet Government’s invitation to take part in a peace conference.

- What kind of weapons is Turkey short of?
Churchill: The Turks have rifles, pretty good artillery, but they have no anti-tank artillery, no air 

force, no tanks.
We organised military schools in Turkey, but attendance is low. The Turks have no experience in han-

dling radio equipment. But the Turks are good fighters.
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Stalin: It is quite possible that if the Turks give airfields to the allies, Bulgaria will not attack Turkey, 
and the Germans will be expecting Turkey’s attack. Turkey will not attack the Germans, but will simply 
be in a state of war with them. But this will give the allies airfields and ports in Turkey. If events took such 
a turn, that would not be bad either.

Eden:  I  told the Turks that they could make air bases available to the allies without fighting, for 
Germany would not attack Turkey.

- In this respect Portugal could serve as an example for Turkey.
Eden: Numan would not agree with my standpoint. He said Germany would react, and that Turkey 

prefers to enter the war of her own free will, instead of being dragged in.
Churchill: That is true. But I must say the following. When you ask Turkey to stretch her neu-

trality by giving us air bases, the Turks reply that they prefer a war in earnest; when you tell the 
Turks about entering the war in earnest, they reply that they have not got the arms. If the Turks give 
a negative reply to our proposal we must let them know our serious considerations. We must tell 
them that in that case they will not participate in the peace conference. As for Britain, we shall tell 
them on our part that we are not interested in Turkish affairs. In addition, we shall stop supplying 
Turkey with arms.

Eden: I should like to specify the demands we are to present to Turkey in Cairo. I understand that we 
must demand of the Turks entry into the war against Germany.

Stalin: Precisely, against Germany....

II. Round-Table Sitting

Opened: 16.00; Closed: 19.40
Roosevelt: At this sitting I should like us to discuss the questions of Poland and Germany.
Stalin: And also the question of a communiqué.
Roosevelt: The Communiqué is already being prepared.
Molotov: Can we receive an answer now concerning the transfer to us of a part of the Italian mer-

chant fleet and navy?
Roosevelt: The answer to this question is very simple. We have received a great number of Italian 

ships. They should, I think, remain in the temporary use of the United Nations and should be used in the 
best way. After the war they should be distributed among the United Nations.

Molotov: If these ships cannot be conveyed into our ownership we ask that they be given to us for 
temporary use. We shall use them in the interests of the allies and all the United Nations.

Stalin: If Turkey does not enter the war, the Italian ships transferred to us cannot be sailed into the 
Black Sea, and we should then like to have them in the North Sea. We are aware that Great Britain and 
the United States are in need of ships, but we are not asking for many.

Churchill: I am for it.
Roosevelt: I am also for it.
Churchill: I should like to see these ships in the Black Sea.
Stalin: We also prefer to have them in the Black Sea.
Churchill: It may be well to send the Italian ships handed over to the Soviet Union into the Black Sea 

with the British ships to help the Soviet Navy.
Stalin: All right, please.
Churchill: We must settle the matter of transferring the ships with the Italians, because they are 

helping us with their fleet. Some Italian ships are fighting, others are patrolling. The submarines are be-
ing used for supply. Of course, it is desirable to put the Italian fleet to the best possible use instead of 
having it against us. That is why I request two months in which to settle with the Italians the question 
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of transferring the Italian ships to the Soviet Union: This is a delicate matter and it is necessary to go 
about it like a cat with a mouse.

Stalin: Can we then receive these ships by the end of January of next year?
Roosevelt: I agree.
Churchill: I agree.
Stalin: Our crews will man these ships.
Churchill: We should like to help the Russian Navy in the Black Sea with our own ships. In addition, 

we should be happy to help in repairing the Soviet naval bases in the Black Sea, for instance, Sevastopol. 
We should also be happy if the Soviet Government considers it useful to send four or five submarines 
into the Black Sea to sink the Rumanians and Germans there. I must say that we have neither claims nor 
interests in the Black Sea.

Stalin: Very well, we shall be grateful for any assistance extended to us.
Churchill: There is one point we could make use of in the event Turkey joins the war. If Turkey is 

afraid to enter the war but will agree to stretch her neutrality, Turkey may permit several submarines to 
pass through the Bosporus and the Dardanelles into the Black Sea with supply ships for them. American 
submarines are sinking many Japanese ships in the Pacific Ocean; our submarines sank a great num-
ber of German and Italian ships in the Mediterranean; now our submarines could help in the Black Sea.

Stalin: Have we finished with this question?
Churchill: Yes.
Roosevelt: I should like to discuss Poland. I wish to express the hope that the Soviet Government will 

be able to start talks and restore its relations with the Polish Government.
Stalin: The agents of the Polish Government, who are in Poland, are connected with the Germans. 

They are killing partisans. You cannot imagine what they are doing there.
Churchill: That is a big issue. We declared war on Germany because Germany attacked Poland. I was 

surprised when Chamberlain failed to fight for the Czechs in Munich, but suddenly in April 1939 gave 
Poland a guarantee. I was surprised when he rejected more favourable opportunities and returned to the 
policy of war. But at the same time I was also pleased with this fact. For the sake of Poland and in pursu-
ance of our promise we declared war on Germany, although we were not prepared, with the exception of 
our naval forces, and played a big part in inducing France to enter the war. France has collapsed. But we 
turned out to be active fighters thanks to our insular position. We attach great importance to the reason 
for which we entered the war. I understand the historical difference between ours and the Russian stand-
point on Poland. But at home we pay a great deal of attention to Poland, for it was the attack on Poland 
that prompted us to undertake the present effort. I was also very well aware of the Russian position at 
the start of the war, and considering our weakness at the beginning of the war, and the fact that France 
went back on the guarantees she gave in Munich, I understand that the Soviet Government could not at 
the time risk its life in that struggle. But now the situation is different, and I hope that if we are asked 
why we entered the war we shall reply that it happened because we gave Poland a guarantee. I want to 
return to my example of the three matches, one of which represents Germany, another Poland, and the 
third, the Soviet Union. All these three matches must be moved to the West in order to settle one of the 
main problems facing the allies: to ensure the Soviet Union’s Western borders.

Stalin: Yesterday there was no mention of negotiations with the Polish Government. Yesterday it was 
said that the Polish Government must be directed to do this and that. I must say that Russia, no less than 
the other Powers, is interested in good relations with Poland, because Poland is Russia’s neighbour. We 
stand for the restoration and strengthening of Poland. But we draw a line between Poland and the émigré 
Polish Government in London. We broke off relations with that Government not out of any whim on our 
part, but because the Polish Government joined Hitler in slandering the Soviet Union. All that was pub-
lished in the press. What are the guarantees that the émigré Polish Government in London will not do 
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the same thing again? We should like to have a guarantee that the agents of the Polish Government will 
not kill partisans, that the émigré Polish Government will really call for struggle against the Germans, 
instead of engaging in machinations. We shall maintain good relations with any Government that calls 
for active struggle against the Germans. But I am not at all sure that the present émigré Government in 
London is such as it should be. If it sides with the partisans and if we are given a guarantee that its agents 
will not have ties with the Germans in Poland, we shall be prepared to start talks with it.

Churchill mentioned three matches. I should like to ask him what it means.
Churchill:  It would be a good thing now at the round table to hear the views of the Russians on 

Poland’s borders. I think Eden or I could then make them known to the Poles.
We believe that Poland unquestionably should be satisfied at the expense of Germany. We are pre-

pared to tell the Poles that this is a good plan, and that they cannot expect a better one. After this we 
could raise the question of restoring relations. But I should like to emphasise that we want a strong in-
dependent Poland, friendly to Russia.

Stalin: The question is that the Ukrainian lands should go to the Ukraine, and the Byelorussian, to 
Byelorussia, i.e., the 1939 border established by the Soviet Constitution should exist between us and 
Poland. The Soviet Government stands for this border and considers that this is correct.

What other questions are there for discussion?
Roosevelt: The question of Germany.
Stalin: What are the proposals on this matter?
Roosevelt: The partition of Germany.
Churchill: I am for partitioning Germany. But I should like to consider the question of partitioning 

Prussia. I am for separating Bavaria and the other provinces from Germany.
Roosevelt: In order to stimulate our discussion on this question, I want to set forth a plan for parti-

tioning Germany into five states, which I personally drew up two months ago.
Churchill: I should like to stress that the root of evil in Germany is Prussia.
Roosevelt: I should like us to have a picture of the whole before we speak of the separate components. 

In my opinion, Prussia must be weakened as far as possible, and reduced to size. Prussia should consti-
tute the first independent part of Germany. The second part of Germany should include Hannover and 
the north-western regions of Germany. The third part – Saxony and the Leipzig area. The fourth part – 
Hessen Province, Darmstadt, Kassel and the areas to the south of the Rhine, and also the old towns of 
Westphalia. The fifth part – Bavaria, Baden, Württemberg. Each of these five parts would be an indepen-
dent state. In addition the regions of the Kiel Canal and Hamburg should be separated from Germany. 
These regions would be administered by the United Nations, or the four Powers. The Ruhr and the Saar 
must be placed either under the control of the United Nations or under the trusteeship of the whole of 
Europe. That is my proposal. I must add that it is merely exploratory.

Churchill: You have said a mouthful. I think there are two questions: one – destructive, the other – 
constructive. I have two ideas: the first is to isolate Prussia from the rest of Germany; the second is to 
separate Germany’s southern provinces – Bavaria, Baden, Württemberg, the Palatinate, from the Saar to 
Saxony inclusive. I would keep Prussia in strict conditions. I think it would be easy to sever the southern 
provinces from Prussia and include them in a Danubian federation. The people who live in the Danube 
basin are not the cause of war. At any rate, I would give the Prussians harsher treatment than the other 
Germans. The southern Germans will not start a new war.

Stalin: I do not like the plan for new associations of states. If it is decided to partition Germany, no 
new associations need be set up. Whether it is five or six states, and two regions into which Roosevelt 
proposes to divide Germany, this plan of Roosevelt’s to weaken Germany can be examined. Like us, 
Churchill will soon have to deal with great masses of Germans. Churchill will then see that it is not 
only the Prussians who are fighting in the German Army but also Germans from the other provinces of 
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Germany. Only the Austrians, when surrendering, shout ‘’I’m Austrian”, and our soldiers accept them. As 
for the Germans from Germany’s other provinces they fight with equal doggedness. Regardless of how 
we approach the partitioning of Germany there is no need to set up some new association of Danubian 
states lacking vitality. Hungary and Austria must exist separately. Austria existed as a separate state un-
til it was seized.

Roosevelt: I agree with Marshal Stalin, in particular, that there is no difference between Germans 
from the various German provinces. Fifty years ago there was a difference but now all German soldiers 
are alike. It is true that this does not apply to the Prussian officers.

Churchill: I should not like to be understood as not favouring the partition of Germany. But I want-
ed to say that if Germany is broken up into several parts without these parts being combined then, as 
Marshal Stalin said, the time will come when the Germans will unite.

Stalin: There are no steps that could exclude the possibility of Germany’s unification.
Churchill: Does Marshal Stalin prefer a divided Europe?
Stalin: Europe has nothing to do with it. I don’t know that there is need to set up four, five or six in-

dependent German states. This question must be discussed.
Roosevelt: Should a special committee be set up to study the question of Germany, or should it be re-

ferred to the London Commission?
Stalin: This question could be referred to the London Commission, in which there are representa-

tives of our three states.
Churchill: I should now like to return to the Polish question, which appears to me to be more urgent 

because the Poles can make a great deal of noise. I should like to read out my following proposals on the 
Polish question. I am not asking you to agree with it in the form in which I have drawn it up, because 
I have not yet taken a final decision myself.

My proposal says:
«It was agreed in principle that the hearth of the Polish state and people must be situated between 

the so-called Curzon line and the line of the Oder River, including Eastern Prussia and the Oppeln 
Province as part of Poland. But the final drawing of the boundary line requires thorough study and pos-
sible resettlement in some points.»

Stalin: The Russians have no ice-free ports on the Baltic. That is why the Russians would need the 
ice-free ports of Königsberg and Memel and the corresponding part of the territory of Eastern Prussia, 
particularly since these are age old Slav lands. If the British agree to the transfer of the said territory to 
us, we shall agree to the formula proposed by Churchill.

Churchill: This is a very interesting proposal which I will make a point of studying.

Source: https://www.revolutionarydemocracy.org/Stalin/tehran.htm#T1
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Declaration of the three powers. December 1, 1943

We-The President of the United States, the Prime Minister of Great Britain, and the Premier of the 
Soviet Union, have met these four days past, in this, the Capital of our Ally, Iran, and have shaped and 
confirmed our common policy.

We express our determination that our nations shall work together in war and in the peace that will 
follow.

As to war-our military staffs have joined in our round table discussions, and we have concerted our 
plans for the destruction of the German forces. We have reached complete agreement as to the scope and 
timing of the operations to be undertaken from the east, west and south.

The common understanding which we have here reached guarantees that victory will be ours.
And as to peace-we are sure that our concord will win an enduring Peace. We recognize fully the su-

preme responsibility resting upon us and all the United Nations to make a peace which will command 
the good will of the overwhelming mass of the peoples of the world and banish the scourge and terror of 
war for many generations.

With our Diplomatic advisors we have surveyed the problems of the future. We shall seek the cooper-
ation and active participation of all nations, large and small, whose peoples in heart and mind are dedi-
cated, as are our own peoples, to the elimination of tyranny and slavery, oppression and intolerance. We 
will welcome them, as they may choose to come, into a world family of Democratic Nations.

No power on earth can prevent our destroying the German armies by land, their U Boats by sea, and 
their war plants from the air.

Our attack will be relentless and increasing.
Emerging from these cordial conferences we look with confidence to the day when all peoples of the 

world may live free lives, untouched by tyranny, and according to their varying desires and their own 
consciences.

We came here with hope and determination. We leave here, friends in fact, in spirit and in purpose.
Page 29

DECLARATION OF THE THREE POWERS REGARDING IRAN

The President of the United States, the Premier of the U.S.S.R., and the Prime Minister of the United 
Kingdom, having consulted with each other and with the Prime Minister of Iran, desire to declare the 
mutual agreement of their three Governments regarding their relations with Iran.

The Governments of the United States, the U.S.S.R., and the United Kingdom recognize the assis-
tance which Iran has given in the prosecution of the war against the common enemy, particularly by fa-
cilitating the transportation of supplies from overseas to the Soviet Union.

The Three Governments realize that the war has caused special economic difficulties for Iran, and 
they are agreed that they will continue to make available to the Government of Iran such economic as-
sistance as may be possible, having regard to the heavy demands made upon them by their world-wide 
military operations and to the world-wide shortage of transport, raw materials, and supplies for civil-
ian consumption.

With respect to the post-war period, the Governments of the United States, the U.S.S.R., and the 
United Kingdom are in accord with the Government of Iran that any economic problems confronting 
Iran at the close of hostilities should receive full consideration, along with those of other members of 
the United Nations, by conferences or international agencies held or created to deal with internation-
al economic matters.
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The Governments of the United States, the U.S.S.R., and the United Kingdom are at one with the 
Government of Iran in their desire for the maintenance of the independence, sovereignty and territorial 
integrity of Iran. They count upon the participation of Iran, together with all other peace-loving nations, 
in the establishment of international peace, security and prosperity after the war, in accordance with the 
principles of the Atlantic Charter, to which all four Governments have subscribed.

                                                   WINSTON S. CHURCHILL
                                                   J. STALIN
                                                   FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT

Source: https://www.ibiblio.org/pha/policy/1943/431201c.html 
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Summary of matters discussed at the Teheran Conference.  
December 10, 1943

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History
Corrections in red pencil by Joseph Stalin.

As a result of the discussion of this matter and after some pressure from our side, Churchill and 
Roosevelt declared that Operation Overlord would be undertaken in a precisely set month in the spring 
of 1944 and that a similar operation would be conducted in Southern France. Mr. Stalin, in turn, declared 
that the Soviet army would mount an offensive at about the same time in order to prevent the transfer 
of German forces from the eastern to the western front. <...>

At Roosevelt’s initiative, the issue of the post-war fate of Germany was discussed. Roosevelt pro-
posed dividing Germany, describing his draft scheme of dividing Germany into five independent states. 
Mr. Stalin expressed his approval of Roosevelt’s plan without specifying the exact number of states into 
which Germany should be divided. Mr. Stalin said that Austria and Hungary should be separate states.
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Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/summary-matters-discussed-teheran-conference-10-december-1943
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The Tehran Conference. December 1, 1943

(a) Declaration of the Three Powers, December 1, 1943

We the President of the United States, the Prime Minister of Great Britain, and the Premier of the 
Soviet Union, have met these four days past, in this, the Capital of our Ally, Iran, and have shaped and 
confirmed our common policy.

We express our determination that our nations shall work together in war and in the peace that will 
follow..

As to war-our military staffs have joined in our round table discussions, and we have concerted our 
plans for the destruction of the German forces. We have reached complete agreement as to the scope and 
timing of the operations to be undertaken from the east, west and south.

The common understanding which we have here reached guarantees that victory will be ours.
And as to peace-we are sure that our concord will win an enduring Peace. We recognize fully the su-

preme responsibility resting upon us and all the United Nations to make a peace which will command 
the goodwill of the overwhelming mass of the peoples of the world and banish the scourge and terror of 
war for many generations.

With our Diplomatic advisors we have surveyed the problems of the future. We shall seek the cooper-
ation and active participation of all nations, large and small, whose peoples in heart and mind are dedi-
cated, as are our own peoples, to the elimination of tyranny and slavery, oppression and intolerance. We 
will welcome them, as they may choose to come, into a world family of Democratic Nations.

No power on earth can prevent our destroying the German armies by land, their U Boats by sea, and 
their war plants from the air.

Our attack will be relentless and increasing.
Emerging from these cordial conferences we look with confidence to the day when all peoples of the 

world may live free lives, untouched by tyranny, and according to their varying desires and their own 
consciences.

We came here with hope and determination. We leave here, friends in fact, in spirit and in purpose.

ROOSEVELT, CHHRCHILL and STALIN
Signed at Tehran, December 1, 1943

(b) Declaration of the Three Powers Regarding Iran, December 1, 1943

The President of the United States, the Premier of the U. S. S. R. and the Prime Minister of the United 
Kingdom, having consulted with each other and with the Prime Minister of Iran, desire to declare the 
mutual agreement of their three Governments regarding their relations with Iran.

The Governments of the United States, the U. S. S. R., and the United Kingdom recognize the assis-
tance which Iran has given in the prosecution of the war against the common enemy, particularly by fa-
cilitating the transportation of supplies from overseas to the Soviet Union.

The Three Governments realize that the war has caused special economic difficulties for Iran, and 
they are agreed that they will continue to make available to the Government of Iran such economic as-
sistance as may be possible, having regard to the heavy demands made upon them by their world-wide 
military operations, and to the world-wide shortage of transport, raw materials, and supplies for civil-
ian consumption.
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With respect to the post-war period, the Governments of the United States, the U. S. S. R., and the 
United Kingdom are in accord with the Government of Iran that any economic problems confronting 
Iran at the close of hostilities should receive full consideration, along with those of other members of 
the United Nations, by conferences or international agencies held or created to deal with internation-
al economic matters.

The Governments of the United States, the U. S. S. R., and the United Kingdom are at one with the 
Government of Iran in their desire for the maintenance of the independence, sovereignty and territorial 
integrity of Iran They count upon the participation of Iran, together with all other peace-loving nations, 
in the establishment of international peace, security and prosperity after the war, in accordance with the 
principles of the Atlantic Charter, to which all four Governments have subscribed.

WINSTON S. CHURCHILL
J. STALIN
FRANKLIN D ROOSEVELT

(c) Military Conclusions of the Tehran Conference

The Conference:-
(1) Agreed that the Partisans in Yugoslavia should be supported by supplies and equipment to the 

greatest possible extent, and also by commando operations:
(2) Agreed that, from the military point of view, it was most desirable that Turkey should come into 

the war on the side of the Allies before the end of the year:
(3) Took note of Marshal Stalin’s statement that if Turkey found herself at war with Germany, and as 

a result Bulgaria declared war on Turkey or attacked her, the Soviet would immediately be at war with 
Bulgaria. The Conference further took note that this fact could be explicitly stated in the forthcoming 
negotiations to bring Turkey into the war:

(4) Took note that Operation OVERLORD would be launched during May 1944, in conjunction with 
an operation against Southern France. The latter operation would be undertaken in as great a strength 
as availability of landing-craft permitted. The Conference further took note of Marshal Stalin’s state-
ment that the Soviet forces would launch an offensive at about the same time with the object of prevent-
ing the German forces from transferring from the Eastern to the Western Front:

(5) Agreed that the military staffs of the Three Powers should henceforward keep in close touch with 
each other in regard to the impending operations in Europe. In particular it was agreed that a cover plan 
to mystify and mislead the enemy as regards these operations should be concerted between the staffs 
concerned.

FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT
JOSEPH V. STALIN
WINSTON S. CHURCHILL

TEHRAN, December 1, 1943.

Source: A Decade of American Foriegn Policy : Basic Documents, 1941-49 
Prepared at the request of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations

By the Staff of the Committe and the Department of State.
Washington, DC : Government Printing Office, 1950

https://avalon.law.yale.edu/wwii/tehran.asp 
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Scroll from US President Franklin D. Roosevelt 
to the city of Stalingrad. May 17, 1944

Museum-Reserve «Battle of Stalingrad»
English original.

”In the name of the people of the United States of America, I present this scroll to the City of 
Stalingrad to commemorate our admiration for its gallant defenders whose courage, fortitude and devo-
tion during the siege of September 13, 1942, to January 31,1943, will inspire forever the hearts of all free 
people. Their glorious victory stemmed the tide of invasion and marked the turning point in the war of 
the Allied Nations against the forces of aggression.”

Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/ru/gramota-prezidenta-ssha-f-ruzvelta-gorodu-stalingradu-1944-g
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Record of the meeting at the Kremlin, Moscow, between  
the Chairman of the Council of People’s Commissars, I.V. Stalin 
and British Prime Minister, Winston Churchill. October 9, 19441

The PRIME MINISTER gave Marshal Stalin a signed photograph of himself in return for the one sent 
to him some weeks ago by the Marshal2.

The PRIME MINISTER hoped they might clear away many questions about which they had been 
writing to each other for a long time. As time had passed many things had arisen, but they were unim-
portant compared with the common struggle. By talking to each other he and Stalin could avoid innu-
merable telegrams and letters.

MARSHAL STALIN replied that he was ready to discuss anything.
THE PRIME MINISTER suggested beginning with the most tiresome question – Poland. He said that 

they should have a common policy in regard to Poland. At present each had a game cock in his hand.
MARSHAL STALIN said (with a laugh) that it was difficult to do without cocks. They gave the morn-

ing signal.
THE PRIME MINISTER remarked that the question was settled as agreed. He would like presently to 

check up on the frontier with a map.
MARSHAL STALIN remarked that if the frontier was agreed on the Curzon Line it would help their 

discussion.3

THE PRIME MINISTER said he wanted to explain what was in his and the Secretary of State’s mind 
as they understood the situation. The time would come when they would meet at the armistice table, 
which might also be the place where the peace was settled. The Americans would find it easier to set-
tle at an armistice table, because there the President could decide, whereas at a peace table the Senate 
would have to be consulted. At the armistice table the Prime Minister would support the frontier line 
as fixed at Tehran and he thought it likely that the United States would do the same. That decision had 
been endorsed by the British War Cabinet and he felt it would be approved by his country. He would say 
it was right, fair and necessary for the safety and future of Russia. If some General Sosnkowski object-
ed it would not matter, because Britain and United States thought it right and fair. He and Mr. Eden had 
for months been trying to get Sosnkowski sacked. He had now been sacked and as for General Bor4, the 
Germans were looking after him.

MARHSAL STALIN remarked that the Poles were now without a Commander-in-Chief.

1 Present at the meeting: Eden, Kerr, translator A. Birse – on the British side; Molotov and Pavlov – on the Soviet side. The Soviet 
record of the interview published in: Rzheshevskiy O.А. Stalin i Cherchill’. p. 418–428. Discrepancies between the British and the 
Soviet versions are specified in the notes. For Churchill’s version of the conversation, see: Churchill W.S. The Second World War. 
Vol. VI. Boston, 1985. p. 197-198.

2 Stalin’s photo portraits with his handwritten inscription – “in memory of the day of the Allied invasion of American and British 
liberation forces in northern France”, signed “friend – Joseph Stalin” – were sent as gifts to Roosevelt and Churchill through the 
Allies’ embassies in Moscow immediately after Stalin’s meeting with Harriman and Kerr on 10 June (Pechatnov V.O., Magadeyev I.E. 
Perepiska. T. 2. p. 192). In a letter dated 2 July, Churchill responded warmly to the present: “I have received your great photograph 
with the inscription, which brings me great pleasure. I am very grateful to you”.

3 Omitted exchange of remarks, inserted in the Soviet version:  “Churchill replied that these were the exact views of the British 
government. Comrade Stalin remarked that the Poles, however, don’t understand it as it as such”.

4 Komorowski, Tadeusz (according to one of his wartime codename “Bór”, also known as Bór-Komorowski) (1895 – 1966) – Polish 
Brigadier-General, Deputy Commander (1941 – 1943), Commander of Polish Armia Krajowa (Home Army) (1943 – 1944), Com-
mander-in-Chief of the Armed forces of the Polish Government-in-Exile (1944). In October 1944 surrendered to Germans.
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THE PRIME MINISTER thought that some colourless man had been left. He could not remember 
his name. The Prime Minister went on to ask whether Marshal Stalin thought it worth while to bring 
Mikolajczyk and Romer to Moscow. It would take only 36 hours to Moscow1.

MARSHAL STALIN asked whether they had authority to settle questions with the Polish Committee 
for National Liberation.

THE PRIME MINISTER was not sure. If, however, they were in Moscow they might, with British and 
Russian agreement, be persuaded to settle. 

MARSHAL STALIN had no objection to making another attempt, but Mikolajczyk would have to 
make contact with the Committee. The latter now had an army at its disposal and represented a force.

THE PRIME MINISTER pointed out that the other side also thought they had an army, part of which 
had held out in Warsaw. They also had a brave army corps in Italy, where they had lost seven or eight 
thousand men. Then there was the armoured division, one brigade of which was in France. A Polish 
division which had gone to Switzerland when France fell was coming out in driblets. They were well 
equipped and they had many friends in England. They were good and brave men. The difficulty about 
the Poles was that they had unwise political leaders. Where there were two Poles there was one quarrel.2

MARSHAL STALIN added that where there was one Pole he would begin to quarrel with himself 
through sheer boredom.

THE PRIME MINISTER thought that Marshal Stalin and he himself as well as M. Molotov and Mr.  Eden 
between them had more chance of bringing the Poles together. The British would bring pressure to bear 
on their Poles, while the Poles in the East were already in agreement with the Soviet Government. 

MARSHAL STALIN agreed to try.
THE PRIME MINISTER asked if there was any objection to M. Grabski3’s coming to Moscow.
MARHSAL STALIN had no objection4.
THE PRIME MINISTER then referred to the armistice terms for the satellites who had been co-

erced by Germany and had not distinguished themselves in the war5. If Marshal Stalin agreed, the Prime 
Minister thought that M. Molotov or Mr. Eden might discuss these terms. The terms for Hungary were 
important. He hoped the Russians would soon be in Budapest.

MARHSAL STALIN said it was possible6.
THE PRIME MINISTER pointed out that there were two countries in which the British had particular 

interest. One was Greece. He was not worrying much about Romania. That was very much a Russian af-
fair and the terms which the Soviet Government had proposed were reasonable and showed much state-
craft in the interests of general peace in the future.7 But in Greece it was different. Britain must be the 
leading Mediterranean Power and he hoped Marshal Stalin would let him have the first say about Greece 

1 Churchill’s omitted remark: “They are confined to a plane in Cairo”.

2 In the Soviet refcord, Stalin’s speech is presented in a more extended form, while Churchill’s is more condensed.

3 Grabski, Stanisław (1871 – 1949) – Polish statesman and politician, President of National Council of Poland in exile (1942 – 1944), 
Vice-President of State National Council (1945 – 1947).

4 By all appearances, Moscow considered Grabski as a representative of the Polish émigré circles with whom it would be possible 
to attempt a compromise. This was evident from the attempts to strike up negotiations in May 1944, during which Lebedev held 
meetings specifically with Mikołajczyk and Grabski.

5 Churchill’s omitted phrase: “The English are not fond of some of these satellites, just as the Russians [are not] of others”.

6 In October 1944, it seemed as though Budapest would very soon be taken by the forces of the 2nd Ukrainian Front, (the order to 
attack the city was given on 28 October). However, the operation was seriously delayed and Budapest would not be liberated until 
13 February 1945.

7 The truce with Romania (12 September 1944), as well as the statement made earlier by the Soviet government on the occasion of 
the Soviet forces entry into Romanian territory (2 April 1944), was positively received by the Western allies, as a sign of Moscow’s 
lack of intentions to Sovietize Romania.
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in the same way as Marshal Stalin did about Romania. Of course, the British Government would keep in 
touch with the Soviet Government.

MARSHAL STALIN understood that Britain had suffered very much owing to her communications 
in the Mediterranean having been cut by the Germans. It was a serious matter for Britain when the 
Mediterranean route was not in her hands. In that respect Greece was very important. He agreed with 
the Prime Minister that Britain should have the first say in Greece. 

THE PRIME MINISTER said it was better to express these things in diplomatic terms and not to 
use the phrase “dividing into spheres”, because the Americans might be shocked. But as long as he and 
Marshal understood each other he could explain matters to the President.1

MARSHAL STALIN interrupted to say that he had received a message from President Roosevelt. 
The President wanted Mr. Harriman to attend their talks as an observer and desired that the decisions 
reached between them should be of a preliminary nature2.

THE PRIME MINISTER agreed. He had told the President – he and the President had no secrets – that 
he would welcome Mr. Harriman to a good number of their talks, but he did not want this to prevent in-
timate talk between Marshal Stalin and himself. He would keep the President informed. Mr. Harriman 
might come in for any formal talks as an observer. Mr. Harriman was not quite in the same position as 
they were. 

MARSHAL STALIN said he had only sent a reply to the effect that he did not know what questions 
would be discussed, but as soon as he did know he would tell the President. He had noticed some signs of 
alarm in the President’s message about their talks and on the whole did not like the message. It seemed 
to demand too many rights for the United States leaving too little for the Soviet Union and Great Britain, 
who, after all, had a treaty of common assistance3. He had, however, no objection to Mr. Harriman’s at-
tending the formal talks. 

THE PRIME MINISTER referred to the Conference at Dumbarton Oaks4. The President had not want-
ed this to be discussed in Moscow but only when the three heads got together. The President had not 
said so, but he must have had in mind the coming election. The President would be more free to talk 
in about a month’s time. It was fair to say that while at first His Majesty’s Government had inclined to 
the American view they now saw a great deal of force in the other point of view. Supposing China asked 
Britain to give up Hong Kong, China and Britain would have to leave the room while Russia and the 
United States settled the question. Or, if the Argentine and the United States had a quarrel they would 
object if England, China and Russia had to settle it. The Prime Minister pointed out that all this was 
“off the record”. The wise thing was not to refer in Moscow to this question, but to wait until the meet-

1 The last sentence in the Soviet minutes is omitted.

2 Roosevelt wrote about his expectations in his letter of 4 October

3 The Soviet minutes also note: “Such a mutual assistance treaty between the United States and the Soviet Union does not exist”.

4 Conference held at Dumbarton Oaks mansion in Washington, DC (21 August – 7 October 1944), which laid the foundation of the 
United Nations Organization.
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ing of the three heads, when it could be settled1. He then raised the question of the interests of the two 
Governments in the various Balkan countries and the need to work in harmony in each other them2.

After some discussion, it was agreed that as regards Hungary and Yugoslavia each of the two 
Governments was equally interested; that Russia had a major interest in Romania; and that Great Britain 
was in the same position with regard to Greece. 

THE PRIME MINISTER suggested that where Bulgaria was concerned the British interest was greater 
than it was in Romania. This led to some discussion about the crimes committed by Bulgaria. 

MARSHAL STALIN recalled the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk, where the Bulgarians had been on the 
German side and three divisions had fought against the Russians in the last war.

THE PRIME MINISTER declared that Bulgaria owed more to Russia than to any other country. He 
said that in Romania Britain had been a spectator. In Bulgaria she had to be a little more than a specta-
tor3.

M. MOLOTOV asked whether the Turkish question related to this matter.
THE PRIME MINISTER replied that he had not touched upon Turkey. He was only saying what was 

on his mind. He was glad to see how near it was to the Russian mind.
M. MOLOTOV remarked that the Convention of Montreux4 still remained. 
THE PRIME MINISTER said that was a Turkish question and not a Bulgarian.
MARSHAL STALIN replied that Turkey was also a Balkan country. Under the Convention of 

Montreux, Japan had equal rights with Russia. Everything had been adjusted to the League of Nations 
and the League of Nations no longer existed. If Turkey were threatened she could close the Straits and 
Turkey herself had to decide when she was faced with a real threat. All the paragraphs in the Montreux 
Convention were controlled by Turkey. This was an anachronism. Marshal Stalin had put this question in 
Tehran and the Prime Minister had expressed his sympathy5. Now that they were discussing the Balkan 
question and Turkey was a Balkan country, did the Prime Minister think it appropriate to discuss it?

THE PRIME MINISTER agreed. 
MARSHAL STALIN pointed out that if Britain were interested in the Mediterranean then Russia was 

equally interested in the Black Sea.
THE PRIME MINISTER thought that Turkey had missed her chance after the Tehran conference. The 

reason she was frightened was because she had no modern weapons, she thought she had a good army, 
whereas nowadays an army was not everything. Turkey was not clever. 

MARSHAL STALIN remarked that Turkey had 26 divisions in Thrace and asked against whom they 
were directed.

THE PRIME MINISTER replied they were directed against Bulgaria, because Bulgaria was armed with 
French weapons taken by the Germans. The Prime Minister went on to say that, taking a long view of the 

1 In the Soviet minutes this phrase is followed by: “He, Churchill, thinks that Marshal Stalin verify, when necessary, that this issue 
was not discussed in Moscow. Comrade Stalin, smiling, says that, of course, he will not do this”.

2 Soviet record is much more detailed and colourful: “Churchill declared that he had prepared a rather dirty and rough paper, which 
shows the distribution of Soviet Union and Great Britain’s influence in Romania, Greece, Yugoslavia, and Bulgaria. A chart was 
compiled for them in order to see what are the British’s thoughts on this issue. The Americans will be amazed by this document. 
But Marshal Stalin – as a realist, just as Churchill, is not distinguished by sentimentality, whereas Eden – a very flawed man. He, 
Churchill, did not show this document to the British Cabinet, but the British Cabinet generally agrees with what Churchill and Eden 
are offering. With regard to Parliament, the parliamentary majority in the Cabinet, but if they show this document to Parliament, 
the Parliament will still be unable to grasp it”.

3 Discussion on Bulgaria in the Soviet minutes differs somewhat.

4 The Montreux convention, signed in 1936, returned control of the Bosphorus Straits and Dardanelles to Turkey. The straits had 
previously been demilitarised and control given to an international commission under the Straits Convention of the Treaty of 
Lausanne (1923). Steiner, Lights that Failed, 120-123.

5 See: “Tehran Conference…”, pp. 141, 147, 157.
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future of the world, it was no part of British policy to grudge Soviet Russia access to warm-water ports 
and to the great oceans and seas of the world. […]1.

M. MOLOTOV asked what was the Prime Minister’s opinion of the Morgenthau plan2.
THE PRIME MINISTER said that the President and Mr. Morgenthau were not very happy about its re-

ception. The Prime Minister went on to say that as he had declared in Tehran, Great Britain would not 
agree to mass execution of Germans, because one day British public opinion would cry out. But it was 
necessary to kill as many as possible in the field. The others should be made to work to repair the dam-
age done to other countries. They might use the Gestapo on such work and the Hitler Youth should be 
re-educated to learn that it was more difficult to build than to destroy3.

MARSHAL STALIN thought that a long occupation of Germany would be necessary.
THE PRIME MINISTER did not think that the Americans would stay very long.
MARSHAL STALIN said France should provide some forces.
THE PRIME MINISTER agreed.
MARSHAL STALIN suggested the use of the small countries.
THE PRIME MINISTER thought United Poland could be employed.
MARSHAL STALIN said Silesia would go to the Poles and part of East Prussia. The Soviet Union 

would take Konigsberg and the Poles would be very interested in the occupation of Germany.
THE PRIME MINISTER thought the population might be moved from Silesia and East Prussia to 

Germany. If seven million4 had been killed in the war there would be plenty of room for them. He sug-
gested that M. Molotov and Mr. Eden, with Mr. Harriman, should talk this over and get a picture of the 
general proposals for Marshal Stalin and himself to think about, and thus when the end came they would 
not be without something un-probed. They should also decide what role should the European Advisory 
Commission play5.

MARSHAL STALIN agreed.
THE PRIME MINSITER turned to the Anglo-American war against Japan. He pointed out that here 

again the utmost secrecy was required. Secrecy had been well maintained considering the declara-
tion made by Marshal Stalin at Tehran about Japan. The Prime Minister had asked the President to 
give a statement for use as an outline of the American plan for 1945 in the Pacific. Plans were moving 
quickly and the position was changing very much as island after island was taken, but the President 
had given Mr. Harriman and General Deane6 an outline of the plan which he (the Prime Minister) was 
to be shown and it was to be discussed with the Soviet Generals. He suggested that conversations 
should begin with Mr. Harriman and his General and that afterwards they might go away and talk sep-
arately, technically.

1 The discussion on the situation in the Balkans is omitted. Churchill insisted on the need not to impose regimes on Balkan 
countries, and Stalin agreed). As for Northern Italy, Churchill spoke about the need to prevent a civil war, hinting at activities of the 
Italian Communists and Stalin sought to demonstrate the limitations of Soviet influence on the Italian situation.

2 The plan initially prepared by the US Secretary of the Treasury, Henry Morgenthau for the treatment of post-war Germany. 
Germany would be stripped of Silesia and East Prussia, Saar, and the area north of the Kiel Canal. The Ruhr and the Kiel Canal 
would be placed in an international zone and not allowed to trade with Germany proper. The remaining state would be divided in 
two. The proposal, with some modification, was presented at the Second Quebec Conference. Churchill was initially opposed to the 
proposal, but ultimately put his signature to it (Feis, 366-373). See also Warren Kimball, Swords or ploughshares ?: the Morgenthau 
plan for defeated Nazi Germany, 1943-1946. Philadelphia, 1976.

3 In the Soviet minutes, Churchill’s response is more elaborate. It notes Churchill’s emphasis on his readiness to treat Germany 
harshly after the war.

4 In the Soviet minutes it is 8 million.  

5 The Soviet minutes omit the last two sentences.

6 Deane, John Russell (1896 – 1982) – US Major-General, Head of the American Military Mission in Moscow (1943 – 1945).
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MARSHAL STALIN said that the Soviet military leaders had been informed of the existence of the 
President’s plan and General Deane was to have had a talk with the Soviet High Command, but the latter 
were awaiting information from the Far East about Japanese strength. Marshal Stalin did not know de-
tails of the plan just as the Prime Minister did not know them, but he was prepared to acquaint himself 
with it. If they could all meet and examine the plan that would be better1. 

THE PRIME MINISTER said that he thought that Mr. Harriman and General Deane had been au-
thorized to tell Marshal Stalin in broad outline about the plan, but he thought it should be discussed 
with Field-Marshal Brooke2, who was ready to give an account of the operations in the West, in France 
and Italy and to tell how the affairs stood. He would like Marshal Stalin to know that the British had as 
many divisions fighting against Germany in Italy and France as the United States, and nearly as many as 
the United States fighting against Japan: altogether 60 divisions of 40,000 men each, including a heavy 
backing of commissariat, artillery, &c.3

1 Discussions on the situation in the Far East were held on 15 October, with military representatives of the USSR, the USA and the 
UK partaking (published in: Rzheshevskiy O.А. Stalin i Cherchill’. p. 466–468).

2 Brooke, Alan Francis (1883 – 1963) – British Field Marshal, Chief of the Imperial General Staff (1941 – 1946).

3 The Soviet minutes omit the last phrase.
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Alexander Gerasimov. Teheran Conference of the Three Powers. 1945

State Tretyakov Gallery
Oil on canvas. 308х403 cm

1 – K. Mikhailov, Soviet ambassador to Iran; 2 – V. Pavlov, Soviet diplomat and interpreter; 3 – J. Stalin, 
Chairman of the Council of People’s Commissars of the USSR; 4 – V. Molotov, People’s Commissar of Foreign 
Affairs of the USSR; 5 – A. Cunningham, First Sea Lord (Head of the Royal Navy); 6 – E. King, Chief of Staff, 

US Fleet; 7 – G. Marshall, US Secretary of Defense; 8 – F. Roosevelt, US President;  
9 – H. Hopkins, US statesman and politician, adviser to F. Roosevelt; 10 – H.H. Arnold, Commander, 
US Army Air Forces; 11 – C. Portal, Marshal of the Royal Air Force; 12 – A. Kerr, British ambassador 
to the USSR; 13 – A. Harriman, US ambassador to the USSR; 14 – W. Leahy, admiral, Chief of Staff 

to the Commander-in-Chief; 15 – A. Brooke, Chief of the Imperial General Staff; 16 – W. Churchill, British 
Prime Minister; 17 – A. Eden, British Foreign Secretary; 18 – H.L. Ismay, Prime Minister’s representative 

on the Chiefs of Staff Committee; 19 – K. Voroshilov, member of the Soviet State Defence Committee.

Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/ru/am-gerasimov-tegeranskaya-konferenciya-rukovoditeley-trekh-derzhav
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Part 1.  
The Yalta Conference

1.1. Formation of the Anti-Hitler coalition

1.2. The Tehran Conference

1.3. THE YALTA CONFERENCE

1.4. The Berlin (Potsdam) Conference

1.5. The End of the Second World War. The Surrender of Japan 
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Potsdam Conference of the Three Powers. From left to right:  
Chairman of the Council of People’s Commissars  
of the USSR Joseph Stalin, US President Harry S. Truman,  
and British Prime Minister Winston Churchill. July 1945

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History

Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/potsdam-conference-three-powers-july-1945 



219

Y A L T A  С O N F E R E N C E  A N D  Y A L T A  P E A C E  C o l l e c t i o n  o f  a r c h i v a l  m a t e r i a l s

First Sitting. July 17, 1945 

Churchill: Who is to be chairman at our Conference?
Stalin: I propose President Truman of the United States. Churchill: The British delegation sup-

ports this proposal.
Truman: I accept the chairmanship of this Conference. Let me put before you some of the ques-

tions that have accumulated by the time of our meeting and that require urgent examination. We can 
then discuss the procedure of the Conference.

Churchill: We shall have the right to add to the agenda.
Truman: One of the most acute problems at present is to set up some kind of mechanism for ar-

ranging peace talks. Without it, Europe’s economic development will continue to the detriment of the 
cause of the Allies and the whole world.

The experience of the Versailles Conference after the First World War showed that a peace confer-
ence can have very many flaws unless it is prepared beforehand by the victor Powers. A peace confer-
ence without preliminary preparations takes place in a tense atmosphere of contending sides, which 
inevitably delays the working out of its decisions.

That is why I propose, considering the experience of the Versailles Conference, that we should here 
and now set up a special Council of Foreign Ministers, consisting of the Ministers of Great Britain, the 
U.S.S.R., the United States, France and China, that is, the permanent members of the Security Council 
of the United Nations set up at the San Francisco Conference. This Council of Foreign Ministers for 
preparing a peace conference should meet as soon as possible after our meeting. It is in this spirit and 
on these lines that I have drawn up a draft for the setting up of a Council of Foreign Ministers for pre-
paring a peace conference which I now put before you.

Churchill: I propose that we refer the matter for consideration to our Foreign Ministers, who will 
report to us at our next sitting.

Stalin: I agree, but I am not quite clear about the participation of China’s Foreign Minister in the 
Council. After all, this is a question of European problems, isn’t it? How appropriate is the participa-
tion of China’s representative

Truman: We can discuss this question after the Foreign Ministers report to us.
Stalin: All right.
Truman: About a Control Council for Germany. This Council should start its work as soon as possi-

ble, in accordance with the agreement reached. With that end in view I submit for your consideration 
a draft containing the principles which, in our opinion, should govern the work of this Control Council.

Churchill: I have had no chance to read this document, but I shall read it with full attention and re-
spect, and it then could be discussed. This question is so broad that it should not be referred to the Foreign 
Ministers, but we should study and discuss it ourselves, and then, if need be, refer it to the Ministers.

Truman: We could discuss this matter tomorrow.
Stalin: Indeed, we could discuss the question tomorrow. The Ministers could acquaint themselves 

with it beforehand; that would be advisable, because we ourselves will be studying the question at the 
same time.

Churchill: Our Ministers already have enough to do on the first document. Tomorrow we could re-
fer this second question to them as well, couldn’t we?

Stalin: Good, let’s do that tomorrow.
Truman reads the content of  a  memorandum which says that under the decisions of  the Yalta 

Declaration on Liberated Europe the three Powers undertook certain obligations in respect of the lib-
erated peoples of Europe and Germany’s former satellites. These decisions provided for an agreed pol-
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icy of the three Powers and their joint action in the solution of the political and economic problems 
of liberated Europe in accordance with democratic principles.

Since the Yalta Conference, the obligations undertaken by  us in the Declaration on Liberated 
Europe remain unfulfilled. In the opinion of the U.S. Government, continued failure to fulfil these ob-
ligations will be regarded all over the world as indicating lack of unity between the three Great Powers 
and will undermine confidence in the sincerity and unity of purpose among the United Nations. That 
is why the U.S. Government proposes that the fulfilment of the obligations of this Declaration should 
be fully co-ordinated at this Conference.

The three great Allied states must agree to the need for an immediate reorganisation of the pres-
ent Governments of  Rumania and Bulgaria in strict conformity with Paragraph 3, Point “c” of  the 
Declaration on Liberated Europe. Consultations must be held immediately to work out the procedure 
necessary for the reorganisation of these Governments so that they include representatives of all im-
portant democratic groups. After these Governments are reorganised, there may be diplomatic recog-
nition of them on the part of the Allied Powers and conclusion of corresponding treaties.

In conformity with the obligations of the three Powers, set forth in Paragraph 3, Point “d” of the 
Declaration on Liberated Europe, the Governments of the three Powers must discuss how best to help 
the work of the provisional Governments in holding free and fair elections. Such help will be required 
in Rumania, Bulgaria, and, possibly, in other countries too.

One of the most important tasks facing us is to determine our attitude to Italy. In view of the fact 
that Italy recently declared war on Japan, I hope that the Conference will deem it possible to agree 
to support Italy’s application to become a member of the United Nations. The Foreign Ministers could 
work out an appropriate statement on this matter on behalf of the United Nations Governments.

Is it necessary to read the whole of this document? Do we have the time?
Churchill: Mr. President, these are very important problems and we must have time to  discuss 

them. The point is that our positions on these issues differ. We were attacked by Italy at the most crit-
ical moment, when she stabbed France in the back. We had been fighting Italy in Africa for two years, 
before America entered the war, and we suffered great losses. We even had to risk the forces of the 
United Kingdom, and to reduce our defences in the United Kingdom in order to send troops to Africa. 
We had big naval battles m the Mediterranean. We have the best of intentions in respect of Italy, and 
we have proved this by letting them keep their ships.

Stalin: That is very good, but today we must confine ourselves to drawing up an agenda with the 
additional points. When the agenda is drawn up any question can be discussed on its merits.

Truman: I fully agree.
Churchill: I am very grateful to the President for having opened this discussion, thereby making 

a big contribution to our work, but I think that we must have time to discuss these questions. This is 
the first time I see them. I am not saying that I cannot agree with these proposals, but there must be 
time to discuss them. I propose that the President should complete making his proposals, if he has any 
more, so that afterwards we could draw up the agenda.

Stalin: Good.
Truman: The aim of the three Governments in respect of Italy is to promote her political inde-

pendence and economic rehabilitation and to ensure the Italian people the right to choose their form 
of government.

The present position of Italy, as a co-belligerent and as a Power that had surrendered uncondition-
ally, is anomalous and hampers every attempt both of the Allies and of Italy herself to improve her 
economic and political position. This anomaly can be finally eliminated only through the conclusion 
of a peace treaty with Italy. The drafting of such a treaty should be one of the first tasks set before the 
Council of Foreign Ministers.



221

Y A L T A  С O N F E R E N C E  A N D  Y A L T A  P E A C E  C o l l e c t i o n  o f  a r c h i v a l  m a t e r i a l s

At the same time, an improvement of Italy’s internal situation can be achieved by creating an atmo-
sphere in which Italy’s contribution to the defeat of Germany will be recognised. That is why it is recom-
mended that the brief terms of Italy’s surrender, and the comprehensive terms of Italy’s surrender should 
be annulled and replaced by the Italian Government’s obligations flowing from the new situation in Italy.

These obligations must stipulate that the Italian Government refrains from hostile action against 
any member of the United Nations; the Italian Government must not have any naval or air forces and 
equipment, except those that will be established by the Allies, and will observe all the instructions 
of the Allies; pending the conclusion of a peace treaty, control over Italy should be exercised as the 
need arises; simultaneously, there must be a decision on how long the Allied armed forces are to re-
main on the territory of Italy; finally, a fair settlement of territorial disputes must be ensured.

Because I was unexpectedly elected Chairman of this Conference, I was unable to express my feel-
ings at once. I am very glad to meet you, Generalissimo, and you, Mr. Prime Minister. I am well aware 
that I am now substituting for a man whom it is impossible to substitute, the late President Roosevelt. 
I am glad to serve, even if partially, the memory which you preserve of President Roosevelt. I want 
to consolidate the friendship which existed between you.

The matters which I have put before you are, of course, highly important. But this does not exclude 
the placing of additional questions on the agenda.

Churchill: Do you have anything to say, Generalissimo, in reply to Mr. President, or will you allow 
me to do so?

Stalin: Please do.
Churchill: On behalf of the British delegation I should like to voice our sincere gratitude to the 

President of the United States for having accepted the chairmanship of this Conference, and I thank 
him for having expressed the views of the great republic which he represents and of which he is the 
head, and wish to tell him: I am sure the Generalissimo will agree with me that we welcome him very 
sincerely and it is our desire to tell him at this important moment that we shall have the same warm 
feelings for him that we had for President Roosevelt. He has come at a historic moment, and it is our 
desire that the present tasks and the aims for which we had fought should be attained now, in peace-
time. We have respect not only for the American people but also for their President personally, and 
I hope this feeling of respect will grow and serve to improve our relations.

Stalin: Let me say on behalf of the Russian delegation that we fully share the sentiments expressed 
by Mr. Churchill.

Churchill: I think we should now pass on to the ordinary items of the agenda and elaborate some 
kind of programme for our work to see whether we are able to cope with this agenda ourselves, or 
whether we should refer a part of the items to the Foreign Ministers. I do not think we should lay down 
the whole of the agenda at once, but can confine ourselves to an agenda for each day. For instance, we 
should like to add the Polish question.

Stalin: Still it would be well for all the three delegations to set forth all the questions they consider 
necessary to put on the agenda. The Russians have questions on the division of the German navy and 
others. On the question of the navy the President and I had an exchange of letters and had reached 
an understanding.

The second question is that of reparations.
Then we should discuss the question of trust territories.
Churchill: Do you mean the territories in Europe or all over the world?
Stalin: We shall discuss that. I do not know exactly what these territories are but the Russians 

would like to take part in the administration of trust territories.
We should like to  raise as a  separate question the resumption of  diplomatic relations with 

Germany’s former satellites.
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It is also necessary to examine the question of the regime in Spain. We Russians consider that the 
present Franco regime in Spain was imposed on the Spanish people by Germany and Italy. It is fraught 
with grave danger for the freedom-loving United Nations. We think it would be good to create condi-
tions for the Spanish people to establish a regime of their choice.

Churchill: We are still discussing the items to  be put on the agenda. I  agree that the question 
of Spain should be put on the agenda.

Stalin: I was merely explaining the idea behind the question. Then we should also raise the ques-
tion of Tangiers.

Churchill: Mr. Eden has told me that if we got to the Tangiers question we could reach only a tem-
porary agreement because of the absence of the French.

Stalin: Still it is interesting to know the opinion of the three Great Powers on this matter.
Then there should be a discussion of the question of Syria and the Lebanon. It is also necessary 

to discuss the Polish question with a view to solving the questions which arise from the fact that the 
Government of National Unity has been formed in Poland and the consequent necessity to disband 
the émigré Polish Government.

Churchill: I consider it necessary to discuss the Polish question. The discussion of this question 
which took place after the Crimea Conference undoubtedly resulted in a satisfactory solution of the 
Polish question. I quite agree to have the question examined as also the corollary question of the dis-
bandment of the Polish Government in London.

Stalin: That’s right, that’s right.
Churchill: I  hope that the Generalissimo and the President will understand that we have the 

London Polish Government which had been the basis for the maintenance of the Polish Army which 
fought against Germany. This produces a number of secondary questions connected with the disband-
ment of the Polish Government in London. I think that our aims are similar, but we certainly have 
a more difficult task than the other two Powers. In connection with the disbandment of’ the Polish 
Government we cannot fail to provide for the soldiers. But we must solve these questions in the spirit 
and in the light of the Yalta Conference. In connection with the Polish question we attach very great 
importance, in Poland’s interests, to the matter of elections, which should be an expression of the 
Polish people’s sincere desire.

Stalin: For the time being, the Russian delegation has no more questions for the agenda.
Churchill: We have already presented our agenda to  you. If you will allow me, Mr. President,  

I should like to make a proposal concerning the procedure to be followed at the Conference. I pro-
pose that the three Foreign Ministers should meet today or tomorrow morning to select the questions 
which could best be discussed by us here tomorrow. We could follow the same procedure for the sub-
sequent days of the Conference. The Ministers could draw up a better agenda by selecting three, four 
or five items. They could meet tomorrow morning and draw up an agenda for us.

Stalin: I have no objections. Truman: Agreed.
Churchill: I  think we have a general outline of our task and an  idea of the volume of our work. 

I think the Foreign Ministers should now make their choice and put it before us, and then we can start 
working.

Stalin: I agree. What shall we do today? Shall we continue our sitting until the Ministers let us have 
five or six questions? I think we could discuss the setting up of the Council of Foreign Ministers as 
a preparatory institution for the coming peace conference.

Truman: All right.
Churchill: All right.
Stalin: We should discuss the question of the participation of China’s representative in the Council 

of Foreign Ministers, if the idea is that the Council will deal with European questions.
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Truman: China will be one of  the permanent members of  the Security Council set up at San 
Francisco.

Stalin: Is the decision of the Crimea Conference, under which the Foreign Ministers are to meet pe-
riodically to examine various questions, to be dropped?

Truman: We propose to set up the Council of Foreign Ministers for a definite purpose: to work out 
the terms of a peace treaty and to prepare a peace conference.

Stalin: It was established at the Crimea Conference that the Foreign Ministers are to meet every 
three or four months to discuss separate questions. This seems to be no longer necessary, doesn’t it? 
In that case, the European Advisory Commission seems to be no longer necessary either? That is how 
I see it, and I should like to know whether or not I am taking the correct view.

Truman: The Council of Foreign Ministers is being set up only for a definite purpose – to work out 
the terms of the peace treaty.

Stalin: I have no objection to setting up the Council of Foreign Ministers, but then the meetings 
of Ministers laid down by the decision of the Crimea Conference are apparently called off and one 
should think that the European Advisory Commission is also no longer necessary. Both these institu-
tions will be replaced by the Council of Foreign Ministers.

Churchill: The three Foreign Ministers, as was laid down at the Crimea Conference, were 
to meet every three or four months in order to give us advice on a number of  important ques-
tions relating to Europe. I think if we add the representative of China to the Council of Foreign 
Ministers of  the three Great Powers, this will only complicate matters, because the Council is 
to discuss questions relating to European countries. When we discuss the peace treaty relating 
to the whole world, and not only to Europe, the representative of China can be invited. Our three 
Ministers will be able to do their work more fruitfully and with greater ease. The participation 
of China’s representative in the day-to-day activity of the Council would merely complicate its 
work. It is very easy to create organisations on paper, but if they produce nothing in reality, I think 
they are superfluous. In fact, are we not able to solve the question of the future administration 
of Germany without the participation of China? Let us confine ourselves to the three Ministers in 
the Council of Foreign Ministers.

Truman: I propose that we should postpone the discussion of the question of terminating the pe-
riodic meetings of the Ministers as laid down by the decision of the Yalta Conference. We are now dis-
cussing the setting up of a Council of Ministers to draft a peace treaty, and this is quite a different mat-
ter. I should like to submit to you the U.S. draft on the Council of Foreign Ministers setting forth the 
principles of its organisation.

This draft calls for a Council of Foreign Ministers consisting of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs 
of the U.S.S.R., the United States, Great Britain, China and France. The Council is to meet periodical-
ly, and its first meeting is to take place on such and such a date.

Each of the Foreign Ministers is to be accompanied by a high-ranking deputy duly authorised and 
able to work independently in the absence of the Foreign Minister. He should also be accompanied 
by a limited staff of technical advisers. A joint secretariat is also to be set up.

The Council is to be empowered to draw up, with the aim of submitting to the Governments of the 
United Nations, peace treaties with Italy, Rumania, Bulgaria and Hungary. The Council is also to pro-
pose ways of settling territorial questions remaining open since the end of the war in Europe. The 
Council is to prepare comprehensive terms for a peace treaty with Germany which are to be accepted 
by the future Government of Germany, when a German Government suitable for that purpose is set up.

When the Council of Foreign Ministers deals with matters having a direct bearing on a state not 
represented on the Council, that state is to be invited to attend the Council meetings to take part in 
discussing the given question.
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That does not mean that invariable rules are being laid down for the work of  the Council. The 
Council shall lay down a procedure in conformity with a given problem. In some cases the Council may 
be convened for preliminary discussion with the participation of other interested states; in other cas-
es it may be desirable to convene the Council before inviting interested sides.

Stalin: Will it be a Council preparing questions for the future international peace conference?
Truman: Yes.
Churchill: The peace conference which will end the war.
Stalin: In Europe the war is over. The Council will determine and suggest the date for the convo-

cation of a peace conference.
Truman: We think the conference should not be called before we are duly prepared for it.
Churchill: It seems to me there is no difficulty in concerting the aim we are striving for. We must set 

up a Council of Foreign Ministers to draft a peace treaty. But this Council should not substitute the or-
ganisations which already exist and deal with day-to-day matters – the regular meetings of the three 
Ministers and the European Advisory Commission, in which France is also taking part. The Council 
of Foreign Ministers is a broader organisation. There one can establish to what extent the European 
Advisory Commission and the regular meetings of the Ministers may deal with the questions of the 
peace treaty.

Stalin: Who in that case is to be subordinate to whom?
Churchill: The Council of Foreign Ministers is to exist parallel to the Security Council, in which 

China is also taking part, and parallel to the regular meetings of Foreign Ministers and the European 
Advisory Commission. Until victory over Japan, China will find it hard to  take part in discussing 
European questions. We cannot benefit in any way from China’s taking part in discussing European 
questions at present. Europe has always been a great volcano, and its problems should be regarded as 
being highly important. It is possible that at the time when the peace conference will be convened we 
shall have better news from the Far East and we could then invite China too.

I propose that in principle the peace treaty should be drafted by the five principal Powers, but as 
for Europe, its problems should be discussed only by the four Powers which have a direct interest in 
these matters. In this way we shall not disrupt the work of the European Advisory Commission and the 
regular meetings of Foreign Ministers. Both these organisations will be able to continue their work si-
multaneously.

Stalin: Perhaps we should refer this question to the Ministers for discussion?
Truman: I agree and do not object to China being excluded from the Council of Foreign Ministers.
Churchill: I think it would be possible to arrange things in such a way that some members would not 

take part in all the sittings, although they would enjoy full rights, as all the other members, but they 
would attend the sittings only when there was an examination of questions they were interested in.

Truman: As I see it, this question should be referred to the Foreign Ministers for discussion.
Stalin: Yes, that’s right.
Truman: Can we discuss anything more today?
Stalin: Since all the questions are to be discussed by the Foreign Ministers, we have nothing else 

to do today.
Churchill: I  propose that the Foreign Ministers should examine the question of  whether there 

should be four or five members. But that this Council should deal exclusively with preparations for the 
peace treaty first for Europe and then for the whole world.

Stalin: A peace treaty or a peace conference?
Churchill: The Council will prepare a plan which it will put before the Heads of Government for ex-

amination.
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Stalin: Let the Foreign Ministers discuss how necessary it is to keep alive the European Advisory 
Commission in Europe and how necessary it is for the regular meetings of the three Ministers, estab-
lished in accordance with the Yalta decision, to continue their functions. Let the Ministers also dis-
cuss these questions.

Churchill: That depends on the situation in Europe and on what headway these organisations make 
in their work. I propose that the three Foreign Ministers should continue their regular meetings and 
that the European Advisory Commission should also continue its work.

Truman: We must specify the concrete questions for discussion at tomorrow’s sitting.
Churchill: We should want to have something definite in the bag every night as we return home.
Truman: I should like the Foreign Ministers to give us something definite for discussion every day.
Stalin: I agree.
Truman: I also propose that we should start our sittings at four o’clock instead of five.
Stalin: Four? Well, all right.
Churchill: We submit to the Chairman.
Truman: If that is accepted, let us postpone the examination of questions until 4.00 p.m. tomor-

row.
Stalin: Yes, let’s do that. There is only one other question: why does Mr. Churchill deny the Russians 

their share of the German navy?
Churchill: I have no objections. But since you have asked me this question, here is my answer: this 

navy should be either sunk or divided.
Stalin: Do you want it sunk or divided?
Churchill: All means of war are terrible things.
Stalin: The navy should be divided. If Mr. Churchill prefers to sink the navy, he is free to sink his 

share of it; I have no intention of sinking mine.
Churchill: At present, nearly the whole of the German navy is in our hands.
Stalin: That’s the whole point. That’s the whole point. That is why we need to decide the question.
Truman: Tomorrow the sitting is at 4 o’clock.

Source: https://www.revolutionarydemocracy.org/Stalin/potsdam.htm
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Second Sitting. July 18, 1945

Truman opens the sitting.
Churchill: I should like to mention one question outside the agenda which is not especially import-

ant from the standpoint of international relations and which is of temporary significance. During our 
meeting at Tehran, members of the press found it very hard to obtain any information on the work 
of the Conference, and altogether impossible at the Yalta Conference. There are almost 180 correspon-
dents in Berlin who are roaming the environs in a state of fury and indignation.

Stalin: That’s a whole company. Who let them in?
Churchill: They are not here, in the zone, of course, but in Berlin. Of course, we can work calmly 

only if there is secrecy, and we are duty bound to ensure this secrecy. If both my colleagues agree with 
me, I could, as an old journalist, have a talk with them and explain to them the need for secrecy at our 
meeting; I could tell them that we sympathise with them, but are unable to tell them what is going on 
here. I think we should stroke their wings to calm them.

Stalin: What do they want, what are their demands?
Truman: Each of our delegations has special press officers, and it is their duty to protect us from the 

claims of the correspondents. Let them do their job. We can authorise them to talk to the journalists.
Churchill: Of course, I don’t want to be a  lamb led to  the slaughter. I  could talk to  them if the 

Generalissimo guarantees to rescue me with troops in case of need.
Truman: Today our Foreign Ministers have prepared an agenda and recommend it for our consid-

eration. By agreement between the Ministers, Byrnes is to report on the agenda.
Byrnes: Our Foreign Ministers have agreed to propose the following items for inclusion in today’s 

agenda:
1. The question of the procedure and mechanism for peace negotiations and territorial claims.
2. The question of the powers of the Control Council in Germany in the political sphere.
3. The Polish question, specifically, the disbandment of the émigré Polish Government in London.
As for the first item, the procedure and mechanism for peace negotiations and territorial claims 

(the establishment of a Council of Foreign Ministers), the draft proposed by the U.S. delegation was 
in principle approved by the Foreign Ministers’ conference. The conference adopted a new reading 
of Clause 3 of the draft on setting up the Council of Foreign Ministers. The first and most important 
task of the Council of Ministers is to draft peace treaties with Italy, Rumania, Bulgaria, Hungary and 
Finland, and also to prepare a peace treaty with Germany.

An equally important task of  the Council is to  prepare and submit to  the Governments of  the 
United Nations detailed terms of organisation and holding of the peace conference.

The Council must also be used for preparing the question of a peaceful settlement of territorial 
disputes. For the fulfilment of all these tasks, the Council shall consist of the same members who are 
permanent members of the Security Council.

When the Council of Foreign Ministers examines questions which have a direct bearing on the in-
terests of states not represented on the Council, these states shall be invited to send their representa-
tives to take part in the discussion of the matter. In some cases, the Council could have a preliminary 
discussion of the question by itself before inviting representatives of the interested states.

The Soviet delegation has made the reservation that it retains the right to introduce an amend-
ment and make remarks on Clause 1 of the draft of the U.S. delegation on the establishment of the 
Council of Foreign Ministers.1

The conference agreed that the periodic conferences of the three Ministers established by the de-
cision of the Crimea Conference would not be affected by the work of the Council of Foreign Ministers.
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As for the powers of  the European Advisory Commission the conference of  Ministers decided 
to transfer these powers to the Allied Control Councils for Germany and Austria. Thus, the draft pro-
posed by the American delegation for the establishment of the Council of Foreign Ministers was in the 
main approved, with the exception of the Soviet delegation’s reservation on Clause 1.

Stalin: The Soviet delegation withdraws its reservation on Clause 1 of the draft. As for the rest, the 
Soviet delegation is in agreement and accepts the draft.

Truman: Consequently, the draft on the institution of the Council of Foreign Ministers is adopt-
ed without objections.

Stalin: It is possible to accept this text: the three Great Powers represent the interests of all the 
United Nations and they can take the responsibility upon themselves

Truman: Let us pass to the second item.
Churchill: Our Foreign Ministers have worked well.
Stalin: To be sure, to be sure.
Truman: The next question is on the political powers of the Control Council in Germany. 1 Clause 

1 envisaged that there should be set up a Council consisting of the Foreign Ministers of Great Britain, 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, China, France and the United States.

Byrnes: The Foreign Ministers discussed the question of  the political powers of  the Control 
Council in Germany and of its economic powers. Some of the differences which arose in the discus-
sion of this matter were referred to sub-commissions which were set up. These sub-commissions have 
not yet completed their work, but the Ministers have agreed that it would be desirable for the Heads 
of  Government to  have a  preliminary discussion of  the political powers of  the Control Council in 
Germany at today’s sitting. The Ministers also agreed that the economic questions connected with 
Germany are so difficult and complicated that they must be referred to a sub-commission of experts. 
These sub-commissions will report to the Ministers on the matters on which they fail to reach agree-
ment. The Foreign Ministers will then decide which of these questions are to be submitted for the ex-
amination by the Heads of Government.

The Foreign Ministers have also agreed that although they would not recommend today a dis-
cussion on the question of the German navy and merchant marine, this question would be discussed 
somewhat later.

Churchill: I want to raise only one question. I note that the word “Germany” is being used here. 
What is now the meaning of “Germany”? Is it to be understood in the same sense as before the 
war?

Truman: How is this question understood by the Soviet delegation?
Stalin: Germany is what she has become after the war. There is no other Germany. That is how I un-

derstand the question.
Truman: Is it possible to speak of Germany as she had been before the war, in 1937?
Stalin: As she is in 1945.
Truman: She lost everything in 1945; actually, Germany no longer exists.
Stalin: Germany is, as we say, a geographical concept. Let’s take it this way for the time being. We 

cannot abstract ourselves from the results of the war.
Truman: Yes, but there must be some definition of the concept of “Germany”, I believe the Germany 

of 1886 or of 1937 is not the same thing as Germany today, in 1945.
Stalin: She has changed as a result of the war, and that is how we take her.
Truman: I quite agree with this, but some definition of the concept of “Germany” must be given.
Stalin: For example, is there any idea of establishing a German administration in the Sudeten part 

of Czechoslovakia? That is an area from which the Germans had expelled the Czechs.
Truman: Perhaps we shall speak of Germany as she had been before the war, in 1937?
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Stalin: That could be taken formally, but actually that is not so. If a German administration should 
put in an appearance at Königsberg, we shall expel it, we shall most certainly expel it.

Truman: It was agreed at the Crimea Conference that territorial questions should be settled at 
a peace conference. How are we then to define the concept of “Germany”?

Stalin: Let us define the western borders of Poland, and we shall then be clearer on the question 
of Germany. I find it very hard to say what Germany is just now. It is a country without a Government, 
without any definite borders, because the borders are not formalised by our troops. Germany has no 
troops, including frontier troops; she is broken up into occupation zones. Take this and define what 
Germany is. It is a broken country.

Truman: Perhaps we could take Germany’s 1937 borders as the starting point?
Stalin: We can start anywhere. We have to start somewhere. In that context, we could take 1937 too.
Truman: That was the Germany after the Versailles Treaty.
Stalin: Yes, we could take the Germany of 1937, but only as a point of departure. It is merely a work-

ing hypothesis for the convenience of our work.
Churchill: Only as a starting point. That does not mean that we shall confine ourselves to this.
Truman: We agree to take the Germany of 1937 as a starting point. We have not yet finished with 

the second question but shall agree on that.
Stalin: Is the political aspect prepared?
Byrnes: The political aspect is prepared and can be discussed.
Stalin: The Russian delegation in the main accepts all the clauses of the political section of this 

question. There is only one amendment to Clause 5: it would be well to delete the last four lines, for 
they leave a loophole for the Nazis which they can use.

Truman: I agree that these four lines should be deleted.
Stalin: Very good. We are agreed on all the rest. I should like the drafting commission to edit this 

text.
Byrnes: A special sub-commission has been appointed for this purpose at the Foreign Minsters’ 

meeting.
Stalin: Good. There are no objections.
Eden: It would be good if the Ministers once again went over this document at their meeting to-

morrow morning, after it is submitted by the drafting commission.
Stalin: That will, of course, be better.
Churchill: This draft, Clause 2 (b), speaks of the destruction of armaments and other instruments 

of war, and of all specialised means for their manufacture. However, there are several highly valuable 
experimental installations in Germany. It would be undesirable to destroy these installations.

Stalin: The draft says: to seize or destroy.
Churchill: We could use them all together or divide them among ourselves.
Stalin: Yes, we could.
The Soviet delegation has a draft on the Polish question in Russian and in English. I would ask you 

to study this draft.
Truman: I propose that we should hear out Byrnes s report on the meeting of the Foreign Ministers 

and then acquaint ourselves with your draft.
Byrnes: The Foreign Ministers agreed to recommend to the Heads of Government that they should 

discuss the Polish question from two aspects: the disbandment of the émigré Polish Government in 
London and the fulfilment of the Crimea Conference decisions on Poland in the part relating to the 
holding of free and unhindered elections in Poland.

[The draft of the Soviet delegation on Poland is then read out:
Statement of the Heads of the Three Governments on the Polish Question
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“In view of the setting up on the basis of the decisions of the Crimea Conference of the Provisional 
Polish Government of National Unity and in view of the establishment by the United States of America 
and by Great Britain of diplomatic relations with Poland, which previously already existed between 
Poland and the Soviet Union, we agreed that the Governments of Great Britain and the United States 
of America should sever all relations with the Government of Arciszewski and render to the Provisional 
Polish Government of National Unity the necessary assistance in the immediate transmission to  it 
of all stock, assets and all other property belonging to Poland, which still is at the disposal of  the 
Government of Arciszewski and of its organs, in whatever form this property may be and no matter 
where or at whose disposal this property may prove to be at the present moment.

“We also found it necessary that the Polish armed forces, including the navy and merchant ma-
rine, now subordinated to the Government of Arciszewski, should be subordinated to the Provisional 
Polish Government of National Unity, which will determine the further measures to be taken in re-
spect of these armed forces men of war and merchant ships.”

Churchill: Mr. President, I should like to explain that the burden in this matter falls on the British 
Government because when Hitler attacked Poland we welcomed the Poles and gave them sanctuary. 
The London Polish Government has no assets to speak of, but there is £20 million worth of gold in 
London which we have blocked. This gold is an asset of the Central Polish Bank. The question of where 
the gold is to be blocked and its transfer to some other central bank should be settled in the ordinary 
way. But this gold does not belong to the London Polish Government.

Stalin: Did you say £20 million sterling?
Churchill: Approximately. I must add that the Polish Embassy in London has now been vacated 

and the Polish Ambassador no longer lives there. That is why the Embassy is open and can accommo-
date an Ambassador of the Provisional Polish Government, and the sooner it appoints one the better.

The question arises, how the Polish Government in London had been financed for five and a half 
years? It was financed by the British Government. We let them have about £120 million in that peri-
od to enable them to maintain their army, maintain diplomatic relations and exercise other functions 
and also maintain a considerable number of Poles who had found refuge from the Germans on our 
shores, the only refuge that was at their disposal.

When the London Polish Government was disavowed it was decided to pay all employees a three-
month salary and then dismiss them. We believed it would be unjust to dismiss them without giving 
them some compensation.

Mr. President, this is a very important matter, and I ask you to allow me to speak on it. Our po-
sition is an exceptional one. We now have to engage in disbanding or transferring the Polish troops 
who had fought against the Germans by our side. These troops made their appearance from France in 
1940. Some of them got to Italy via Switzerland, and continued to trickle in in small parties. We evac-
uated the Poles who had found themselves in France when she surrendered. They numbered 40,000 
or 50,000.

Thus, we set up a  Polish Army, consisting of  five divisions, which was based in Britain. About 
20,000 Poles are now in Germany and are highly alarmed. There is a Polish Corps of three divisions in 
Italy, which is also in great agitation.

Altogether, the Polish Army consists of 180,000 to 200,000 men. Our policy is to induce the great-
est number of  Poles to  return to  Poland. That is why I  was very angry when I  read the statement 
of General Anders, whom the Generalissimo knows. Anders told his troops in Italy that if they re-
turned to Poland they would be sent to Siberia. We have taken disciplinary measures against this gen-
eral, to prevent him from making such statements in the future.

It will take time to overcome all these difficulties. But it is our policy to induce the greatest pos-
sible number of Poles to return to Poland. This also applies to the civilians. Of course, the better the 
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state of things in Poland, the sooner will the Poles return there. I should like to take this opportunity 
to say that I am glad the situation in Poland has improved in the last two months.

I should like to express my wishes of further success to the new Polish Government which will play 
its positive part, and although it does not give everything we should like to see, it signifies progress 
thanks to the patient efforts of the Governments of the three Powers. Mikolajczyk should also be giv-
en credit for his part in improving the situation in Poland.

I hope that as the situation in Poland improves, an ever growing number of Poles will return home. 
I have promised Parliament that Polish soldiers who do not wish to return to Poland would be given 
British citizenship and enrolled into the army. It would be desirable that the new Polish Government 
of National Unity should give assurances that the Poles returning to Poland would have complete free-
dom and economic security. Such an assurance of the Polish Government would considerably promote 
the return of the Poles home, to the land liberated by the Red Army.

Stalin: Have you read the draft of the Russian delegation on Poland?
Churchill: Yes, I have. My speech is a reply to the draft of the Russian delegation in proof of the fact 

that I am fundamentally in agreement, provided what I have just said is taken into account.
Stalin: I realise the difficulty of the British Government’s position. I know it gave sanctuary 

to the Polish émigré Government. I know that in spite of this, the former Polish rulers have caused 
the Government of Great Britain much trouble. I understand the British Government’s difficult 
position. But I ask you to bear in mind that our draft is not designed to complicate the British 
Government’s position and takes account of the difficulty of its position. Our draft has only one 
purpose: to put an end to the indefinite situation which still continues to exist in this question, 
and to dot all the “i”s.

In practice, the Arciszewski Government exists, it has its ministers, and continues its activity; it 
has its agents and has its base and its press. All this creates an unfavourable impression. Our draft is 
designed to put an end to this indefinite situation. If Mr. Churchill points out the clauses in this draft 
which tend to complicate the British Government’s position, I am prepared to delete them. Our draft 
is not aimed at making the British Government’s position more difficult.

Churchill: We quite agree with you. We want to eliminate this question, but when a Government· 
is no longer recognised and is not given any grants, it no longer has any possibility for existence. 
At the same time, you cannot prevent individuals, in Britain at any rate, from living and talking. 
These people meet with members of Parliament and have their supporters in Parliament. But we, as 
Government, have no relations with them at all. Mr. Eden and I myself have never met them, and since 
Mr. Mikolajczyk left I do not even know what to do with them, and never meet them. I don’t know what 
to do when Arciszewski walks about London and chats with journalists. As for us, we consider them 
to be non-existent and eliminated in the diplomatic sense, and I hope that they will be completely in-
effective soon. But, of course, we must be careful in respect of the army.

The army may mutiny and we may suffer losses as a  result. We have a  sizable Polish army in 
Scotland. But our aim is similar to those of the Generalissimo and the President. We merely ask for 
trust and time and also your help in creating conditions in Poland which would attract these Poles. We 
would agree to refer the draft of the Soviet delegation for examination by the three Foreign Ministers, 
with an eye to the discussion that has taken place today, and to the document which had been pre-
sented by our Foreign Minister. But I think we have one and the same aim, and the sooner we finish 
with this question, the better.

Truman: I do not see any essential differences between the Generalissimo and the Prime Minister. 
Mr. Churchill merely asks for trust and time to eliminate all the difficulties of which he spoke here. 
That is why I think it will not be too hard to settle this question, especially in view of the fact that 
Mr. Stalin has said that he is prepared to delete all the controversial points. The Yalta Conference de-
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cisions provided that after the establishment of the new Government general elections on the basis 
of universal suffrage should be held as soon as possible.

Churchill: Perhaps the Foreign Ministers would examine the whole question, including elections?
Stalin: The Government of Poland does not refuse to hold unhindered elections. Let us refer this 

draft to the Foreign Ministers.
Truman: That is all Mr. Byrnes had to place before the Heads of Government for discussion today. 

Am I to ask the Foreign Ministers to prepare an agenda for tomorrow?
Stalin: That would be fine.
Churchill: I realise the great importance of the question of political principles to be applied in re-

spect of Germany. I realise that we are unable to discuss this question today, but I hope we shall dis-
cuss it tomorrow. The main principle which we should examine is whether we should apply a uniform 
system of control in all the four zones of occupation of Germany or whether different principles are 
to be applied to the different zones of occupation.

Stalin: This is the very question that is dealt with in the political part of the draft. It is my impres-
sion that we stand for a single policy.

Truman: Quite right.
Churchill: I should like to emphasise this, because it is highly important.
Stalin: That’s right.
Truman: Tomorrow we meet at 4 o’clock.

Source: https://www.revolutionarydemocracy.org/Stalin/potsdam.htm
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Third Sitting. July 19, 1945

Truman opens the sitting.
Churchill: At the very beginning of  yesterday’s sitting, the Generalissimo raised the question 

of the incident on the Greco-Albanian border. We have made due inquiries but have not heard of any 
fighting there. There may have been small exchanges. There’s no love lost between the peoples 
there.

There is no Greek field division in that area. We know this because our men are there. There are 
7,000 men of  the National Guards, which are on the border with Albania and Yugoslavia. They are 
armed and equipped for the purposes of internal protection. On the other side of the border there are 
30,000 Albanian troops, 30,000 Yugoslav troops and 24,000 Bulgarian.

I  mention this because I  believe the Great Power Conference must insist that no such attacks 
should take place across the borders of any Power. The frontiers will be laid down at a peace confer-
ence, and we must let it be known that those who try to determine their frontiers beforehand may find 
themselves worse off.

Stalin: There is some misunderstanding here. We must not discuss this question here, at this 
Conference. I did not raise it at the Conference, but spoke of it privately.

Churchill: I agree with the Generalissimo that the question was not raised at a sitting, but if it is 
placed on the agenda we are prepared to discuss it.

Truman: We are not going to discuss this question but will go on to a discussion of those which will 
be reported to us on behalf of the Ministers of Foreign Affairs.

[The British delegation then reported that in view of the fact that the American delegation had 
made an amendment in Article 3 of the draft to set up a Council of Foreign Ministers, the Ministers 
agreed to refer the article to the drafting committee.

The Foreign Ministers then examined the political section of the agreement on political and eco-
nomic principles which are to serve as a guide in dealing with Germany in the initial control period. 
The British delegation recalled that the Heads of Government had examined the draft agreement the 
previous day and had instructed the Ministers to present their report that day.

The delegation said that the Foreign Ministers had examined the draft, and had made some ad-
ditions to it, and were now submitting the new draft of the political section of the agreement for the 
consideration of the Heads of Government. It said the Foreign Ministers believed that when the dis-
cussion and co-ordination of the economic section of the draft was over, the Conference would have 
to consider the publication of the agreement as a whole.

The British delegation then said that the Ministers had gone into the question of Poland; they had 
a very important and useful discussion of the question, which was then referred to the drafting com-
mittee. The Ministers expressed the hope that it would be possible to report to the Conference on the 
question the next day if the drafting committee was ready.

The Ministers also agreed to submit for the consideration of that day’s plenary sitting the ques-
tions of  the German Navy and merchant fleet, Spain, the fulfilment of  the Yalta Declaration on 
Liberated Europe, Yugoslavia, etc.]

Truman: The first question is that of the German Navy. I think that before tackling this question it 
is necessary to solve another one, namely, what is to be regarded as the spoils of war and what as rep-
arations. If the merchant marine is an object of reparations, the question should be solved when the 
question of reparations is considered. We should ask the Reparations Commission to define the range 
of values that are to be classed as reparations. I show a special interest in Germany’s merchant fleet 
because it might be used in the war against Japan.
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Stalin: The Navy, like any other armament, must be taken as spoils of war. Troops laying down their 
arms must hand in their armaments to those to whom they surrender. The same may be said of the 
Navy. The proposals of the military representatives of the three Powers make it explicit that the Navy 
must be disarmed and surrendered. Those are the terms of Germany’s surrender. In respect of the mer-
chant fleet it may be asked whether it is to be classed as spoils of war or as reparations; as for the Navy 
it is part of the spoils of war and is subject to surrender. If you recall the case of Italy you will see that 
both the Navy and the merchant marine fell into the class of spoils of war.

Churchill: I should not like to take a purely legalistic attitude to this question and use precise ter-
minology. But I want to have a fair and amicable solution of the question, and reach an agreement 
between the three Great Powers as a part of the general agreement on all questions arising from this 
Conference. At this point, I should like to consider only the German Navy. In effect, we have all the 
seaworthy German ships in our hands. I think a general amicable solution of the questions arising 
from this Conference will be reached – I am sure of this – and that is why we have no objection in prin-
ciple to a division of the German Navy.

I am not now speaking of the Italian Navy. I think we should discuss this question separately, hav-
ing in mind our general policy on Italy. Of course, there also arises the question of indemnification. As 
for Great Britain, she has suffered very heavy losses, she has lost about 10 capital ships, that is, bat-
tleships, heavy cruisers and aircraft carriers and besides, at least 20 cruisers and several hundred de-
stroyers, submarines and small craft.

I think submarines should be classed in another category than the rest of the German Navy. These 
submarines have a special part to play; according to the convention signed also by Germany they were 
to be used on a limited scale. However, Germany violated the convention and made use of subma-
rines on a rather extensive scale, that is, Germany made illegal use of them, and so during the war we 
too were forced to abandon the legitimate use of submarines. It is my opinion that these submarines 
should be either destroyed or scuttled.

I am aware however, that the latest German submarines, especially the best of them, are of definite 
scientific and technical interest, and they should be left for study. Information about these subma-
rines must be made available to all three Great Powers. I do not view this matter from the purely na-
val standpoint and fully recognise the losses suffered by the Red Army during the war. I do not think 
we should take any final decision here, but after the Conference most of these vessels should be de-
stroyed, while a part may be equally divided between us all.

As for surface ships, they should be divided equally between us provided we reach a general agree-
ment on all other questions and leave here on the best of terms. I have no objection to Russia’s receiv-
ing one-third of the German Navy, but only with the proviso I have just mentioned. I recognise that such 
a great and mighty nation as the Russians who have made such a great contribution to the common 
cause must be given a warm reception on the high seas. We shall welcome the appearance of the Russian 
flag on the seas. I am aware that it is very hard to build a great fleet in a short time. That is why these 
German ships may be used for study and the creation of a Russian fleet. There is nothing more I can add.

If it is desirable to speak of the merchant marine, I could say a few words here.
Truman: Please.
Churchill: I feel that so long as the war against Japan continues the German merchant navy could 

play a considerable part in that war. The possibility of cutting short the war largely depends on the 
merchant navy. We have all the men we need for the Army, Air Force and the Navy. But we are short 
of the means of conveyance for these men, and for the transfer of materiel.

Besides the merchant navy is needed for supplying the British Isles with food, and also for sup-
plying food to the liberated European countries which cannot be fully supplied as it is. Every ton is 
of great value. America and we have given all our merchant navy to the common effort. I should be 
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very sorry if the 1.2 million tons of Germany’s merchant navy did not go into this common effort so as 
to end the war against Japan as soon as possible.

I  should also like to  mention the following. Finland has a  merchant navy consisting of  about 
400,000 tons. This navy has passed into the hands of our Russian Ally. The Russian Ally has also tak-
en over some Rumanian ships, including two important transports, which are very necessary for troop 
transportation. If there is to be a division of the navy into three parts between the Powers, I think the 
merchant navies of Rumania and Finland should also go into the pool for distribution.

Stalin: We have taken nothing from Finland’s merchant navy, and only one vessel from Rumania.
Churchill: I should only like to mention the principles on which we could have a distribution of the 

merchant navy.
Finally, we should bear in mind that there are other countries besides our three Powers. Norway, 

for instance, has suffered very heavy losses in her merchant fleet. Norwegian tonnage, especially 
Norwegian tankers, was a great force. They put their whole navy at our disposal, and it has suffered 
great damage. Other countries have also lost a great part of their navies. I think it is necessary to raise 
the question of dividing the merchant navy into four instead of three parts, to set aside the fourth part 
to satisfy the interests of certain other countries which are not represented here. I merely propose the 
question for examination and discussion.

Truman: For my part, I want to make a remark on this question. I should be very glad to divide the 
German Navy into three parts, with the exception of the submarine fleet. But I want the solution of this 
question to be postponed in the interests of the war against Japan. We would find all these ships very use-
ful, because we shall use them not only for troop transportation but also for the supply of Europe. The pres-
ent situation is such that we find the available ships altogether inadequate. That is why I very much want 
to retain all this German surface fleet for the war against Japan. I think it right to say here that when the 
war against Japan is over, we in the United States will have a great number not only of warships but a great 
number of merchant ships which could be sold to interested countries. I would be very glad if all the ships 
of the German merchant navy were made available for the conduct of the war against Japan.

Stalin: What if the Russians fight Japan?
Truman: It goes without saying that the Russians could claim one-third of the fleet, which would 

then be handed over to them. An agreement could be reached on this. 
Stalin: It is the principle we think important.
Churchill: Mr. President, I think we can reach an agreement. I suppose these ships could now be 

earmarked for each participant, and when the war against Japan is over, these ships could be handed 
over where they belong.

Stalin: Which ships?
Churchill: I mean the merchantmen. But I think the principle is the most important thing here. 

It should be borne in mind that the Red Army’s offensive along the Baltic coast forced the Germans 
to abandon their ports, so that the German fleet was expelled from the Baltic Sea. I must admit that 
I am a supporter of Generalissimo Stalin’s proposal concerning the Russian desire to obtain a part 
of Germany’s Navy and merchant fleet, and believe that the only alternative would be to  sink the 
whole navy, but that would be unwise, considering that our Ally wants to have a part of this navy.

Stalin: The Russians should not be depicted as people who are intent on hampering the success-
ful operation of  the Allied navy against Japan. But this should not lead to the conclusion that the 
Russians want to receive a present from the Allies. We want no gifts, but wish to know whether or not 
the principle is recognised, whether or not the Russian claim to a part of the German navy is consid-
ered legitimate.

Churchill: I said nothing of gifts.
Stalin: I did not say you did.
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I want a clarification of the question of whether the Russians have a right to one-third of Germany’s 
Navy and merchant marine. I think the Russians have this right and what they will receive they will re-
ceive by right. I only want clarity in this matter. If my colleagues think differently I should like to know 
what they actually think. We shall be satisfied if there is recognition of the principle that the Russians 
have a right to receive one-third of Germany’s Navy and merchant fleet.

As for the use of Germany’s merchant fleet, specifically that third which would be recognised as 
being Russia’s by right, we shall of course have no objections to that third being put to the best use 
by the Allies in their struggle against Japan. I also agree that this question should be settled at the end 
of the Conference.

I should like to deal with yet another question. Our men have been deprived of access to Germany’s 
Navy and merchant fleet, they were prevented from inspecting the ships. The bulk of  the navy is 
known to be in the hands of our Ally, but our men were deprived of access to these ships and they have 
no possibility of inspecting the ships of that navy. They should at least be given a chance to study the 
list of these ships. Is it not possible to lift this ban and give the members of the Russian naval com-
mission an opportunity to inspect the ships of this navy and to find out how many ships there are?

Churchill: We are also in possession of facts when our men were not allowed to inspect some war 
trophies on the Baltic Sea.

Stalin: Only submarines were seized on the Baltic, but that is an absolutely useless, destroyed sub-
marine fleet. But if there is a desire to inspect it, the opportunity can be given at any time.

Churchill: Our principle is equality and fairness. Therefore I consider your proposal acceptable, but 
we only ask whether it could be arranged to give our men an opportunity to inspect some highly inter-
esting German property, for instance, on the Baltic Sea, notably some submarines?

Stalin: You are welcome.
Truman: I want to say here on behalf of the United States that you have access to all our zones and 

you can see anything you want to. But we should like to obtain the same possibility of inspecting what 
we may find of interest.

Churchill: I spoke here of the difference between submarines and surface ships. Generalissimo Stalin 
will understand us when we say that as islanders we are highly sensitive on this point. Our island pro-
vides us with less than two-thirds of our food. During this war, we have suffered a great deal from sub-
marines. More, in fact, than anyone else. Twice we stood on the brink of disaster. That is why the sub-
marine is not a popular type of warship in Britain. I favour the sinking of the bulk of the submarines.

Stalin: I do too.
Churchill: And I want the rest of the submarines be shared equally between us for scientific and 

technical purposes, because they are of considerable interest. Twice we stood on the brink of disaster 
because of the operations of enemy submarines. I agree, therefore, that we should sink the bulk of the 
submarines and divide the rest among the three Powers. I ask the Generalissimo and the President 
to excuse me, but in this respect we are in a special position. Our military might has suffered greatly 
from these submarines. In accepting this principle I merely stipulate that the question of the number 
of submarines to be sunk and the number to be divided should be settled at the end of the Conference.

Stalin: Good, I agree.
Truman: We have discussed this question sufficiently, and can go on to the next one.
Eden: The next question deals with Spain.
Truman: Does the Generalissimo wish to speak on the question?
Stalin: The proposals have been circulated. I have nothing to add to what is said there.
Churchill: Mr. President, the British Government – the present one and the previous one – have a feel-

ing of hatred for Franco and his Government. I have been misunderstood, and it has been said that I take 
a friendly attitude to this gentleman. All I said was that there is more to Spanish politics than anti-Fran-
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co cartoons. I think that the continued destruction of people thrown into prison for what they did six years 
ago, and various other circumstances in Spain are, by our British standards, totally undemocratic.

When Franco sent me a letter saying that he, I and certain other Western countries should unite 
against the threat of the Soviet Union, I sent him, with the permission of my Cabinet, a very cool reply. 
The Soviet Government may remember this reply, because I sent it a copy of my letter, as I did to the 
President. So there are no great differences between us concerning the feelings we have for the pres-
ent regime in Spain.

Where I do see some difficulty in adopting the draft proposed by the Generalissimo is in Point One, 
which speaks of the rupture of all relations with the Franco Government, which is the Government 
of Spain. I think that, considering that the Spaniards are proud and rather sensitive, such a step by its 
very nature could have the effect of uniting the Spaniards around Franco, instead of making them 
move away from him. That is why I do not think that the rupture of diplomatic relations with the 
Spanish Government would be a satisfactory way of solving the question.

This may give us some satisfaction but we shall then be deprived of any contact we may need in 
hard times. I  believe such a  step would only strengthen Franco’s position, and if his positions are 
strengthened we shall have to stand his abuse or use our forces against him. I am against the use 
of force in such cases. I do not think we should interfere in the internal affairs of a state with whom 
we differ in views, with the exception of cases when this or that state attacks us. Concerning the coun-
tries we have defeated, there we should establish our own control. As for the countries that have been 
liberated in the course of the war, we cannot allow the establishment there of a fascist or a Franco re-
gime. But here we have a country which did not take part in the war and that is why I am against in-
terfering in its domestic affairs. His Majesty’s Government will need to have a long discussion of this 
question before it decides to break off relations with Spain.

I think Franco’s power is now jeopardised and I hope that his downfall may be speeded up by dip-
lomatic means. Rupture of relations is, in my opinion, a very dangerous way of tackling the question. 
Besides, there is always the danger of a possible resumption of the civil war in Spain, which cost her 2 
million dead out of a total population of 17 or 18 million. And it would be a pity to interfere actively 
in this matter at this point, because I believe that there are forces operating there to change the situ-
ation for the better. That is my view of the question.

The world organisation set up at San Francisco takes a negative attitude to interference in the af-
fairs of other countries. It would therefore be wrong for us to take an active part in settling this mat-
ter. This would run counter to the Charter of the international organisation adopted at San Francisco.

Truman: I have no sympathies for the Franco regime, but I have no desire to take part in a Spanish 
civil war. I’ve had enough of the war in Europe. We should be very glad to recognise another government 
in Spain instead of the Franco Government, but that I think is a question for Spain herself to decide.

Stalin: Is that to say that there will be no change in Spain? I personally think that the Franco re-
gime is being strengthened and it is a regime that fosters semi-fascist regimes in certain other coun-
tries of Europe. It should be borne in mind that the Franco regime was imposed on the Spanish people 
from outside, and is not a regime that has taken shape in internal conditions.

You are very well aware that the Franco regime was imposed by Hitler and Mussolini, and is their 
legacy. By destroying the Franco regime we shall be destroying the legacy of Hitler and Mussolini. Nor 
must we lose sight of the fact that the democratic liberation of Europe implies certain obligations.

I am not proposing any military intervention; I am not proposing that we should unleash a civ-
il war there. I should only like the Spanish people to know that we, the leaders of democratic Europe, 
take a  negative attitude to  the Franco regime. Unless we declare this in one form or another, the 
Spanish people will be justified in thinking that we are not against the Franco regime. They may say 
that since we have left the Franco regime alone, it means that we support it.
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What are the diplomatic means that could show the Spanish people that we are not on the side 
of Franco but of democracy? Assuming that such a means as the rupture of diplomatic relations is too 
strong, can’t we consider other, more flexible means of a diplomatic order? This must be done to let 
the Spanish people know that we sympathise with them and not with Franco.

In my opinion it would be dangerous to leave the Franco regime in its present state. The public 
opinion of the European countries, as the press shows, and also of America, has no sympathy with the 
Franco regime. If we by-pass this question, people will assume that we have sanctioned, or given our 
tacit blessing to the Franco regime in Spain. That is a great charge against us. I should not like to be 
among the accused.

Churchill: You have no diplomatic relations with the Spanish Government, and no one can accuse 
you of this.

Stalin: But I do have the right and the possibility of raising the question and settling it. How will 
people know that the Soviet Union sympathises or does not sympathise with the Franco regime? It is 
the accepted view that the Big Three can solve such questions. I am a member of the Big Three, like the 
President and the Prime Minister. Do I have the right to say nothing about what is going on in Spain, 
about the Franco regime and the great danger it presents to the whole of Europe? It would be a great 
mistake for us to ignore this question and say nothing about it.

Churchill: Every government is quite free to make known its views individually. That is the free-
dom also enjoyed by the press, as Generalissimo Stalin has mentioned here. The Soviet and a part 
of the American press have very freely expressed themselves on the state of affairs in Spain. As for the 
British Government, although we have frequently said this to Franco and his Ambassador, we should 
not like to discontinue our relations with the Spanish Government.

We have long had trade relations with Spain; they supply us with oranges, wine and certain oth-
er products, in exchange for our own goods. If our interference does not bring the desired results, 
I should not like this trade to be jeopardised. But at the same time I fully understand the view taken 
by Generalissimo Stalin. Franco had the nerve to send his Blue Division to Russia, and I quite under-
stand the Russian view.

But Spain has not done anything to hinder us; she did not do it even when she could have done so 
in the Bay of Algeciras. There is no doubt in anyone’s mind that Generalissimo Stalin hates Franco, 
and I think that the majority of Britons share his view. I merely wish to stress that we have not suf-
fered from him in any way.

Stalin: It is not a  matter of  injury. Incidentally, I  think that Britain has also suffered from the 
Franco regime. For a long time Spain placed her coast at Hitler’s disposal for use by his submarines. 
You can say, therefore, that Britain has suffered from the Franco regime in one way or another.

But I should not want this matter to be viewed from the standpoint of some injury. It is not the 
Blue Division that matters but the fact that the Franco regime is a grave threat to Europe. That is why 
I think that something should be done against this regime. If rupture of diplomatic relations is unsuit-
able, I do not insist on it. Other means can be found. We have only to say that we do not sympathise 
with the Franco regime and consider the Spanish people’s urge for democracy just, we have only to say 
this and nothing will be left of the Franco regime. I assure you.

I propose: the Foreign Ministers should discuss whether some other, milder and more flexible, 
form could be found to make it known that the Great Powers do not support the Franco regime.

Truman: That suits me; I agree to refer the matter to the Foreign Ministers.
Churchill: I should oppose this. I think that this is a matter that should be settled in this hall.
Stalin: Of course, we shall settle it here, but let the Ministers examine it beforehand.
Truman: I too have no objection to refer this matter for a preliminary examination by our Foreign 

Ministers.
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Churchill: I consider this to be undesirable because that is a matter of principle, namely, interfer-
ence in the domestic affairs of other countries.

Stalin: This is not a domestic affair, the Franco regime is an international threat.
Churchill: Anyone can say this of the regime of any other country.
Stalin: No, there is no such regime in any other country as the one in Spain; there is no regime like 

that left in any country of Europe.
Churchill: Portugal could be condemned for having a dictatorial regime.
Stalin: The Franco regime was set up from outside, by way of Hitler’s and Mussolini’s intervention. 

Franco behaves in a most provocative manner, and gives asylum to Nazis. I raise no question about 
Portugal.

Churchill: I cannot advise Parliament to interfere in Spain’s domestic affairs. That is a policy we 
have been conducting for a long time. At the same time, I should be glad to see a change of regime in 
Spain, but only in a natural way. I should personally be very happy to see a revolution in Spain, and, 
say, a constitutional monarchy established there with an amnesty for political prisoners.

But I believe that if I or the British Government were to exert an influence on Spain in that sense, 
the feelings of the Spaniards would turn against us and in favour of Franco. In my opinion, Franco is 
now on the way out.

If we here were to take any concerted action, we should only be reinforcing his position. On the 
other hand, the British Government will in no way support Franco, the present Spanish Government, 
with the exception of continued trade with Spain, of which I have already spoken here.

Truman: I should be very glad if we agreed to refer the matter for preliminary examination by the 
Foreign Ministers so that they could find an acceptable formula on this point.

Stalin: I am aware .of the difficulties faced by Mr. Churchill in connection with interpellations in 
Parliament. But this matter can be toned down. What about settling the question like this: no ques-
tion of the Franco regime is to be raised separately, it being agreed that the question never came up 
and was never examined separately as a question of the Franco regime.

The three Foreign Ministers are to be asked, considering the exchange of opinion on the ques-
tion of  the Franco regime, to find a  suitable formula for the question, including, in particular, Mr. 
Churchill’s formulation that the Franco regime is on the .way out and that his regime does not enjoy 
the sympathies of the democratic Powers that this regime is not given a high rating by public opinion. 
Such a formula could be inserted as a point in one of our declarations on Europe. We shall of course 
have some general declarations, and the formula worked out by the Foreign Ministers could be insert-
ed in there.

This will not put the British Government under any obligation, but the point will contain a brief 
assessment of the Franco regime, and this will let public opinion know that we are not on the side 
of the Franco regime. I think we should adopt such a decision. Let the Foreign Ministers give some 
thought to the form in which it is to be clothed.

Churchill: I have not yet agreed in principle that we should make such a joint declaration on this 
question.

Stalin: It’s not about Spain, but we shall be giving a general evaluation on Europe, and this could be 
included there as one of the points. Look at what happens: in all our documents we speak of all coun-
tries with the exception of Spain.

Churchill: The line I am adhering to is as follows: Spain is a country which had not been involved 
in the war and is not a satellite country; nor was she liberated by the Allies; that is why we cannot in-
terfere in her domestic affairs. That is a matter of principle.

Take Yugoslavia, Bulgaria and other countries: there are many issues there which we do not like and 
which we could criticise. But these countries were involved in the war and were liberated by the Allies.
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If you wish we could draw up a declaration on the general principles underlying democratic gov-
ernments. That is something we could discuss. I  have in mind for instance the U.S. Constitution. 
Franco is undoubtedly a very far cry from this Constitution. Countries differ from one another and 
that is why if we start interfering, we shall have no end of trouble.

I don’t know the mind of the Spaniards, but I think that some are of one mind, others of anoth-
er; I am sure that many Spaniards would like to be rid of Franco but without outside pressure. I don’t 
see what the Foreign Ministers could do on the question. I feel that this would give them a lot of hard 
work, while the discussion of the question would prove to be fruitless.

Truman: I see very little likelihood of an agreement being reached on this question at the present 
sitting. Wouldn’t it be better to return to it later?

Stalin: Maybe, after all, we should refer this matter to the Foreign Ministers so that they should try 
to find a suitable formula?

Churchill: That’s the very point on which we have failed to agree.
Truman: I think we’d better pass on to the next question and return to the question of Spain later.
Churchill: I do not propose a negative solution, I merely propose that we now pass on to a discus-

sion of other matters, and discuss this question later.
Truman: We pass on to the next question.
Eden: The Declaration on Liberated Europe.
Truman: I submitted a document on this question on July 17.
Stalin: I propose that we should now postpone this question; we may table another proposal on 

this question.
Truman: I have no objection to postponing this question at this time.
Eden: The .next question is that of Yugoslavia. We have already submitted a small draft on this 

question.
Stalin: I  think that we are unable to  solve this question without hearing representatives from 

Yugoslavia.
Eden: It should be noted that we reached an agreement in respect of Yugoslavia at the Crimea 

Conference without the presence of Yugoslav representatives.
Stalin: This is now an Allied country with a legitimate government. The question cannot now be 

solved without the participation of Yugoslav representatives. At that time, there were two govern-
ments, and they could not come to terms. We interfered in that matter. And now there is one legiti-
mate government there. Let us invite representatives from Yugoslavia and hear them, and then adopt 
a decision.

Churchill: Is it to be Subasić and Tito?
Stalin: Yes.
Churchill: But they don’t see eye to eye, there are hard feelings on both sides.
Stalin: I know nothing about this. Let’s verify this, let’s invite them over here and let them speak 

their mind.
Trumann: Is this matter serious enough for them to be invited over here? I find this inconvenient.
Churchill: We put our signatures to the agreement at the Crimea Conference, but we now find that 

this Declaration on Yugoslavia is not being fulfilled: there is no election law, the Assembly of  the 
Council has not been enlarged, legal procedure has not been re-established, the Tito administration 
is under the control of his party police, and the press is also controlled as in some fascist countries.

We find that the situation in Yugoslavia does not justify our hopes as expressed In the Declaration 
of the Crimea Conference. We supplied Yugoslavia with a considerable quantity of arms at a time when 
we ourselves were weak and that is why we are disappointed and regret that events have taken such a turn 
there. Our proposal is a very modest one. It is that what was said in the Yalta Declaration should be fulfilled.
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Stalin: Mr. Churchill has commenced the discussion instead of answering the President’s question 
as to whether the question is serious and important enough for us to discuss at the Conference and in-
vite representatives from Yugoslavia. If the President will allow me I will follow in Mr. Churchill’s foot-
steps and also start discussing this question.

You see, the information which Mr. Churchill has given here concerning the violation of the well-
known decisions of the Crimea Conference, this information, according to our sources, is unknown 
to us. I should think it right to hear the Yugoslavs themselves and give them an opportunity of refut-
ing these charges or admitting that they are correct.

Churchill: I want you to substitute the word “complaint” for the word “charge”.
Stalin: It is not a question of words, and I can, of course, substitute “complaint” for “charge”. But it 

is not right to judge a whole state without hearing its representatives.
Churchill: We have now had an opportunity of thinking over this question, and I think it would be ad-

visable for the two sides, namely, Tito and Subasić, to meet here. These difficulties could then be possibly 
obviated and we could reach an agreed decision. But do you think Marshal Tito will agree to come here?

Stalin: I don’t know, we should ask if they can come.
Truman: Before going on to the final stage I should like to make a statement. I have come here as 

the representative of the United States, and I have come here to discuss world problems with you. But 
I have not come here to judge each separate country in Europe or examine the disputes which should 
be settled by the world organisation set up at San Francisco.

If we are going to examine political complaints against anyone, we shall merely be wasting our 
time. Nothing good will come of it if we start inviting Tito, Franco or other leaders over here. We are 
not a judicial organ to look into complaints against individual statesmen. We should deal with ques-
tions on which we could reach agreement.

Stalin: That is a correct remark.
Truman: We should discuss questions which are of interest to each of us.
Churchill: This, Mr. President, is a question which is also of interest to the United States, because it 

involves the fulfilment of the decisions which had been adopted at the Crimea Conference. It’s a ques-
tion of principle. Of course, it is quite obvious that the situation in Yugoslavia, the position of Marshal 
Tito, should be taken into account. Not much time has passed since peace set in in the country. But all 
we had in mind in our draft was the wish that what was said at the Crimea Conference should be fulfilled.

Stalin: In my opinion, the decisions of the Crimea Conference are being fulfilled by Marshal Tito 
in their entirety.

Truman: It is true that not all the decisions of the Crimea Conference are being fulfilled by Yugoslavia. 
We also have complaints to make. This should be pointed out to the Yugoslav Government. But we 
could postpone this question to the next sitting.

Churchill: I should like to thank Generalissimo Stalin for his patience in discussing this question. If 
we cannot speak of the differences which sometimes arise between us, if we cannot discuss them here, 
where can they be discussed?

Stalin: We are discussing them here. But the question cannot be settled without the accused. You 
have accused the head of the Yugoslav Government. I ask that he be heard and a decision adopted af-
ter that. As for discussion we can have any amount of it.

Churchill: I agree with this, but the President is opposed to inviting Tito here.
Stalin: In that case the question will have to be withdrawn.
Truman: Today’s agenda has run out. Tomorrow’s sitting is at 4.00.

Source: https://www.revolutionarydemocracy.org/Stalin/potsdam.htm
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Fourth Sitting. July 20, 1945

Truman opens the sitting.
[The Soviet delegation reported that that day’s meeting of the three Foreign Ministers dealt with 

the following questions.
1. Economic principles in respect of Germany.
It was stated that the commission entrusted with the preparation of this question had not yet com-

pleted its work and therefore the substance of the question had not been discussed. It was decided 
to ask the commission to finish its work by July 21.

2. The Polish question.
It was reported that the commission dealing with this question had not yet completed its work, as 

a result of which the substance of the question had not been discussed. It was decided to ask the com-
mission to finish its work by July 21.

3. On the peaceful settlement.
In view of the fact that the commission entrusted with drafting the text on the question of a peace-

ful settlement had been unable to fulfil its task because the members of this commission had been 
busy in other commissions, it was decided that the Foreign Ministers would meet additionally at 15.45 
that day to prepare the question for submission at the sitting of the three Heads of Government. At 
their meeting the Foreign Ministers adopted an amendment to Point 3 of the draft on this question, as 
a result of which the point would read as follows:

“3. As its immediate important task, the Council would be authorised to  draw up, with a  view 
to their submission to the United Nations, treaties of peace with Italy, Rumania, Bulgaria, Hungary 
and Finland and to propose settlements of territorial questions outstanding on the termination of the 
war in Europe. The Council shall be utilised for the preparation of a peace settlement for Germany 
to be accepted by the Government of Germany when a government adequate for the purpose is estab-
lished.

“For the discharge of each of these tasks the Council will be comprised of the members represent-
ing those States which were signatory to the terms of surrender imposed upon the enemy state con-
cerned. For the purposes of  the peace settlement for Italy, France shall be regarded as a signatory 
to the terms of surrender for Italy.

“Other members should be invited to participate when matters directly concerning them are un-
der discussion.”

4. The Yalta Declaration on Liberated Europe.
The People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs of the U.S.S.R. handed Soviet draft proposals on the 

question to the Foreign Minister of Great Britain and the U.S. Secretary of State. In connection with 
the submitted draft there was a discussion of the question of the situation in Rumania and Bulgaria on 
the one hand, and in Greece, on the other. As a result of the discussion it transpired that the Foreign 
Ministers took different views of the situation in these countries.

In particular, the U.S. Secretary of State and the Foreign Minister of Great Britain declared that 
there were restrictions on the press in Rumania and Bulgaria. The People’s Commissar for Foreign 
Affairs pointed out that there had been some inevitable restrictions on the press in wartime condi-
tions. At present, in view of the war being ended, the possibilities for members of the press to work in 
these countries could be considerably extended.

The U.S. Secretary of State proposed the conclusion of an agreement between the three Powers on 
the supervision of elections by the three Powers in Italy, Greece, Rumania, Bulgaria and Hungary and 
on free access to these countries for members of the press of the U.S.A., U.S.S.R. and Great Britain, 
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and on the possibility for them to move freely about and freely dispatch their reports. The People’s 
Commissar for Foreign Affairs of the U.S.S.R. declared that he saw no necessity for the dispatch of spe-
cial observers to Rumania and Bulgaria. As for Greece, the Soviet Government’s standpoint was set 
forth in the document submitted. If the Foreign Ministers of Great Britain and the U.S.A. submitted 
written proposals on this question, they could be discussed at a meeting of the three Ministers.

5. On Italy.
The U.S. Secretary of State submitted a draft decision of the three Heads of Government saying 

that they would support Italy’s entry into the United Nations, but that they would not support Spain’s 
entry into the United Nations so long as Spain remained under the control of the regime existing in 
the country. The Foreign Minister of Great Britain declared his support for this proposal and said that 
if any declaration was drafted on this question he considered it advisable to mention in it that the 
three Powers would also support the admission to the United Nations of certain neutral countries, 
such as Sweden, Switzerland and Portugal.

The People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs of  the U.S.S.R. raised the question as to whether 
this proposal could be applied to countries which had ceased to be hostile and had become co-bel-
ligerents against Germany. The Foreign Minister of Great Britain declared that the question could 
be discussed, but that he personally thought that such countries could be admitted to the United 
Nations after peace treaties had been signed with them. A sub-commission was set up to work out 
the question.

In this connection it was decided to ask the commission dealing with questions of  reparations 
to study the question of reparations from Italy and Austria.

6. On Poland’s western frontier.
The Foreign Ministers of the United States and Great Britain were handed the Soviet Government’s 

proposals concerning the establishment of Poland’s western frontiers together with the relevant map. 
It was decided to bring up the question at the sitting of the three Heads of Government on July 20.

7. On trust territories.
The Foreign Ministers of the United States and Great Britain were handed the Soviet Government’s 

proposals concerning measures for establishing territorial trusteeship. It was decided to bring this 
question up at the sitting of the three Heads of Government on July 20.

8. On the agenda of the sitting of the three Heads of Government on July 20.
The Ministers agreed to recommend the following agenda to the three Heads of Government:
1. On the peaceful settlement.
2: The U.S. President’s memorandum of July 17 on policy in respect of Italy.
3. The situation in Austria, particularly in Vienna (communication by the Prime Minister of Great 

Britain).
4. On Poland’s western frontier.
5. On trust territories.]
Churchill: Allow me, Mr. President, to raise a small question concerning the procedure of our work 

for the good of the cause. Our Ministers have been meeting every day to prepare an extensive pro-
gramme for our afternoon sittings. Today, for instance, they completed their work only by 14.00. This 
leaves us very little time to go through and discuss the documents they prepare. Wouldn’t it be better 
for us to begin our afternoon sittings at 17.00?

Truman: I have no objection. We now go on to a discussion of the items on the agenda. We discuss 
the first question.

Churchill: I understand that the Soviet delegation has an amendment to the draft on the establish-
ment of a Council of Foreign Ministers.

Truman: The amendment was read out. I agree with the amendment.
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Churchill: (Having read the text of the amendment.) I also agree with this amendment.
Truman: It is necessary to establish the time and place for a meeting of the Council of Foreign 

Ministers. I am prepared to let the Foreign Ministers decide this matter themselves.
Churchill: I quite agree that the question should be discussed, but it is my opinion that London 

must be the place; that is where the secretariat should have its permanent seat, but sittings may also 
take place elsewhere, if that is desirable. In confirmation of my view I should like to recall that London 
is the capital which was under enemy fire during the war more than the others. As far as I am aware, 
It is the world’s biggest city and one of its most ancient. Besides, it is mid-way between the United 
States and Russia.

Stalin: That is most important. [Laughter.]
Churchill: What is more, it is London’s turn.
Stalin: Right.
Churchill: I should only like to add that I flew across the ocean six times to have the honour of con-

ferring with the President of the United States, and twice visited Moscow. However London is not be-
ing used at all as a place for our meetings. There is strong feeling on this point in Britain, and I think 
Mr. Attlee also has a few words to say about it.

Attlee: I quite agree with what the Prime Minister has said here, and wish to add that our peo-
ple have a right to see these outstanding personalities visit them. They would be very glad of this. 
They have gone through a great deal. I think, moreover, that London’s geographical situation also has 
a great part to play. I second the Prime Minister’s wish.

Truman: I also agree with the Prime Minister’s proposal and agree that geographical location plays 
a big part.

Stalin: Good, I have no objection.
Truman: But I want to  reserve the right to  invite the Heads of Government to visit the United 

States.
Churchill: May I express my gratitude to the President and the Generalissimo for their kind accep-

tance of our proposal.
Truman: I think that in due time our three Foreign Ministers will be joined by the Foreign Ministers 

of China and France. I also think that we could let the Foreign Ministers decide on the date the Council 
is to meet.

[Stalin and Churchill agree with Truman’s proposals.]
Truman: The second question is on policy in respect of Italy. Our proposals on policy in respect 

of Italy were submitted at the first sitting. The essence of my proposal is as follows.
I  believe that Italy’s position would be considerably improved if we recognised her services as 

a participant in the war against Germany. I propose that the terms of surrender should be replaced 
by the following obligations on the part of the Italian Government: 1) The Italian Government shall 
refrain from any hostile action against any of the United Nations until the conclusion of a peace trea-
ty; 2) The Italian Government shall not maintain any army, naval or air forces or equipment except 
what it is authorised by the Allies, and shall abide by all the instructions concerning such forces and 
equipment.

While this agreement is in force, control over Italy should be retained only insofar as is necessary: 
a) to ensure Allied military requirements so long as the Allied forces remain in Italy or operate from 
there; and b) to ensure a just settlement of territorial disputes.

Stalin: It would be well for the Ministers to discuss the question of policy in respect of Italy. I have 
no objections in principle but some amendments in the drafting may be necessary. It would be well 
to refer this memorandum to the three Ministers for a final reading and to ask them, at the same time, 
to discuss, along with the question of Italy, the question of Rumania, Bulgaria and Finland.
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There is no reason why we should set apart the question of Italy from those pertaining to oth-
er countries. Italy was, of course, the first to surrender, and subsequently helped in the war against 
Germany. It is true that the force was small, only 3 divisions, but she did help none the less. She is 
planning to enter the war against Japan. That is also a plus. But there are similar pluses to the credit 
of such countries as Rumania, Bulgaria and Hungary. They, these countries, moved their troops against 
Germany on the next day after surrender. Bulgaria had 8-10 divisions against Germany, Rumania had 
about 9. These countries should also be given some relief.

As for Finland she did not render any serious help in the war, but she is behaving well, honestly ful-
filling her obligations. Her position could also be eased.

That is why it would be well, while giving relief to Italy, to give some to these countries as well 
and to examine all these questions together. If my colleagues agree with my proposal we could ask the 
three Foreign Ministers to examine these questions as one.

Truman: Italy was the first country to surrender, and, as far as I am aware, the terms of her sur-
render were somewhat harder than those of the other countries. But I agree that the position of the 
other satellite states should also be reviewed. I am in full agreement with Generalissimo Stalin on 
this point.

Churchill: Our stand on the question of Italy is not quite identical with that taken by my two col-
leagues. Italy attacked us in June 1940. We had serious losses in the Mediterranean and also during 
the defence of Egypt, which we had to organise at a time when we ourselves were threatened with in-
vasion. We lost many warships and merchantmen in the Mediterranean. We had heavy losses on land, 
on the coast of North Africa. And these sacrifices increased when Germany moved her troops to Africa. 
Without support from anyone we had to undertake the campaign in Abyssinia, which ended in the 
Emperor of Abyssinia being restored to his throne. Special squadrons of  Italian air force were dis-
patched to bomb London.

It should also be mentioned that Italy undertook an absolutely unwarranted attack against Greece, 
and just before the start of the war she made a similarly unwarranted attack against Albania. All that 
took place when we were absolutely alone.

I am saying all this because I think that all the losses that we have suffered from Italy should not 
be forgotten. We cannot justify the Italian people just as we do not justify the German people because 
it was under Hitler’s yoke. In spite of this we have tried to entertain the idea of restoring Italy as one 
of the major Powers in Europe and the Mediterranean. When I was there a year ago I made a num-
ber of proposals to President Roosevelt, and most of these proposals were included in the declaration 
which was subsequently published.

I don’t want it to be thought that I have any feeling of revenge in respect of Italy. I objected to re-
ports appearing in various newspapers saying that we were antagonistic to Italy. I declared on behalf 
of His Majesty’s Government that we viewed the matter with an open heart and wished to obtain the 
best results. I should like all these considerations to be taken into account.

I want to  join the President and the Generalissimo in principle in making a gesture in respect 
of the Italian people, which suffered a great deal during the war and made efforts to expel the Germans 
from its territory. That is why the British delegation does not object in principle to concluding peace 
with Italy. This work will undoubtedly require a few months for the preparation of the peace terms.

I also note that the present Italian Government has no democratic basis arising from free and in-
dependent elections. It merely consists of political figures who call themselves leaders of various po-
litical parties. I understand that the Italian Government intends to hold elections before the win-
ter. That is why, although I agree that the Council of Foreign Ministers should start work on drafting 
the peace treaty, I do not consider it desirable that it should complete this work before the Italian 
Government is based on democratic principles.
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Meanwhile, I must say that I do not quite agree with the U.S. memorandum concerning provisional 
terms under which the existing armistice terms should be replaced by certain undertakings on the part 
of the present Italian Government. I think that no Italian Government can give guaranteed assuranc-
es unless it rests on the Italian people. If the existing rights stipulated by the surrender are abolished 
and replaced by obligations on the part of the Italian Government – and it will be a considerable time 
before the peace treaty is concluded – we shall be deprived of every possibility, except the use of force, 
to make Italy fulfil our terms. As it is none of us wants to use force to achieve such aims.

Take Point 1 of the American memorandum: it says nothing about the future of the Italian fleet, 
Italian colonies, reparations and other important matters. Thus we shall be losing the rights we have 
under the surrender document.

Finally, I  must say that the terms of  surrender were signed not only by  Great Britain, but also 
by other states within the British Empire; they were signed by the dominions – Australia, New Zealand 
and others, who suffered losses during the war. This question will have to be discussed with them. 
Besides Greece was the victim of an Italian invasion. I do not want to go further today than to agree in 
principle that the Council of Foreign Ministers should start to draft the peace terms.

As for the other countries mentioned here, I  must say that Bulgaria has no right to  make any 
claims on Great Britain. Bulgaria dealt us a cruel blow and did everything to harm us in the Balkans. Of 
course, it is not for me to talk of Bulgaria’s ingratitude towards Russia. The Russian Army once liber-
ated Bulgaria from the Turkish yoke after many years of savage oppression. In this war, Bulgaria hard-
ly suffered at all, she was Germany’s handmaiden, and on her orders attacked Greece and Yugoslavia, 
doing them a great deal of damage. But nothing is said about disarming Bulgaria. I think she is just as 
strong as before; she has 15 divisions. Nothing is said about reparations from Bulgaria. I must admit 
that I am not greatly inclined to an early conclusion of peace with Bulgaria, at any rate less so than 
to a conclusion of such a peace with Italy.

I am very grateful to my colleagues for having listened to my considerations with such patience. 
I must say in conclusion that on some points I differ with the President and the Generalissimo.

Stalin: It seems to me that the question of Italy is one of high politics. The task of the Big Three is 
to dissociate the satellites from Germany, as the main force of aggression. There are two ways of do-
ing this. First, the use of force. This method has been successfully applied by us, and the Allied forces 
are in Italy, and also on the territory of other countries. But this method alone is inadequate for disso-
ciating Germany’s accomplices from her. If we continue to limit ourselves to the use of force towards 
them, there is the danger that we shall be creating an environment for future German aggression. It 
is therefore advisable to supplement the force method with that of easing the position of these coun-
tries. This, I believe, is the only means, if we view the question in perspective, of rallying these coun-
tries round us and dissociating them from Germany for good.

Such are the considerations of high politics. All other considerations, such as those of revenge and 
injury, no longer arise.

That is the standpoint from which I view the U.S. President’s memorandum. I believe it is in line 
with such a policy, the policy of finally dissociating Germany’s satellites from her by easing their po-
sition. That is why I have no objections in principle to the proposals put forward in the President’s 
memorandum. They may require some drafting improvements.

Now there is the other side of the question. I have in mind Mr. Churchill’s speech. Of course, Italy 
has also greatly wronged Russia. We had clashes with Italian troops not only in the Ukraine, but also 
on the Don and the Volga, that is how deeply they had penetrated into our country. But I think it would 
be wrong to be guided by memories of injury or feelings of retribution and to base one’s policy on that. 
Feelings of revenge or hatred or a sense of compensation received for injury are very poor guides in 
politics. In politics, I believe, one should be guided by an estimation of forces.
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This is how the question should be posed: do we want to have Italy on our side so as to isolate her 
from the forces which may once again rise against us in Germany? I think we do, and that should be 
our starting point. We must dissociate Germany’s former accomplices from her.

A great many hardships and sufferings were inflicted on us by such countries as Rumania, which 
put many divisions into the field against the Soviet forces, and Hungary, which had 20 divisions 
against the Soviet troops in the final stages of the war. Finland inflicted great damage on us. Without 
Finland’s help, Germany could not, of  course, have blockaded Leningrad. Finland had 24 divisions 
against our troops.

Bulgaria has caused us fewer hardships and less injury. She helped Germany to attack and conduct 
offensive operations against Russia, but she herself did not enter the war against us and sent no troops 
against the Soviet troops. The armistice agreement provides that Bulgaria is to make her troops available 
for the war against Germany. This agreement was signed by the representatives of the three Powers – 
the United States, Great Britain and the U.S.S.R. The agreement says that after the war against Germany 
ends, Bulgaria’s army is to be demobilised and stepped down to peace-time strength. This we shall have 
to do, and it will be done. Bulgaria cannot resist fulfilment of the agreement, she will have to fulfil it.

Such are the sins of the satellites against the Allies and the Soviet Union in particular.
If we begin to avenge ourselves on them for having caused us great damage, that will be one kind 

of policy. I am not a supporter of that policy. Now that these countries have been defeated and the 
control commissions of the three Powers are there to see that they carry out the armistice terms, it 
is time we went over to another policy, the policy of easing their position. And easing their position 
means prying them away from Germany.

Now here is a concrete proposal. As far as I have understood, President Truman does not pro-
pose the immediate drafting of a treaty with Italy. President Truman merely proposes that the way be 
paved for the conclusion of such a treaty, in the near future; he proposes for the time being the cre-
ation of some kind of intermediate state between the surrender terms accepted by Italy and the fu-
ture peace treaty.

I think it is hard to object to such a proposal. It is quite practicable, and it is timely. As for the oth-
er satellites, I believe that we could start by re-establishing diplomatic relations with them. There may 
be the objection that they do not have freely elected government. But neither is there such a govern-
ment in Italy. However, diplomatic relations with Italy have been restored. Nor are there such govern-
ments in France and Belgium. But there is no doubt in anyone’s mind on the question of diplomatic 
relations with these countries.

Churchill: They were Allies.
Stalin: I understand. But democracy is democracy everywhere, among allies as well as among sat-

ellites.
Truman: I understand the situation to be as follows. I have made a concrete proposal concerning 

Italy. The armistice terms were signed by all three of our states.
Eden: We did not sign on behalf of the dominions.
Truman: The dominions did not sign in respect of  the other satellites either. But let us return 

to the question under discussion. The question of policy in respect of Italy has been placed on the 
agenda. The Soviet side raised the question of Rumania, Bulgaria, Hungary and Finland. I understand 
that the Generalissimo has proposed that the question of  Italy and of the other satellite countries 
should be referred to our Foreign Ministers.

It is a matter of working out provisional terms before the conclusion of a peace treaty. I fully agree 
with the Generalissimo that these treaties must not be based on a feeling of revenge, hatred or inju-
ry, but on a sense of justice, so as to create the possibility of peaceful existence for all mankind. And 
I think that we can fully achieve this here.
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I must say a few words on reparations from Italy. Italy’s present position is such that we are faced 
with the question of giving Italy assistance worth from $700 million to $1,000 million. But I must say 
that we cannot render similar aid to other countries without getting anything in return. I think that we 
should here try to prepare the conditions in which these countries could live on their own resources.

I think that both these questions could be referred to the Foreign Ministers, and that they will be 
able to find the basis of an agreement to enable us to arrive at a common view in respect of all these 
countries.

Churchill: I think that we are all agreed that the question of Italy should be referred to the Foreign 
Ministers. I only objected to the rescission of the existing surrender terms, which would deprive us 
of very substantial rights. I agree with the President that the terms must be eased and that a corre-
sponding gesture should be made in respect of Italy. I have no objection to declaring here that a peace 
treaty is being prepared for Italy.

I  fully agree with everything said by the Generalissimo and the President about it being wrong 
to determine the future in the spirit of revenge for injuries caused. I heard with great satisfaction this 
statement by the leaders of the great peoples whom they here represent. I have great sympathy for 
Italy, and the Government of Great Britain will act in that spirit. I used the word “reparations” in re-
spect of Italy, but we do not of course seek any reparations for ourselves; we had Greece in mind.

Truman: I would propose that the question of  Italy and the other countries should be referred 
to the three Foreign Ministers.

Churchill: I agree that the preparatory work in drafting the peace treaty with Italy should be re-
ferred to the Council of Foreign Ministers.

Stalin: Which Council?
Churchill: The future Council of Foreign Ministers. I only made a reservation concerning provi-

sional measures. This could be discussed at the daily conferences of our Foreign Ministers.
Stalin: I would propose that the Foreign Ministers should also discuss the question of Germany’s 

other accomplices. I ask Mr. Churchill not to object to this. [General laughter.] I. ask that the three 
Foreign Ministers should discuss, alongside the question of Italy, that of the other countries.

Churchill: I have never objected. [Laughter.] Truman: I also agree.
Let us go on to the next question. It is the communication of the Prime Minister concerning the sit-

uation in Austria, particularly in Vienna.
Churchill: I very much regret that during today’s discussion I have had to disagree with the opinion 

of the Soviet delegation a number of times. But I consider that the situation in Austria and in Vienna 
is unsatisfactory. It was agreed that we were to have different sectors, different zones in Austria. This 
business has been going on for a long time.

Over two months ago I asked that British officers be allowed into Vienna to inspect the premis-
es we shall need, the airports, and the quarters for our troops. All this had been agreed in principle 
beforehand. Our officers went to Vienna but the results of their visit turned out to be unsatisfacto-
ry; our missions were forced to leave the city and return empty-handed. We have now been prohibit-
ed not only entry into Vienna but also the dispatch of our troops into the zone on which agreement 
had been reached.

Three or four months have already passed since Austria’s liberation by the Soviet troops. I don’t 
see why there are such difficulties in this simple matter, and that after an agreement had been con-
cluded on this point. I have been receiving unsatisfactory reports from Field-Marshal Alexander. We 
still have no place where we could stay. I believe that in view of the signed agreement we should be 
given such permission.

Yesterday I was asked to find out whether a Russian delegation could visit German ships in British 
hands. I replied to this question as follows: meet us half-way. If German ships in Britain can be in-
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spected by Russian representatives, I think we should be given access to enemy towns which are under 
Russian occupation. We have withdrawn our troops from the Russian Zone of Occupation in Northern 
Germany, and the American troops have also withdrawn from that zone; yet we have no right to send 
our troops to our zone in Austria.

Stalin: There is an agreement on zones in Austria, but there was no agreement on any zones in 
Vienna. Some time was naturally required to  implement the agreement. This agreement has now 
been reached, it was reached yesterday. An agreement had to be reached on which airfields were to go 
to whom. This also takes time. An agreement on this question has also been reached. We received the 
French reply only yesterday. A day has now been set for the entry of your troops into Vienna, and for 
the withdrawal of our troops. This could begin today or tomorrow.

Mr. Churchill is highly indignant, but the case is not quite like that. You should not say: they’re not 
letting us into our zone. [Laughter.] That is not the expression to use. We were kept out of our zone 
in Germany for a month. We did not complain, we knew how hard it was to withdraw one’s troops 
and to prepare everything for the entry of the Soviet troops. The Soviet Government has no inten-
tion to violate the agreement reached. If that is all there is to the question of the situation in Austria, 
Vienna in particular, then it has already been settled. The actions in the Berlin area were more reason-
able, and there the question was solved sooner.

Field Marshal Alexander is acting less skilfully, and this has also been a factor of delay. He be-
haves as if the Russian forces were under his command. This has merely served to retard the solution 
of the question. The British and American military leaders in the zone of Germany did not act that 
way. There are no obstacles at present to each army entering its own zone, whether it is a question 
of Vienna or Styria, and that is because an agreement has now been reached.

Churchill: I am very happy that this business has finally been settled and we shall be allowed to en-
ter our zone. As for Field Marshal Alexander, I don’t think there is any cause to complain about him.

Stalin: There were no complaints about Eisenhower, no complaints about Montgomery, but there 
are complaints about Alexander.

Churchill: We beg you to let us have these complaints.
Stalin: I do not want to testify against Alexander, I was not preferring a charge. [Laughter.]
Churchill: I feel bound to say that in view of the absence of specific complaints against Alexander, 

the British Government will continue to have full confidence in him. We shall support all the mea-
sures he undertakes.

Stalin: I personally have no complaints, I was merely conveying what the commanders had report-
ed, pointing to this as one of the reasons for delay in the settlement of the question.

Churchill: We are not alone in having an interest in this matter. The American commanders also 
have an interest in it.

Truman: I consider that complete agreement has been reached on this question.
The next question is that of Poland’s western frontier. I understand that the Soviet delegation has 

considerations on this question.
Stalin: If my colleagues are not ready to discuss this question, perhaps we could pass on to the next 

one, and discuss this question tomorrow?
Truman: It is better to discuss it tomorrow. This question will be the first one on tomorrow’s agenda.
The next question is territorial trusteeship.
Stalin: Perhaps we shall discuss this question tomorrow as well?
Truman: I agree. Our agenda has run out. Tomorrow’s sitting is at 17.00.

Source: https://www.revolutionarydemocracy.org/Stalin/potsdam.htm
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Fifth Sitting. July 21, 1945

Truman: Mr. Byrnes will report on today’s sitting of the Foreign Ministers.
Byrnes: The Foreign Ministers discussed the date of  the official establishment of  the Council 

of Foreign Ministers and agreed that the Council should be set up not later than September 1. They 
also agreed that telegrams should be sent to the Government of China and the Provisional Government 
of France inviting them to take part in the work of the Council before the public announcement of its 
establishment. At the request of the British delegation, the drafting commission which is dealing with 
this question was authorised to make certain small amendments to the text of the proposal submitted.

The next question is that of the economic principles in respect of Germany. Since the sub-commis-
sion’s report on the question has just been submitted and our delegations have not had the possibili-
ty of making a proper study of it, they agreed to postpone discussion of this question until tomorrow.

Next was the Polish question – the dissolution of  the London Government and the fulfilment 
of the Yalta Declaration. A report on behalf of the sub-commission dealing with the question was giv-
en by its chairman. In view of the fact that the sub-commission was unable to reach complete agree-
ment, the outstanding questions were thoroughly discussed by the Foreign Ministers. They reached 
agreement on some of these points, but the following are being referred to the Heads of Government 
for a final decision. I think that the differences referred to you for decision will be clearer if you have 
before you the report of the sub-commission’s chairman. The questions referred to you for decision 
are: (a) the point relating to the transfer of assets to the Polish Government and the recognition by the 
Polish Government of obligations towards the Governments of Great Britain and the United States; (b) 
the point relating to the holding of elections and freedom of the press.

Concerning the first point of  the differences, regarding the transfer of  assets to  the Polish 
Government and its recognition of obligations towards the British and American Governments, the 
chairman of the sub-commission reported the following. The British Government and the Government 
of the United States have already taken steps to prevent the transfer of Polish property to third per-
sons, property situated on the territory of Great Britain and the United States and under the con-
trol of their Governments, whatever the form of that property. They are prepared immediately to take 
steps to  transfer this property to  the Polish National Government in accordance with the require-
ments of the law. For this purpose they are prepared to discuss means and dates for the transfer of this 
property with the corresponding representatives of the Polish Provisional Government.

The wording of this proposal was the object of differences. The U.S. Government’s stand is that the 
question of the assets must be the subject of discussions between the Government of the Polish State 
and the Government of the United States. At the same time, they should discuss the question of the 
Polish Government’s obligations. The U.S. Government is sure that the Polish Provisional Government 
has no doubt that we are prepared to place at its disposal all the property belonging to it, in accor-
dance with our laws.

That is why we proposed the following formulation of the point relating to this question: “The 
British and United States Governments have taken measures to protect the interests of  the Polish 
Provisional Government as a  recognised government of  the Polish State in the property belonging 
to the Polish State located on their territory and under their control, whatever the form of this prop-
erty may be. They have further taken measures to prevent alienation to third parties of such property. 
All proper facilities will be given to the Polish Provisional Government for the exercise of the ordinary 
legal remedies for the recovery of any property of the Polish State which may have been wrongful-
ly alienated.”

Shall we discuss these points of differences or shall we go on?
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Stalin: Let us first hear the report and then go on to the discussion.
Byrnes: There were no differences on the following point:
“The Three Powers are anxious to assist the Polish Provisional Government in facilitating the re-

turn to Poland, as soon as practicable, of all Poles abroad who wish to go, including members of the 
Polish Armed Forces and Merchant Marine. They expect that those Poles who return home shall be ac-
corded personal and property rights on the same basis as all Polish citizens.”

There are differences on the following point: “The Three Powers note that the Polish Provisional 
Government in conformity with the Crimea decisions has agreed to the holding of free and unfet-
tered elections as soon as possible on the basis of universal suffrage and secret ballot in which all 
democratic and anti-Nazi parties shall have the right to take part and to put forward candidates. 
It is the confident hope of the Three Powers that the elections will be conducted in such a way as 
to make it clear to the world that all democratic and anti-Nazi sections of Polish opinion have been 
able to express their views freely and thus to play their full part in the restoration of the country’s 
political life.

“The Three Powers will further expect that representatives of the Allied press shall enjoy full free-
dom to report to the world upon the developments in Poland before and during the elections.”

The difference is over the Soviet delegation’s proposal to delete the last two sentences from the 
point. Mr. Eden has agreed to this, provided the sentence on the free access of members of the Allied 
press to Poland is retained.

Thus, the first point at issue is the one concerning the transfer of assets without any mention of li-
abilities.

Truman: Under our laws it is impossible to speak of assets without saying anything about liabili-
ties. I said as much yesterday. The United States has no intention of shouldering that kind of burden. 
We cannot undertake the obligation of handing over all the assets to the Polish Government without 
a discussion of obligations on its part.

Churchill: We agree with the President’s proposal concerning the transfer of assets to the Polish 
Government provided simultaneous mention is made of  the obligations undertaken by  the Polish 
Government.

Byrnes: Our wording, which was proposed in the hope of finding a compromise, says nothing ei-
ther of assets or liabilities. We say that the British Government and the U.S. Government have already 
taken steps to protect the Polish Government’s interests in respect of any property belonging to the 
Polish State which is located on their territories, whatever the form of that property. The draft also 
says that both Governments have already taken steps to prevent the transfer of this property to third 
persons. Besides, it also says that the Polish Government will be given every opportunity to take the 
usual legal steps to restore any property which may have been unlawfully alienated.

Churchill: Nothing is said here either of assets or of liabilities.
Byrnes: I have already spoken of the points contained in our draft.
Churchill: Nothing is said there of the transfer to the Polish Provisional Government of obligations 

towards Great Britain, namely, the £120 million which we advanced to the former Polish Government 
in London. In other words our position is similar to yours.

Byrnes: If the Soviet Government had any property belonging to the Polish Government this ques-
tion could also be settled through diplomatic channels. I think there is no need to make public men-
tion of the fact that we are going to transfer to the Polish Government the property belonging to it and 
which is to be handed over as a result of the U.S. Government’s recognition of the Government of Poland.

Churchill: I understand that we now leave aside the idea of assets and liabilities. This question is, 
of course, more important to us than to the United States owing to our having given bigger advances 
to the former London Polish Government.
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Truman: I don’t like the idea being proposed here of making a public announcement of the fulfil-
ment of these obligations. 

Churchill: I agree with you.
Stalin: Does the British Government intend to make full recovery from Poland of  the advances 

which it made for the maintenance of the Polish troops?
Churchill: No. That is something we shall discuss with the Poles.
Stalin: We gave the Sikorski Government some funds and also some for organising the army of the 

Provisional National Government. But we believe that the Polish people have redeemed this debt with 
their blood. I  consider the U.S. Government’s compromise proposal acceptable, with the exception 
of’ that part of it which says that the Polish Provisional Government will be given every opportuni-
ty to take the usual legal steps. I propose that we say instead: The Polish Provisional Government will 
be given every opportunity in accordance with the requirements of the law. With this amendment, the 
compromise proposal of the American delegation could be adopted.

Churchill: What’s the difference?
Stalin: The difference is that this will obviate the usual red tape which is practised under “the usu-

al legal steps”. It will be simpler to say “on the basis of the law”. But that is, after all, a small thing, and 
the proposal of the American delegation can be adopted in its formulation.

Byrnes: The next point on which there were differences regards the following formulation: “The 
Three Powers note that the Polish Provisional Government in conformity with the Crimea decisions 
has agreed to the holding ... “ etc. Mr. Eden has objected to this formulation.

Eden: I proposed a compromise formula, against which the Soviet delegation objected, namely, 
to delete everything from the words “It is the confident hope of the Three Powers” to the words “their 
views freely”, leaving the last sentence concerning access of members of the Allied press.

Stalin: It is a good thing that Mr. Eden has made a step towards the interests and dignity of Poland. 
That is to  be welcomed. And if he makes another step in that direction, I  think we shall all agree 
with this proposal. [Laughter.] The preceding line says that the Polish Government must observe 
the Crimea Declaration. Why repeat the idea once again? The foreign correspondents will be going 
to Poland, and not to the Polish Government; they will enjoy complete freedom, and there will be no 
complaints on their part against the Polish Government. Why need this be repeated again? The Poles 
will take offence at this, for they well see it as a sign of suspicion that they may refuse to admit any 
correspondents. Let us end this point on the words: “democratic and anti-Nazi parties shall have the 
right to take part and put forward candidates”, and delete the rest.

Churchill: There’s no compromise there. [Laughter.]
Stalin: That is a compromise in respect of the Polish Government. [Laughter.]
Churchill: I half expected to have the formula strengthened rather than weakened.
Stalin: Why do that?
Truman: We are very much interested in the elections in Poland because we have six million cit-

izens of Polish origin at home. If the elections in Poland are quite free and our correspondents are 
quite free to send in their reports on .the holding and results of the election, this will be very im-
portant for me as President. I think that if the Polish Government is aware beforehand that the Three 
Powers expect it to hold free elections and give free access to members of the Allied press, the Polish 
Government will, of course, quite painstakingly fulfil the demands contained in the decisions of the 
Crimea Conference.

Stalin: I think – Mr. Eden, you will note that I am making a compromise – of proposing the follow-
ing: after the words “put forward candidates” insert a comma, and then go on to say “and represen-
tatives of the Allied press shall enjoy full freedom to report to the world on the progress and results 
of the elections”.



252

Y A L T A  С O N F E R E N C E  A N D  Y A L T A  P E A C E  C o l l e c t i o n  o f  a r c h i v a l  m a t e r i a l s

Truman: That suits me.
Churchill: The word “note” at the beginning of the paragraph is important in this case. I also agree.
Byrnes: The next question concerns the fulfilment of  the Yalta Agreement on Liberated Europe 

and the satellite countries. The U.S. delegation has submitted two papers on the question, but the 
Foreign Ministers decided to postpone discussion in order to have the opportunity of studying them. 
The Foreign Ministers agreed to pass these documents on to the drafting commission. But differences 
arose on whether the commission should deal with each of these documents separately or as a single 
document. The, Soviet delegation favoured the single-document approach, and the American delega-
tion, the two-document approach. It was agreed that in view of the fact that the question of the poli-
cy in respect of Italy and the other satellites had been referred to the Foreign Ministers by the Heads 
of Government, the Heads of Government would be requested at today’s sitting to decide on the in-
structions for the drafting commission: should it draw up a single document for all these countries or 
two documents on the basis of the American draft.

Truman: At the first sitting, the American delegation submitted two documents: the first, on 
the policy in respect of  Italy (this question was discussed at length yesterday and the day before), 
and the second, on the policy in respect of Rumania, Bulgaria, Hungary and Finland. We think that 
these two questions should be dealt with separately, because Italy was the first country to surren-
der and then take part in the war against Germany. Besides, there are diplomatic relations between 
the U.S. Government and Italy, and none between the U.S. Government and the Governments of the 
above-mentioned countries. But that does not mean that we think the question of  Italy should be 
solved earlier than that of the other countries. I repeat, we believe that these two questions should be 
examined separately.

Stalin: I have an amendment to the American proposals on the question of the policy in respect 
of Rumania, Bulgaria, Hungary and Finland. I do not object to these proposals in principle, but I want 
to make an addition to the second point. It says: “The Three Governments will make a statement” on 
so and so, and after that I propose to add the following words: “And at the present moment they de-
clare that they consider it possible to re-establish diplomatic relations with them.”

Truman: I cannot agree to this.
Stalin: Then the discussion of both drafts – on Italy and on these countries – will have to be post-

poned.
Truman: We are not prepared to  establish diplomatic relations with the Governments of  these 

countries. What is more, we have never been in a state of war with Finland. But, as I have said, when 
the Governments of these countries are transformed on the basis of free elections, we shall be pre-
pared to establish diplomatic relations with them.

Stalin: I cannot agree without the addendum I have proposed.
Churchill: Time is passing: we have been sitting here for a week now, and have been putting off 

a great number of questions.
On this question, the British Government’s stand is similar to that of the U.S. Government.
Byrnes: The next question concerns the agenda for today’s sitting of the Heads of Government. 

We have agreed that the Foreign Ministers will recommend to the Heads of Government the inclu-
sion in today’s agenda of  the two above-mentioned questions which were earlier referred to  the 
Foreign Ministers by the Heads of Government and on which the Foreign Ministers would now like 
to receive further instructions, and also the three questions carried forward from yesterday’s agen-
da of the Heads of Government sitting. Accordingly the proposed agenda for today’s sitting will be 
the following:

1. The Polish question: dissolution of  the London Government and fulfilment of  the Yalta 
Agreement.
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2. The question of whether the drafting commission, in working out the question of the policy in 
respect of Italy and the other satellites, should draw up a separate recommendation for Italy or pre-
pare a single recommendation for all the countries concerned.

3. Poland’s western border. The Soviet delegation submitted a document on the question yesterday.
4. Trusteeship. The Soviet delegation also submitted a document on the question yesterday.
5. Turkey. It is considered that the British delegation desires to raise this question orally.
Truman: Allow me to make a statement concerning Poland’s western border. The Yalta Agreement 

established that German territory is to be occupied by the troops of the four Powers – Great Britain, 
the U.S.S.R., the U.S.A. and France – each of whom is to have its zone of occupation. The question 
of Poland’s borders was touched upon at the conference, but the decision said the final solution of the 
question was to be made at a peace conference. At one of our first sittings we decided that as the start-
ing point of a discussion of Germany’s future borders we take Germany’s borders as of December 1937.

We have delineated our zones of occupation and the borders of these zones. We have withdrawn 
our troops to our zones as had been established. But it now appears that another Government has 
been given a zone of occupation and that has been done without consulting us. If the intention was 
to make Poland one of the Powers which is to have a zone of occupation, this should have been agreed 
upon beforehand. We find it hard to accept such a solution of the question because we had not been 
consulted about the matter in any way. I take a friendly attitude to Poland and will possibly fully agree 
to the Soviet Government’s proposals concerning her western borders, but I do not want to do this 
now, because there will be another place for doing this, namely, the peace conference.

Stalin: The decisions of the Crimea Conference said that the Heads of the Three Governments agreed 
that Poland’s eastern border was to run along the Curzon line, which means that Poland’s eastern border 
was established at the conference. As for her western border, the conference decisions said that Poland 
was to receive substantial accretions to her territory in the north and the west. It was further stated: 
they, that is, the Three Governments consider that at the appropriate time the new Polish Government 
of National Unity will be asked for its opinion on the question of the size of those accretions and that the 
final decision on Poland’s western borders would then be put off until the peace conference.

Truman: That is how I understood it myself. But we did not have and do not have any right to give 
Poland a zone of occupation.

Stalin: The Polish Government of National Unity has expressed its opinion on the western border. 
Its opinion is now known to all of us.

Truman: No official statement has ever been made on this western border.
Stalin: I am now speaking of the Polish Government’s opinion. Now we all know what it is. We can 

now agree on Poland’s western border, and the peace conference is to take the final formal decision 
on it.

Truman: Mr. Byrnes received the Polish Government’s statement only today. We have not yet had 
any time to study it.

Stalin: Our proposal boils down to expressing our opinion concerning the Polish Government’s de-
sire to have a western border running along a certain line. It makes no difference whether we express 
our opinion today or tomorrow.

As for the question that we have granted the Poles an occupation zone without having the consent 
of the Allied Powers, it has not been stated correctly. In their notes, the American Government and 
the British Government have repeatedly suggested that we should not allow the Polish administration 
to enter the western regions until the question of Poland’s western border is finally settled. We could 
not do this because the German population had gone to the west in the wake of the retreating German 
troops. The Polish population, for its part, advanced to the west, and our army needed a local admin-
istration in its rear, on the territory which it occupied. Our army cannot simultaneously set up an ad-
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ministration in the rear, fight and clear the territory of the enemy. It is not used to doing this. That is 
why we let the Poles in.

That was the spirit in which we replied to our American and British friends at the time. We were 
also inclined to do this in the knowledge that Poland was getting an accretion of  land to the west 
of her former border. I don’t see what harm there is for our common cause in letting the Poles set up 
their administration on a territory which is to be Polish anyway. I have finished.

Truman: I have no objections to the opinion expressed concerning Poland’s future border. But we 
did agree that all parts of Germany must be under the control of the four Powers. And it will be very 
hard to agree to a just decision of the question of reparations if important parts of Germany are under 
an occupying Power other than one of these four Powers.

Stalin: Is it for reparations that you are apprehensive? In that case, we can waive reparations from 
these territories.

Truman: We have no intention of receiving them.
Stalin: As for these western territories, there has been no decision on this, and it is a matter of in-

terpreting the Crimea decision. There has been no decision on the western border, the question has re-
mained open. There was only the promise of extending Poland’s borders to the west and north.

Churchill: I have quite a lot to say about Poland’s western border line but, I understand, the time 
for it has not yet come.

Truman: It is up to the peace conference to determine the future borders.
Stalin: It is very hard to restore the German administration in the western strip, everyone has run 

away.
Truman: If the Soviet Government wants to have help in re-establishing the German administra-

tion in these territories, this question could be discussed.
Stalin: Our concept, the Russian concept during a war, in the occupation of enemy territory, is as 

follows. The army fights, it goes forward and has no worries except winning the fighting. But if the 
army is to move on it must have a tranquil rear. It cannot fight with the enemy at the front and simul-
taneously in the rear. The army fights well if the rear is tranquil and if the rear sympathises with it 
and helps it. Consider for a moment the situation in which the German population is either on the run 
behind the retreating troops, or is engaged in shooting our troops in the back. Meanwhile, the Polish 
population follows in the wake of our troops. In such a situation the army naturally desires to have 
an administration in its rear which sympathises with it and helps it. That is the whole point.

Truman: I understand this and sympathise.
Stalin: There was no other way out. This does not mean, of course, that I lay down the borders my-

self. If you do not agree to the line which the Polish Government has proposed, the question will re-
main open. That is all.

Churchill: But can this question be left without solution?
Stalin: It has to be solved at some time.
Churchill: There is also the question of supplies. The question of food supplies is a highly import-

ant one, because these areas are the chief sources of foodstuffs for the German population.
Stalin: Who in that case will work there and raise the grain? There’s no one to do this except the 

Poles.
Truman: We can reach an agreement. I think the substance of the question before us, with which 

we are concerned, is the kind of administration that will be set up in these areas. We are also interested 
in whether these areas are to be part of Germany or part of Poland in the period of occupation. Here is 
the question. We have an occupation zone. France has an occupation zone, the British and the Soviet 
Union have an  occupation zone each. I  want to  know whether the areas now being dealt with are 
a part of the Soviet zone of occupation. I think that at the appropriate time we shall be able to reach 
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agreement concerning Poland’s future borders, but now I am interested in the question of these areas 
during the occupation period.

Stalin: On paper they are still German territory; actually, de facto, they are Polish territory.
Truman: What has happened to the local population? There must have been some three mil-

lion of it.
Stalin: The population has gone.
Churchill: If that is so, it means that they will have to  obtain food in the areas to  which they 

have gone, if the areas the Germans have abandoned are not handed over to Germany and are not at 
Germany’s disposal. I understand that according to the Polish Government’s plan, which I understand 
is supported by the Soviet Government, a quarter of all the cultivated land in 1937 Germany is to be 
taken away from her.

As for the population, it turns out that three or four million Poles are to be moved from the east 
to the western areas. According to Russian data, Germany’s pre-war population in these areas totalled 
eight and a quarter million. This means that apart from the serious hardships connected with the 
displacement of such a great number of people, a disproportional burden will be laid on other parts 
of Germany, and still the food problem will not be solved.

Truman: France will want to have the Saar and the Ruhr, and if we let France have the Saar and the 
Ruhr, what will be left of Germany?

Stalin: There is no decision on this, but in respect of Poland’s western border there is a decision, 
and it is that the territory of Poland must receive an accretion in the north and the west.

Churchill: There is another remark concerning Generalissimo Stalin’s statement that all Germans 
have left these areas. There is other information to  the effect that two or two and a  half million 
Germans have after all stayed behind. Of course, these figures should still be checked.

Stalin: Of course, they should be checked. We have been discussing the border question and have 
now come to the question of Germany’s food supplies. If you want to discuss the question, let’s do so, 
I don’t mind.

Churchill: That’s true; we were speaking of  the border and have now switched to  the question 
of Germany’s food supplies. But I only mentioned it because the border question creates some great 
difficulties for us in the solution of certain other questions.

Stalin: I agree that there are some difficulties with Germany’s supply, but the Germans themselves 
are chiefly to blame for it. The war has brought about a situation in which virtually none of the 8 mil-
lion Germans have remained there. Take Stettin: It had a population of 500,000, but when we entered 
Stettin, there were only 8,000 left.

In East Prussia the Germans did the following: the greater part went to the west, into the rear 
of their troops, and the rest went to the Königsberg area, to the Russians. When we got to the zone 
earmarked for accretion to Polish territory, there were no Germans there, there were only Poles. That 
is how things worked out.

In the area between the Oder and the Vistula, the Germans abandoned their fields, and the Poles 
are cultivating and harvesting them. The Poles will hardly agree to give the Germans what they have 
cultivated. That is the situation that has arisen in these areas.

Truman: I wish to re-emphasise: in my opinion the zones of occupation should be made available 
to the Powers on which a decision had been reached. I have no objections to a discussion of Poland’s 
borders, but I believe we cannot solve the question here.

Churchill: We agreed to compensate Poland at Germany’s expense for the territory which has been 
taken from her east of the Curzon line. But the one must balance the other. Poland is now demanding 
much more than she is giving away in the east. I do not think this is being done for the benefit of Europe, 
to say nothing of the Allies. If three or four million Poles are moved from east of the Curzon line, three or 
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four million Germans could be moved to the west to make place for the Poles. But the present displace-
ment of 8 million men is something I cannot support. Compensation must be equal to the losses, other-
wise it would not be good for Poland herself either. If, as Generalissimo Stalin has said, the Germans have 
abandoned the lands east and west of the Oder, they should be encouraged to return there.

At any rate, the Poles have no right to  create a  disastrous situation in the food supply for the 
German population. I want to re-emphasise this standpoint. I want the Generalissimo to understand 
our difficulties just as, I hope, we shall understand his.

We don’t want to be saddled with a large German population without any food resources. Take the 
vast population of the Ruhr basin, in the area of the coal mines. This population is in the British zone 
of occupation. Unless they are provided with enough foodstuffs, the situation in our own zone will be 
similar to that in the German concentration camps.

Stalin: Anyhow, Germany cannot do, and has never done, without grain imports.
Churchill: Of course, but she will be even less able to feed herself if the eastern lands are taken 

away from her.
Stalin: Let them buy grain from Poland.
Churchill: We do not consider this territory to be Polish territory.
Stalin: The Poles live there, and they have cultivated the fields. We can’t demand of the Poles that 

they should work the fields and let the Germans have the grain.
Churchill: Besides, I must point out that the conditions in the areas occupied by the Poles are very 

strange in general. I have been told, for instance, that the Poles are selling Silesian coal to Sweden. 
They are doing this when we in Britain have a shortage of coal and are faced with the coldest and 
harshest winter without fuel. We start from the general principle that the supply of Germany within 
her 1937 borders with foodstuffs and fuel must be shared proportionally to the size of her population, 
regardless of the zone in which this food and fuel is located.

Stalin: And who is to mine the coal? The Germans are not doing it, it is the Poles who are, they are 
working.

Churchill: But they are working in Silesia.
Stalin: .The masters have all run away from there.
Churchill: They have gone because they were afraid of military operations, but now that the war is 

over they could return.
Stalin: They don’t want to, and the Poles have not much sympathy with the idea.
Churchill: Yesterday I was deeply touched by the Generalissimo’s words when he said that it was 

undesirable to deal with current and future problems while being guided by a sense of revenge. I be-
lieve therefore that what I am saying today will meet with his sympathy because it would be unjust 
to send such a great number of Germans to us, while Poles had all the advantages.

Stalin: I am speaking of the industrialists who have run away from the coal basin. We ourselves are 
buying coal from the Poles, like the Swedes, because we are also short of coal in some areas, for in-
stance, the Baltic area.

Truman: It seems to be a  fait accompli that a considerable part of Germany has been handed over 
to Poland for occupation. What in that case remains for the exaction of reparations? Even we in the United 
States are short of coal. However, in spite of this, we are sending 6.5 million tons of coal to Europe this year. 
I think this part of Germany namely, the coal basin, should be regarded as remaining with Germany both in 
respect of reparations and in respect of food supplies. I think the Poles have no right to take over that part 
of Germany. We are now discussing the question of Poland’s future borders. But I believe we are in no po-
sition to solve the question here and that it must be settled at a peace conference.

Stalin: Who, in that case, is going to mine the coal there? We Russians are short of hands for our 
own enterprises. All the German workers went into the army; Goebbels’s propaganda attained its aim. 
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It remains either to stop all production or to hand it over to the Poles. There is no other way out. As 
for coal, I must say that within the old borders the Poles had their own coal basin, a very rich one. To 
this coal basin has been added the Silesia coal basin, which was in German hands. The Poles are work-
ing there. We can’t take the coal mined by the Poles.

Churchill: The pits in Silesia, I understand, are being worked by Polish workers. There is no objec-
tion to the pits being operated as an agency of the Soviet Government in the Soviet zone of occupa-
tion, but not of the Polish Government in a zone that has not been granted to Poland for occupation.

Stalin: This would disrupt all relations between two friendly states. I also ask Mr. Churchill to con-
sider the fact that the Germans themselves are short of  manpower. The greater part of  the enter-
prises we found in the course of our advance were manned by foreign workers – Italians, Bulgarians, 
Frenchmen, Russians, Ukrainians, etc. All of these workers had been forcibly driven from their home-
land by the Germans. When the Russian troops arrived in these areas, the foreign workers considered 
themselves free, and went home. Where are the German workers? It turns out that most of them were 
drafted into the German army and were either killed during the war or taken prisoner.

This produced a situation in which the big German industry was operating with the most insignif-
icant number of German workers, and a great number of foreign workers. When these foreign work-
ers were liberated, they went away, and the enterprises were left without workers. The situation today 
is such that either these enterprises have to be closed down or the local population, that is, the Poles, 
must be allowed to work there. You can’t drive out the Poles now. This situation has taken shape spon-
taneously. There is simply no one to blame for this.

Attlee: I want to say a few words concerning the present situation from the standpoint of the Powers 
occupying Germany. Leaving aside the question of the final border between Poland and Germany, we 
see before us a country which is beset by chaos but which was once an economic entity. We have be-
fore us a country which depended for its food and partly its coal supplies on its eastern areas, partially 
settled by the Poles. I believe the resources of the whole of 1937 Germany should be used to maintain 
and supply the whole of the German population, and if a part of Germany is cut off beforehand, this 
will create great difficulties for the occupying Powers in the western and southern zones.

If there is need of manpower for the eastern areas, it must be found among the population of the 
rest of Germany, among the part of the German population which has been demobilised or is exempt 
from work in military industry. This manpower should be sent where it can do the most good to pre-
vent the Allies from being placed in a difficult situation over the next few months.

Stalin: Will Mr. Attlee also take into account the fact that Poland is herself suffering from the af-
termath of war and is also an Ally?

Attlee: Yes, but she has found herself in a privileged position.
Stalin: Vis-à-vis Germany. That is how it should be.
Attlee: No, in respect of the other Allies.
Stalin: That is far from being the case.
Truman: I want to say frankly what I think on this question. I cannot agree to the alienation of the 

eastern part of 1937 Germany in as far as it bears upon settling the reparations question and supplies 
of food and coal for the whole German population.

Churchill: We have not yet done with this question. Besides, we do have, of course, much more 
pleasant questions. [Laughter.]

Truman: I propose that we now adjourn and perhaps think these questions over. That suits me.
Stalin: All right, that also suits me.
Truman: Tomorrow the sitting is at 5.00 p.m.

Source: https://www.revolutionarydemocracy.org/Stalin/potsdam.htm
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Sixth Sitting. July 22, 1945

Truman opens the sitting.
Stalin: I want to  inform you that today the Soviet troops in Austria stared withdrawing, and in 

some places they will have to withdraw 100 kilometres. The withdrawal is to be completed by July 24. 
The advance units of the Allied troops have already entered Vienna.

Churchill: We are very grateful to the Generalissimo for having so swiftly started implementing 
the agreement.

Truman: The American Government also expresses its gratitude.
Stalin: There is no cause for thanks; it is our duty to do this.
[The British delegation then reported that the Foreign Ministers, at their morning sitting, dis-

cussed the following questions.
First question: the Yalta Declaration on Liberated Europe. The Ministers examined a memoran-

dum tabled by the U.S. delegation on July 21. It dealt with three questions: first, supervision of elec-
tions in some European countries; second, creation of favourable conditions for members of the world 
press in the liberated areas and the former satellite countries; and third, procedures governing the 
work of the control commissions in Rumania, Bulgaria and Hungary.

The British delegation expressed agreement with the U.S. memorandum. The Soviet delegation did 
not agree with the proposal concerning supervision of the elections.

As for the second and third questions – concerning members of the press and the procedures for 
the control commissions in Bulgaria, Rumania and Hungary, it was decided to refer these proposals 
for discussion to a subcommittee composed as follows: Cannon and Russell from the United States; 
Sobolev from the U.S.S.R.; and Hayter from Great Britain.

The Soviet delegation decided to submit a memorandum showing the recent improvements in the 
status of British and American representatives in the control commissions in Rumania, Bulgaria and 
Hungary. The Soviet delegation also agreed to draw up a memorandum concerning the changes it con-
sidered necessary and desirable in connection with the procedure governing the work of the Allied 
commission in Italy.

Second question: economic principles in respect of Germany.
A report was submitted by the Economic Subcommittee.
The U.S. delegation asked for a postponement of the discussion of the reparations question until 

the next sitting. The Soviet delegation proposed that there should be discussion of the economic prin-
ciples which had been agreed in the Subcommittee. Accordingly, the Foreign Ministers decided to dis-
cuss only the agreed principles and not to go into the controversial principles or the reparations ques-
tion. It was decided that the reparations question would be the first item on the agenda of the Foreign 
Ministers sitting on July 23.

Paragraphs 11, 12, 14, 15 and 17 were adopted, subject to agreement on the rest of the paragraphs 
which remain in dispute.

As for the other paragraphs, it was agreed that the last sentence in Paragraph 10 should be amend-
ed to read as follows:

“Production capacity not needed for permitted production shall be removed in accordance with 
the reparations plan recommended by  the Allied Commission on reparations and approved by  the 
Governments concerned, or if not removed, shall be destroyed.”

Paragraphs 13, 16 and 18 were set aside for further discussion.
The Ministers decided to  recommend the following agenda for the day’s sitting of  the Heads 

of Government:
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1. Poland’s western frontier – resumption of discussion.
2. Trusteeship – question carried over from the previous day’s sitting of the Heads of Government.
3. Turkey – question also carried over from the previous day’s sitting.
4. Partial alteration of the western frontier of the U.S.S.R. – proposal of the Soviet delegation.
5. Iran – memorandum submitted by the United Kingdom delegation on July 21.
It was decided to transfer several other questions to the next day’s sitting of the Foreign Ministers. 

These questions were the following:
1. Co-operation in solving urgent European economic problems – proposal of the U.S. delegation.
2. Directive of the Heads of Government concerning control over Germany in accordance with the 

principles agreed by them – proposal of the U.S. delegation.
3. Tangier – proposal of the Soviet delegation.
4. Syria and the Lebanon – proposal of the Soviet delegation.]
Truman: Do you agree to refer these questions for discussion to the Foreign Ministers at their sit-

ting of tomorrow?
Churchill: I do not know what these proposals concerning Syria and the Lebanon are. This ques-

tion affects us more than any other state. My colleagues are not affected by this question because only 
British troops are involved there. Of course, we had difficulties with France on this matter. We are pre-
pared to leave Syria and the Lebanon, we do not seek anything there. But it is impossible to do so now, 
because a British withdrawal would be followed by the killing of Frenchmen. I should like to know 
what the matter is before I can take any decision. Perhaps, this may be done here?

Stalin: Certainly. The matter is as follows. The Government of  Syria appealed to  the Soviet 
Government to intervene in this affair. It is known that at the time we addressed a note on the ques-
tion to the French, British and American Governments. We should like to receive the relevant infor-
mation on this matter, because we are also interested in it. Of course, the question could be examined 
beforehand at a sitting of the Foreign Ministers.

Churchill: I should prefer to have the first three questions referred for examination to the Foreign 
Ministers, but to have the question of Syria and the Lebanon discussed here.

Stalin: By all means. 
Truman: My proposal is that the first three questions should be referred to the Foreign Ministers 

and that the question of Syria and the Lebanon should be examined by the Heads of Government af-
ter we have discussed the questions on our agenda.

We go on to the first item of the agenda – Poland’s western frontier.
As for the U.S. Government’s view of this question, it was set forth by me yesterday.
Churchill: I heard you say, Mr. President, that your standpoint was set forth yesterday. I too have 

nothing to add to the views I have already expressed.
Truman (to Stalin): Have you anything to add?
Stalin: Have you studied the Polish Government’s statement?
Truman: Yes, I have read it. Churchill: Is it Bierut’s letter?
Stalin: It is a letter from Bierut and Osobka-Morawski.
Churchill: Yes, I have read it.
Stalin: Are all the delegations of their old opinion? Truman: That’s obvious.
Stalin: The question remains open.
Truman: Can we go on to the next question?
Churchill: What does it mean: remains open? Does that mean that nothing will be done about it?
Truman: If a question remains open, we can discuss it once again.
Churchill: It is to be hoped that the question will mature for discussion before our departure.
Stalin: Possibly.
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Churchill: It would be a pity for us to depart without settling this question, which will surely be dis-
cussed in the parliaments of the whole world.

Stalin: In that case let us comply with the Polish Government’s request.
Churchill: That proposal is absolutely unacceptable to  the British Government. Yesterday, I  gave 

a number of reasons why the proposal is unacceptable. Having such a territory will not benefit Poland. It 
will tend to undermine Germany’s economic ‘position and saddle the occupying Powers with an exces-
sive burden in respect of supplying the western part of Germany with food and fuel. In addition, we have 
some doubts of a moral order concerning the desirability of such a great displacement of population. We 
are in principle agreed to a resettlement but in the proportion in which the population is resettled from 
east of the Curzon Line. But when it comes to resettling 8 or 9 million persons, we consider it incorrect. 
The information on this question is highly contradictory. According to our date there are 8 or 9 million 
persons; according to Soviet data, all these people have gone from there. We believe that until this in-
formation is verified we can adhere to our figures. So far we have had no possibility of checking what is 
actually going on there. I could also give other reasons, but should not like to bother the Conference.

Stalin: I do not undertake to object to the reasons given by Mr. Churchill, but I have in mind a num-
ber of reasons that are most important.

Concerning fuel. It is said that Germany is left without fuel. But she still has the Rhineland and 
there is fuel there. Germany will not experience any special difficulties if she is deprived of Silesian 
coal; Germany’s principal fuel base is situated in the west.

The second question, concerning the resettlement of the population. There are no 8, or 6, or 3, or 
2 millions of population in these areas. The people there were either drafted into the army and were 
killed or taken prisoner, or have left these areas. Very few Germans remain on this territory. But this 
can be verified. Is it possible to arrange to hear the opinion of the Polish representatives concerning 
Poland’s frontier?

Churchill: I am unable to support this proposal at the present time, because of the view expressed 
by the President concerning the invitation of Yugoslavia’s representatives.

Stalin: Let the representatives of Poland be invited to the Foreign Ministers’ Council in London 
and be heard there.

Truman: I have no objections to that.
Churchill: But, Mr. President, the Foreign Ministers’ Council will meet only in September.
Stalin: Well, that’s when the Council will invite the Polish Government’s representatives to London.
Churchill: In order to verify the information?
Stalin: By the time information will have been collected by the three sides.
Churchill: But that will only mean transferring the difficult question from this Conference to the 

Foreign Ministers’ Council, whereas this Conference is able to settle the question.
Stalin: I, too, think that it is able to do so. On the strength of the decisions of the Crimea Conference 

it is our duty to hear the Polish Government’s opinion on the question of Poland’s western frontier.
Truman: That is right. I think the Soviet proposal that the Foreign Ministers’ Council invite the 

Polish Government’s representatives to London should be adopted. But that does not, of course, rule 
out the possibility of the question being discussed at the present Conference.

Stalin: I propose that the Polish Government’s representatives should be invited to the Foreign 
Ministers’ Council in London in September and that their opinion should be heard there.

Churchill: That is another question. I thought it was a matter of verifying the data concerning the 
number of Germans in those areas.

Stalin: It is a matter of Poland’s western frontier.
Churchill: But how can the question of the frontier be decided there when the question must be 

settled at a peace conference?



261

Y A L T A  С O N F E R E N C E  A N D  Y A L T A  P E A C E  C o l l e c t i o n  o f  a r c h i v a l  m a t e r i a l s

Truman: I think it will be useful to hear the Poles at the Foreign Ministers’ Council in London.
Stalin: That’s right.
Churchill: I  regret that such an  important and urgent question is being referred for solution 

to a body with less authority than the present Conference.
Stalin: In that case, let us invite the Poles over here and hear what they have to say.
Churchill: I should prefer that because the question is urgent. But it is not hard to foresee just what 

the Poles will demand. They will, of course, demand much more than we can agree to.
Stalin: But if we invite the Poles they will not accuse us of having settled this question without 

hearing them. What I want is that no such accusation should be levelled at us by the Poles.
Churchill: But I have not made any accusations against them.
Stalin: It is not you, but the Poles who will say: they have settled the question of the frontier with-

out having heard us.
Churchill: I understand now.
Truman: Is it necessary to settle the question so urgently? I repeat, I think that the final solution 

of this question should be referred to a peace conference; we ourselves are not able to solve this ques-
tion. But I think that the discussion of this question here was highly useful and it does not rule out any 
further discussions. What I do not know is how urgent the question is.

Stalin: If it is not urgent, let us refer the question to the Foreign Ministers’ Council. That would 
not be superfluous.

Truman: But that does not exclude the possibility of further discussing the question here.
Churchill: Mr. President, with all due respect to you, I should like to note that there is a certain ur-

gency about the question. If the settlement of the question is deferred, the status quo will be fixed. The 
Poles will start exploiting this territory, they will settle down there, and if the process continues, it will 
be very difficult to adopt any other decision later. That is why I still hope that we shall come to some 
agreement here, so as to know in what state the Polish question is.

I do not imagine how this question can be settled by the Foreign Ministers’ Council in London, 
when we over here have failed to reach agreement. Unless we settle this question, the problem of food 
and fuel remains open and the burden of supplying the German population with food and fuel will be 
imposed on us, above all the British, because their zone of occupation has the smallest food resourc-
es. If the Foreign Ministers’ Council, after hearing the Poles, also fails to reach agreement, the ques-
tion will be postponed indefinitely. Meanwhile, winter will set in and there will still be no agreement.

I should very much like to meet the Generalissimo Stalin half way in solving the practical difficul-
ties of which he spoke yesterday, the difficulties which arose in the course of events. We should be pre-
pared to submit for your examination a compromise solution which would operate in the intervening 
period – from the present time until the peace conference. I propose that we draw a provisional line 
east of which the territory would be occupied by the Poles as a part of Poland until the final settlement 
of the question at a peace conference; to the west of the line, the Poles, if they find themselves there, 
could act as representatives of the Soviet Government in the zone made available to the Soviet Union.

I have had several talks with the Generalissimo since the Tehran Conference and I think we were 
agreed in general terms that the new Poland should move her borders west to the Oder River. But this 
is not such a simple question. The difference in views between the Generalissimo and myself is that 
the British Government, while allowing that Poland should extend her territory, does not wish to go as 
far as the Soviet Government does. When I speak of the line along the Oder River I have in mind the 
line of which we spoke two years ago at Tehran, when there was no question of any precise demarca-
tion of the frontier. We are now prepared to propose that the Conference examine a provisional Polish 
frontier line. If the question is postponed until September, and the Foreign Ministers are made to dis-
cuss it with the Poles, this will mean that the question will not be settled before the winter. I shall be 
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sorry if we do not reach an agreement in principle on this question here. In my view, if the question is 
postponed and referred for discussion by the Foreign Ministers’ Council with the participation of the 
Poles, we shall not benefit in any way from such a settlement.

Our position in respect of the territory and the line is quite clear. Here I should like to find a prac-
tical way out of the situation. But if the question is referred to the Foreign Ministers’ Council, its solu-
tion will be dragged out far too long. I do not regard the question as being quite hopeless of solution 
here. I am sure that we could find a compromise solution. We could let the Poles have everything that 
we decide to let them have, and the rest of the territory would be left under the Soviet Government’s 
administration.

I think there is no sense in leaving this question unsolved until September. If we do not settle this 
question, it will mean a failure for our Conference.

I repeat once again that when we used the expression “the Oder line” we had in mind only an ap-
proximate line. The line we propose should be traced on the map; in one place it even goes across the 
Oder.

I appeal to the Conference to continue its efforts to reach agreement on this question, if not today, 
then some other day, because if the Foreign Ministers meet in September and have a discussion with 
the Poles, say, in the course of a fortnight, with the Soviet side again holding one view, and the United 
States and Great Britain, another, the question may again be left outstanding or we may achieve its 
settlement far too late. What will be the position of, say, Berlin? Berlin receives some of its coal from 
Silesia.

Stalin: Berlin does not receive its coal from Silesia but from Torgau (Saxony), as it did in the past.
Churchill: The question of coal for Berlin is very important, because the city is under our common 

occupation.
Stalin: Let them take it from the Ruhr, from Zwickau.
Churchill: Is that so-called brown coal?
Stalin: No, it is good hard coal. Brown coal is good for use in briquettes, and the Germans have good 

briquette factories. They have all sorts of possibilities.
Churchill: I merely say that part of the coal for Berlin was received from Silesia.
Stalin: Before the British troops occupied the Zwickau area the Germans got their coal for Berlin 

from there. Following the departure of the Allied troops from Saxony to the west, Berlin got its coal 
from Torgau.

Truman: Allow me to restate the U.S. position on this question.
Stalin: By all means.
Truman: I should like to give some extracts here from the Crimea Conference decision.
“The three Heads of Government consider that the eastern frontier of Poland should follow the 

Curzon Line with some digressions from it in some regions of  five to  eight kilometres in favour 
of Poland. They recognise that Poland must receive substantial accessions of territory in the north and 
west. They feel that the opinion of the new Polish Provisional Government of National Unity should 
be sought in due course of the extent of these accessions and that the final delimitation of the west-
ern frontier of Poland should thereafter await the peace conference.”

This agreement was reached by  President Roosevelt, Generalissimo Stalin and Prime Minister 
Churchill. I agree with this decision; I well understand the difficulties of which Generalissimo Stalin 
spoke yesterday. I also well understand the difficulties in respect of food and fuel supplies of which 
Prime Minister Churchill spoke yesterday. But I think that these difficulties do not in any way alter the 
substance of the matter.

Stalin: If you are not bored with this question, I am prepared to speak once again. I, too, start 
from the decision of  the Crimea Conference from which the President has just quoted. It follows 
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from the precise meaning of  this decision that with the formation of  the Government of National 
Unity in Poland, we should have obtained the opinion of the new Polish Government on the question 
of Poland’s western frontier. The Polish Government has communicated its opinion. We now have two 
possibilities: either to endorse the Polish Government’s opinion on Poland’s western frontier, or, if we 
are not in agreement with the Polish proposals, to hear the Polish representatives here and only then 
decide the question.

I consider it expedient to settle the question at our Conference and, since there is no unity of opin-
ion with the Polish Government, to invite its representatives and hear them. But the opinion was ex-
pressed here that the Poles should not be invited to this Conference. If that is so, we can refer this 
question to the Foreign Ministers’ Council.

I should like to remind Mr. Churchill and others who were present at the Crimea Conference of the 
opinion which was then expressed by  President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Churchill and with 
which I did not agree. Mr. Churchill spoke of Poland’s western frontier line along the Oder begin-
ning from its mouth, then running along the Oder all the time, until the confluence of the Oder with 
the River Neisse, east of it. I stood for a line west of the Neisse. According to the scheme of President 
Roosevelt and Mr. Churchill, Stettin and also Breslau and the area west of the Neisse were to remain 
with Germany. (Indicates on the map.)

What we are examining here now is the question of frontiers and not of a provisional line. This 
question cannot be evaded. If you were in agreement with the Poles, it would be possible to adopt a de-
cision without inviting the Polish Government’s representatives here. But since you are not in agree-
ment with the Polish Government’s opinion and wish to make amendments, it will be well for us to in-
vite the Poles here and hear their opinion. This is a matter of principle.

Churchill: On behalf of the British Government I should like to withdraw my objection to inviting 
the Poles here, in order to try to achieve the adoption of some kind of practical decision which would 
remain in force until the final settlement of the question at the peace conference.

Truman: I have no objection to inviting the Polish Government’s representatives here. They could 
have talks here with our Foreign Ministers.

Stalin: That’s right.
Churchill: And then the results of  the talks with them could be placed before the Heads 

of Government.
Stalin: That’s right. That’s right.
Churchill: Who is to send them an invitation? Stalin: The Chairman, I think.
Truman: Good. We now pass to the next question. I think that the Soviet delegation has proposals 

concerning trusteeship.
[Setting forth its proposals on the question of  trusteeship, the Soviet delegation declared that 

what had been formulated in its proposals, submitted in written form, followed from the decisions 
of the San Francisco Conference. It said furthermore that inasmuch as the main question of trustee-
ship had been decided by the United Nations Charter, the Conference of the Heads of Government was 
faced with the concrete question of territories. The Soviet delegation expressed the opinion that the 
Conference could hardly expect to examine the question in detail but it could, first, discuss the ques-
tion of Italy’s colonial possessions in Africa and the Mediterranean, and second, discuss the question 
of the League of Nations mandated territories. The Soviet delegation pointed out that its proposals 
contain two variants of a possible solution of the question of former Italian colonies. It has proposed 
that the question should be referred for examination to the Foreign Ministers’ meeting.]

Churchill: Of course, it is possible to have an exchange of opinion on any question, but if it turns 
out that the sides differ in their views, the only result will be that we shall have had a pleasant discus-
sion. I think the question of the mandates was decided at San Francisco.



264

Y A L T A  С O N F E R E N C E  A N D  Y A L T A  P E A C E  C o l l e c t i o n  o f  a r c h i v a l  m a t e r i a l s

Truman: Allow me to  read the article of  the United Nations Charter dealing with the question 
of trusteeship.

“1. The trusteeship system shall apply to such territories in the following categories as may be 
placed thereunder by means of trusteeship agreements:

“(a) Territories now held under mandate;
“(b) Territories which may be detached from enemy states as a result of the Second World War; and
“(c) Territories voluntarily placed under the system by states responsible for their administration.
“2. It will be a matter for subsequent agreement as to which territories in the foregoing categories 

will be brought under the trusteeship system and upon what terms.”
I believe the Soviet proposals apply to the second paragraph of this article. I agree with the propos-

al of the Soviet delegation that the question should be referred for discussion to the Foreign Ministers.
Churchill: We agreed with what was adopted at San Francisco but no more than that. Since the 

question of  trusteeship is in the hands of  an  international organisation, I  doubt the desirability 
of an exchange of opinion on the question here.

Truman: I think it will be quite in order to examine the question here like the question of Poland 
or any other question.

Churchill: The question of Poland has not been examined by an international organisation.
We expressed our standpoint on the question of trusteeship secretly at Yalta and openly at San 

Francisco. Our stand is clear and cannot be altered.
Truman: Great Britain’s stand is fully ensured by another article of the United Nations Charter, and 

I see no reason why this question cannot be examined here.
Stalin: We learn from the press, for instance, that Mr. Eden, in a speech in the British Parliament, 

declared that Italy has lost her colonies forever. Who has decided that? If Italy has lost them, who has 
found them? [Laughter.] That is a very interesting question.

Churchill: I can answer it. By steady effort, at the cost of great losses and through exceptional vic-
tories, the British Army alone conquered these colonies.

Stalin: And the Red Army took Berlin. [Laughter.]
Churchill: I  want to  finish my statement, because Mr. President has questioned the words “the 

British Army alone conquered”. I  have in mind the following Italian colonies: Italian Somaliland, 
Eritrea, Cyrenaica and Tripoli, which we conquered alone and in very difficult conditions.

However, we do not seek territorial gains. We do not want to derive any advantages from this war, 
although we have suffered great losses. Of course, as regards human losses they are not as great as 
those suffered by the Soviet Union and its gallant troops. However: we have emerged from this war in 
great debt to the United States. We can never expect to have the same strength at sea as the United 
States. During the war we built only one battleship, and lost ten. But despite all these losses we have 
no territorial claims. That is why we approach the question of trust territories without any ulterior 
motives.

Now about the statement made by Eden in Parliament, in which he said that Italy has lost her colo-
nies. This does not mean that Italy has no right to claim these colonies. This does not exclude any dis-
cussion, during the preparation of the peace treaty with Italy, of the question of whether a part of her 
former territories should be returned to Italy. I do not support such a proposal, but we do not object 
to the question of colonies being discussed either in the Foreign Ministers’ Council, when it deals with 
the preparation of the peace treaty with Italy, or, of course, at a peace conference on the final settle-
ment.

I must say that when I visited Tripoli and Cyrenaica, I saw the work that had been done by the 
Italians in ploughing and cultivating the land; it was remarkable, in spite of the difficult conditions. 
What I want to say is that although we do not favour a return of her African colonies to Italy, we do 
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not, at the same time, rule out the possibility of discussing the question. At present, all these colonies 
are in our hands. Who wants to have them? If there are any claimants to these colonies round this ta-
ble, it would be well for them to speak out.

Truman: We have no use for them. We have enough poor Italians at home who need to be fed.
Churchill: We examined the question as to whether some of these colonies could be used to settle 

Jews. But we consider that it would be inconvenient for the Jews to settle there.
Of course, we have great interests in the Mediterranean and any change in the status quo in that 

area would require a long and thorough study on our part.
We do not quite understand what our Russian Allies want.
Stalin: We should like to know whether you consider that Italy has lost her colonies for good. If 

you consider that she has lost those colonies, which states are we to hand them over to for trustee-
ship? We should like to know that. If it is too early to speak of this, we can wait, but it will have to be 
said some time.

Churchill: Of course, we must decide the question of whether we should detach her colonies from 
Italy, which we have a perfect right to do.

Stalin: That is a question which still has to be decided.
Churchill: And if they are taken away, which we have every right to do, we shall have to decide who 

is to have trusteeship over them. It is up to the peace conference to decide which colonies are to be 
taken away from Italy, but the question of the further administration of those territories is within the 
competence of an international organisation.

Stalin: Are we to understand Mr. Churchill in the sense that the present Conference is not empow-
ered to examine the question?

Churchill: Our Conference cannot settle the question: it must be settled by a peace conference. But, 
of course, if this troika reaches agreement, this will be of great importance.

Stalin: I do not propose to decide, but to examine the question. I  think that our Conference is, 
of course, empowered to examine the question.

Churchill: We are examining the question just now. I have no objection to the Generalissimo say-
ing what he wants and I agree to study the question immediately.

Stalin: It is not a matter of the Generalissimo but of the fact that the question has not been exam-
ined and should be.

Churchill: Which question specifically?
Stalin: The question tabled by the Soviet delegation.
Truman: I  agree with the proposal of  the Soviet delegable to  refer the question for discussion 

by the Foreign Ministers.
Stalin: That’s another matter.
Truman: We have no objections to that proposal.
Churchill: We have no objections either, except that we have been referring all the questions to our 

Ministers.
Truman: That is quite natural.
Churchill: I think there are many more urgent questions which ought to be settled while we are 

here. We have decided that the question of a peace treaty with Italy will be examined by the Foreign 
Ministers’ Council in September as a matter of first priority, and this will automatically raise the ques-
tion of what is to be done with these Italian colonies. I am against burdening our Foreign Ministers 
with this question as well. But the question could be placed .on the agenda if the Ministers find they 
have time to deal with the question.

Stalin: Let’s refer it to the Ministers.
Truman: I support that proposal.
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Churchill: Let us refer the question to the Foreign Ministers, provided that does not slow down 
their work on more urgent matters.

Stalin: Now, let’s not have such reservations. You can’t refer a question with that kind of reserva-
tion. Either we refer it, or we do not.

Churchill: If you insist, I give in.
Truman: We refer the question for examination by the Foreign Ministers. [ ... ]
[The Soviet delegation then handed its proposals concerning the Königsberg region to the delega-

tions of the United States and Britain.]
Truman: I should like to propose that we refer this question for discussion by the Foreign Ministers.
I have one more question. We have already agreed on inviting the Polish Government’s represen-

tatives over here. I think the correspondents will want to know why the Polish Government’s repre-
sentatives are being summoned and I think it would be proper to issue a communiqué on the matter.

Stalin: Before the Poles arrive?
Truman: Yes, before their arrival. Stalin: I suppose we could.
Churchill: That runs counter to the principle we have adhered to until now.
Stalin: It’s all the same whether we issue a communiqué or not. I don’t mind which way we have it.
Churchill: Shall we state the purpose of their coming here?
Stalin: I don’t think we should state the purpose.
Churchill: I request that the purpose of their visit should not be stated.
Truman: Accepted without statement of purpose.
Stalin: Good.
(The Soviet delegation then read a communication on the Soviet POW camp in Italy. It said that 

this was Camp No. 5 in the vicinity of the town of Celsinatica, under the control of the British author-
ities, in which mainly Ukrainians were kept. The Soviet delegation stated that initially the British au-
thorities said that the camp contained 150 men, but when a Soviet representative visited the camp 
it proved to contain 10,000 Ukrainians, of whom the British command had formed a whole division. 
Twelve regiments were organised, including a signals regiment and a battalion of engineers. The offi-
cer corps was made up chiefly of former Petlyura men, who previously had commands in the German 
Army. The Soviet delegation stated in conclusion that when the Soviet officer made his appearance at 
the camp, 625 men at once declared their desire to return to the Soviet Union.]

Churchill: We welcome every manner of observation on your part. I shall demand a special report 
by telegraph. There may be many Poles there.

Stalin: No, there were only Ukrainians, Soviet citizens.
Churchill: When approximately did all this happen?
Stalin: We got the telegram today, and it happened over the last few months.
Churchill: I’ve not heard anything of this until now. [Truman closes the sitting and sets the next 

one for 17.00 the next day.]

Source: https://www.revolutionarydemocracy.org/Stalin/potsdam.htm
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Seventh Sitting. July 23, 1945

Truman opens the sitting.
[Reporting on the Foreign Ministers’ sitting, the Soviet delegation said the agenda of the day’s sit-

ting of the Ministers included the following questions:
1. Reparations from Germany, Austria and Italy.
The People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs of the U.S.S.R. handed to the U.S. Secretary of State 

and the Foreign Secretary of Great Britain the Soviet delegation’s drafts on reparations from Germany 
and on advance deliveries from Germany on account of reparations.

It was decided to instruct the Economic Commission to make a preliminary examination of both 
drafts, and then to discuss them at the next meeting of the three Foreign Ministers.

2. Economic principles in respect of Germany.
There was a discussion of Clauses 13, 18 and the new Clause 19, which was proposed by the Soviet 

delegation. The Soviet delegation announced that it was withdrawing its amendment to Clause 13, 
and proposed the removal of Clause 18 so that the questions dealt with in the clause would be dis-
cussed by the Allied agencies in Germany and then settled by the Control Council, or, in the event 
of no agreement being reached in the Control Council, by agreement between the Governments. No 
agreement was reached and it was decided to refer the question of Clause 18 for settlement by the 
three Heads of Government.

As regards the new Clause 19, proposed by the Soviet delegation, the U.S. Secretary of State de-
clared it to be unacceptable to the United States. The Soviet delegation proposed an alternative draft 
of Clause 19, according to which priority over all other deliveries was to be given to exports from 
Germany, as approved by the Control Council, to cover imports. In all other cases, priority was to be 
given to reparations. No agreement was reached, and it was decided to refer the question for settle-
ment by the three Heads of Government.

3. About the Council of Foreign Ministers.
The draft submitted by the Drafting Commission was adopted without amendments.
4. About Trust Territories.
There was a discussion of the Soviet delegation’s draft.
The Foreign Secretary of Great Britain declared that the first thing to be settled was whether any Italian 

colonies were to be taken away from Italy, and which. The question should be settled in drafting the peace 
treaty with Italy. The question of who was to be given the trusteeship of all the former Italian colonies which 
it might be decided to take away from Italy should be settled by the international United Nations organi-
sation. The U.S. Secretary of State proposed that the settlement of this question should be postponed un-
til the conclusion of a peace treaty with Italy, when all the territorial questions relating to Italy would be up 
for solution. The People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs of the U.S.S.R. proposed that the Soviet memoran-
dum should be referred for examination by the first sitting of the Council of Foreign Ministers in London this 
September. The British Minister declared that he believed there was no need to refer the Soviet memorandum 
to the Council of Foreign Ministers, as the question of the. Italian colonies would automatically arise during 
the drafting of the peace treaty with Italy. The People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs of the U.S.S.R. asked 
that it be noted that the Soviet Government would raise the questions dealt with in the Soviet memorandum 
at the September sitting of the Council of Foreign Ministers in London.

5. About the directives to the Allied commanders-in-chief in Germany.
It was decided to inform all commanders-in-chief of Allied occupation troops in Germany of the 

relevant decisions of  the Conference after these decisions had been agreed with the Provisional 
Government of the French Republic.
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For that purpose it was decided to set up a commission consisting of: Murphy and Riddleberger 
of the United States; Strang and Harrison of Great Britain, and Gusev and Sobolev of the U.S.S.R.

6. About co-operation in settling urgent European economic problems.
To examine the memorandum submitted by the U.S. delegation it was decided to set up a commis-

sion consisting of: Clayton and Pawley of the United States; Brand and Cowlson of Great Britain, and 
Arutyunyan and Gerashchenko of the US.S.R.

7. About Tangier.
There was a discussion of the Soviet draft. It was decided:
(1) To adopt the first paragraph of the Soviet delegation’s draft, namely, the following:
“Having examined the question of the Zone of Tangier, the three Governments have agreed that 

this zone, which includes the City of Tangier and the area adjacent to it, in view of its special strategic 
importance, shall remain international.”

(2) The whole question of Tangier is to be discussed at a meeting of the representatives of the Four 
Powers – the U.S.S.R., the United States, Great Britain and France – in Paris in the near future.

8. Approval of the text of a message to the Governments of China and France. 
It was decided to send a message 48 hours before the publication of the communiqué on the re-

sults of the Conference.
9. About the agenda for the sitting of the three Heads of Government on July 23.
It was agreed to recommend to the three Heads of Government the following agenda:
(1) About the Black Sea Straits and other international inland waterways.
(2) About the Königsberg area.
(3) About Syria and the Lebanon.
(4) About Iran.]
[ ... ] Truman: Allow me to set forth my views on the Black Sea Straits and international inland wa-

terways in general.
Our position on this question is as follows: We believe that the Montreux Convention should be re-

vised. We believe the Black Sea Straits should become a free waterway open to the whole world, and the 
right of free passage for all ships through the Straits should be guaranteed by all of us. I have thought 
a great deal about the question. What has been the cause of all these wars? In the last 200 years, they 
have all started in the area between the Mediterranean and the Baltic Sea, between France’s eastern 
frontiers and Russia’s western frontiers. The last time again peace was broken above all by Germany. 
I think it is the task of this Conference, and also of the coming peace conference, to prevent a repeti-
tion of such events.

Stalin: That’s right.
Truman: I believe we shall be largely helping to achieve this aim by establishing and guaranteeing 

that waterways are free for all nations.
Stalin: Which, for instance?
Truman: I have a proposal on freedom of ways of communication, and I think we should try to bring 

about a situation in which Russia, Britain, and all other states have free access to all the seas of the 
world. Here is the proposal. [Hands in draft proposal.]

Our draft provides for the establishment of  free and unrestricted navigation along all the inter-
national inland waterways. The U.S. Government believes that such free and unrestricted navigation 
should be established for internal waterways running through the territory of two or more states, and 
that it should be regulated by international agencies on which all the interested states are represented.

We think that such agencies should be set up as soon as possible. The first that should be set up 
are provisional navigation agencies for the Danube and the Rhine. These provisional agencies should 
have the functions of restoring and developing the navigation facilities on the said rivers, supervis-
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ing river shipping to ensure equal opportunities for the citizens of various nationalities and establish-
ing standard rules for the use of these means, and also rules of navigation, and customs and sanitary 
formalities and other similar matters. Among the members of these agencies should be the United 
States, the United Kingdom, the Soviet Union, France and the sovereign littoral states recognised 
by the Governments of these Powers.

I think the same procedure should be applied to the Kiel Canal and that the Montreux Convention 
should be revised in the same spirit. In that way we shall have free exchange in these areas.

I have tabled these proposals because I do not want in the next 25 years to take part in another war 
which may break out over the Straits or the Danube.

Our desire is to see a free and economically viable Europe, which would promote the prosperity 
of the Soviet Union, Britain, France and all other states, and with which the United States could trade 
on an equal footing and to mutual advantage. I believe our proposal can be a step forward in this di-
rection.

Churchill: I vigorously support the proposal for a revision of the Montreux Convention in order 
to assure Soviet Russia free and unhindered passage through the Straits for her merchant fleet and 
Navy both in peace and wartime. I fully agree with the President and with his proposal that the free 
regime in these Straits should be guaranteed by all of us. The guarantee of the Great Powers and the 
interested states will undoubtedly be effective.

As for the other waterways mentioned by the President, we in principle agree with the general 
lines of the President’s statement. We also agree with the President’s proposal to have the Kiel Canal 
free and open and guaranteed by all the Great Powers. We also attach great importance to freedom 
of navigation along the Danube and the Rhine.

Truman: There is no doubt that we take a common view on the question of amending the Montreux 
Convention.

Churchill: And also on the purposes for which it should be amended.
Stalin: The President’s proposals should be given a closer reading; it is hard to catch everything 

by mere listening. Perhaps we could go on to other questions for the time being?
Truman: The next question on the agenda is the question of transferring the Königsberg area in 

East Prussia to the Soviet Union. The Soviet document on the question was handed in yesterday.
Stalin: President Roosevelt and Mr. Churchill gave their consent to this at the Tehran Conference, 

and the question was agreed between us. We should like this agreement to  be confirmed at this 
Conference.

Truman: I agree in principle. I merely ask to be allowed to study the terms, but I am sure that there 
will be no objections on our side. I agree that Russia should receive certain areas in that territory.

Stalin: Good.
Churchill: The Generalissimo was quite right in noting that the question was raised at the Tehran 

Conference, and we discussed it again in October 1944.
Stalin: In Moscow.
Churchill: Yes, it was in Moscow, and it was in connection with the talk on the Curzon Line.
Stalin: That’s right.
Churchill: I addressed Parliament on this matter on December 15, 1944. I explained that the British 

Government sympathised with the Soviet standpoint. The only question that arises is the legal side 
of the transfer of this area. The Soviet draft tabled here seems to demand that we should recognise 
that East Prussia no longer exists and that the Königsberg area is not under the control of the Allied 
Control Council in Germany.

As for the British Government, we support the Soviet Government’s desire to incorporate this ter-
ritory into the Soviet Union. I state this in principle. We have not yet, of course, examined the exact 
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line on the map. But I assure the Soviet Government once again of our constant support of the Russian 
position in that part of the world.

Stalin: We do not propose anything more than that. We are satisfied if the American Government 
and the Government of Great Britain approve the proposal in principle.

Churchill: I agree.
Truman: I agree.
Churchill: A slight amendment of the document will be required. If it is to be a part of the commu-

niqué at the end of the Conference, I propose a more general wording of the document.
Stalin: I do not object.
Truman: Thus, we are in principle agreed with the draft proposal of the Soviet delegation.
The next item on the agenda is the question of Syria and the Lebanon.
Churchill: At present the burden of maintaining law and order in Syria and the Lebanon has fallen 

entirely on us. We have neither the intention nor the desire to obtain any advantages in these coun-
tries, with the exception of those enjoyed by other countries. When we entered Syria and the Lebanon 
to throw out the Germans and the Vichy troops, we reached an agreement with France under which we 
were to recognise the independence of Syria and the Lebanon. In view of the long historical ties be-
tween France and these countries, we declared that we would not object to France having a preferen-
tial position there, provided agreement was reached with the new independent Governments of these 
countries.

We informed de Gaulle that as soon as France concluded with Syria and the Lebanon a treaty sat-
isfactory to these countries, we would withdraw our troops at once. If we were to withdraw our troops 
now, there would be a massacre of French citizens and the small number of French troops now sta-
tioned there. We should not like that to happen, as this would cause great unrest among the Arabs and 
would probably upset law and order in Saudi Arabia and Iraq. The outbreak of such disorders in that 
part of the world would lead to disorders in Egypt as well. There could be no worse moment for such 
disorders among the Arabs than the present one, because the communication line with the Suez Canal 
would be placed in jeopardy, and the arms and reinforcements for the war in the Far East are moving 
along that line. The line of communication for conducting the war against Japan is of great importance 
not only for Great Britain but also for the United States. 

General de Gaulle acted very unwisely in that area; contrary to our advice and our requests, he sent 
a shipload of 500 men to that area, and their appearance caused disorders which have not stopped un-
til now. How stupid that was, for what could these 500 men have done. However, their arrival sparked 
off disorders.

These disorders aimed against the French at once caused unrest in Iraq, whose Government 
and people wanted to come to the aid of Syria. The whole Arab world was agitated over the event. 
However, General de Gaulle has now agreed to transfer the so-called special troops to the Syrian 
Government.

I hope that we shall reach, if not an agreement, at least a settlement of  this question with the 
French, which would guarantee the independence of Syria and the Lebanon and would assure France 
of some recognition of her cultural and commercial interests.

Allow me to repeat once again here that Great Britain has no desire to stay there a day longer than 
is necessary. We shall be very glad to be rid of this thankless task which we undertook in the interests 
of the Allies.

In view of the fact that this question concerns France and us only, and also, of course, Syria and 
the Lebanon, we do not welcome the proposal for a conference which would be attended by the United 
States and the Soviet Union besides Great Britain and France, and would adopt a ‘joint decision. The 
whole burden was on us, we acted on our own without any assistance, with the exception of some help 
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from France, but we acted in the interests of all. That is why we should not like to have the question 
discussed at a special conference. Of course if the United States wished to take our place we should 
only welcome it.

Truman: No, thanks. [Laughter.]
When this dispute arose between France and Syria and the Lebanon, the Prime Minister and 

I  had an  exchange of  letters on the question. When the Prime Minister informed me that Great 
Britain had enough troops at her disposal to maintain peace in that area, I asked him to do every-
thing he could to maintain peace because we are also interested in the communication line with 
the Far East running through the Suez Canal. We may have some slight difference with the Prime 
Minister on this point.

We believe that no state should be given any privileges in these areas. These areas should be equal-
ly accessible to all states. We also believe that France should not have any special privileges vis-à-vis 
other states.

Stalin: Do I understand that the United States does not recognise any French privileges in Syria 
and the Lebanon?

Truman: Yes.
Churchill: Our position is such that we should like France to  have privileges there because we 

promised her that when our state was weak and we had to fight the Germans there. But that is our own 
business, and we do not, of course, have any possibility or right to involve others. Besides, we did not 
undertake to make any great efforts for France to retain her privileges there. If France manages to ob-
tain any privileges we shall not object, and shall even look kindly on her achievements.

Stalin: From whom can the French secure these privileges?
Churchill: From the republics of Syria and the Lebanon.
Stalin: Only from them?
Churchill: Only from them. The French have their schools, archaeological institutes, etc., there. 

Many Frenchmen have been living there for a long time, and they even have a song, “Let’s Go to Syria”. 
They say that their claims date back to the time of the Crusades. But we do not intend to quarrel with 
the Great Powers on that account.

Truman: We want all states to have equal rights in these areas.
Churchill: And you, Mr. President, will you prevent Syria from granting any special rights to the 

French?
Truman: Of course I won’t prevent it if the Syrians want to do so. But I doubt that they have such 

a desire. [Laughter.]
Stalin: The Russian delegation thanks Mr. Churchill for his information and withdraws its propos-

al.
Churchill: I thank the Generalissimo.
Truman: I am also grateful.
We now go on to the next question. It is the question of Iran. Mr. Churchill has a proposal on the 

question.
Churchill: We have handed the delegations a document on the question and would be glad to know 

the position of the Great Powers.
Truman: We, for our part, have long been prepared to withdraw our troops from Iran, but we have 

a great quantity of various materials there which we would like to use for conducting the war in the 
Pacific.

Stalin: The Russian delegation believes that Tehran, at any rate, could be evacuated.
Churchill: I should also like to deal with the other two points to have done with the draft altogeth-

er. About the date specified in the treaty. The treaty says that the troops are to be withdrawn from 
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Iran not later than six months after the end of hostilities. By now only two and a half months have 
passed since the end of the war. But we promised the Iranians to withdraw the troops as soon as the 
war against Germany was over.

Here is what I propose: immediate withdrawal of the troops from Tehran, and discussion of further 
troop withdrawals at the Council of Foreign Ministers in September.

Stalin: I have no objection.
Truman: We shall continue withdrawing our troops from Iran, because there are troops there that 

we are going to need in the Pacific.
Stalin: That is, of course, your right. We, for our part, promise that our troops will not undertake 

any action against Iran.
Truman: I have no objection to  referring the matter for examination by  the Council of Foreign 

Ministers in London.
Churchill: We also have the question of Vienna. I should like to speak here about the occupation 

zones, which have been allotted to the British and American troops in Vienna. As. regards the British 
Zone, it turns out that it has a population of 500,000, and because Vienna’s sources of food supplies 
are to the east of the city, we are unable to undertake the feeding of these half million persons. We 
propose therefore that a provisional agreement be reached for the Russians to supply this population 
with food pending a permanent agreement. Field Marshal Alexander will make a statement about the 
actual state of affairs.

Alexander: The situation is such as the Prime Minister has just stated. There are half a million peo-
ple in our zone. I have no food to send over from Italy. There are small stocks in Klagenfurt, but these 
would last for three weeks or a month at the outside. That is why if we undertook to feed this popula-
tion, the food would have to be brought over from the United States. 

Truman: There are about 375,000 people in our zone. Our ships are now engaged in transport-
ing cargos for military operations against Japan, the delivery of food to Europe and certain materials 
to the U.S.S.R. We are short of transport facilities, so that we should find it hard to keep even our own 
zone supplied.

Stalin: And what about the French Zone? Alexander: That is something I don’t know.
Stalin: Let me speak to Marshal Konev. I think we could postpone for a month the transfer to our 

Allies of responsibility for supplying the Vienna population. For how long will this supply need to be 
organised, till the new harvest, or what?

Churchill: The difficulty is that these 500,000 people in our zone and the 375,000 in the American 
Zone have always received their foodstuffs from the country’s eastern areas.

Stalin: We have an agreement with the Austrian Government under which we allow them some 
food in return for goods until the new harvest. I think this could be extended until September. But 
I must still have a preliminary talk with Marshal Konev. Tonight or tomorrow morning I think I shall 
be able to do that and shall give you my reply.

Churchill: The situation is that Field Marshal Alexander has entered Styria with his troops but hes-
itates to enter Vienna until the food supply question is settled.

Stalin: Is Vienna’s food situation as bad as that now?
Churchill: We don’t know, we’ve not been there.
Stalin: The situation there for the population is not a bad one.
Alexander: If you can help us in this matter we are, of course, prepared to go forward and take over 

our share of the work.
Stalin: I shall be able to tell you tomorrow.
Churchill: Thank you.
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Stalin: It would be a good thing if the British and American authorities agreed to extend the agree-
ment with the Renner Government to their zones as well. That would not signify recognition of the 
Renner Government or resumption of diplomatic relations, but would put the Renner Government in 
a position similar to that of the Government of Finland. Its competence would be extended to these 
zones as well, and that would facilitate the solution of the question.

Truman: We are prepared to discuss this question as soon as our troops enter Vienna.
Churchill: We also agree.
I should like to raise a question of procedure. Mr. President must be aware, like the Generalissimo, 

that Mr. Attlee and I are interested in visiting London on the Thursday of this week. [Laughter.] That is 
why we shall have to leave· here on Wednesday July 25, together with the Minister of Foreign Affairs. 
But we shall be back by the afternoon sitting on July 27, or at least some of us will. [Laughter.] For that 
reason, could we have our Wednesday sitting in the morning?

Stalin: All right.
Truman: I think so.
Churchill: I propose that the Foreign Ministers should continue to meet as usual, but in the ab-

sence of Mr. Eden he would be replaced by Mr. Cadogan.
Stalin: All right.
Truman: Let’s agree to have the July 25 sitting at 11.00.
Tomorrow’s sitting is at 17.00.

Source: https://www.revolutionarydemocracy.org/Stalin/potsdam.htm
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Eighth Sitting. July 24, 1945

Truman opens the sitting.
[Reporting on the sitting of the Foreign Ministers of the three Powers, the American delegation 

said the following:
It was established at the sitting of the three Foreign Ministers that the commission dealing with 

economic matters and questions of reparations had not yet prepared its report. The Soviet delega-
tion proposed that the question of reparations from Italy and Austria should also be referred to this 
commission. It handed in two short documents on reparations from these two countries.

It was decided to postpone till tomorrow consideration of the question of economic principles in 
respect of Germany and reparations from Germany, and also of reparations from Italy and Austria. The 
Foreign Ministers were informed that the commission on economic questions would meet that night 
to complete its work.

On July 20, the U.S. delegation handed in a document concerning oil supplies for Europe. It was decided 
to refer this question also to the commission on economic questions; but in view of the fact that the com-
mission had not dealt with the question, the Foreign Ministers agreed to postpone its discussion.

The next question the Foreign Ministers discussed was that of fulfilling the Yalta Declaration on 
Liberated Europe and the satellite states. It was admitted that the commission dealing with this ques-
tion had not yet completed its work, and the discussion of the question was also postponed.

Next came the question of admitting Italy and other countries to the United Nations Organisation. 
The U.S. delegation suggested that, as the commission dealing with the question had failed to reach 
agreement, the question should be examined at a sitting of the Foreign Ministers on the basis of the 
document on which the commission had been working.

The Soviet delegation declared that it would not take part in this discussion because the docu-
ment did not contain any mention of admitting Rumania, Bulgaria, Hungary and Finland to the United 
Nations Organisation.

The British delegation suggested to omit the last sentence in Clause 1 of the document.1 The U.S. 
delegation agreed with this. The British delegation proposed a new wording for Clause 2 of the docu-
ment to take into account the interests of other Allied countries concerned with the peace treaty with 
Italy. The American delegation agreed to include the British proposal in the amended document on 
the question of admission to the United Nations Organisation.

The U.S. delegation suggested including in the document an additional clause to meet the de-
sires of the Soviet delegation. The clause reads: “The three Governments also hope that the Council 
of  Foreign Ministers may, without undue delay, prepare peace treaties with Rumania, Bulgaria, 
Hungary, and Finland. It is also their desire, on the conclusion of the peace treaties with responsible 
democratic governments of these countries, to support their application for membership in the United 
Nations Organisation.”

The Soviet delegation insisted that Bulgaria, Rumania, Hungary and Finland should not be placed 
in worse condition

1 The sentence read: “She (Italy) gives promise of becoming a firm supporter of a policy of peace 
and resistance to  aggression.” than Italy concerning the question of  entering the United Nations 
Organisation. The American delegation expressed the hope that the additional clause proposed by it 
would satisfy the Soviet delegation.

As the Foreign Ministers failed to reach complete agreement on this question, it was decided to re-
fer it for solution to the Heads of Government. The question was included in the agenda of the pres-
ent sitting of the Heads of the three Governments.
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It was agreed to recommend to the Heads of Government the following questions for discussion 
at the preset sitting.

1. Admission to  the United Nations Organisation. The document submitted by  the Foreign 
Ministers that morning could serve as a basis for a discussion by the three Heads of Government.

2. The Black Sea Straits and free and unrestricted navigation on international inland waterways. 
The discussion at the previous day’s sitting of  the Heads of  Government was postponed to  allow 
a study of the President’s proposals.

The Foreign Ministers also agreed to recommend to the Heads of the three Governments to in-
clude the following questions in their agenda for next morning’s sitting:

1. The German Navy and merchant marine.
2. Reparations from Germany.
The American delegation then announced that a  delegation of  representatives of  the Polish 

Provisional Government, led by President Bierut, had arrived at Potsdam in response to an invitation 
of the U.S. President sent on July 22, in accordance with a decision of the three Heads of Government. 
At the sitting of the Foreign Ministers the Polish delegation expressed its opinion concerning Poland’s 
western frontier, which can be reduced to the following.

The Polish delegation believes that Poland’s western frontier should run from the Baltic Sea 
through Swinemünde, including Stettin as a part of Poland, and further on along the Oder River to the 
Western Neisse River and along the Western Neisse to the Czechoslovak border.

Poland’s territory in its new form would allow her to discontinue the expatriation of the Polish 
population to other countries, and would permit full use to be made of the labour of those Poles who 
had earlier been forced to go to other countries.

From the standpoint of security, great importance attaches to the fact that the frontier line pro-
posed by the Polish delegation is the shortest possible frontier between Poland and Germany and will 
be easier to defend.

The Germans tried to exterminate the Polish population and destroy Polish culture. From the his-
torical standpoint, it would be fair to set up a powerful Polish state which could defend itself against 
any German aggression.

These areas were one of the most powerful bases of Germany’s arms industry and a base of German 
imperialism. The proposed solution would deprive Germany of a staging area m the east and a base for 
the manufacture of armaments.

Poland would become a state without any national minorities.
Before the war, Poland had an excess of rural population, which could not be used for work in in-

dustry because industry was not sufficiently developed. Acquisition of these territories would enable 
Poland to use her rural inhabitants for work in the towns, and those who had emigrated from Poland 
could return home and find work.

The Polish representatives further said that the Oder River basin should be transferred to Poland in toto 
for the Oder River itself was not deep enough and drew on waters in the area of the Western Neisse River.

The Polish delegation declared in conclusion that in its opinion, a decision should be taken and agree-
ment on this question reached as soon as possible to enable the Polish Government to resettle the Poles 
from abroad as early as possible, to give them an opportunity to take part in the rehabilitation of Poland.)

Truman: The first question on the agenda is that of admitting Italy and other satellite countries, 
including Finland, to the United Nations Organisation.

Byrnes: The British and American delegations are agreed on this point.
Eden: We fully agree with your initial document, but we have some doubts as regards the second 

wording. The new wording leaves the impression that we are demanding that the Italian Government 
should be reconstructed before we start concluding the peace treaty with Italy.
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Byrnes: I proposed the new wording in the hope of finding a compromise solution on this ques-
tion, and also to  meet the desire of  the Soviet delegation that the other satellites should not be 
placed in worse conditions as compared with Italy on the matter of admission to the United Nations 
Organisation. But I should like to draw the attention of the British delegation to the fact that the new 
wording does not raise any doubts concerning the present Italian Government.

The wording merely provides for the conclusion of peace treaties with responsible democratic gov-
ernments. That is a matter of the future. The fact alone that the U.S. Government had established dip-
lomatic relations with the present Italian Government is sufficient indication of our attitude to this 
Government.

Eden: We feel that we have almost agreed with your standpoint, and the question is only one 
of wording.

Stalin: If it is a matter of making things easier for the satellite states, the present decision should 
mention that. Things are made easier for Italy, and it is hard to object to this. But at the same time this 
easing for Italy is not accompanied by a simultaneous easing for the other countries, Germany’s for-
mer accomplices.

One gets the impression of an artificial division: on the one hand, Italy, whose position is eased, 
and on the other, Rumania, Bulgaria, Hungary and Finland, whose position is not to be eased. There 
will be a danger of our decision being discredited: in what way is Italy more deserving than the oth-
er countries? Her only “merit” is that she was the first to surrender. In all other respects Italy behaved 
worse and inflicted greater harm than any other satellite state.

There is no doubt that any of the four states – Rumania, Bulgaria, Hungary and Finland – inflicted 
far less damage on the Allies than did Italy. As regards the Government in Italy, can it be said that it 
is more democratic than the Governments in Rumania, Bulgaria or Hungary? Of course not. Has Italy 
a more responsible Government than Rumania or Bulgaria? No democratic elections have been held 
either in Italy or any of the other states. In this respect they are equal. That is why I fail to see any rea-
son for this benevolent attitude to Italy and this negative attitude to all the other states, Germany’s 
former accomplices.

Things were first made easier for Italy by the restoration of diplomatic relations with her. A second 
step is now being proposed, namely, Italy’s inclusion in the United Nations Organisation. Good, let 
us take this second step in respect of Italy, but then I propose that in respect of the other mentioned 
countries we should also take the first step that was made in respect of Italy some months ago, name-
ly, that we should restore diplomatic relations with them. This would be just and the gradation would 
be observed: Italy in the first place, and the rest in the second.

Otherwise, it turns out that in respect of Italy a first step had been made and a second step is be-
ing proposed, all because the Italian Government surrendered first, although Italy inflicted more dam-
age on the Allies than all the other states, accomplices of Germany. That is the proposal of the Soviet 
delegation.

Churchill: In the main lines we are in agreement with the United States’ standpoint on this ques-
tion.

Truman: I should like to say that the difference in our views of the Government of Italy, on the 
one hand, and the Governments of Rumania, Bulgaria and Hungary, on the other, is due to the fact 
that our representatives have not had an opportunity to obtain the necessary information in re-
spect of the latter countries. There was no such situation in Italy, where all our Governments – the 
United States Great Britain and the Soviet Union – were given an opportunity of freely obtaining in-
formation.

We cannot say this about Rumania, Bulgaria and Hungary, where we have not had an opportunity 
to obtain free information. In addition, the nature of the present Governments of these countries does 
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not allow us to establish diplomatic relations with them at once. But in the document submitted we 
have tried to meet the Soviet delegation’s desire and not to place the other satellites in a worse posi-
tion than that of Italy.

Stalin: But you have diplomatic relations with Italy and not with the other countries.
Truman: But the other satellites too can obtain our recognition if their Governments satisfy our 

requirements.
Stalin: Which requirements?
Truman: Concerning freedom of movement and freedom of information.
Stalin: None of these Governments hinders or can hinder free movement and free information for 

members of the Allied press. There must be some misunderstanding. With the ending of the war the 
situation there has improved. Restrictions were also introduced for Soviet representatives in Italy.

Truman: We want these Governments reorganised, and we shall give them our recognition when 
they become more responsible and democratic.

Stalin: I assure you that the Government of Bulgaria is more democratic than the Government 
of Italy.

Truman: To meet the Soviet desires we proposed the same formulation in respect of Rumania, 
Bulgaria and Hungary as in respect of Italy.

Stalin: But this proposal does not include the resumption of diplomatic relations.
Truman: I have said many times already that we cannot resume diplomatic relations with these 

Governments until they are reorganised as we consider necessary.
Byrnes: The only thing we have proposed for easing Italy’s position is support for her application 

for membership of the United Nations Organisation. I should like to draw your attention to the point 
of our proposal which speaks in the same words about the other satellites. Thus, the easing of Italy’s 
position will be accompanied by an easing of the position of the other satellites. We have tried here 
to meet the desires of the Soviet delegation.

Stalin: I propose that the word “responsible”, as used in respect of the Italian Government, be de-
leted wherever it is used. This word tends to belittle the Italian Government’s position.

Truman: We are unable to support Governments’ application for membership of the United Nations 
Organisation if they are not responsible and democratic.

Stalin: In Argentina the Government is less democratic than in Italy, but Argentina is nevertheless 
a member of the United Nations Organisation. If it is a government, it is a democratic government, but 
if you add “responsible”, it turns out that this is some other kind of government. And besides, there 
should be an addition concerning the resumption of diplomatic relations.

I propose adding to the clause dealing with Rumania, Bulgaria, Hungary and Finland a sentence 
to the effect that in the near future each of our three Governments will examine the question of re-
suming diplomatic relations with these countries. That does not mean that they will do this simul-
taneously and will resume diplomatic relations at one and the same time, but that each of the three 
Governments will examine the question of resuming diplomatic relations sooner or later. Let me give 
an example. At present, there are diplomatic representatives in Italy from the United States and the 
Soviet Union, but no diplomatic representatives either from Great Britain or from France; there are no 
ambassadors there from these Governments.

Churchill: We consider that our representative in Italy is fully accredited. In virtue of the fact that 
we are still formally in a state of war with Italy, the status of that representative cannot be fully equat-
ed with that of an ambassador; under the British Constitution we cannot, in these conditions, have 
normal diplomatic relations. But we do call him ambassador.

Stalin: But not of the kind as those of the Soviet Union and the United States.
Churchill: Not quite. About 90 per cent.
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Stalin: Not quite, that’s true.
Churchill: But the reason is a formal and technical one.
Stalin: That’s the kind of ambassador that should be sent to Rumania – such a not-quite ambassa-

dor. [General laughter.]
Churchill: We have not done that yet.
Truman: We want to do everything we can to achieve a situation in which we could resume diplomat-

ic relations with these Governments. I have already explained the difficulties in solving this problem.
Stalin: The difficulties were there before, but they are no longer there. We find it very hard to ad-

here to this resolution in its present form. We do not want to adhere to it.
Churchill: We do not want to use words which could cast a shadow on any of us. I only wish to in-

tercede for Italy, and not just because she was the first to drop out of the war. A great deal of time has 
passed since she dropped out of the war, two years have passed already, if I’m not mistaken. But only 
a short time – four or five months – has passed since the other countries stopped fighting; Rumania 
stopped fighting somewhat earlier.

Stalin: First Rumania, and then Finland. But diplomatic relations were resumed with Italy some 7 
or 8 months after her surrender.

Churchill: Italy’s position is as follows. Two years ago she dropped out of the war, and has since 
been fighting on our side to the best of her abilities. Besides, it should be borne in mind that we were 
in Italy and know everything about the political conditions there. That cannot be said of Bulgaria, 
Rumania and the other countries. In addition, Italy was not a  uniform country: the northern part 
of Italy was under the yoke of the enemy and was liberated only two months ago. There we fought side 
by side with Italy, who gave us great support.

But it was always recognised that Italy could not have a fully democratic government until her 
northern part was liberated. Meanwhile we recognised the Italian Government, we worked with it. I had 
an  understanding with the Soviet Government concerning support for the Government of  General 
Badoglio. At that time I disagreed with our American friends, I wanted to support that Government 
until the north was liberated, when it would have been possible to  form a Government of  Italy on 
a broader base. But the course of events entailed other actions.

We have established friendly relations with Italy. There is no political censorship there. The Italian 
press frequently attacked me only a few months after Italy’s unconditional surrender. There is evi-
dence of a considerable growth of freedom in Italy. Now that the north has been liberated, the Italians 
are getting ready to stage democratic elections. That is why I see no reason why we should not now 
discuss the question of a peace treaty with Italy.

I must say that we know nothing concerning Rumania, not to mention Bulgaria. Our mission in 
Bucharest was placed in conditions of isolation reminiscent of internment.

Stalin: How can you say such things without verifying them?
Churchill: We know this from our own representative there. I am sure the Generalissimo would be 

surprised to learn of some of the facts which have taken place in respect of our mission in Bucharest.
Stalin: Fiction!
Churchill: Of course, you are free to call our statement fiction, but I have full confidence in our po-

litical representative and Air Force Marshal Stevenson. I have known him personally for many years. 
The conditions for the work of our mission were difficult. There were great delays with planes for our 
mission. There were complaints from our. Soviet friends about the numerical strength of our mission, 
which was not so great after all. The Control Commission, which should have consisted of three mem-
bers, nearly always met as two. The Soviet Commander-in-Chief, who is the chairman of the Control 
Commission, sometimes met the American representative, and sometimes the British, but rarely the 
two together. As for Italy, many Soviet representatives have been there.
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Stalin: Nothing of the kind, we have no rights in Italy.
Churchill: But at any rate the situation there is such that you are quite free to come to Italy. That is 

why I don’t think the situation in Italy can be compared with the situation in Rumania, Bulgaria and 
the other countries.

Truman: We must say that our missions in those countries also came up against great difficulties. 
But we should not like to speak of that here.

Byrnes: In the hope of reaching agreement, I propose that the words “responsible government” 
should be replaced by the words “recognised government”.

Stalin: That is more acceptable. But I  think we should also adopt a  decision that the three 
Governments are willing to examine the question of establishing diplomatic relations with these four 
countries. I propose that at the end of the clause proposed by Mr. Byrnes on the four countries, we 
should add the following: “The three Governments agree to examine, each separately, in the near fu-
ture, the establishment of diplomatic relations with Rumania, Bulgaria, Hungary and Finland.”

Churchill: But will that not clash with what we have just said here?
Stalin: It will not clash because if we decide to prepare the question of peace treaties with Rumania, 

Bulgaria and the other countries – and we have not even recognised these countries – it is clear that 
each Government takes up the question of recognition on its own.

Truman: I have no objections.
Stalin: In that case, we have none either.
Churchill: I think there is a contradiction. I understood the President to say here that he does not 

now want to recognise the Governments of Rumania, Bulgaria and the other satellite countries.
Truman: It says here that we undertake only to examine the question. 
Churchill: This tends to mislead public opinion.
Stalin: Why?
Churchill: Because it follows from the meaning of the statement that we shall soon recognise these 

Governments; as it is, I am aware that this does not reflect the stand either of the Government of the 
United States or the Government of the United Kingdom.

Stalin: I agree with the President and want to object to Mr. Churchill. We have already all accept-
ed that we instruct the Council of Foreign Ministers to prepare peace treaties with Rumania, Bulgaria, 
Hungary and Finland. We all believe that a peace treaty can be concluded only with a recognised gov-
ernment. Consequently, we must mention this recognition in some way, and then there will be no con-
tradiction. If we fail to say that the three Governments intend to raise the question of recognition in the 
nearest future, we shall have to delete the clause about preparing peace treaties with these countries.

Churchill: I should like to ask the President whether he believes that this autumn the represen-
tatives of  the present Governments of  Rumania, Bulgaria and the others will come to  the Council 
of Foreign Ministers and that we shall discuss the peace treaties with them there?

Truman: The only government that can send its representatives to the Council of Foreign Ministers 
will be the government which is recognised by us.

Stalin: That’s right.
Churchill: The present Governments will not be recognised and that is why it will be impossible 

to prepare the peace treaties with them.
Stalin: What makes you think so? Churchill: It follows logically.
Stalin: No, it does not.
Churchill: I may be thinking on wrong lines but it seems to me that it does.
Stalin: There Governments may be recognised or may not be recognised. No one knows whether 

they will or will not be recognised. That is just how the wording should be understood: “examine the 
question of recognition”. And there will be a peace treaty with them when they are recognised.
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Churchill: Anyone reading this clause will not understand that the U.S. Government does not wish 
to recognize the present Governments of Rumania and Bulgaria. But if other Governments we can rec-
ognise are formed, we shall proceed to draw up peace treaties with them. You must excuse me for in-
sisting on the point in this way, but I ask you to bear in mind that if the document is published, it 
will have to be explained, especially by me, in Parliament. We say that we shall conclude peace trea-
ties with Governments to which we accord recognition, but we have no intention of recognising these 
Governments. I find this almost absurd.

Truman: I propose that we refer this question back to the Foreign Ministers for a fresh exam-
ination.

Stalin: Mr. Churchill is not right; nothing is said here at all about the conclusion of peace treaties; 
it says here about preparation. Why cannot a treaty be prepared, even if the government is not rec-
ognised?

Churchill: Of course, we can prepare the peace treaty ourselves. In that case, I propose that we re-
place the preposition “with” by the preposition “for”, so that it should read not “peace treaties with 
Rumania, Bulgaria”, etc., but “peace treaties for Rumania, Bulgaria”, etc.

Stalin: I have no objection to “for”.
Churchill: Thank you.
Stalin: Don’t mention it. [General laughter.]
Churchill: It would be desirable for the Foreign Ministers to go over the document once again.
Stalin: I have no objection.
Truman: They must take into account the discussion which has taken place here today.
Stalin: Good.
Truman: The next question is the one of the Black Sea Straits and free navigation on international 

inland waterways. The American delegation has tabled its proposals on the question.
[ ... ] Stalin: There are probably more urgent questions than that of the Straits, and this question 

could be postponed.
Churchill: This question was raised by  Great Britain as flowing from the desire to  amend the 

Montreux Convention. I am willing to have it postponed if the Soviet delegation so desires.
Stalin: It would be better to postpone this question. Turkey must be consulted. 
Truman: Our proposal on international control means that the Straits will not be in anyone’s 

hands. We shall try to convince the Turks that we are taking a correct stand on this question.
Stalin: All right, let’s do that.
Truman: I want to make a suggestion to the Conference. I think it is time we thought about draw-

ing up a communiqué on the work of the Conference. I suggest, therefore, that we appoint a special 
committee to draw up such a communiqué.

Stalin: All right.
Truman: We must come to an agreement on the membership of the committee.
Stalin: All right.
Truman: We shall ask the Foreign Ministers to submit candidates for the committee.
Stalin: Good. Shall we have a sitting at 11.00 tomorrow?
Truman: Yes.
Stalin: Mr. Churchill expressed doubt on that point.
Eden: At lunch today we expressed the assumption that there may not be enough questions for 

a sitting tomorrow. But since today’s agenda is not exhausted, the undiscussed items will be trans-
ferred to tomorrow’s sitting.

Truman: As soon as we find that we have no more work we shall go home. [Laughter.] But so far we 
have work.
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Churchill: Mr. Attlee and I must be back in London for the opening of Parliament on August 8. At 
any rate, I am unable to stay here until later than August 6.

Stalin: The question of Poland’s western frontier – the last item on today’s agenda – has not yet 
been exhausted.

Churchill: Besides, there is the question raised by the Soviet side concerning the camp in Italy. 
I should like to give an explanation on this question now.

Stalin: Have we the time and the desire to discuss the question of Poland’s western frontier now?
Churchill: We are meeting the Poles and shall have a talk with Mr. Bierut tomorrow morning.
Stalin: Then let’s postpone it.
Churchill: In brief, the position in the camp is as follows. In fact, there are 10,000 persons in that 

camp. But it should he borne in mind that we have just taken 1,000,000 prisoners. A Soviet mission in 
Rome is now dealing with these 10,000 men, and this mission has free access to the camp. It is report-
ed that the persons in the camp are predominantly Ukrainians but not Soviet citizens. There are also 
some Poles in the camp, who, as far as we could ascertain, lived in Poland within her 1939 borders. Six 
hundred and sixty-five persons wish to return to the Soviet Union at once, and steps are being taken 
to send them. We are also prepared to hand over all others who wish to return.

These 10,000 men surrendered to us almost as an entire military unit, and we have retained it in 
that form, under the command of  its own officers, out of purely administrative considerations. We 
should be glad if General Golikov would address his complaints to Field Marshal Alexander or his H.Q.

Alexander: I have little to add to what the Prime Minister has said. I should like all those present 
here to know that I have always given the Russian representatives in Italy complete freedom of move-
ment and also every opportunity to see what they wished. And I think that it is expedient to act in this 
way because in cases when large numbers of Russian soldiers happen to fall into our hands, the ad-
vice of responsible Russian representatives could prove very useful to us. I think, if the Generalissimo 
agrees, I shall go on acting in the spirit I had acted until now.

Stalin: In such cases we are duty bound by treaty to give each other assistance and not to prevent 
citizens from returning home, but, on the contrary, to help them return home.

Churchill: If your representative sends a general or goes to the H.Q. himself in connection with this 
matter, everything necessary will be done.

Stalin: All right. I consider the question settled.
I spoke to Marshal Konev in Vienna today. He has not stopped issuing rations to the population 

of Vienna, irrespective of zones, and will go on doing so until the Americans and the British find a pos-
sibility of undertaking something else.

Truman and Churchill: We are very grateful.
Churchill: There was the question of  extending the Renner Administration to  the British and 

American zones.
Stalin: It would be good to extend his competence to all the zones.
Churchill: We believe that is one of the first questions we shall have to study when we enter Vienna. 

We agree in principle that it is desirable to work with a single Austrian administration.
Stalin: Of course, it is better.
Churchill: We have no intention of hampering the local authorities.
Stalin: That will be better.
Truman: Until 11.00 tomorrow.

Source: https://www.revolutionarydemocracy.org/Stalin/potsdam.htm
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Ninth Sitting. July 25, 1945

Truman: There was a suggestion yesterday to continue discussion of Poland’s western frontiers to-
day.

Stalin: All right.
Truman: I remember that Mr. Churchill had an additional proposal.
Churchill: I have nothing to add. I have had a talk with the Polish delegation, and this morning had 

the pleasure of meeting Mr. Bierut once again. Mr. Eden had a talk with the Polish delegation yester-
day. The Poles agree that there are 1.5 million Germans in the area which they have occupied in the 
west. I consider that this question is also connected with that of reparations and also with the ques-
tion of the four Powers’ zones of occupation in Germany.

Truman: I consider Mr. Churchill’s remark correct. Mr. Byrnes also met the Polish delegation and 
intends to do so again. Allow me to make a suggestion on a point of procedure. Since these talks of Mr. 
Byrnes and Mr. Eden will continue, I think it will be better to postpone our discussion on this ques-
tion until Friday.

Stalin: All right.
Truman: The next question on our agenda is that of the German Navy and merchant marine. I think 

we have already reached agreement on this question.
Churchill: Of course, concrete proposals on this question must be considered. I  think we could 

tackle these concrete proposals.
Truman: State Secretary Byrnes told me that Assistant Secretary of  State Clayton and Admiral 

Land have dealt with this question, they have been working on concrete proposals. I  am prepared 
to examine the question at any time, but would prefer to hear Mr. Byrnes first and study the docu-
ments on this question which I have just received.

[It was decided to postpone discussion of this question.]
Churchill: There is another question which, while not on the agenda, should be discussed, name-

ly, that of transfers of population. There are a great number of Germans who have to be resettled from 
Czechoslovakia to Germany.

Stalin: The Czechoslovak authorities have evacuated those Germans, and they are now in Dresden, 
Leipzig and Chemnitz.

Churchill: We think there are 2.5 million Sudeten Germans who must be resettled. In addition, the 
Czechoslovaks are in a hurry to get rid of 150,000 German citizens, who had earlier been resettled in 
Czechoslovakia from the Reich. According to our information, only 2,000 of these 150,000 Germans 
have left Czechoslovakia. This is a great job, moving 2.5 million men. But where are they to be moved 
to? To the Russian Zone?

Stalin: Most of them are going to the Russian Zone.
Churchill: We don’t want them in our zone.
Stalin: But that is not what we suggest. [Laughter.]
Churchill: They will bring their mouths with them. I think the real resettlement has not yet started.
Stalin: From Czechoslovakia?
Churchill: Yes, from Czechoslovakia. So far the displacement has been on a small scale.
Stalin: I have information that the Czechs warn the Germans and then evict them. As for the Poles, 

they have detained 1.5 million Germans to use them on the harvesting. As soon as the harvesting is 
over in Poland, the Poles will evacuate the Germans from Poland.

Churchill: I don’t think this should be done in view of the problems of food supplies, reparations, 
etc., that is, questions which are still to be settled. We now find ourselves in a situation in which the 
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Poles have the food and the fuel and we have the population. The supply of this population falls as 
a heavy burden on us.

Stalin: You must see the Poles’ side of it. For five and a half years the Germans made them suffer 
all sorts of wrongs.

Truman: Yesterday, I  listened very attentively to President Bierut’s statement on this question. 
I sympathise with the Poles and the Russians and understand the difficulties facing them. I have al-
ready set forth my position with sufficient clarity.

I should like to explain to my colleagues what my powers are in respect of the questions relating 
to a peaceful settlement. When we discuss here questions which should go into the peace treaty, I am 
sure everyone will understand that under our constitution the treaty can be concluded only with the 
consent of the U.S. Senate. There is no doubt that when I support some proposal put forward at the 
Conference, this means that I shall do everything I can to ensure that the decision is sanctioned by the 
Senate. But there is of course no guarantee that it will be adopted for sure.

I must tell you that political feelings in America are such that I am unable to support here any 
proposals unless I obtain support from our public opinion. I am not making this statement in order 
to change the basis on which the discussion of questions with my colleagues is taking place but mere-
ly to explain my possibilities in respect of constitutional power. I want to say that in concluding any 
peace treaties I have to take into account the fact that they must be approved by the U.S. Senate.

Stalin: Does the President’s statement refer only to peace treaties or to all questions discussed 
here?

Truman: This refers only to agreements and treaties which the Constitution says must be sent for 
approval by the U.S. Senate.

Stalin: That means all the other questions can be settled?
Truman: We can settle any question here unless it must have the ratification of the Senate.
Stalin: That means that only the question of peace treaties requires ratification by the Senate?
Truman: That’s right. I have wide powers but I don’t want to abuse them.
Churchill: I propose that we return to the question of the Polish movement westward.
Stalin: We did not prepare for this question, it has been raised by chance. Of course, I agree to have 

an exchange of opinion, but it is extremely hard to settle it now.
Churchill: I don’t want to discuss the question today. I  should only like to say that the success 

of the whole Conference depends on this question. If the Conference ends its work, say, within 10 days, 
without adopting any decision on Poland, and if the question of an equitable distribution of food over 
the whole of German territory is not settled, all this will undoubtedly mean failure for the Conference. 
We shall then have to return to Mr. Byrnes’s proposal that everyone will have to make do with what he 
has in his zone. I hope that we shall reach agreement on this group of questions which lie at the root 
of all our work. We must admit that we have not achieved any progress until now.

Truman: I agree with the Prime Minister’s opinion that we have not had any progress on these 
questions.

Stalin: I think that the supply of the whole of Germany with coal and metal is of much greater im-
portance. The Ruhr gives 90 per cent of the metal and 80 per cent of the hard coal.

Churchill: If coal is supplied from the Ruhr to the Russian Zone, it will have to be paid for with food 
deliveries from that zone.

Stalin: If the Ruhr remains a part of Germany it must supply the whole of Germany.
Churchill: Why then can’t we take food from your zone?
Stalin: Because that territory goes to Poland.
Churchill: But how can workers in the Ruhr produce the coal if they have nothing to eat, and where 

can they obtain the food?
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Stalin: It has long been known that Germany has always imported foodstuffs, notably grain. If 
Germany is short of grain and food she will buy it.

Churchill: Then how will she be able to pay the reparations?
Stalin: She will be able to. Germany still has a lot of some things.
Churchill: It is true that Ruhr coal is in our zone, but I cannot take the responsibility for any set-

tlement which may result in famine in the zone this winter, while the Poles have all the food to keep 
for themselves.

Stalin: That’s not quite right. They recently asked for assistance in grain; they are short of grain, 
they asked for grain until the new crop.

Churchill: I hope the Generalissimo will recognise some of our difficulties as we recognise his. In 
Britain, this year, we shall have the most coalless winter because we are short of coal.

Stalin: Why? Britain has always exported coal.
Churchill: That’s because the miners have not yet been demobilised, there’s a labour shortage in 

the coal industry.
Stalin: There are enough POWs. We have POWs working on coal, it would be very hard without 

them. We are rehabilitating our coal basins and are using POWs for that purpose. You have 400,000 
German soldiers in Norway, they are not even disarmed, and I don’t know what they’re waiting for. 
There you have manpower.

Churchill: I didn’t know they had not been disarmed. At any rate, our intention is to disarm them. 
I am not aware of the exact situation there, but this question was settled by the Supreme Command 
of the Allied Expeditionary Force. In any case, I shall inquire.

I want to repeat and draw your attention to the fact that we are short of coal because we are ex-
porting it to France, Belgium and Holland. And while we are short of coal for this winter, we fail to un-
derstand why the Poles have the possibility to sell coal from a territory which does not yet belong 
to them.

Stalin: They have sold coal from the Dabrowa area. It is their area.
I am not in the habit of complaining but must say that our position is even worse. We have lost sev-

eral million killed, we are short of men. If I began to complain, I am afraid you’d shed tears, because 
the situation in Russia is so grave. But I do not want to worry you.

Churchill: We are in control of the Ruhr, and we are prepared to exchange Ruhr coal for food.
Stalin: This question needs thinking about.
Churchill: I did not at all expect us to reach any decision today, but I should like the members of the 

Conference to think during this short break about the great problem they will have to solve.
Truman: If we have nothing else to discuss today, I suggest that we refer the question to the Foreign 

Ministers.
Churchill: We shall meet again at 5.00 on Friday.
Eden: We have received a  notification from Dr. Beneš asking us to  discuss here the question 

of transferring Germans from Czechoslovakia. Can the Foreign Ministers deal with this question?
Stalin: I think the transfer has been made.
Churchill: We don’t think that a great number of Germans have already departed from there, and 

we are still faced with the problem of how to solve this question.
Stalin: Please continue.
Churchill: Let the Foreign Ministers deal with this question and establish the facts.
Stalin: All right.
Truman: I agree.
Before the break, I want to draw your attention once again to the proposal I made concerning in-

ternational inland waterways. I think the Foreign Ministers could also discuss this proposal of mine.
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[Stalin and Churchill express agreement. The Soviet delegation then hands to the U.S. President 
and the Prime Minister of Britain a memorandum concerning the hindrances being raised to the re-
turn home of  Soviet citizens from Austria and Germany, and also a  memorandum concerning the 
German troops not yet disarmed in Norway, mention of which was already made at the sitting of the 
Heads of Government.]

Churchill: But I can assure you that it is our intention to disarm those troops.
Stalin: I have no doubt. [Laughter.]
Churchill: We are not keeping them up our sleeve so as later to release them all of a sudden. I shall 

demand a report on this question at once.
Truman closes the sitting and announces that the next sitting is to  take place at 5.00 p.m. on 

Friday, July 27.

Source: https://www.revolutionarydemocracy.org/Stalin/potsdam.htm
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Tenth Sitting. July 28, 1945

Truman opens the sitting.
[Reporting on the sitting of the Foreign Ministers of the U.S.S.R., the U.S.A. and Great Britain on 

July 25, 1945, the Soviet delegation said the following:
1. The American delegation proposed a discussion at the Ministers’ sitting on the question of wa-

terways. It expressed the wish that this question should be discussed in commission beforehand. The 
British and Soviet delegations agreed to this proposal, and as a result the following commission was 
set up:

From the U.S.A.: Russel and Riddleberger; from Great Britain: Ward; from the U.S.S.R.: 
Gerashchenko and Lavrishchev.

2. The American delegation then touched upon the question of resettling the German population 
from Czechoslovakia.

The British delegation declared that it was not only a  matter of  resettling the Germans from 
Czechoslovakia, but also from Western Poland and Hungary. It expressed the opinion that the ques-
tion of resettling this population would be under the control of the Allied Control Council acting in 
collaboration with the Governments of Poland, Czechoslovakia and Hungary.

The Soviet delegation proposed that the question should be referred for preliminary examination 
to a commission so that a meeting of the three Ministers could then examine its draft.

The delegations of the U.S.A. and Britain agreed to this proposal. The following commission was 
set up:

From the U.S.A.: Cannon; from Great Britain: Harrison; from the U.S.S.R.: Sobolev and Semyonov.
3. The British delegation tabled a proposal to appoint a commission to draw up a draft communi-

qué on the work of the Conference and a commission to draft a general protocol of the Conference de-
cisions.

The delegations of the U.S.S.R. and the U.S.A. agreed to the proposal. It was decided to set up the 
following commissions:

a) To draft a communiqué on the work of the Conference:
From the U.S.A.: Walter Brown and Wilder Foot; from the U.S.S.R.: Sobolev and Golunsky.
b) To draft a general protocol on the Conference decisions:
From the U.S.A.: Dunn, Mathews and Cohen; from the U.S.S.R.: Gromyko, Kozyrev and Gribanov; 

from Great Britain (for both commissions): Bridges, Brooke, Hayter and Dean.
Reporting further on the sitting of the Foreign Ministers on July 27, 1945, the Soviet delegation 

said that the following items were on the agenda of the sitting of the three Ministers:
I. Outstanding questions.
It was stated that the following questions remain outstanding:
1. The economic principles in respect of Germany.
2. Reparations from Germany.
3. Reparations from Italy and Austria.
4. Oil supplies to Europe.
5. Admission of Italy and other former satellite countries into the United Nations Organisation.
6. Fulfilment of the Yalta Declaration on Liberated Europe.
7. Easing of the armistice terms for Italy and other countries.
8. Poland’s western frontier.
9. Co-operation in settling urgent European economic problems.
10. War criminals.
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11. Resettlement of Germans from Poland, Czechoslovakia and Hungary.
12. Supplementing the political principles on the treatment of  Germany with two points from 

Point 13 of the draft economic principles.
13. The German Navy.
14. International inland waterways.
II. Admission of Italy and other countries, which have concluded an armistice and have become 

co-belligerents on the side of the Allies into the United Nations Organisation.
The U.S. delegation declared that if the Soviet and the British delegations were unable to reach 

agreement on the wording of a document on this question, it was prepared, with the consent of the 
U.S. President, to withdraw the question from the Conference agenda altogether. The American del-
egation added that, in its opinion, it was necessary to examine first of all the vital questions, namely, 
the questions of reparations, the German Navy and Poland’s western frontier.

The British delegation proposed that the formulation of  the last sentence of  the third para-
graph, tabled by the Soviet delegation, should be replaced by the following sentence: “The conclu-
sion of peace treaties with the responsible democratic Governments in the states will permit the three 
Governments to resume normal diplomatic relations with them and to support proposals on their side 
to become members of the United Nations Organisation.”

The Soviet delegation declared the amendment unacceptable.
Insofar as no agreement on this question had been reached at the meeting of the three Ministers, 

it was decided to submit it for settlement by the Heads of the three Governments.
III. Reparations from Germany.
The Soviet delegation declared that it considered the work of the Reparations Commission unsatis-

factory and proposed that the question of reparations from Germany should be examined directly at the 
meeting of the three Ministers. There were no objections to this proposal. The Soviet delegation then 
read out Clause 4 of the Crimea Protocol on Reparations and, referring to a statement by the American 
representative in the Reparations Commission to the effect that he withdrew the U.S. Government’s en-
dorsement of the decision set forth in the said clause, asked the American delegation whether the U.S. 
Government continued to adhere to the Crimea decisions on this question or had altered its position.

The American delegation replied that this was a  misunderstanding. In the Crimea the U.S. 
Government agreed to accept the figure of $20,000 million as a basis for discussion, but since then the 
Soviet and the Allied armies had wrought great destruction in Germany, some areas had been sepa-
rated from Germany and it was now impossible for practical purposes to start from the over-all figure 
which the American delegation had accepted at Yalta as a possible basis for discussion.

The British delegation declared that it abstained from making any proposals.
On the proposal of the American delegation it was recognised advisable to postpone this question 

until the next conference of the three Ministers, after which they would report to the Heads of the 
three Governments.

IV. Reparations from Austria and Italy.
The Soviet delegation proposed that its proposals on reparations from Austria and reparations 

from Italy should be taken as a basis for further discussion on this question.
The American delegation declared that it did not consider it possible to  levy reparations from 

Austria and Italy in the form of deliveries from current production. In the opinion of the American 
delegation, it was possible only to make lump withdrawals of war industry equipment which could not 
be used for peacetime purposes. The British delegation declared that it supported the opinion of the 
U.S. delegation.

In view of failure to reach agreement it was decided to report the differences that had been re-
vealed to the Heads of the three Governments.
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V. Economic principles in respect of Germany.
On the proposal of the U.S. delegation, the discussion of this question was postponed.
VI. Oil supplies to Europe.
The discussion of the question was postponed in view of the fact that the commission had not 

completed its work.
VII. Economic co-operation in Europe.
It was decided to approve the report of the commission on this question and to report this to the 

Heads of the three Governments.]
Truman: Which question are we going to discuss now: that of Poland’s western frontier or some 

other?
Stalin: We could discuss this one, or the question of Italy and the other countries. How much time 

do you have today? Could we work for an hour?
Truman: That suits me. Let’s work until 12.00.
Stalin: I want to inform you that we, the Russian delegation, have received a new proposal from 

Japan. Although we are not duly informed when a document on Japan is compiled, we believe never-
theless that we should inform each other of new proposals. [Japan’s note on mediation is read out in 
English.] The document does not contain anything new. There is only one proposal: Japan is offering 
to co-operate with us. We intend to reply to them in the same spirit as the last time.

Truman: We do not object. Attlee: We agree.
Stalin: I have nothing more to add.
Truman: There are two questions to which the Soviet delegation wants to draw our attention in 

the first place. The first question is about Italy and the other satellite countries, and the second, about 
reparations from Austria and Italy.

Stalin: In addition it would be desirable to raise the question of the German Navy and the question 
of Poland’s western frontier.

Truman: I think that we can discuss any question here and I am prepared to hear any proposal and 
then state my opinion on these questions.

Attlee: I want to  say that I agree to discuss all these questions. At the same time I  should like 
to express regret that the events which have taken place in Britain have hampered the work of the 
Conference, but we are prepared to stay here as long as need be and deal with any questions.

Stalin: The question of  admitting Italy and the other countries into the United Nations 
Organisation was discussed at the previous sitting of the Big Three. However, as was stated here, the 
Foreign Ministers had a different impression of the results of this discussion. The Soviet delegation 
was under the impression that the question had in the main been agreed between the Heads of the 
three Governments after the amendment made by the Prime Minister in respect of Bulgaria, Rumania, 
Hungary and Finland. Wherever there was reference to the peace treaties, it was decided to replace the 
words “with Bulgaria, Rumania”, etc., by the words for Bulgaria, Rumania, etc. The question was then 
referred for final drafting by the three Foreign Ministers. But at the Ministers meeting the British del-
egation tabled another amendment to the draft, which was not adopted.

At the Conference of the Heads of Government the question was of how the Governments of the 
said countries were to be called: responsible or recognised. The Russian delegation believes that if we 
say “responsible” this will be an affront to the Governments because they might think that they are 
now regarded as being irresponsible. If we say recognised, as we agreed here at the Conference of the 
three Heads of Government, there will be no offence. Each of our Governments is free to recognise the 
Governments of these states when it deems them to be democratic. There will be no offence for the 
Governments and the meaning, the content, will remain the same. We here adopted a decision and 
then the Ministers got together and reversed it. That is wrong. This was agreed in principle.
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Truman: I ask Mr. Byrnes to speak on this point.
Byrnes: At the .meeting of the three Foreign Ministers the Soviet delegation declared that, as far as 

it remembered, the U.S. delegation had accepted its proposal. On behalf of the American delegation 
I said that the President accepted the proposal of the Soviet delegation in principle and added that 
these proposals should be referred for drafting by the Foreign Ministers: the President had in mind the 
replacement of only one word, namely, the word “to discuss” by the word “to examine” (which makes 
a difference in English). That means that there were no differences between the American and the 
Soviet delegation on this matter.

But I told the Foreign Ministers at the time that, as far as I recalled, Mr. Churchill had objected to the 
Soviet delegation’s proposal concerning the study of the question of recognising the Governments 
of  the satellite countries. At the conclusion of  the Conference of  the three Heads of  Government, 
Mr. Churchill informed me that he was not in agreement with this proposal. I also told the Foreign 
Ministers that the American delegation had initially made its proposal on Italy to grant her some re-
lief. The proposal merely said that the three Powers would issue a declaration to the effect that they 
would support Italy’s entry into the United Nations Organisation.

The British delegation proposed that we include certain neutral countries among those whose en-
try into the United Nations Organisation we would support. We agreed with that. The Soviet delega-
tion proposed the inclusion in the document of a clause on the Franco regime and, to meet the Soviet 
delegation half-way, we added a clause concerning the negative attitude taken by the three Powers 
to Spain’s becoming a member of the United Nations under the Franco regime.

The Soviet delegation then proposed the inclusion of  a  clause concerning the Governments 
of Bulgaria, Rumania, Hungary and Finland. We agreed to that clause with certain amendments. After 
that there was a proposal to change the wording of the clause on these countries. We agreed to that as 
well.

Unfortunately, one gets the impression that when we agree with our Soviet friends, the British del-
egation withholds its agreement, and when we agree with our British friends, we do not obtain the 
agreement of the Soviet delegation. [Laughter.] Once again, if the Soviet and British delegations could 
reach agreement concerning the Soviet proposal we would be prepared to accept the document, but if 
they are unable to reach agreement, we are prepared to withdraw our modest proposal on Italy.

Attlee: Mr. President, I ask permission for Mr. Cadogan to set forth our position on this question.
Cadogan: The document we are examining relates to the question of admitting Italy and the other 

satellite countries, and also, possibly, certain neutral countries, into the United Nations Organisation. 
As far as I am aware, the text of the document could be approved with the exception of two points. 
Generalissimo Stalin has already spoken about one of these points, namely, the replacement of the 
words “responsible Governments” by the words “recognised Governments”. It seems to me that two 
days ago, when we discussed this question, we agreed to this substitution.

The other question, which is much more complex, relates to Clause 3, which says that the three 
Governments agree to examine, in the near future, the question of resuming diplomatic relations with 
Finland, Bulgaria, Rumania and Hungary. Mr. Churchill explained that although he was willing to ex-
amine the question of resuming diplomatic relations with these countries, the inclusion of this clause 
in the declaration could be misleading, because under the constitution the British cannot establish 
full diplomatic relations with countries with whom they are technically still in a state of war. A com-
promise proposal was made to the effect that after the signing of the peace treaties we could resume 
full diplomatic relations with these countries. But it appears that this proposal of ours met with ob-
jections on the part of the Soviet delegation.

Stalin: I understood Mr. Cadogan to say that he agrees to say “recognised Governments” instead 
of “responsible Governments.”
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Cadogan: Yes.
Byrnes: We find this acceptable: “recognised” instead of “responsible”
Stalin: There is no distinction here between the situation of the Allies and Italy, on the one 

hand, and the Allies and other countries, on the other. There is no freely elected Government in 
Italy, or in Rumania, or in Hungary, or in Bulgaria. There is such a Government only in Finland. 
In all these countries, as in Italy, the Governments have been formed by agreement between the 
main parties.

If Italy has been recognised by the U.S.A. and the Soviet Union, and to the extent of 90 per cent 
by the British Government, why is it not possible to raise the question of examining the problem of es-
tablishing diplomatic relations, say, with Rumania, Bulgaria and Hungary? From the standpoint of de-
mocracy, the situation there is the same as in Italy. But Italy has been recognised by the three Powers. 
It does not say here: to establish full diplomatic relations. I must say I fail to understand the mean-
ing of the amendment of which Mr. Cadogan has spoken. Why make such a distinction between Italy, 
which does not have a freely elected Government, and the other countries, which, with the exception 
of Finland, have no freely elected Governments either?

Bevin: Does not the difference lie in the fact that in respect of Italy we know what the situation 
there is, .and we know nothing about the situation in the other countries?

Stalin: You are not being asked to commit yourself to a recognition of these Governments. While 
you discuss the question of recognition you will have the opportunity of studying the situation, in 
these countries.

Bevin: But why should we undertake this obligation before we know what the situation is in these 
countries?

Stalin: We also knew little about Italy when we established diplomatic relations with her, pos-
sibly even less than you now know about these countries. The question is to open for these coun-
tries, beginning with Italy and ending with Bulgaria, some ways of easing their position. For Italy 
there is the prospect of entry into the United Nations Organisation. This is the second step in eas-
ing her position, the first having been the fact that diplomatic relations were resumed with her six 
or eight months after her surrender. The second step towards relief of Italy’s position consists in 
the fact that two years after her surrender we give her an opportunity of joining the United Nations 
Organisation.

The task now is to make the first step in respect of the other countries: to ensure the discussion 
of the question of their recognition by the three Powers. It is proposed to do this ten months after 
their surrender. If we agreed to ease Italy’s position, we must do something in this respect for the oth-
er countries as well. That is the point.

Attlee: I think it was explained here that we find it impossible to resume full diplomatic relations 
with these countries until the signing of the peace treaties. The difficulty lies in the fact that the adop-
tion of the Soviet proposal creates the impression that we intend to do something in respect of these 
countries which it is impossible for us to do. The amendment proposed by the British delegation, con-
sisting in the statement that full diplomatic relations with these countries will be resumed after the 
conclusion of the peace treaties with them, states what is possible.

Stalin: Why not put it this way: the three states will examine, each separately, the question of es-
tablishing full or partial diplomatic relations. Diplomatic relations will have to  be resumed with 
Finland in any case, it is not nice to  drag out the solution of  this question, since a  freely elected 
Government has been formed there. The question concerns the other countries.

Attlee: It seems to me that this proposal does not correspond with reality.
Stalin: Good, in that case, let us adopt the American formula: instead of “to discuss” say “to ex-

amine”.
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Attlee: It seems to me that a change of words does not alter the substance of the matter. One ques-
tion put in Parliament will give the whole thing away.

Stalin: But we are not concealing anything. What is there to give away? It is one thing to discuss, 
and another, to examine. You will have to examine the question in any case. It would be strange if we 
failed to examine the question of recognising these Governments. What is so terrible or new in this? 
I think the British could accept the American wording. You do not stand to lose anything, but only 
to gain from the public opinion in these countries.

Bevin: When we return we shall be asked in Parliament about the meaning of what we have done. 
I want to give the people an absolutely honest answer. If I recognise a Government, I really recognise that 
Government. And I have no wish to cover up with words things which could be misconstrued. I would 
prefer to adopt the very latest American proposal and postpone the settlement of the question.

Stalin: Let’s put it off.
Truman: Which question shall we discuss now, that of Poland’s western frontier or reparations 

from Italy and Austria?
[It was decided to discuss the question of reparations.]
Truman: In that case, I want to make a statement on reparations from Italy. As I said on the first day 

of the discussion on the question of Italy, rather, the question of easing the terms of the armistice with 
Italy, we and the British Government have had to give Italy about $500 million to restore her econom-
ic situation. We expect to give Italy another $500 million for the same purpose. The U.S. Government 
is prepared to make this money available for a specified purpose, of which I have already spoken, but 
not to enable Italy to pay reparations to Allied and other countries. If Italy has armaments plants with 
heavy equipment which the Soviet Union needs, we agree to have the Soviet Union take that equip-
ment. But the money we intend to give Italy must be covered mainly by exports from Italy.

Stalin: It could be accepted that no reparations are to be taken from Austria since Austria was not 
an independent state. But our Soviet people find it very hard to understand the absence of any repara-
tions from Italy, which was an independent state and whose troops reached the Volga and took part in 
devastating our country. Austria did not have any armed forces of her own, reparations from her may 
be waived. Italy had her own armed forces and she must pay reparations.

Truman: If there are objects for reparations in Italy, I absolutely agree to hand them over to the 
Soviet Union. But we are not prepared and do not agree to give money to Italy for her to use to pay rep-
arations to Allied and other countries.

Stalin: I see the President’s point, but I want the President to see mine as well. What gives the 
Soviet people the moral right to speak of reparations? It is the fact that a sizeable part of the Soviet 
Union’s territory was occupied by the enemy forces. For three and a half years the Soviet people were 
under the heel of the invader. But for the occupation, perhaps the Russians would not have the moral 
right to speak of reparations. I say perhaps.

Truman: I fully sympathise with you.
Stalin: The President says that Italy may have equipment which the Russians need and that this 

equipment might go to meet the reparations: Good, I do not want to ask a great deal, but I should like 
to set a rough figure for these reparations. Italy is a big country. What amount could be got from Italy, 
what would be the value of these reparations? If the President is not prepared to answer this question, 
I am willing to wait, but some figure for reparations must be established.

Truman: I cannot answer that question just now.
Bevin: In establishing the amount of reparations I propose that what America and Great Britain 

are now giving Italy should not be taken into account; what should be taken into account is what Italy 
has at the present time.

Stalin: Of course, I have no intention of ignoring the interests of America or Britain.
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Attlee: I want to say that I fully agree with what the President has said. At the same time, I have 
complete sympathy with the Russian people for what they have suffered. But we have also suffered 
a great deal from the attack by Italy. We also have devastated lands, and the feelings of the British 
people can be easily imagined if Italy had to pay reparations from the money actually made available 
to her by America and Great Britain. Of course, if Italy has any equipment which could be withdrawn, 
that is another matter, but our people will never agree to have reparations paid from the money giv-
en by us and America.

Stalin: We agree to take the equipment. Attlee: Military equipment.
Stalin: Military equipment.
Attlee: These are to be lump withdrawals of military equipment and not reparations withdrawals 

from current production?
Stalin: These are to be lump withdrawals.
Bevin: I want to ask: is it a question of military equipment for the manufacture of military items?
Stalin: No, why? It is a question of equipment at war plants which will be used to make peace-time 

goods; we are withdrawing the same kind of equipment from Germany.
Attlee: What I had in mind was equipment that cannot be used for civilian production.
Stalin: Every kind of equipment can be used for civilian production. We are now switching our war 

plants to civilian production. There is no military equipment that cannot be used to make civilian 
goods. For example, our tank plants have started to make cars.

Bevin: It will be very hard to determine what you will take.
Stalin: Of course, we cannot now specify the equipment. We only want a decision adopted here in 

principle, and then we shall formulate our demands.
Truman: As I understand it you want it agreed in principle here that Italy must pay reparations?
Stalin: Yes, that is correct. It is necessary to determine the amount of reparations, and I am will-

ing to receive a small amount.
Truman: I don’t think there are great differences of principle between us on this question. The only 

thing I want is that this should not affect the advances we have given to Italy.
Stalin: I do not have these advances in mind.
Bevin: The following question arises: what is to be taken in the first place? The primary claims in 

respect of Italy are those of Great Britain and the United States, which have granted her a loan; repa-
rations are secondary.

Stalin: We cannot encourage Italy and other aggressors in letting them emerge from the war scot 
free, without paying for at least a part of what they have destroyed. To waive this is to pay them a bo-
nus for the war.

Truman: I absolutely agree with you.
Bevin: I can’t hear, it’s that plane. [Stalin’s statement is repeated to Bevin.]
Truman: I agree with the Generalissimo’s statement that the aggressor must not receive a bonus, 

but must suffer punishment.
Stalin: The British were especially hard hit by Italy.
Attlee: We are not forgetting it.
Truman: Shall we fix the time for our sitting tomorrow? Let’s say five, as usual.
Stalin: All right.
Truman: Perhaps we could start our work at four? With everyone’s consent, we shall start our sit-

ting tomorrow at four o’clock.

Source: https://www.revolutionarydemocracy.org/Stalin/potsdam.htm
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Eleventh Sitting. July 31, 1945

Truman: Mr. Bevin will report on yesterday’s meeting of the Foreign Ministers.
Bevin: I propose that no special report be made, because almost all the items on yesterday’s agen-

da of the Foreign Ministers have been included on today’s agenda of the Big Three sitting.
[Bevin’s proposal is adopted.]
Truman: The first item on our agenda is the U.S. proposals on German reparations, on Poland’s 

western frontier, and on admission to the United Nations Organisation. Mr. Byrnes will now report on 
these proposals.

Byrnes: Our proposals on reparations were tabled as part of the general proposals relating to three 
outstanding questions. These questions are: the question of  reparations, the question of  Poland’s 
western frontier, and the question of admission to the United Nations Organisation. These three ques-
tions are interconnected. The U.S. delegation said at the meeting of  the Foreign Ministers that it 
is prepared to make concessions on Poland’s western border and admission to  the United Nations 
Organisation, provided agreement is reached on all three questions.

Stalin: They are not connected with each other. They are different questions.
Byrnes: That is true, the questions are different, but they have been before us for a fortnight and 

we have failed to reach any agreement on them. The U.S. delegation has tabled its proposals on all 
three questions in the hope of reaching agreement. But we declare here once again that we shall not 
make any concession in respect of the Polish border, unless agreement is reached on the other two 
questions.

Our proposals on reparations, which were discussed at yesterday’s meeting of the Ministers, pro-
vided that 25 per cent of the capital equipment of the Ruhr area which is not required for the main-
tenance of a peace-time economy would be handed over to the Soviet Union in return for food, coal, 
zinc, potassium, oil products, timber, etc., from the Soviet zone. In addition, we proposed that 15 
per cent of such capital equipment which is considered unnecessary for the maintenance of a peace-
time economy should be handed over from the Ruhr to the Soviet Union without any payment or 
exchange.

During yesterday’s discussion, the British delegation declared that it could not agree to  have 
all this handed over from the Ruhr area only, but it could agree to the transfer of equipment to the 
Soviet Union from all the Western zones. We agreed that the only difference between the British and 
American proposals consisted in the percentage, and that if the percentage is applied to  all three 
Western zones of occupation, it should be halved as compared with that established for the Ruhr area, 
namely, 12.5 per cent instead of 25, and 7.5 per cent instead of 15.

The Soviet delegation did not agree with this proposal, but the American and British delegations 
believed that this would be simpler in administrative terms. We also believed that withdrawals from 
all three Western zones would be to the greater advantage of the Soviet Union.

Stalin: We also consider it correct that withdrawals should be made not only from the Ruhr, but 
from all Western zones.

Byrnes: This will give you a wide choice of equipment, since it could come from the American, 
British and French zones.

There was a proposal at the Foreign Ministers’ meeting that the question be solved who is to de-
cide which equipment is not required for the maintenance a peace-time economy and is available for 
reparations. The Soviet delegation believed that it should be precisely specified who is to determine 
the quantity and nature of the industrial equipment not required for a peace-time economy and avail-
able for reparations. I proposed that the relevant decision should be made by the Control Council on 
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directions from the Allied Reparations Commission and should be subject to the final approval of the 
Commander-in-Chief of the zone from which the equipment is to be withdrawn. I proposed that the 
decision should be taken by the Control Council, because all the four Powers are represented on the 
Control Council and because it is an administrative organ vested with executive functions, while the 
Reparations Commission is an organ which elaborates general policy on reparations.

I  repeat here the proposal I made yesterday, namely, that the withdrawal of capital equipment 
should be completed within two years, and that deliveries to the Soviet Union in exchange for deliv-
eries from its zone of occupation should continue for five years. I also proposed that the reparations 
claims of other countries should be met from the Western zones of occupation.

The two other questions of which I spoke, and which in our proposals are treated as one, are the 
question of Poland’s western border and the question of admission to the United Nations Organisation. 
We agree to the settlement of these questions provided agreement is reached on the main question, 
that of reparations.

Under our proposal on Poland’s western frontier, the Polish Government is given the right to es-
tablish a provisional administration on the whole territory the Poles have demanded.

As for the question of admission to the United Nations Organisation, three days ago we withdrew 
our proposals. However we now make another proposal on the question whose wording, we hope, 
should satisfy the Soviet Union.

The wording of the proposal we discussed four days ago was: “The three Governments agree to ex-
amine each separately in the near future, in the light of the conditions then prevailing, the establish-
ment of diplomatic relations with Finland, Rumania, Bulgaria and Hungary.” The British delegation 
declared that that was unacceptable to it, since the British Government could not agree to establish 
full diplomatic relations with countries with which it was in a state of war. The head of the Soviet 
Government then asked whether the British Government was prepared to accord full or partial recog-
nition to the Governments of these countries. That is why I now table a proposal with the following 
wording: “The three Governments express the desire to examine each separately in the near future, 
in the light of the conditions then prevailing, the question of establishing diplomatic relations with 
Finland, Rumania, Bulgaria and Hungary to the extent possible prior to the conclusion of peace trea-
ties with these countries.”

I hope that our Soviet and British friends are prepared to accept our proposal in this wording.
Stalin: I have no objection in principle to this wording.
Byrnes: We also proposed to add another clause, to the effect that the three Governments express 

the desire that, in view of the change of conditions as a result of the ending of the war in Europe, 
members of the Allied press should enjoy complete freedom in reporting to the world the events in 
Bulgaria, Rumania, Hungary and Finland. This is almost the same wording which we agreed upon 
when discussing Poland.

Stalin: This can be accepted, but there should be a change in the wording to say, instead of “The 
three Governments express the desire”, “The three Governments do not doubt that ... “, etc.

Byrnes: As regards the United States, this is acceptable to us. I think we should now adopt the doc-
ument as it is.

Thus, we have tabled three proposals, and I very much hope that all three will be adopted here.
Stalin: We have proposals on reparations.
(The following proposals of the Soviet delegation on reparations from Germany are then read out:
“1. Reparations shall be levied by each Government in its own zone of occupation. They shall have 

two forms: lump withdrawals from the national property of Germany (equipment, materials), which 
shall be made during two years after surrender, and annual commodity deliveries from current pro-
duction, which are to be made during 10 years after surrender.
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“2. The reparations are designed to promote the earliest economic rehabilitation of the countries 
which have suffered from the German occupation, with an eye to the need for the utmost reduction 
of Germany’s military potential.

“3. Over and above the reparations levied in its own zone, the U.S.S.R. is to receive additionally 
from the Western zones:

“a) 15 per cent of the basic industrial equipment, in complete sets and good repair – primarily in 
the field of metallurgy, chemistry and machine-building – which, as specified by the Control Council 
in Germany on a  report of  the Reparations Commission, is subject to  withdrawal in the Western 
zones by way of reparations; this equipment shall be handed over to the Soviet Union in exchange for 
an equivalent quantity of foodstuffs, coal, potassium, timber, ceramic goods and oil products in the 
course of five years;

“b) 10 per cent of the basic industrial equipment levied in the Western zones by way of reparations, 
without any payment or exchange of any kind.

“The amount of  equipment and materials subject to  withdrawal in the Western zones by  way 
of reparations is to be established not later than within three months.

“4. In addition, the U.S.S.R. is to receive by way of reparations:
“a) $500 million worth of shares in industrial and transport enterprises in the Western zones;
“b) 30 per cent of German investments abroad;
“c) 30 per cent of the German gold which the Allies have at their disposal.
“5. The U.S.S.R. undertakes to  settle Poland’s reparations claims from its share of  the repara-

tions. The United States and Great Britain are to do the same thing in respect of France, Yugoslavia, 
Czechoslovakia, Belgium, Holland and Norway.”)

Stalin: Mr. Byrnes proposed here that these three questions should be bound up into a  single 
whole. I understand his standpoint: he proposes the tactics which he considers expedient. It is the 
right of each delegation to make such proposals, but the Soviet delegation will nevertheless vote sep-
arately on each of these questions.

The Russian delegation has put forward its proposals. The question of reparations from Germany 
is the chief one causing disputes and differences. Our considerations have been set forth here. You 
may have noticed that the Russian delegation took the standpoint of the American delegation, for it 
gave up the idea of stating a definite figure and quantity, and went over to percentages.

Digressing somewhat from the main subject, I should like to speak of the withdrawals which the 
British made from the Russian zone before its occupation by Soviet troops. What I mean is the remov-
al of goods and equipment. In addition, there is a note from the Soviet military command to .the ef-
fect that the American authorities drove away 11,000 railway cars from the same territory. I do not 
know what is to be done with this property. Is this property to be returned to the Russians or compen-
sated for in some other manner? In any case, the Americans and the British are taking equipment not 
only from their zones, but have also taken some from the Russian zone, whereas we did not drive away 
a single car and did not take any equipment from the plants in your zones. The Americans had prom-
ised not to remove anything, but they did.

Now on the substance of the matter. I think we have a possibility of reaching agreement on the 
question of reparations from Germany. What are the main propositions of the American plan? The 
first is that each makes withdrawals from his own zone of occupation. We agree to this. Second: equip-
ment is to be removed not only from the Ruhr, but from all the .Western zones. We have accepted this 
second proposal. Third proposal: a part of the reparations taken from the Western zones is to be cov-
ered with a corresponding equivalent from the Russian zone over a period of 5 years. Then there is the 
fourth proposition: it is that the Control Council is to determine the volume of the withdrawals from 
the Western zones. That is also acceptable.
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What in that case are the differences? We are interested in the question of the time limit, the ques-
tion of the final calculation of the volume of reparations. Nothing is said of this in the American draft. 
We should like to establish a period of three months.

Byrnes: The question of time should be agreed.
Stalin: It is a question of the time limit for determining the volume of reparations. Some period has 

to be proposed. We propose three months. Is that enough?
Truman: I think it is.
Attlee: That is a short period. I must think a little.
Stalin: It’s worth thinking about, of course. It may be three, four or five months, but some time lim-

it should be laid down.
Attlee: I propose six months.
Stalin: Right, I agree.
Then there is the percentage of withdrawal. Here again agreement can be reached. One per cent ei-

ther way does not make much difference. I hope that in this matter of establishing the withdrawal per-
centage the British and the Americans will meet us half way. We have lost a great deal of equipment 
in this war, a terrible quantity of it. At least one-twentieth part of it should be restored. And I expect 
Mr. Attlee to support our proposal.

Attlee: No, I cannot do that.
Stalin: Think a little and support us.
Attlee: I thought of this all day yesterday. [Laughter.]
Stalin: What have we got then? I think we must try to reach a general agreement on this question.
Bevin: The Soviet document does not contain the words used yesterday, namely, “equipment not 

needed for peacetime economy.
[The Soviet delegation once again reads out the relevant section, of its proposals on the question 

of reparations.]
Bevin: I propose that you accept this phrase of mine, which expresses my idea quite precisely.
Stalin: What is the gist of it?
Bevin: The Control Council is first of all to determine the quantity of equipment which is to remain 

for the maintenance of Germany’s peace-time economy.
Stalin: That is the same thing.
Bevin: In that case, you will perhaps accept my phrase?
Stalin: But what’s the difference?
Bevin: There is a great deal of difference. I don’t want there to be any misunderstandings later. 

Your text may be interpreted in a different way, namely, as 15 per cent of all equipment.
Stalin: No, we have in mind 15 per cent of the equipment subject to withdrawal, that is, equipment 

which is not required for the maintenance of Germany’s peace-time economy.
Bevin: I would propose that this should be inserted in the document, so that everything would be 

quite clear.
Stalin: But what is not clear? The Control Council is to determine which equipment is required for 

the peace-time economy of Germany. What is left is to constitute the total volume for reparations.
Byrnes: Our wording expresses the common view of the British and American delegations.
Stalin: What do you propose?
Byrnes: The quantity of industrial equipment which is recognised as unnecessary for peace-time 

economy and is therefore available for reparations is determined by the Control Council on the direc-
tives of the Allied Reparations Commission and is subject to final approval by the Commander of the 
zone from which the equipment is removed.

Stalin: I do not object.
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Byrnes: Consequently, the only question which remains open is that of percentage. You want 15 
per cent and 10 per cent, instead of 12.5 and 7.5 per cent?

Stalin: Yes.
Byrnes: But in addition you want to receive by way of reparations $500 million worth of shares 

of industrial enterprises in the Western zones, 30 per cent of Germany’s investments abroad, and 30 
per cent of the German gold which is at the disposal of the Allies. About the gold, as far as I am aware 
of the opinion of our Staff, I can say that there is some gold which once belonged to other countries. 
It would be unfair to reject those countries’ claims.

Stalin: This applies to German gold.
Byrnes: According to our information, there is no German gold, because all this gold was plundered 

by the Germans during the war. We must return this gold to the countries to which it once belonged. 
If the Soviet delegation insists that the Soviet Union should receive in addition to these percentag-
es $500 million worth of shares of industrial enterprises, as the Soviet proposals state, 30 per cent 
of Germany’s investments abroad, and 30 per cent of the gold, this question should be discussed here.

Stalin: We should like to have this if it is possible.
Byrnes: What do you have in mind when you speak of Germany’s investments abroad?
Stalin: The investments the Germans had in other countries, including America.
Byrnes: As for the investments in America, we have blocked them, and legislation is required to lay 

claim to these funds. Congress appears to have done that already. I have no doubt that there will be 
all sorts of claims to these funds also from refugees who are in America. This question calls for a le-
gal settlement.

Besides, I am sure that if, for instance, there is a certain quantity of German investments in the 
countries of Latin America, the Governments of those countries will have claims to these resources.

Stalin: That may be.
Bevin: We agreed yesterday that France should be included in the Reparations Commission so as 

to take part in deciding on the equipment subject to withdrawal by way of reparations. I should like 
to have France included in this commission.

Stalin: I do not object.
Bevin: Concerning the percentages. I thought that at yesterday’s sitting of the Foreign Ministers 

we met you half way by agreeing to 12.5 per cent.
In addition, I should like to know: will not the reparations question hinder the ordinary exchange 

of goods over the whole of Germany, considering that we have agreed on the economic principles and 
normal exchange of goods in Germany?

Stalin: Well, we shall discuss that question when we come to the economic principles.
Bevin: The settlement of  the gold question presents great difficulties. As for Germany’s assets 

abroad, would you agree to confine yourself to the assets in neutral territories?
Stalin: I think that could be accepted.
Byrnes: We cannot agree to any addition to our main proposal. I have in mind Clause 4 of the Soviet 

proposals.
Stalin: In that case the percentage will have to be raised. On Clause 3 let us raise the percentage, con-

sidering that you have removed much equipment from our zone. [Laughter.] A vast amount of equip-
ment was destroyed in our country, and at least a small part of that equipment· should be covered.

Truman: I should like to make the following remark concerning withdrawals from your zone. We 
learned of this three days ago, when we got a list of this equipment. I wrote to General Eisenhower 
asking him to look into the matter and report. If such a withdrawal did take place, I assure you that 
it was not made on the orders of the U.S. Government. I assure you that we shall find possibilities for 
compensation.
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Stalin: I propose that we return to the discussion of the question of percentages.
Truman: If you are prepared to withdraw Clause 4 I am prepared to accept 15 per cent and 10 

per cent.
Stalin: Good, I withdraw it.
Bevin: We shall find it hard to satisfy France, Belgium and Holland from the quantity of equipment 

left. I should propose 12.5 per cent and 10 per cent. In addition, we ask the withdrawal of Clause 4.
Stalin: We have already agreed to that. The United States has shown understanding of our position, 

how is it that you do not wish to do the same?
Bevin: We are responsible for the zone from which the greatest quantity of equipment is to be 

withdrawn, and in addition there will be large claims on the part of France, Belgium and Holland.
Byrnes: The final phrase in our proposals says that the reparations claims from other countries en-

titled to reparations are to be covered from the Western zones of occupation. I request that our word-
ing concerning the claims of other countries be discussed.

Stalin: All right, I agree not to name the countries and state this in general terms.
Byrnes: I think that would be more expedient, for it has already been mentioned that Greece is not 

in the list. We also think that it is expedient to state this in general terms.
Stalin: Good.
Bevin: It has occurred to me that if you receive the percentages you demand, then, with what you 

receive from your own zone, you will have more than 50 per cent of all German reparations.
Stalin: Much less. What is more, we give an equivalent for the 15 per cent, which is actually an ex-

change of reparations and not fresh reparations. We receive only 10 per cent reparations from the 
Western zones. Those are the reparations proper; as for the 15 per cent, they are given for a definite 
equivalent. Our demands are minimal. We receive from you 10 per cent, and on the rest we exchange 
and pay an equivalent. You have the 90 per cent. If we receive 7.5 per cent instead of 10 per cent rep-
arations, that will be unfair. I agree that it should be 15 per cent and 10 per cent. That is fairer. The 
Americans agree. What about you, Mr. Bevin?

Bevin: All right, I agree.
Truman: We also agree.
Byrnes: Thus, our draft proposals with the new percentages, plus the establishment of a time lim-

it for determining the amount of reparations, are accepted.
Stalin: We seem to have exhausted all our differences on the question of reparations. Can we refer 

this draft for final editing?
[The proposal is accepted, and a commission is set up to edit the adopted decision.]
Truman: The next question is on Poland’s western frontier.
Byrnes: We handed in our proposals yesterday, and they were discussed yesterday. I do not think 

we should read them out again. If there are any remarks or amendments, I am ready to hear them, but 
I hope that our Soviet and British friends will accept our proposals.

Bevin: As for the position of the British Government, I have instructions to keep to the frontier 
along the Eastern Neisse. That is why I should like to know precisely the substance of the new pro-
posal. Does the whole of this zone pass into the hands of the Polish Government and will the Soviet 
troops all be pulled out of there, as was the case in other zones, where the troops of one side fell back 
and the other side took over the zone?

I met the Poles and asked them about their intentions concerning the fulfilment of the declaration 
mentioned in the U.S. document. I asked them about their intentions concerning the staging of free 
and unhampered elections by secret ballot. They assured me that they intend to carry out these elec-
tions as soon as possible and expect to do so in early 1946. But this will, of course, depend on some 
conditions enabling them to carry out these elections.
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They also agreed on freedom of  the press in Poland and on access of  foreign correspondents 
to Poland and the possibility of sending their dispatches without censorship. They gave me assuranc-
es concerning freedom of religion all over the country.

But there is still one other very important question, namely, that of the repatriation not only of ci-
vilians, but of  the troops which are under Allied command in various countries. I  asked the Poles 
to  make a  statement on this question so that we could be sure that these men, upon their return 
to their homeland, would be placed in the same conditions as all the other citizens.

The next question, which especially concerns the Soviet Government and the British Government, 
and which the Polish Government is now unable to settle, is the question of a military air line between 
Warsaw, .Berlin and London, to enable the British Government to maintain constant contact with its 
ambassador in Warsaw. I should like to have an agreement on this point at once. The document tabled 
by the United States says that this zone is to be under the administration of the Polish Government 
and will not constitute a part of the Soviet zone. As Mr. Byrnes put it, this zone will be under the re-
sponsibility of the Poles. However, I take it that although we have placed this zone under a Polish ad-
ministration, it remains under the military control of the Allies.

Byrnes: We have found ourselves in a situation in which Poland, with the consent of the Soviet 
Union, is actually administering the territory. In view of this, the three Powers have agreed to leave 
the administration of this territory in Poland’s hands, to obviate any further disputes concerning the 
status of this territory. There is, however, no need for Poland to have a representative on the Control 
Council.

Bevin: I do not insist. If we all understand what it is all about, I do not object. I shall be asked vari-
ous questions upon my return, and I should like to know what is to happen in this zone. Will the Poles 
take over the whole zone, and the Soviet troops pull out?

Stalin: The Soviet troops would pull out if this territory did not constitute the Red Army’s commu-
nications, along which the Red Army’s units are kept supplied. There are two roads there: one running 
to Berlin from the north, and the other, south of Krakow. These two lines are the Soviet Army’s supply 
lines. It is the same thing that you have in Belgium, France and Holland.

Bevin: Is the number of troops limited to these objectives?
Stalin: Yes, indeed. We have already pulled out from over there four-fifths of the troops that were 

there during the war against Germany. We also intend to reduce the number still there. As for the 
zone that is going to Poland, according to the proposal that has been made, Poland is actually ad-
ministering that zone already and has its own administration there; there is no Russian adminis-
tration there.

Bevin: Could you now help us with this military air line? We tried to reach agreement on this mat-
ter with the Polish Government but it cannot agree at present.

Stalin: Why can’t it?
Bevin: I take it that this question concerns the Soviet military command because we have to fly 

over a part of the Russian zone.
Stalin: But you are already flying across the Russian zone to Berlin.
Bevin: Can you agree to us flying to Warsaw?
Stalin: We shall agree to  it if an arrangement can be made for us to fly to London over France. 

[Laughter.] Besides, agreement must be reached with the Poles. Here is the way I see it: an air line 
is to  be established between Berlin and Warsaw, and British or Polish planes will fly it, according 
to a treaty between Britain and Poland. As regards an air line to Moscow along this route, Russian 
flyers will take over from the point where the border with Russia begins. As regards the satisfaction 
of the needs of the Russians for flights to Paris and London, British or French planes will apparently 
fly there. We shall then have a London-Paris-Moscow line. That is how I see it.
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Bevin: Of course, this whole question of air communications is much too big to be solved here now, 
but we shall always be prepared to discuss this question concerning an air line between London and 
Moscow. What I ask you now is to help us establish a line between London and Warsaw, which we need 
for our convenience.

Stalin: I understand. I shall do all I can.
Bevin: Thank you.
Truman: Have we finished with the Polish question?
Stalin: Is the British delegation in agreement?
Bevin: It is.
Stalin: As I see it, it is up to the Poles now. All right, we have finished with that matter.
Bevin: We must inform the French about the change to Poland’s frontier.
Stalin: Yes, of course.
Byrnes: Our next proposal concerns the entry of  Italy and the other satellites into the United 

Nations Organisation. We have already handed in our document on this question.
Bevin: The British delegation agrees.
Stalin: Our amendment has already been stated. It concerns the new Clause 4, or rather the phrase 

in it which starts with the words: “The three Governments express the desire that”, etc. We propose 
to say: “The three Governments do not doubt that”, etc.

[Truman and Attlee agree to this amendment of the wording.]
Truman: A decision on economic principles in respect of Germany was deferred until the solution 

of the reparations question. I think there will now be no difficulty in solving this question.
Byrnes: I have two proposals concerning the document on economic principles which I wish to an-

nounce. The first concerns Clause 13, which deals with general policy in respect of the monetary and 
banking system, centralised taxes and tariffs. (He reads out a drafting amendment which is accepted.) 
In addition, I propose to add to this clause another sub-clause “g” concerning transport and commu-
nications. This should also be centralised.

Stalin: This calls for some kind of centralised German administrative machinery. It is hard to con-
duct overall policy in respect of Germany without some kind of centralised German machinery.

Byrnes: That is correct. 
The second proposal concerns sub-clause “d” of Clause 14. I propose an amendment of the last 

phrase to read as follows: “Except where determined by the occupying power concerned to be required 
for necessary imports, no grant or credit to Germany or Germans by any foreign persons or govern-
ments can be permitted.”

Bevin: Perhaps it is better to leave out this phrase altogether?
Byrnes: I agree. I have another remark. As a result of our agreement on reparations, we consider 

that Clause 18 is superfluous.
[Stalin and Bevin express their agreement to drop the clause.]
Bevin: There is also the question of priority payments for imports, something we spoke about at 

yesterday’s sitting of the Foreign Ministers. The British delegation yesterday proposed the inclusion 
of the following phrase in the economic principles: “Payment for approved imports into Germany shall 
be a first charge against the proceeds of exports out of current production and out of stocks of goods.”

The Soviet delegation proposed the addition of the following phrase: “As regards the rest, priori-
ties should be given to reparations, as compared with the satisfaction of other economic needs.” The 
British and American delegations were unable to accept this Soviet proposal. The British delegation 
requests that its proposal be adopted.

Stalin: We think this question no longer arises.
Truman: That is how I understand it.
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Bevin: I think this contradicts the treatment of Germany as a single whole in respect of export, im-
port, etc. This will divide Germany into three zones, and we shall not be able to deal with Germany as 
a single entity in matters such as the levying of taxes, etc.

Stalin: This requires a centralised German administrative machinery through which the German 
population could be influenced. This question will be discussed in the section “Political Principles in 
Respect of Germany”.

Bevin: We agreed in principle to  the establishment of  such a centralised machinery, but tabled 
some amendments. Perhaps we could leave this question and go on to the political principles, and we 
shall then see what can be done on this question as well.

[Stalin and Truman express their agreement. The Soviet delegation recalls that in connection with 
the discussion of  the question of  economic principles, it tabled a  proposal on the question of  the 
Ruhr area which says that the Ruhr industrial area should be regarded as a part of Germany and that 
four Power control should be established in respect of the Ruhr area, for which purpose an appropri-
ate Control Council should be set up consisting of representatives of the United States, Great Britain, 
France and the Soviet Union.]

Bevin: As I said yesterday, I am unable to discuss this question in the absence of the French. This 
is a major question of principle, and the French are closely concerned with it.

Stalin: Perhaps we could put off the question of control over the Ruhr area, but the idea that the 
Ruhr area remains a part of Germany should be reflected in our document.

Truman: It is undoubtedly a part of Germany.
Stalin: Perhaps we could say this in one of our documents?
Bevin: Why is the question being raised?
Stalin: It is being raised because at one of  the conferences – at the Tehran Conference – there 

was a question of separating the Ruhr from the rest of Germany and making it a separate area un-
der the control of the Council. A few months after the Tehran Conference, when Mr. Churchill came 
to Moscow, this question was also discussed during an exchange of views between the Russians and 
the British, and once again the idea was expressed that it would be a good thing to set the Ruhr apart 
as a separate area. The idea of separating the Ruhr area from Germany arose from the thesis of the 
dismemberment of Germany. Since then, there has been a change of view on this question. Germany 
remains a united state. The Soviet delegation asks: do you agree to have the Ruhr area remain a part 
of Germany? That is why the question was raised here.

Truman: My opinion is that the Ruhr area is a part of Germany and remains a part of Germany.
Stalin: It would be a good thing to say this in one of our documents. Does the British delegation 

agree that the Ruhr remains a part of Germany?
Bevin: I cannot agree because I do not now have a picture of the foregoing discussion of this ques-

tion. I know that the internationalisation of the Ruhr had been suggested in order to reduce Germany’s 
war potential. This idea was discussed. I agree that pending a solution of this question the Ruhr re-
mains under the administration of the Control Council. But I should like to have an opportunity to talk 
this over with my Government and propose to refer the question to the Council of Foreign Ministers 
so as to have time to study it thoroughly.

[Stalin and Truman agree to Bevin’s proposal.]
Truman: The next question is that of political principles.
Bevin: The Soviet delegation has tabled a draft on the question of organising a centralised German 

administration, which is to help the Control Council. We propose the adoption of our draft on this 
question which is shorter. We propose that no central German Government should be set up for the 
time being.

I move the adoption of our short draft instead of the draft of the Soviet delegation.
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Stalin: It can be adopted. Truman: I have no objections.
Bevin: As for Clause 19 of  the economic principles, I  suggest that we refer this clause to  the 

Economic Commission. Let it discuss this question now, while we are here.
Stalin: Let it discuss it.
Truman: The next question is that of  resettling the German population from Poland and 

Czechoslovakia.
Byrnes: The report of the commission dealing with this question was adopted in toto, with the excep-

tion of the last phrase, which says: “The Czechoslovak Government, the Polish Provisional Government 
and the Control Council in Hungary are at the same time being informed of the above and are being re-
quested meanwhile to suspend further expulsion, pending an examination by the Governments con-
cerned” of this question. I think this last point is very necessary, then the decision will be effective.

Stalin: But I am afraid such a decision will not yield serious results. The point is not that the Germans 
are expelled from these countries. Things are not quite so simple. They are placed in a position where it 
is better for them to level these areas. The Czechs and the Poles can say that there is no formal ban on 
Germans living there, but in fact the Germans are placed in such a position that it is impossible for them 
to live there. I am afraid that if we adopt such a decision it will not yield any serious results.

Byrnes: This clause says that these Governments will be requested to temporarily suspend the evic-
tion of the German population pending the discussion of the question in the Control Council. If these 
Governments are not expelling the Germans and are not making them leave Poland or Czechoslovakia, 
then the document will not, of course, yield any results. But if they are doing so, we can request them 
to stop this for a time. According to our information they are making the Germans leave Poland and 
Czechoslovakia. The resettlement of Germans in other countries increases our burden. We want these 
Governments to collaborate with us in this case.

Stalin: The Poles and the Czechs will tell you that they have no orders to evict the Germans. If you 
insist I can agree to this proposal, but I am afraid it will yield no great result.

Truman: If you agree, we shall be thankful. This proposal may not alter the existing situation, but 
it will give us an opportunity of addressing these Governments.

Stalin: Good, I do not object.
Bevin: We should like to inform the French of this.
[Stalin and Truman agree.]
Stalin: We should like to finish discussing the question of the German Navy.
Truman: This question is not yet ready today.
Stalin: Let us agree to prepare it for tomorrow.
Truman: All right, I agree. I was going to leave tomorrow, but I could stay.
Stalin: In principle a decision on the German Navy was adopted, but it was not finally drawn 

up. This question has been decided by the three Heads of Government, and the decision should be 
drawn up.

Truman: The commission could report tomorrow morning.
Stalin: Good. Perhaps we should refer the matter to the Ministers, since the question has been de-

cided in principle.
Bevin: Perhaps an agreement will be reached.
Byrnes: According to our information, the commission hopes to reach agreement today. Their sit-

ting is fixed for tonight.
Stalin: It was decided in principle that the Soviet Union is to receive one-third of the Navy, with 

the exception of submarines, most of which are to be sunk, and one-third of the merchant fleet. I ask 
you not to postpone the question, but to settle it tomorrow.

[Truman and Attlee express agreement.]
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Truman: The delegation of the United States has tabled a document concerning a review of the 
procedure in the Allied Control Commissions in Bulgaria, Rumania and Hungary.

Byrnes: Our proposals concerning the fulfilment of  the Yalta Declaration on Liberated Europe 
were tabled and examined. We were unable to  reach agreement on some sections of  the proposal. 
But agreement was reached on two clauses relating to a review of the procedure in the Allied Control 
Commissions in the three countries. Clause I says:

“The three Governments have taken note that the Soviet Representatives on the Allied Control 
Commissions in Rumania, Bulgaria and Hungary have communicated to their United Kingdom and 
United States colleagues proposals for improving the work of the Control Commissions, now that hos-
tilities in Europe have ceased. These proposals include provisions for regular and frequent meetings 
of the three representatives, improved facilities for British and American representatives, and prior 
joint consideration of directives.”

Clause 2 reads:
“The three Governments agree that the revision of the procedures of the Allied Control Commissions 

in these countries will now be undertaken, using as a basis of discussion the above-mentioned propos-
als, and taking into account the interests and responsibilities of the three Governments which togeth-
er presented the terms of armistice to the respective countries.”

We ask you to examine these clauses and hand you a document entitled “Revised Allied Control 
Commission Procedure in Rumania, Bulgaria and Hungary”, dated July 31, 1945.

Stalin: This question was not on the agenda. Perhaps we shall not object once we have examined 
the question.

Byrnes: It could be examined tomorrow.
Stalin: Good, let us examine it tomorrow.
Truman: The next question is that of Yugoslavia. There are the British proposals.
Stalin: We have just circulated a  draft on the Greek question. As for Yugoslavia, we handed in 

a draft on Trieste and Istria yesterday.
Bevin: I think we have presented a rather reasonable proposal on Yugoslavia. The Soviet delegation 

has tabled two other proposals. I propose that we refrain from examining all three proposals.
Stalin: Good.
Truman: The last question is that of war criminals. [The Soviet delegation declared that it was 

prepared to adopt the British delegation’s draft as a basis on this question with one small amend-
ment. It proposed that in the last phrase of the draft, which said that the three Governments consid-
ered it a matter of great importance to have the trial of the chief criminals begin as soon as possi-
ble, there should be an addition after the words “chief criminals” of the words: “such as Goring, Hess, 
Ribbentrop, Rosenberg, Keitel, and others”.]

Attlee: Our difficulty in selecting the war criminals lies in the fact that we have submitted the 
draft agreement to the prosecutor and he may include a number of other persons. We believe there-
fore that it would be best to confine ourselves to our earlier proposal, without naming the chief war 
criminals.

Stalin: Our amendment does not propose that only these men alone should be put on trial, but we 
propose that men like Ribbentrop and others should be tried. It is no longer possible to avoid men-
tioning certain persons who are known as the chief war criminals. A great deal has been said of the war 
criminals, and the peoples expect us to give some names. Our silence on this question harms our pres-
tige. I assure you that is so. That is why we shall gain politically and satisfy European public opinion if 
we name some persons. I do not think the prosecutor will take offence if we name them as examples. 
The prosecutor can say that some persons have been wrongly named. But there is no reason for the 
prosecutor to take offence. We shall only gain politically if we name some of these men.
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Byrnes: When we discussed this question yesterday, I considered it unsuitable to name defi-
nite men or to try to determine their guilt here. Each country has its own “favourites” among 
the Nazi criminals, and if we fail to  include these criminals in our list, it will be hard for us 
to explain why.

Stalin: But the proposal says: “such as ... and others”. This does not limit the number, but makes 
for clarity.

Byrnes: This gives an advantage to those you name. [Laughter.]
Attlee: I don’t believe a listing of names will enhance our document. For instance, I believe that 

Hitler is alive, but he is not on our list.
Stalin: But he is not in our hands.
Attlee: But you give the names of the chief criminals as examples.
Stalin: I agree to  include Hitler [General laughter], even if he is not in our hands. I am making 

a concession. [General laughter.]
Attlee: I think the world is aware who the chief criminals are.
Stalin: But, you see, our silence on this matter is interpreted as an intention on our part to save the 

chief war criminals, that we are taking it out on the small criminals and allowing the big ones to es-
cape.

Byrnes: Today, I had a telephone conversation with Justice Jackson, the Chairman of our Supreme 
Court. He is our representative on the War Criminals Commission which is meeting in London. He 
expressed the hope that today or possibly tomorrow there would be agreement on an International 
Tribunal. Justice Jackson is going to call me tomorrow morning to inform me on the question of the 
Tribunal. The report on the establishment of the International Tribunal will be good news for the peo-
ples who are expecting an early trial of the war criminals.

Stalin: That is another question.
Byrnes: But we can include in our statement that an agreement has been reached in London. That 

will make our statement highly effective.
Stalin: Without naming some persons, especially the odious ones, among the German war crimi-

nals, our statement will not be politically effective. I consulted Russian jurists, and they think it would 
be better to name some persons as a guideline.

Truman: I want to make a proposal. We are expecting news from our representative in London to-
morrow morning. Why not put off this question until tomorrow?

Stalin: Good.
Truman: I am very much interested in the question of inland waterways. It would be good to dis-

cuss this question and reach some decisions in principle. We discussed the question on July 23, and 
it was referred to a commission which, as far as I am aware, has not met even once. I very much want 
some sort of definite decision worked out concerning the use of these means of communication, be-
cause freedom of movement along these routes is of great importance. I believe that a common policy 
on the use of these inland waterways can play an important part. It is quite possible that we may not 
be able to reach agreement on the details of this question, but I think that this question is so import-
ant that it should be discussed.

Attlee: I agree on the whole with the American proposals on the question.
Stalin: This question arose in connection with that of the Black Sea Straits which was before us. 

The question of the Black Sea Straits was inserted in the agenda by the British and was then post-
poned. The question of inland waterways was raised here additionally. This is a serious question, and 
it requires study. The question was brought up unexpectedly for us, and we do not have the relevant 
material to hand. This question is a new one, it needs men who know about it. Perhaps something 
could be done before the end of the Conference, but there is little hope for that.
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Truman: I move that this question should be referred to the Council of Foreign Ministers in London, 
and before then all the necessary material can be collected and the question studied.

[Stalin and Attlee agree.]
Truman: May I inform the representatives of the Polish Government who are here of our decisions 

on Poland’s western frontier?
Stalin: All right.
Truman: Who can be entrusted with this communication?
Stalin: This could be done by  the Ministers or a  written communication could be sent. Or the 

President could be asked to do this, since he heads our Conference.
Truman: Good. I want to inform you that the commission on drafting the communiqué is working 

well. At what time do we meet tomorrow? At 4.00?
Stalin: I think that we shall have to meet twice: let us fix the first sitting for 3.00, and the second 

for 8.00 p.m.
That will be the concluding sitting.
[Truman and Attlee agree.]

Source: https://www.revolutionarydemocracy.org/Stalin/potsdam.htm
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Twelfth Sitting. August 1, 1945

Truman: Mr. Byrnes will report today on the sitting of the Foreign Ministers.
Byrnes: The commission dealing with the question of reparations from Germany has report-

ed that it has failed to reach agreement on all the questions of the draft agreement on repara-
tions. The representatives of the United States and Great Britain believed that, in exchange for the 
agreed percentages of capital equipment made available to the Soviet Union under Point 4 of the 
draft agreement, the representatives of the Soviet Union agreed to waive their claims to German 
assets abroad, the gold seized from the Germans, and the shares of  German enterprises in the 
Western zones of occupation. Accordingly, the representatives of  the United States and Britain 
believed that Germany’s assets abroad should be included in Point 3 as a source of reparations for 
other countries besides the Soviet Union. They declared that unless this is done, the agreed per-
centages of industrial equipment in Point 4 are unacceptable to the representatives of the United 
States and Britain.

The Soviet representative held that no agreed decision had been adopted concerning the Soviet 
Union’s waiver of claims to Germany’s assets abroad, gold and shares. That is why the Soviet represen-
tative did not agree to the inclusion of German assets abroad in Point 3, and recommended that the 
question should be referred for solution to the Heads of Government.

The representatives of the United States and Britain declared that the draft agreement on repa-
rations would be acceptable to them, provided the Soviet representative agreed to the above-men-
tioned proposals concerning Germany’s assets abroad, gold and shares. The Soviet representative de-
clared that he was unable to agree with this approach on the part of the representatives of the United 
States and Britain.

The question is whether or not it can be considered that the Big Three yesterday reached agree-
ment on the question of reparations, when the Soviet representative declared that he would not insist 
on the Soviet Union being given 30 per cent of German gold, shares and assets abroad.

Stalin: How are we to understand your proposals that the Soviet Union makes no claim to industri-
al shares? Does that relate only to the Western zone?

Truman: I think that when the Foreign Ministers spoke of the Western zone, they had in mind the 
zones of the United States, Great Britain and France.

Stalin: Can we not agree on the following: the Soviet delegation waives its claim to gold; as for 
shares of German enterprises in the Western zone, we also waive our claim to them, and will regard the 
whole of Western Germany as falling within your sphere, and Eastern Germany, within ours.

Truman: We shall have to discuss this proposal.
Stalin: As to the German investments, I should put the question this way: as to the German invest-

ments in Eastern Europe, they remain with us, and the rest, with you.
Truman: Does this apply only to German investments in Europe or in other countries as well?
Stalin: Let me put it more specifically: the German investments in Rumania, Bulgaria, Hungary and 

Finland, go to us, and all the rest, to you.
Bevin: The German investments in other countries go to us?
Stalin: In all the other countries, in South America, in Canada, etc., all this is yours.
Bevin: Consequently, all German assets in other countries lying west of the zones of occupation in 

Germany will belong to the United States, Great Britain and the other countries? Does this also ap-
ply to Greece?

Stalin: Yes.
Byrnes: How does this apply to the question of the shares of German enterprises?
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Stalin: In our zone they will be ours, and in your zone, yours. There are the Western and the Eastern 
zones.

Byrnes: We took your proposal of yesterday to mean that you will have no claims to shares in the 
western zone.

Stalin: We shall not.
Byrnes: Do you also withdraw your second proposal, on investments abroad?
Stalin: There the matter is somewhat different.
Bevin: Yesterday, when we were dealing with the question of reparations, I understood that the 

Soviet delegation waived its claims to Germany’s investments abroad.
Stalin: I believed that the investments in the Eastern zone were ours. We had in mind the Western 

zone, when we spoke of waiving claims to investments. We waive claims to investments in Western 
Europe and in all other countries. It is known that there were many more German investments in 
Western Europe and in America than in the East. We had hoped to receive 30 per cent of these invest-
ments, but subsequently waived this. But you too must waive your claims to Eastern Europe.

Bevin: I must say that when I agreed to the Generalissimo’s proposal I took the proposal to mean 
that the Soviet delegation waived claims to any German investments abroad at all.

Stalin: But not in Rumania, Bulgaria, Hungary and Finland.
Byrnes: That is understandable. I should like to specify the matter of the shares of industrial or 

transport enterprises in Germany. Say, the head office of such an enterprise is in Berlin, but the enter-
prise itself and its property is in the Western zone or in the United States, will you make any claim in 
respect of such enterprises?

Stalin: If the enterprise is in the West, we shall make no claim to  it. The head office may be in 
Berlin, that is immaterial, the point is where the enterprise itself is located.

Byrnes: If an enterprise is not in Eastern Europe but in Western Europe or in other parts of the 
world, that enterprise remains ours?

Stalin: In the United States, in Norway, in Switzerland, in Sweden, in Argentina [General laughter], 
etc. – all that is yours.

Bevin: I should like to ask the Generalissimo whether he is prepared to waive all claims to German 
assets abroad outside the zone of Russian occupation troops?

Stalin: Yes, I am.
Byrnes: What about the gold?
Stalin: We have already withdrawn our claims to the gold.
Byrnes: There are German assets in other countries. How is the Soviet proposal to be understood 

in this context?
Stalin: We keep only what is in the Eastern zone.
Byrnes: I believe it to be very important for us to understand each other. Mr. Bevin’s question is 

whether the Russian claims are confined to  the assets in the zone occupied by  the Russian army? 
I should like you to accept Mr. Bevin’s standpoint.

Stalin: We agree.
Byrnes: A few minutes ago you spoke of the assets in Bulgaria, Rumania, Hungary and Finland. Now 

I want to clarify everything so that there should be no misunderstandings in the future. Does your pro-
posal mean that you make no claim to the assets outside your zone of occupation? You have claims 
only to the assets in the Soviet zone?

Stalin: Yes. Czechoslovakia is not included, Yugoslavia is not included. Eastern Austria will be in-
cluded.

Bevin: It is clear that the assets belonging to Great Britain and the United States in that zone will 
not be affected.
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Stalin: Of course, not. We’re not fighting Great Britain or the United States. [General laughter.]
Bevin: But during the war these assets may have been seized by the Germans.
Stalin: That will have to be examined in every case.
Truman: I think that we agreed yesterday to meet the claims of Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia. But 

what happens if they do not lay claim to German assets on their territory?
Stalin: We shall make no claim to Germany’s assets in Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia and Western 

Austria.
Perhaps we shall expound our proposal in the protocol?
Byrnes: I think it would be better to do that in order to avoid any misunderstandings.
Stalin: Good.
Byrnes: Perhaps we should publish it?
Stalin: It’s all the same, as you wish.
Byrnes: I want to call your attention to the sentence in Clause 3 of the report of the Reparations 

Commission which says that the reparations claims of  the United States, the United Kingdom and 
other countries entitled to reparations are to be met from the Western zone and from German assets 
abroad. In view of the agreement we have just reached, I do not believe that there will be any differ-
ences on this wording.

Stalin: I propose that we say “and from the appropriate German assets abroad”. This wording can 
be specified in the protocol.

Byrnes: Let us have the drafting commission put this proposal into shape.
Stalin: I have no objections.
Attlee: I have two questions which I should like to raise here: the first, that the French Government 

should be invited by the Governments of Great Britain, the U.S.S.R. and the United States to be a mem-
ber of the Reparations Commission as of today.

Stalin: Let us also invite Poland, she has suffered heavily.
Attlee: I understood that we agreed to invite France.
Stalin: And why can’t Poland be invited?
Truman: You agreed yesterday that the Soviet Union would undertake to meet Poland’s reparations 

claims, while we, for our part, undertake to meet the reparations claims of France and other countries. 
I think the inclusion of France in this commission would cause some confusion.

Stalin: Does Mr. Attlee insist?
Attlee: I should like to.
Stalin: Good, I do not object.
Attlee: My second question is the following: I submitted a memorandum concerning the fact that the 

British and American commanders have to supply 40,000 tons of foodstuffs a month and 2,400 tons of coal 
a day to the British and American sectors in Berlin for 30 days, beginning from July 15. The Control Council 
should be immediately instructed to draw up a programme for the supply of food, coal and other types 
of fuel to the Greater Berlin area over the next six months. These quantities will be delivered to the Greater 
Berlin area by the Soviet Government in the form of advance deliveries under Point 4(a) of the reparations 
agreement. These are practical measures which will provide for current requirements.

Stalin: The question has not been prepared, we are not acquainted with this question, and we know 
nothing of the opinion of the Control Council on it. Consequently, we find it very hard to settle this 
question now. I think we should find out beforehand the opinion of the Control Council on how it in-
tends to satisfy the needs of the population, and what its plans are concerning supply.

Attlee: I understood that deliveries of capital equipment from the Ruhr basin are to start now, and 
I think that the supply of the necessary food and fuel for the Greater Berlin area should also start now. 
Of course, the quantity can be fixed by the Control Council.
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Stalin: Of course, there must be an agreement, but a quantity has to be specified, and that is some-
thing we cannot do now, without a report from the Control Council on its plans in this respect. I must 
say that the Control Council will solve this question better than we could settle it here; it takes a prac-
tical approach to solving this question.

Attlee: That is just what I am asking for. I am asking that the Control Council should draw up a pro-
gramme, but in principle we should agree on that here.

Stalin: I have no information on how things stand. I can decide nothing without authentic materi-
als. I can’t take figures out of thin air. The figures must be justified.

Attlee: I’m not asking about figures, in my memorandum I ask that the Control Council should 
draw up this programme.

Stalin: 40,000 tons of food a month, 2,400 tons of coal a day – where do these figures come from, 
how are they justified?

Attlee: These figures have been agreed upon, and these quantities are already being supplied.
Stalin: I did not know that.
Bevin: The question is that there is a provisional agreement on monthly deliveries for Berlin.
Stalin: Who has agreed to this?
Bevin: A provisional agreement on deliveries was concluded in the Control Council, under which 

the British and American authorities undertook to supply these quantities for Berlin during a month, 
and this is now being done. We propose that the Control Council should draw up the necessary pro-
gramme in principle, and that the Soviet authorities should start supplying the said quantities when 
the month expires. When the period runs out, the question arises: who is to go on supplying the food 
and fuel?

Stalin: We must hear the Control Council and its considerations. Then we can decide something.
Attlee: I understood you to say that you want the deliveries of capital equipment from the Ruhr ba-

sin to be started right away. We ask for the same thing in respect of your deliveries of food and fuel.
Stalin: I understand that, but I should like to know what the Control Council thinks, so that we can 

discuss it and adopt a decision. I think the question should be postponed.
Bevin: We want to work with each other.
Stalin: And what if we are not ready for the question, what are we to do?
Bevin: In that case it will have to be postponed.
Stalin: That is just what we are asking.
Bevin: We merely wanted to reach a mutual agreement to help each other.
Stalin: We are not prepared for this question, I have had no occasion to consult with the Control 

Council and find out what it thinks.
Truman: It looks as if we have exhausted all our differences on the reparations question?
Attlee: I understood the Generalissimo to say that we shall not be demanding reparations from 

Austria. Perhaps we should enter this in the protocol?
Stalin: It could be entered in the protocol.
Byrnes: The next question is that of economic principles in respect of Germany. The representa-

tives of the United States and Britain propose the inclusion of a clause on German assets abroad in the 
document on economic principles. It will be Point 18, reading as follows: “Appropriate steps shall be 
taken by the Control Council to exercise control and the power of disposition over German-owned ex-
ternal assets not already under the control of United Nations which have taken part in the war against 
Germany.”

Stalin: Is that an amendment or a new proposal?
Byrnes: It is a recommendation to the commission on economic questions. It proposes the inclu-

sion of this point in the document on the economic principles in respect of Germany.
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Stalin: Will not an amendment to this point be necessary after adoption of the decision on repara-
tions? We learned of this point after we had agreed on the question.

Byrnes: The Soviet representatives in the commission for economic questions declared that they 
have little interest in the matter and reserved their position until the question is studied. The ques-
tion concerned relates to control.

Stalin: I do not object.
Truman: Thank you.
Byrnes: The commission has not had time to reach agreement on Point 19 of the draft on econom-

ic principles relating to the question of payment for imports to Germany. Besides, the Soviet repre-
sentative declared that he is not yet prepared to continue discussing the question of oil deliveries 
to Western Europe.

Stalin: We do not object to the British formulation of Point 19.
Byrnes: I understand that the British representatives have agreed with the American representa-

tives that if Point 19 is adopted there should be added the words proposed by the American represen-
tatives to the effect that the condition stipulated in the point will not be applicable to equipment or 
foodstuffs specified in Points 4 (a) and 4 (b) of the agreement on German reparations. We believe that 
the addendum flows from the agreement on reparations we reached yesterday.

Stalin: Good.
Attlee: I agree.
Byrnes: Thus, we have finished with all the differences over the draft on economic principles.
The next question is that of war criminals.
Bevin: Please excuse me, but I think we should inform the French of these economic principles.
Stalin: If you wish.
Byrnes: The next question is that of  war criminals. The only question remaining open here is 

whether the names of some of the major German war criminals should be mentioned. The represen-
tatives of the United States and Britain, at today’s meeting of the Foreign Ministers, deemed it right 
not to mention these names, but to leave that to the prosecutor. They also agreed that the British text 
should be adopted. The Soviet representatives declared that they agree with the British draft, provid-
ed some names are added.

Stalin: I think we need names. This must be done for public opinion. The people must know this. 
Are we to take action against any German industrialists? I think we are. We name Krupp. If Krupp will 
not do, let’s name others.

Truman: I don’t like any of them. [Laughter.] I think that if we mention some names and leave out 
others, people may think that we have no intention of putting those others on trial.

Stalin: But these names are given here as examples. It is surprising, for instance, why Hess is still in 
Britain all provided for and is not being put on trial. These names must be given; this will be import-
ant for public opinion, for the peoples.

Bevin: Don’t worry about Hess.
Stalin: It’s not a question of what I think, but of public opinion, and the opinion of the peoples 

of all the countries which had been occupied by the Germans.
Bevin: If you have any doubts about Hess I can promise that he will be put on trial.
Stalin: I am not asking for any undertakings on the part of Mr. Bevin, his statement is enough 

to leave me in no doubt that this will be done. But it is not a question of me. But of the peoples, of pub-
lic opinion.

Truman: You are aware that we have appointed Justice Jackson as our representative on the London 
Commission. He is an outstanding judge and a very experienced Jurist. He has a good knowledge of le-
gal procedure. Jackson is opposed to any names of war criminals being mentioned, and says that this 
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will hamper their work. He assures us that the trial will be ready within 30 days, and that there should 
be no doubt concerning our view of these men.

Stalin: Perhaps we could name fewer persons, say, three?
Bevin: Our jurists take the same view as the Americans.
Stalin: And ours take the opposite view. But perhaps we shall agree that the first list of the German 

war criminals to be brought to trial should be published not later than in one month?
[Truman and Attlee agree with Stalin’s proposal]
Byrnes: The next question is one concerning the use of Allied property as reparations from sat-

ellites or as, war booty. I handed in this proposal yesterday. At today’s sitting, the Soviet delegation 
asked to be given the possibility to make a more detailed study of the proposal.

[The Soviet delegation said that in view of the fact that there had actually been no break between 
the two sittings that day, it had not had time to study the wording of the proposal. It said that the pro-
posal appeared to be correct and acceptable in substance, but its formulation had to be studied.]

Byrnes: I am prepared to postpone it until tonight.
Attlee: I propose that the agenda of tonight’s sitting should contain as few items as possible.
Byrnes: The next question is that concerning the supply of oil to Western Europe. The question is 

now being examined in the economic commission.
The next question is that of the anti-Soviet activity of White Russian émigrés and other persons 

and organisations hostile to the U.S.S.R. in the American and British zones of occupation in Germany 
and Austria. The Anglo-American representatives have declared that they would examine the situa-
tion and the facts set out in the Soviet document, and would inform the Soviet Union at once of the 
results of their investigation, after which they would be prepared to discuss measures for stopping 
this activity.

The Soviet delegation has called attention to the memorandum which it handed to the British and 
American delegations concerning the repatriation of Soviet citizens. The British representatives de-
clared that they would clarify the situation of which the Soviet document speaks and would deal with 
the matter immediately upon their return to London.

The Soviet representatives handed in a new document on this question and stressed the great im-
portance they attach to it. The American and British representatives promised to deal with the mat-
ter as soon as possible.

The Foreign Ministers discussed the report of  the commission drafting the protocol of  the 
Conference. The commission failed to reach agreement on four questions but the Foreign Ministers 
managed to reach agreement on these questions. They also agreed that only the key decisions of the 
Conference would be included in the protocol. They indicated to the protocol commission that the 
new decisions of the Conference should also be included in the protocol.

The next question is that of reviewing the procedure of the Allied Control Commissions in Bulgaria, 
Rumania and Hungary. The U.S draft on the question was adopted with the exception of the second 
sentence. It was decided that the sentence would be replaced by  the third, fourth and fifth points 
of the letter from the Soviet representative handed to the representatives of the United States and 
Great Britain in the Allied Control Commission for Hungary. This question was referred to the draft-
ing commission, which, after discussion, recommends to us the following text:

“The Three Governments took note that the Soviet representatives on the Allied Control 
Commissions in Rumania, Bulgaria and Hungary have communicated to their United Kingdom and 
United States colleagues proposals for improving the work of the Control Commissions, now that hos-
tilities in Europe have ceased.

“The Three Governments agreed that the revision of  the procedures of  the Allied Control 
Commissions in these countries would now be undertaken, taking into account the interests and re-
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sponsibilities of the Three Governments which together presented the terms of armistice to the re-
spective countries, and accepting as a basis, in respect of all three countries, the Soviet Government’s 
proposals for Hungary.”

Can we adopt the proposal of the drafting commission in this form?
Stalin: I have no objections.
Truman: Today, I  received the President of  Poland and four members of  the Provisional Polish 

Government. I  informed them of  the decisions on Poland and handed them a  copy of  these deci-
sions. They will refrain from making any statements on these decisions pending their publication in 
the press. They asked me on behalf of the Polish Government to convey their gratitude to all three 
Governments represented at the Conference.

Bevin: I  should like to  mention that the difficulties concerning the London-Warsaw air line, 
of which I spoke yesterday, have been removed. We have reached agreement with Poland on this ques-
tion.

Byrnes: At the meeting of  the Foreign Ministers I  proposed that the words “and radio repre-
sentatives” should be added in the documents on Poland and on admission to  the United Nations 
Organisation, where they deal with the facilities which are to be extended to members of the Allied 
press.

Stalin: I don’t think we should do that.
Attlee: I do not consider it expedient either.
Truman: We in America have a different radio situation than in other countries, such as Britain. 

The British radio is under Government control, but in America the radio is in the same position as 
the newspapers. We should like the radio representatives to have the same rights as newspaper cor-
respondents.

Stalin: It’s not worth while.
Truman: The representatives of the American radio will act in the same way as newspaper corre-

spondents, but they will file their reports for the American radio.
Stalin: I should not advise doing that. Besides agreement must be reached with Poland.
Bevin: But you will not object, will you, against an agreement with the Governments concerned?
Stalin: No, why should I?
Truman: That is acceptable to us.
Stalin: You are welcome. But let us decide not to write about that here.
Truman: Good, I agree.
Byrnes: The next question is that of the German Navy and merchant fleet.
Truman: I understand that the report of the commission on this question is adopted and we con-

firm the prepared decision.
Stalin: That’s right.
Byrnes: It was also agreed that the text of the decision was to be published later.
Bevin: Mr. President, I have drawn up the text of the point concerning the share of Poland and the 

other countries, which I think we could accept. It says: “The United Kingdom and the United States 
will provide out of their shares of the surrendered German merchant ships appropriate amounts for 
other Allied states whose merchant marines have suffered heavy losses in the common cause against 
Germany, except that the Soviet Union shall provide out of its share for Poland.”

Stalin: I have no objections.
Truman: I agree.
Attlee: Before we adjourn, I should like to ask whether the Heads of Government think it appropri-

ate to send Mr. Churchill and Mr. Eden a telegram expressing thanks for their participation in the first 
half of the Conference and for their participation in other conferences?
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Stalin: That would be appropriate.
Truman: I agree.
[After the interval]
Byrnes: Did you have time to study our document concerning the use of Allied property as payment 

for reparations by satellites or as war booty?
Stalin: I see no difficulties in settling this question as regards the substance, but I must have con-

sultation on its formulation.
Attlee: I think the document requires some study, as not all its propositions appear to be acceptable.
Byrnes: In what respect is the draft unacceptable?
Attlee: Where the property belonging to the Allied countries has been withdrawn from the satel-

lite countries as war booty, it is natural that the satellite countries must compensate the Allied coun-
tries to whom the property belonged. But where the property is seized by a third party, there arises 
the question: must it pay the Allied countries for this property or must we make the satellite countries 
pay for the property. In addition, I think that Point 3 dealing with currency also requires discussion. It 
seems to me that all this still needs to be studied.

Truman: Good.
Perhaps we could now acquaint ourselves with the communiqué?
Stalin: The commission has not yet finished drafting it.
Attlee: I propose that the commission on the drafting of the protocol and the commission on the 

drafting of the communiqué should deal with this question immediately, and that we should adjourn 
and meet again as soon as the commissions have completed their work. We could agree by telephone 
on the time of the meeting. The Heads of Government would deal with the question of the communi-
qué, and the Foreign Ministers with that of the protocol.

Stalin: It would be well to fix the time for the opening of the sitting, say 8.30 or 9.00 o’clock. The 
time is set to give the commissions a spur, then they will try hard.

Truman: A three-hour break suits me.
Byrnes: There was also the President’s proposal on inland waterways. The protocol commission 

and the communiqué commission have not yet reached agreement on the decision adopted in connec-
tion with the President’s proposal.

Truman: This question has been referred to the Council of Foreign Ministers in London, but I am 
interested in having the communiqué say this. I should ask that mention of this be made in the com-
muniqué.

Stalin: We have not discussed it.
Truman: I spoke thrice on the question, and the commission examined it for several days.
Stalin: It was not in the list of questions, we were not prepared for the question, and had no mate-

rials; our experts on this question are in Moscow. Why such haste; why should there be such a hurry?
Truman: This question has not been finally settled but referred to the Council of Foreign Ministers 

in London.
Stalin: No mention of the Black Sea Straits will be made in the communiqué either, although the 

question was on the agenda. The question of waterways arose as a free supplement to the question 
of the Straits. And I don’t see why such preference should be given to the question of inland water-
ways over that of Straits.

Truman: The question of the Black Sea Straits will be mentioned both in the communiqué and the 
protocol.

Stalin: I think there is no need to put it into the communiqué, but only into the protocol.
I propose that no mention be made in the communiqué either of the Straits or the inland water-

ways, but that both these questions be included in the protocol only.
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Truman: Good, there are no objections.
Bevin: I propose that we ask France to subscribe to our decision concerning war criminals. France 

is a member of the Council of Foreign Ministers in London.
Stalin: Good.
Truman: I do not object.
I still fail to understand why a decision adopted by us here and included in the protocol should not 

also be included in the communiqué.
Stalin: There is no need of it. As it is, the communiqué is much too long.
Truman: I should like to ask one question: are there any secret agreements at this Conference?
Stalin: No, not secret ones.
Byrnes: I should like to stress that we decided to refer the question of  inland waterways to the 

Council of Foreign Ministers. Thus, we have an agreement on this question. Have we the right to make 
public the decision on this question? And if it is not included in the communiqué, but only in the pro-
tocol, can we officially put this question before the Council of Foreign Ministers?

Stalin: We should take the materials of the Crimea Conference or the Tehran Conference. At the 
Tehran Conference a number of questions were included in the protocol, but there was another se-
ries of decisions which were of interest to all and which determined our policy in respect of key issues. 
These decisions were included in the communiqué.

Take the work of the Crimea Conference. It too had two series of decisions on record. The first se-
ries – the greater one – went into the protocol, and no one insisted on it being transferred into the 
communiqué. The other series – the much smaller one – went into the communiqué. These were deci-
sions determining our policy. I propose that we keep to this good rule, otherwise we shall have a whole 
volume instead of a communiqué.

Some of the decisions have no serious significance, some of the questions, like the one of the in-
land waterways, were not even discussed, and they will go into the protocol, so that no one reproach us 
with concealing these questions. It is a different matter with the questions of Germany, of Italy, of rep-
arations, etc., which are of great significance, and they go into the communiqué. I think we should not 
break with this good tradition, and that there is no point in including all these questions in the com-
muniqué. A communiqué is a communiqué, and a protocol is a protocol.

Truman: I do not object to this procedure, if it is adopted for all our decisions. But if I have to make 
a statement in the Senate to the effect that the question has been referred to the Council of Foreign 
Ministers, shall I have the right to do so?

Stalin: No one can encroach on your rights.
[Truman closes the sitting.]

Source: https://www.revolutionarydemocracy.org/Stalin/potsdam.htm
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Thirteenth (Final) Sitting. August 1, 1945

Truman opens the sitting.
Byrnes: The commission for economic questions has prepared a report on reparations. Proposals 

acceptable to  all delegations have been worked out. Paragraph 1 says that the Soviet reparations 
claims are to be met from the zone of Germany occupied by the Soviet Union and the appropriate 
German investments abroad.

I  call your attention to  Paragraphs 8 and 9 of  this document. I  am very reluctant to  propose 
an amendment right now, but I think this will be in the general interest. Paragraph 8 says: “The Soviet 
Government renounces all claims to shares of German enterprises”, etc. I propose the addition of “in 
respect of reparations” after the words “all claims”. The purpose of this amendment is to avoid cre-
ating the impression that the Soviet Union has some other claims to German enterprises apart from 
reparations. The same amendment should be made in Paragraph 9, which deals with the claims of the 
United States and the United Kingdom.

Stalin: That is right.
Byrnes: That is my only amendment. Can the reparations document be considered as ap-

proved?
Bevin: And how are we to consider, for instance, the case of plants belonging to British subjects 

which were taken over by the Germans for military purposes before 1939? In that case, owing to this 
amendment, the British will be deprived of their own property.

Byrnes: In the case cited by Mr. Bevin the amendment does not affect the situation.
Bevin: I do not object.
Byrnes: We can now discuss the question of the use of allied property to pay reparations or as war 

trophies, if the Soviet delegation has had time to study the proposal.
Stalin: We have not had time to consider the wording of the draft. I propose that we record the fol-

lowing decision:
“The Conference decided to accept the American proposal in principle. The wording of the propos-

al to be agreed through diplomatic channels.”
We have not had time to give thought to the wording, but we agree with the proposal in substance.
Truman: I agree with the proposal of the Soviet delegation.
Attlee: So do I.
Byrnes: I have been informed that the commission charged with drawing up the protocol has 

reached agreement. I do not believe there is any need to read out the protocol in full, but only 
those points on which there were differences. Of course, we should add to it the Soviet delega-
tion’s proposal concerning war trophies which we have just adopted. I have no other amend-
ments.

Stalin: I have an amendment. On the question of Poland’s western frontier, the second paragraph 
says that the boundary line must run from the Baltic Sea through Swinemünde, as if the line passes 
through the town itself. I propose, therefore, that we say that the boundary line runs from the Baltic 
Sea immediately west or a little west of Swinemünde. That is what the map shows.

[Truman and Attlee agree with the wording “immediately west of Swinemünde”.]
Stalin: The second amendment is about the boundary line of the Königsberg Region. The second 

paragraph says that the boundary line is subject to expert examination. It is proposed to say: “The ex-
act line on the ground should be established by experts of the U.S.S.R. and Poland.”

Bevin: We cannot leave this only to the Soviet Union and Poland.
Stalin: But this concerns the boundary line between Poland and Russia.
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Bevin: But this must be recognised by the United Nations. We agreed that at the Peace Conference 
we would support the Soviet desire concerning this frontier, and now you say that it is to be deter-
mined by the Soviet Union and Poland and that we have nothing to do with it.

Stalin: This is a misunderstanding. The general boundary line is determined by the Peace Conference, 
but there is another concept – the line of demarcation on the ground. The general boundary line is giv-
en, but the line of demarcation on the ground may deviate from the imaginary line by half a kilometre or 
less to one side of it or the other. Say, the boundary line runs through a village. Why should the frontier 
line cut it in half? Only Poland and Russia are interested in laying down the actual line of demarcation 
on the ground. If you think that this is not entirely guaranteed, whom would you like to include in the 
commission? Someone from Britain or the United States? Anyone you wish, we do not mind.

Attlee: I think the question is as follows. We agreed to accept the proposal concerning the fron-
tier in principle. As for the final demarcation of the territory, the precise determination of the fron-
tier, that is the business of the Peace Conference. If we now hand this business over to the experts 
of Poland and Russia we shall be disrupting the technical work of the Peace Conference.

Stalin: What’s Mr. Bevin’s opinion?
Bevin: We want to have a commission of experts appointed by the Peace Conference.
Stalin: I fail to see the point.
Byrnes: I believe the following wording could be proposed: if there is agreement on the frontier 

between Poland and the Soviet Union at the Peace Conference, that will be the end of  the matter, 
and no experts will be required. But if there are differences between Poland and Russia during the 
Peace Conference a commission of experts will have to be appointed, with the composition deter-
mined by the Council of Ministers of Foreign Affairs or the Peace Conference itself. But that is only in 
the event of differences between Poland and the Soviet Union.

Stalin: Let the old wording stand. But it says nothing of which experts are to be on the commission.
[Truman and Attlee agree to retain the old wording. The Soviet delegation then tabled an amend-

ment to  the section on the conclusion of  peace treaties and on admission to  the United Nations 
Organisation. The Soviet delegation pointed out that there was a contradiction between the first and 
the third paragraph of the document. The first paragraph said that the Three Governments considered 
it desirable that the present anomalous position of  Italy, Bulgaria, Rumania, Hungary and Finland 
should be terminated after the conclusion of peace treaties, whereas the third paragraph provided for 
the possibility of establishing diplomatic relations with Finland, Rumania, Bulgaria and Hungary pri-
or to the conclusion of peace treaties with these countries. The Soviet delegation proposed the dele-
tion from the first paragraph of the words “after the conclusion of peace treaties”.]

Attlee: In my opinion, that is wrong, because when we drafted the third paragraph we had in mind 
the establishment of diplomatic relations “to the extent possible”. If the words “after the conclusion 
of peace treaties” are excluded from the first paragraph, it will mean that we shall be going farther 
than we intended to. These words should be left in. 

Stalin: But the first paragraph says that diplomatic relations can be re-established only after the 
conclusion .of peace treaties, and the third paragraph says something different. This leads to a con-
tradiction.

Attlee: That is just why the British want to include these words. The first paragraph provides for 
mandatory action, namely, the establishment of diplomatic relations after the conclusion of peace 
treaties, whereas the third paragraph proposes that an effort should be made to do this, insofar as pos-
sible, before the conclusion of peace treaties.

Stalin: We cannot agree with that, because the effort which is assumed in the third paragraph 
to establish diplomatic relations is explicitly denied in the first paragraph. That changes the meaning 
of the whole decision. How can we agree to that?
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Attlee: I do not think there is any contradiction there: in the first instance it is a question of estab-
lishing normal relations, that is, full diplomatic relations, and in the second, of an effort to come as 
close as possible to establishing such relations.

Stalin: I’m afraid I cannot agree with this interpretation. Let us take a concrete example – Finland. 
There is no reason at all to object any more to restoring diplomatic relations with Finland, but in the 
first paragraph the words “after the conclusion of peace treaties” explicitly prohibit the establishment 
of diplomatic relations. That is quite wrong.

Attlee: We are still in a state of war with Finland.
Stalin: The state of war with Italy is not yet over either, but America already has diplomatic rela-

tions with Italy, and so do we.
Attlee: I think we are now returning to something we already discussed a few days ago. We fully ex-

plained our standpoint, and we met the Soviet Union as far as we could under our constitution. We be-
lieve that we have made big concessions, beyond which we cannot go.

Stalin: Nothing will come of this. Finland has much more right than Italy to the establishment 
of  diplomatic relations. Finland has a  freely elected government. It has long since ended the war 
against the Allies and declared war on Germany. Italy has no freely elected government, and her par-
ticipation in the war against Germany since her surrender has been minimal. On what grounds should 
we delay establishment of diplomatic relations with Finland? Where is the logic in that?

Bevin: I want to reach agreement and therefore make the following proposal. I propose the fol-
lowing wording for the first paragraph: “The Three Governments consider it desirable that the pres-
ent anomalous position of Italy, Bulgaria, Finland, Hungary and Rumania should be terminated by the 
conclusion of peace treaties. They trust that the other interested Allied Governments will share these 
views.”

Stalin: Good. The Soviet delegation has no more amendments.
Bevin: Hurrah! [General laughter.]
Byrnes: The next question is that of the communiqué. We have received from the British delegation 

a new wording of the introductory part. We have no objections to it.
Stalin: Is there any great difference? What is the difference?
Byrnes: On the second page there are changes of  a  purely drafting nature, the meaning is un-

changed.
Stalin: Perhaps we could do this: after the translation into Russian, we shall examine this alter-

ation, and shall now go on to the next section.
[Truman and Attlee agree.]
Byrnes: Section II – on the institution of the Council of Foreign Ministers. There are no differenc-

es here.
[Section II is adopted.]
Byrnes: Section III – on Germany. The words “loudly applauded” in the first paragraph have evoked 

objections.
Stalin: Let us say: “openly approved”.
Bevin: Blindly obeyed, that is obeyed in a stupid manner.
Stalin: I propose that we put it this way: “whom, in the hour of their success, they openly approved 

and blindly obeyed”.
[The proposal is accepted.]
Byrnes: Are there any other amendments?
Stalin: No.
Bevin: Paragraph 12 of the economic principles repeats what is already said in Paragraph 9 (IV) 

of the political principles.
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Stalin: I propose that we delete this expression from the economic principles and leave it in the po-
litical principles. [All agree.] We have no other amendments.

Byrnes: Section IV – on reparations from Germany. There are no amendments.
Section V – on Germany’s Navy and Merchant Marine.
Stalin: There is an agreed decision; we have no amendments.
Byrnes: Section VI – on Königsberg and the Adjacent Area.
Stalin: I agree.
Byrnes: Section VII – War Criminals.
Stalin: I think the first introductory paragraph should be excluded and only the second paragraph 

retained, beginning with the words: “The Three Governments have taken note, etc.”
Bevin: We have already done that. Stalin: Good.
Byrnes: Section VIII – on Austria.
[The Soviet delegation proposes the exclusion from the section on Austria of the last sentence – 

concerning reparations, leaving it only in the protocol.]
Truman: We accept the proposal of the Soviet delegation – to exclude the last sentence from the 

communiqué.
Byrnes: Section IX – on Poland.
Stalin: There are no amendments.
Bevin: I wish to propose a small amendment of the wording. In the second paragraph to say “they 

defined their attitude in the following statement” instead of the words: “their position was defined in 
the following statement”.

Stalin: All right.
Bevin: On the second page, also concerning Poland, I  should substitute the words “Concerning 

Poland’s western boundary they established the following standpoint” for the introductory words “the 
agreement was reached on the western boundary of Poland”.

Truman: I have already informed the representatives of the Polish Government that we agreed on 
the earlier wording.

Stalin: In that case it is better to leave the old wording.
Bevin: I find Generalissimo Stalin’s expression, “immediately west of Swinemünde” very apt.
Stalin: Yes, it will be better to put it that way. Let’s go on to the tenth section.
Bevin: Here I wish to make a small amendment, mainly of a psychological nature. I would phrase 

the introductory part of Section X as follows: “The Conference agreed upon the following statement 
of common policy for establishing, as soon as possible, the conditions of lasting peace after victory in 
Europe.” This reads better.

Stalin: The wording is essentially the same, there is nothing new in it.
Truman: Both are acceptable.
Bevin: It reads better in English. Maybe it reads worse in American? [Laughter.]
Truman: Both are acceptable.
Stalin: The earlier wording contains the same idea which Mr. Bevin has expressed, but it is set out 

more briefly. Of course, we could accept either.
Bevin: Suppose you prefer our wording this time. [Laughter.]
Stalin: If Mr. Bevin insists, I suppose we could accept his wording.
Truman: I agree. Section XII – regarding the revision of Allied Control Commission procedure in 

Rumania, Bulgaria and Hungary.
Stalin: That has been agreed.
Truman: Section XIII – transferring of German populations.
Stalin: Here the formulation is already better – “orderly transfers”.
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Truman: The question of military negotiations.
Stalin: It is of general interest. I do not object to its inclusion in the communiqué.
Bevin: The British delegation has one question on Section XII – on revising the procedure in the 

Allied Control Commissions for Rumania, Bulgaria and Hungary. The last three lines say: “and ac-
cepting as a basis, in respect of all three countries, the Soviet Government’s proposals for the Allied 
Control Commission in Hungary”. But we do not say what these proposals are. That is why we could 
say: “and accepting as a basis the agreed proposals”.

Stalin: All right. Which signatures are to stand under the communiqué?
Truman: All will sign.
Stalin: Good.
Truman: Let us return to the introductory part of the communiqué.
Stalin: We have no objections.
Bevin: We should like to publish the communiqué in the press on Friday morning.
Stalin: And when can it be broadcast on the radio?
Bevin: At 9.30 p.m. GMT on Thursday.
Stalin: Good.
Byrnes: Concerning the Ruhr area. The Russian text of the protocol says that the Conference exam-

ined the Soviet proposals concerning the Ruhr industrial area. It was decided· to refer this question for 
discussion by the Council of Foreign Ministers in London. The English text of the protocol makes no 
mention of the Ruhr area. I understand that no such decision was taken, but the President says that 
it was adopted on his proposal. I propose, therefore, that the wording should be made more precise. 
It says nothing here of the content of the Soviet delegation’s proposal which is being referred to the 
Council of Foreign Ministers in London.

Stalin: I think this question should be deleted.
Truman: Good.
Stalin: [After studying the text of a message of greetings to Churchill and Eden.] I have no objec-

tion to the proposed text of the greetings.
Attlee: I  propose that the telegram in English should be signed by  the President and the 

Generalissimo.
Stalin: Could the President, as the Chairman of the Conference, sign first?
Attlee: All the three signatures will be there.
[The telegram of greetings is signed by the three Heads of Government.]
Byrnes: I think that we should appoint representatives to verify the text of the protocol.
[Representatives are appointed to a commission to edit the protocol.]
Truman: I declare the Berlin Conference closed. Until our next meeting, which, I hope, will be soon.
Stalin: Let’s hope so.
Attlee: Mr. President, before we separate I should like to express our gratitude to the Generalissimo 

for the excellent measures taken both for our accommodation here and to provide the conditions for 
work, and to you, Mr. President, for so ably presiding over this Conference.

I should like to express the hope that this Conference will be an important milestone on the road 
which our three nations are taking together towards a stable peace, and that the friendship between 
the three of us who have met here will be strong and enduring.

Stalin: That is also our hope.
Truman: On behalf of the American delegation I want to thank the Generalissimo for everything 

he has done for us, and I wish to join Mr. Attlee in what he has said here.
Stalin: The Russian delegation joins Mr. Attlee in the gratitude he expressed to the President for 

his able and apt chairmanship.
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Truman: I thank you for your kind co-operation in settling all the important questions.
Stalin: I should personally like to thank Mr. Byrnes, who has helped our work very much and has 

promoted the achievement of our decisions.
Byrnes: I am deeply touched by the Generalissimo’s kind words, and I hope that together with my 

colleagues I have been of use in the work of the Conference.
Stalin: The Conference, I believe, can be considered a success.
Truman: I want to thank the other Foreign Ministers and all those who have helped us so much in 

our work.
Attlee: I join in the expression of these feelings in respect of our Foreign Ministers.
Truman: I declare the Berlin Conference closed.
[The Conference ended at 00.30 hours on August 2, 1945.]

Source: https://www.revolutionarydemocracy.org/Stalin/potsdam.htm
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Communiqué on the Tripartite Conference of Berlin

 On July 17, 1945, the President of the United States of America, Harry S. Truman, the Chairman 
of  .the Council of  People’s Commissars of  the Union of  Soviet Socialist Republics, Generalissimo 
J.V. Stalin, and the Prime Minister of Great Britain, Winston S. Churchill, together with Mr. Clement R. 
Attlee, met in the Tripartite Conference of Berlin. They were accompanied by the Foreign Secretaries 
of the Three Governments, Mr. James F. Byrnes, Mr. V. M. Molotov, and Mr. Anthony Eden, the Chiefs 
of Staff, and other advisers.

There were nine meetings between July 17 and July 25. The Conference was then interrupted for 
two days while the results of the British general election were being declared.

On July 28, Mr. Attlee returned to  the Conference as Prime Minister, accompanied by  the new 
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, Mr. Ernest Bevin. Four more sittings then took place. During the 
course of the Conference there were regular meetings of the Heads of the Three Governments accom-
panied by the Foreign Secretaries, and also of the Foreign Secretaries alone. Committees appointed 
by the Foreign Secretaries for preliminary consideration of questions before the Conference also met 
daily.

The meetings of the Conference were held at the Cecilienhof near Potsdam. The Conference end-
ed on August 2, 1945.

Important decisions and agreements were reached. Views were exchanged on a number of other 
questions and consideration of these matters will be continued by the Council of Foreign Ministers es-
tablished by the Conference.

President Truman, Generalissimo Stalin and Prime Minister Attlee leave Conference, which has 
strengthened the ties between the Three Governments and extended the scope of their collaboration 
and understanding, with renewed confidence that their Governments and peoples, together with the 
other United Nations, will ensure the creation of a just and enduring peace.

II
Establishment of a Council of Foreign Ministers

A. The Conference reached an agreement for the establishment of a Council of Foreign Ministers 
representing the five principal Powers to continue the necessary preparatory work for the peace settle-
ments and to take up other matters which from time to time may be referred to the Council by agree-
ment of the Governments participating in the Council.

The text of the agreement for the establishment of the Council of Foreign Ministers is as follows:
(1) There shall be established a Council composed of the Foreign Ministers of the United Kingdom, 

the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, China, France and the United States.
(2) (i) The Council shall normally meet in London, which shall be the permanent seat of  the 

joint Secretariat which the Council will form. Each of  the Foreign Ministers will be accompanied 
by a high-ranking Deputy, duly authorised to carry on the work of the Council in the absence of his 
Foreign Minister, and by a small staff of technical advisers.

(ii) The first meeting of  the Council shall be held in London not later than September 1st, 
1945. Meetings may be held by common agreement in other capitals as may be agreed from time 
to time.

(3) (i) As its immediate important task, the Council shall be authorised to draw up, with a view 
to their submission to the United Nations, treaties of peace with Italy, Rumania, Bulgaria, Hungary 
and Finland, and to propose settlements of territorial questions outstanding on the termination of the 
war in Europe. That Council shall be utilised for the preparation of a peace settlement for Germany 
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to be accepted by the Government of Germany when a government adequate for the purpose is estab-
lished.

(ii) For the discharge of each of these tasks the Council will be composed of the Members repre-
senting those States which were signatory to the terms of surrender imposed upon the enemy State 
concerned. For the purposes of the peace settlement for Italy, France shall be regarded as a signatory 
to the terms of surrender for Italy. Other Members will be invited to participate when matters direct-
ly concerning them are under discussion.

(iii) Other matters may from time to time be referred to the Council by agreement between the 
Member Governments.

(4) (i) Whenever the Council is considering a question of direct interest to a State not represent-
ed thereon, such State should be invited to send representatives to participate in the discussion and 
study of that question.

(ii) The Council may adapt its procedure to the particular problem under consideration. In some 
cases it may hold its own preliminary discussions prior to the participation of other interested States. 
In other cases, the Council may convoke a formal conference of the States chiefly interested in seek-
ing a solution of the particular problem.

B. In accordance with the decision of the Conference the Three Governments have each addressed 
an identical invitation to the Governments of China and France to adopt this text and to join in estab-
lishing the Council.

C. The establishment of the Council of Foreign Ministers for the specific purposes named in the 
text will be without prejudice to the agreement of the Crimea Conference that there should be peri-
odic consultation among the Foreign Secretaries of the United States, the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics and the United Kingdom.

D. The Conference also considered the position of the European Advisory Commission in the light 
of the agreement to establish the Council of Foreign Ministers. It was noted with satisfaction that the 
Commission had ably discharged its principal tasks by the recommendations that it had furnished for 
the terms of Germany’s unconditional surrender, for the zones of occupation in Germany and Austria 
and for the inter-Allied control machinery in those countries. It was felt that further work of a de-
tailed character for the co-ordination of Allied policy for the control of Germany and Austria would in 
future fall within the competence of the Allied Control Council at Berlin and the Allied Commission 
at Vienna. Accordingly, it was agreed to recommend that the European Advisory Commission be dis-
solved.

III
Germany

The Allied armies are in occupation of the whole of Germany and the German people have begun 
to atone for the terrible crimes committed under the leadership of those whom, in the hour of their 
success, they openly approved and blindly obeyed.

Agreement has been reached at this Conference on the political and economic principles of a co-or-
dinated Allied policy toward defeated Germany during the period of Allied control.

The purpose of this agreement is to carry out the Crimea declaration on Germany. German milita-
rism and Nazism will be extirpated and the Allies will take in agreement together, now and in the fu-
ture, the other measures necessary to assure that Germany never again will threaten her neighbours 
or the peace of the world.

It is not the intention of the Allies to destroy or enslave the German people. It is the intention 
of the Allies that the German people be given the opportunity to prepare for the eventual reconstruc-
tion of their life on a democratic and peaceful basis. If their own efforts are steadily directed to this 
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end, it will be possible for them in due course to take their place among the free and peaceful peoples 
of the world.

The text of the agreement is as follows:
The Political and Economic Principles to Govern the Treatment of Germany in the Initial Control 

Period
A. Political Principles
1. In accordance with the Agreement on Control Machinery in Germany, supreme authority in 

Germany is exercised on instructions from their respective Governments, by  the Commanders-in-
Chief of the Armed Forces of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United States of America, 
the United Kingdom, and the French Republic, each in his own zone of occupation, and also jointly, in 
matters affecting Germany as a whole, in their capacity as members of the Control Council.

2. So far as is practicable, there shall be uniformity of treatment of the German population through-
out Germany.

3. The purposes of the occupation of Germany by which the Control Council shall be guided 
are:

(I) The complete disarmament and demilitarisation of Germany and the elimination or control 
of all German industry that could be used for military production. To these ends:

(a) All German land, naval and air forces, the S.S., S.A., S.D. and Gestapo, with all their organisa-
tions, staffs and institutions, including the General Staff, the Officers’ Corps, Reserve Corps, military 
schools, war veterans’ organisations and all other military and quasi-military organisations, togeth-
er with all clubs and associations which serve to keep alive the military tradition in Germany, shall be 
completely and finally abolished in such manner as permanently to prevent the revival or reorganisa-
tion of German militarism and Nazism;

(b) All arms, ammunition and implements of war and all specialised facilities for their production 
shall be held at the disposal of the Allies or destroyed. The maintenance and production of all aircraft 
and all arms, ammunition and implements of war shall be prevented.

(II) To convince the German people that they have suffered a total military defeat and that they 
cannot escape responsibility for what they have brought upon themselves, since their own ruthless 
warfare and the fanatical Nazi resistance have destroyed German economy and made chaos and suf-
fering inevitable.

(III) To destroy the National Socialist Party and its affiliated and supervised organisations, to dis-
solve all Nazi institutions, to ensure that they are not revived in any form, and to prevent all Nazi and 
militarist activity or propaganda.

(IV) To prepare for the eventual reconstruction of German political life on a democratic basis and 
for eventual peaceful co-operation in international life by Germany.

4. All Nazi laws which provided the basis of  the Hitler regime or established discrimination on 
grounds of race, creed, or political opinion shall be abolished. No such discriminations, whether legal, 
administrative or otherwise, shall be tolerated.

5. War criminals and those who have participated in planning or carrying out Nazi enterprises in-
volving or resulting in atrocities or war crimes shall be arrested and brought to judgement. Nazi lead-
ers, influential Nazi supporters and high officials of Nazi organisations and institutions and any other 
persons dangerous to the occupation or its objectives shall be arrested and interned.

6. All members of the Nazi Party who have been more than nominal participants in its activities 
and all other persons hostile to Allied purposes shall be removed from public and semi-public office, 
and from positions of responsibility in important private undertakings. Such persons shall be replaced 
by persons who, by their political and moral qualities, are deemed capable of assisting in developing 
genuine democratic institutions in Germany.
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7. German education shall be so controlled as completely to eliminate Nazi and militarist doctrines 
and to make possible the successful development of democratic ideas.

8. The judicial system will be reorganised in accordance with the principles of  democracy, 
of justice under law, and of equal rights for all citizens without distinction of race, nationality or 
religion.

9. The administration of affairs in Germany should be directed towards the decentralisation of the 
political structure and the development of local responsibility. To this end:

(I) local self-government shall be restored throughout Germany on democratic principles and in 
particular through elective councils as rapidly as is consistent with military security and the purpos-
es of military occupation;

(II) all democratic political parties with rights of assembly and of public discussion shall be al-
lowed and encouraged throughout Germany;

(III) representative and elective principles shall be introduced into regional, provincial and state 
(Land) administration as rapidly as may be justified by the successful application of these principles 
in local self-government;

(IV) for the time being no central German Government shall be established. Notwithstanding 
this, however, certain essential central German administrative departments, headed by  State 
Secretaries, shall be established, particularly in the fields of  finance, transport, communica-
tions, foreign trade and industry. Such departments will act under the direction of the Control 
Council.

10. Subject to the necessity for maintaining military security, freedom of speech, press and religion 
shall be permitted, and religious institutions shall be respected. Subject likewise to the maintenance 
of military security, the formation of free trade unions shall be permitted.

B. Economic Principles
11. In order to  eliminate Germany’s war potential, the production of  arms, ammunition and 

implements of war as well as all types of aircraft and sea-going ships shall be prohibited and pre-
vented. Production of  metals, chemicals, machinery and other items that are directly necessary 
to a war economy shall be rigidly controlled and restricted to Germany’s approved post-war peace-
time needs to meet the objectives stated in Paragraph 15. Productive capacity not needed for per-
mitted production shall be removed in accordance with the reparations plan recommended by the 
Allied Reparations Commission and approved by  the Governments concerned or if not removed 
shall be destroyed.

12. At the earliest practicable date, the German economy shall be decentralised for the purpose 
of eliminating the present excessive concentration of economic power as exemplified in particular 
by cartels, syndicates, trusts and other monopolistic arrangements.

13. In organising the German economy, primary emphasis shall be given to the development of ag-
riculture and peaceful domestic industries.

14. During the period of occupation Germany shall be treated as a single economic unit. To this 
end common policies shall be established in regard to:

(a) mining and industrial production and allocations;
(b) agriculture, forestry and fishing;
(c) wages, prices and rationing;
(d) import and export programmes for Germany as a whole;
(e) currency and banking, central taxation and customs;
(f) reparation and removal of industrial war potential;
(g) transportation and communications.
In applying these policies account shall be taken, where appropriate, of varying local conditions.
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15. Allied controls shall be imposed upon the German economy but only to the extent necessary:
(a) to carry out programmes of industrial disarmament and demilitarisation, of reparations, and 

of approved exports and imports;
(b) to assure the production and maintenance of goods and services required to meet the needs 

of the occupying forces and displaced persons in Germany and essential to maintain in Germany av-
erage living standards not exceeding the average of  the standards of  living of  European countries 
(European countries means all European countries excluding the United Kingdom and the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics);

(c) to ensure in the manner determined by the Control Council the equitable distribution of es-
sential commodities between the several zones so as to  produce a  balanced economy throughout 
Germany and reduce the need for imports;

(d) to control German industry and all economic and financial international transactions, includ-
ing exports and imports, with the aim of preventing Germany from developing a war potential and 
of achieving the other objectives named herein;

(e) to control all German public or private scientific bodies, research and experimental institu-
tions, laboratories, etc., connected with economic activities.

16. In the imposition and maintenance of economic controls established by the Control Council, 
German administrative machinery shall be created and the German authorities shall be required to the 
fullest extent practicable to proclaim and assume administration of such controls. Thus it should be 
brought home to the German people that the responsibility for the administration of such controls 
and any breakdown in these controls will rest with themselves. Any German controls which may run 
counter to the objectives of occupation will be prohibited.

17. Measures shall be promptly taken:
(a) to effect essential repair of transport;
(b) to enlarge coal production;
(c) to maximise agricultural output; and
(d) to effect emergency repair of housing and essential utilities.
18. Appropriate steps shall be taken by  the Control Council to  exercise control and the power 

of disposition over German-owned external assets not already under the control of United Nations 
which have taken part in the war against Germany.

19. Payment of reparations should leave enough resources to enable the German people to subsist 
without external assistance. In working out the economic balance of Germany the necessary means 
must be provided to pay for imports approved by the Control Council in Germany. The proceeds of ex-
ports from current production and stocks shall be available in the first place for payment for such im-
ports.

The above clause will not apply to the equipment and products referred to in paragraphs 4(a) and 
4(b) of the Reparations Agreement.

IV
Reparations from Germany

In accordance with the Crimea decision that Germany be compelled to compensate to the greatest 
possible extent for the loss and suffering that she has caused to the United Nations and for which the 
German people cannot escape responsibility, the following agreement on reparations was reached:

1. Reparation claims of the U.S.S.R. shall be met by removals from the zone of Germany occupied 
by the U.S.S.R. and from appropriate German external assets.

2. The U.S.S.R. undertakes to settle the reparation claims of Poland from its own share of repara-
tions.
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3. The reparation claims of the United States, the United Kingdom and other countries en-
titled to reparations shall be met from the Western zones and from appropriate German exter-
nal assets.

4. In addition to the reparations to be taken by the U.S.S.R. from its own zone of occupation, the 
U.S.S.R. shall receive additionally from the Western zones:

(a) 15 per cent of such usable and complete industrial capital equipment, in the first place from 
the metallurgical, chemical and machine manufacturing industries, as is unnecessary for the German 
peace economy and should be removed from the Western zones of Germany, in exchange for an equiv-
alent value of food, coal, potash, zinc, timber, clay products, petroleum products, and such other com-
modities as may be agreed upon.

(b) 10 per cent of such industrial capital equipment as is unnecessary for the German peace econ-
omy and should be removed from the Western zones, to be transferred to the Soviet Government on 
reparations account without payment or exchange of any kind in return.

Removals of equipment as provided in (a) and (b) above shall be made simultaneously.
5. The amount of equipment to be removed from the Western zones on account of  reparations 

must be determined within six months from now at the latest.
6. Removals of industrial capital equipment shall begin as soon as possible and shall be complet-

ed within two years from the determination specified in Paragraph 5. The delivery of products covered 
by 4(a) above shall begin as soon as possible and shall be made by the U.S.S.R. in agreed instalments 
within five years of the date hereof. The determination of the amount and character of the industri-
al capital equipment unnecessary for the German peace economy and therefore available for repara-
tions shall be made by the Control Council under policies fixed by the Allied Reparations Commission 
with the participation of France, subject to the final approval of the zone Commander in the zone from 
which the equipment is to be removed.

7. Prior to the fixing of the total amount of equipment subject to removal, advance deliveries shall 
be made in respect of such equipment as will be determined to be eligible for delivery in accordance 
with the procedure set forth in the last sentence of Paragraph 6.

8. The Soviet Government renounces all claims in respect of reparations to shares of German en-
terprises which are located in the Western zones of occupation in Germany as well as to German for-
eign assets in all countries except those specified in Paragraph 9 below.

9. The Governments of  the U.K. and the U.S.A. renounce their claims in respect of  reparations 
to shares of German enterprises which are located in the Eastern zone of occupation in Germany, as 
well as to German foreign assets in Bulgaria, Finland, Hungary, Rumania and Eastern Austria.

10. The Soviet Government makes no claims to gold captured by the Allied troops in Germany.

V
Disposal of the German Navy and Merchant Marine

The Conference agreed in principle upon arrangements for the use and disposal of the surrendered 
German fleet and merchant ships. It was decided that the Three Governments would appoint experts 
to work out together detailed plans to give effect to the agreed principles. A further joint statement 
will be published simultaneously by the Three Governments in due course.

VI
City of Königsberg and the Adjacent Area

The Conference examined a proposal by the Soviet Government that pending the final determina-
tion of territorial questions at the peace settlement, the section of the western frontier of the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics which is adjacent to the Baltic Sea should pass from a point on the east-
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ern shore of the Bay of Danzig to the east, north of Braunsberg-Goldap, to the meeting point of the 
frontiers of Lithuania, the Polish Republic and East Prussia.

The Conference has agreed in principle to the proposal of the Soviet Government concerning the 
transfer to the Soviet Union of the City of Königsberg and the area adjacent to it as described above 
subject to expert examination of the actual frontier.

The President of the United States and the British Prime Minister have declared that they will sup-
port the proposal of the Conference at the forthcoming peace settlement.

VII
War Criminals

The Three Governments have taken note of  the discussions which have been proceeding in 
recent weeks in London between British, United States, Soviet and French representatives with 
a view to reaching agreement on the methods of trial of those major war criminals whose crimes 
under the Moscow Declaration of October 1943 have no particular geographical localisation. The 
Three governments reaffirm their intention to  bring those criminals to  swift and sure justice. 
They hope that the negotiations in London will result in speedy agreement being reached for this 
purpose, and they regard it as a matter of great importance that the trial of those major crimi-
nals should begin at the earliest possible date. The first list of defendants will be published be-
fore September 1.

VIII
Austria

The Conference examined a proposal by the Soviet Government on the extension of the authority 
of the Austrian Provisional Government to all of Austria.

The Three Governments agreed that they were prepared to examine this question after the entry 
of the British and American forces into the city of Vienna.

IX
Poland

The Conference considered questions relating to the Polish Provisional Government and the west-
ern boundary of Poland.

On the Polish Provisional Government of National Unity they defined their attitude in the follow-
ing statement:

A. We have taken note with pleasure of the agreement reached among representative Poles from 
Poland and abroad which has made possible the formation, in accordance with the decisions reached 
at the Crimea Conference, of a Polish Provisional Government of National Unity recognised by the 
Three Powers. The establishment by the British and United States Governments of diplomatic rela-
tions with the Polish Provisional Government has resulted in the withdrawal of their recognition from 
the former Polish Government in London, which no longer exists.

The British and United States Governments have taken measures to protect the interest of  the 
Polish Provisional Government as the recognised Government of the Polish State in the property be-
longing to  the Polish State located in their territories and under their control, whatever the form 
of this property may be.

They have further taken measures to prevent alienation to third parties of such property. All prop-
er facilities will be given to the Polish Provisional Government for the exercise of the ordinary legal 
remedies for the recovery of any property belonging to the Polish State which may have been wrong-
fully alienated.
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The Three Powers are anxious to assist the Polish Provisional Government in facilitating the re-
turn to Poland as soon as practicable of all Poles abroad who wish to go, including members of the 
Polish Armed Forces and the Merchant Marine. They expect that those Poles who return home shall 
be accorded personal and property rights on the same basis as all Polish citizens.

The Three Powers note that the Polish Provisional Government in accordance with the decisions 
of the Crimea Conference has agreed to the holding of free and unfettered elections as soon as possi-
ble on the basis of universal suffrage and secret ballot in which all democratic and anti-Nazi parties 
shall have the right to take part and to put forward candidates, and that representatives of the Allied 
press shall enjoy full freedom to report to the world upon developments in Poland before and during 
the elections.

B. The following agreement was reached on the western frontier of Poland:
In conformity with the agreement on Poland reached at the Crimea Conference the three Heads 

of Government have sought the opinion of the Polish Provisional Government of National Unity in re-
gard to the accession of territory in the north and west which Poland should receive. The President 
of  the National Council of Poland and members of  the Polish Provisional Government of National 
Unity have been received at the Conference and have fully presented their views. The three Heads 
of Government reaffirmed their opinion that the final determination of the western frontier of Poland 
should await the peace settlement.

The three Heads of  Government agree that, pending the final determination of  Poland’s west-
ern frontier, the former German territories east of a  line running from the Baltic Sea immediately 
west of Swinemünde, and thence along the Oder River to the confluence of the western Neisse River 
and along the western Neisse to the Czechoslovak frontier, including that portion of East Prussia not 
placed under the administration of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics in accordance with the un-
derstanding reached at this Conference and including the area of the former free city of Danzig, shall 
be under the administration of the Polish State and for such purposes should not be considered as part 
of the Soviet zone of occupation in Germany.

X
Conclusion of Peace Treaties and Admission to the United Nations Organisation

The Conference agreed upon the following statement of common policy for establishing, as soon 
as possible, the conditions of lasting peace after victory in Europe:

The Three Governments consider it desirable that the present anomalous position of  Italy, 
Bulgaria, Finland, Hungary and Rumania should be terminated by the conclusion of Peace Treaties. 
They trust that the other interested Allied Governments will share these views.

For their part the Three Governments have included the preparation of  a  Peace Treaty for 
Italy as the first among the immediate important tasks to  be undertaken by  the new Council 
of Foreign Ministers. Italy was the first of the Axis Powers to break with Germany, to whose defeat 
she has made a material contribution, and has now joined with the Allies in the struggle against 
Japan. Italy has freed herself from the Fascist regime and is making good progress towards the 
re-establishment of a democratic government and institutions. The conclusion of such a Peace 
Treaty with a recognised and democratic Italian Government will make it possible for the Three 
Governments to fulfil their desire to support an application from Italy for membership of the United  
Nations.

The Three Governments have also charged the Council of Foreign Ministers with the task of pre-
paring Peace Treaties for Bulgaria, Finland, Hungary and Rumania. The conclusion of Peace Treaties 
with recognised democratic Governments in these States will also enable the Three Governments 
to support applications from them for membership of the United Nations. The Three Governments 
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agree to examine each separately in the near future, in the light of the conditions then prevailing, the 
establishment of diplomatic relations with Finland, Rumania, Bulgaria, and Hungary to  the extent 
possible prior to the conclusion of peace treaties with those countries.

The Three Governments have no doubt that in view of the changed conditions resulting from the 
termination of the war in Europe, representatives of the Allied press will enjoy full freedom to report 
to the world upon developments in Rumania, Bulgaria, Hungary and Finland.

As regards the admission of other states into the United Nations Organisation, Article 4 of the 
Charter of the United Nations declares that:

“1. Membership in the United Nations is open to all other peace-loving States who accept the obli-
gations contained in the present Charter and, in the judgement of the organisation, are able and will-
ing to carry out these obligations;

“2. The admission of any such State to membership in the United Nations will be effected by a de-
cision of the General Assembly upon the recommendation of the Security Council.”

The Three Governments, so far as they are concerned, will support applications for membership 
from those States which have remained neutral during the war and which fulfil the qualifications set 
out above.

The Three Governments feel bound however to make it clear that they for their part would not fa-
vour any application for membership put forward by the present Spanish Government, which, having 
been founded with the support of the Axis Powers, does not, in view of its origins, its nature, its re-
cord and its close association with the aggressor States, possess the qualifications necessary to justi-
fy such membership.

XI
Territorial Trusteeships

The Conference examined a proposal by the Soviet Government concerning trusteeship territo-
ries as defined in the decision of  the Crimea Conference and in the Charter of  the United Nations 
Organisation.

After an  exchange of  views on this question it was decided that the disposition of  any former 
Italian colonial territories was one to be decided in connection with the preparation of a peace trea-
ty for Italy and that the question of Italian colonial territories would be considered by the September 
Council of Ministers of Foreign Affairs.

XII
Revised Allied Control Commission Procedure in Rumania, Bulgaria and Hungary

The Three Governments took note that the Soviet representatives on the Allied Control 
Commissions in Rumania, Bulgaria and Hungary, have communicated to their United Kingdom and 
United States colleagues proposals for improving the work of the Control Commissions, now that hos-
tilities in Europe have ceased.

The Three Governments agreed that the revision of  the procedures of  the Allied Control 
Commissions in these countries would now be undertaken, taking into account the interests and re-
sponsibilities of the Three Governments which together presented the terms of armistice to the re-
spective countries, and accepting as a basis the agreed proposals.

XIII
Orderly Transfers of German Populations

The Conference reached the following agreement on the removal of  Germans from Poland, 
Czechoslovakia and Hungary:
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The Three Governments, having considered the question in all its aspects, recognise that 
the transfer to  Germany of  German populations, or elements thereof, remaining in Poland, 
Czechoslovakia and Hungary, will have to be undertaken. They agree that any transfers that take 
place should be effected in an  orderly and humane manner. Since the influx of  a  large number 
of Germans into Germany would increase the burden already resting on the occupying authorities, 
they consider that the Allied Control Council in Germany should in the first instance examine the 
problem with special regard to the question of the equitable distribution of these Germans among 
the several zones of occupation. They are accordingly instructing their respective representatives 
on the Control Council to report to their Governments as soon as possible the extent to which such 
persons have already entered Germany from Poland, Czechoslovakia and Hungary, and to submit 
an estimate of the time and rate at which further transfers could be carried out, having regard to the 
present situation in Germany.

The Czechoslovak Government, the Polish Provisional Government and the Control Council in 
Hungary are at the same time being informed of the above, and are being requested meanwhile to sus-
pend further expulsions pending the examination by the Governments concerned of the report from 
their representatives on the Control Council.

XIV
Military Talks

During the Conference there were meetings between the Chiefs of Staff of the Three Governments 
on military matters of common interest.

XV
[Here a list of the U.S.S.R., the U.S.A. and the United Kingdom delegates to the Conference is giv-

en.]

J. V. Stalin
Harry S. Truman
C. R. Attlee

Source: https://www.revolutionarydemocracy.org/Stalin/potsdam.htm
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Protocol of Proceedings of the Berlin Conference. August 2, 1945

The Berlin Conference of the Three Heads of Government of the U.S.S.R., U.S.A., and U.K., which 
took place from July 17 to August 2, 1945, came to the following conclusions:

I
Establishment of a Council of Foreign Ministers

A. The. Conference reached the following agreement for the establishment of a Council of Foreign 
Ministers to do the necessary preparatory work for the peace settlements:

“(1) There shall be established a Council composed of the Foreign Ministers of the United Kingdom, 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, China, France and the United States.

“(2) (i) The Council shall normally meet in London, which shall be the permanent seat of  the 
joint Secretariat which the Council will form. Each of  the Foreign Ministers will be accompanied 
by a high-ranking Deputy, duly authorised to carry on the work of the Council in the absence of his 
Foreign Minister, and by a small staff of technical advisers.

“(ii) The first meeting of the Council shall be held in London not later than September 1st, 1945. 
Meetings may be held by common agreement in other capitals as may be agreed from time to time.

“(3) (i) As its immediate important task, the Council shall be authorised to draw up, with a view 
to their submission to the United Nations, treaties of peace with Italy, Rumania, Bulgaria, Hungary and 
Finland, and to propose settlements of territorial questions outstanding on the termination of the war in 
Europe. The Council shall be utilised for the preparation of a peace settlement for Germany to be accept-
ed by the Government of Germany when a government adequate for the purpose is established.

“(ii) For the discharge of each of these tasks the Council will be composed of the Members repre-
senting those States which were signatory to the terms of surrender imposed upon the enemy State 
concerned. For the purposes of the peace settlement for Italy, France shall be regarded as a signatory 
to the terms of surrender for Italy. Other Members will be invited to participate when matters direct-
ly concerning them are under discussion.

“(iii) Other matters may from time to time be referred, to the Council by agreement between the 
Member Governments.

“(4) (i) Whenever the Council is considering a question of direct interest to a State not represent-
ed thereon, such State should be invited to send representatives to participate in the discussion and 
study of that question.

“(ii) The Council may adapt its procedure to the particular problem under consideration. In some 
cases it may hold its own preliminary discussions prior to the participation of other interested States. 
In other cases, the Council may convoke a formal conference of the States chiefly interested in seek-
ing a solution of the particular problem.”

B. It was agreed that the Three Governments should each address an identical invitation to the 
Governments of China and France to adopt this text and to join in establishing the Council. The text 
of the approved invitation was as follows:

Council of Foreign Ministers
Draft for Identical Invitation To Be Sent Separately by  Each of  the Three Governments to  the 

Governments of China and France
“The Governments of  the United Kingdom, the United States and the U.S.S.R. consider it neces-

sary to begin without delay the essential preparatory work upon the peace settlements in Europe. To 
this end they are agreed that there should be established a Council of the Foreign Ministers of the Five 
Great Powers to prepare treaties of peace with the European enemy States, for submission to the United 
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Nations. The Council would also be empowered to propose settlements of outstanding territorial ques-
tions in,Europe and to consider such other matters as Member Governments might agree to refer to it.

“The text adopted by the Three Governments is as follows:
“In agreement with the Governments of ... the Government of ... extends a cordial invitation to the 

Government of China (France) to adopt the text quoted above and to join in setting up the Council.
“The Government of ... attaches much importance to the participation of the Chinese Government 

(French Government) in the proposed arrangements and it hopes to receive an early and favourable 
reply to this invitation.”

C. It was understood that the establishment of the Council of Foreign Ministers for the specific 
purposes named in the text would be without prejudice to the agreement of the Crimea Conference 
that there should be periodical consultation between the Foreign Secretaries of the United States, the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United Kingdom.

D. The Conference also considered the position of the European Advisory Commission in the light 
of the agreement to establish the Council of Foreign Ministers. It was noted with satisfaction that the 
Commission had ably discharged its principal tasks by the recommendations that it had furnished for 
the terms of surrender for Germany, for the zones of occupation in Germany and Austria and for the 
inter-Allied control machinery in those countries. It was felt that further work of a detailed character 
for the coordination of Allied policy for the control of Germany and Austria would in future fall with-
in the competence of the Allied Control Commission at Berlin and the Allied Commission at Vienna. 
Accordingly the Conference agreed to  recommend to  the Member Governments of  the European 
Advisory Commission that the Commission might now be dissolved.

[The subsequent text is omitted, as it is repeated in the Communiqué on the Tripartite Conference 
of Berlin. – Editor’s Note.]

IV
Disposal of the German Navy and Merchant Marine

A
The following principles for the distribution of the German Navy were agreed:
(1) The total strength of the German surface navy, excluding ships sunk and those taken over from 

Allied Nations, but including ships under construction or repair, shall be divided equally among the 
U.S.S.R., U.K., and U.S.

(2) Ships under construction or repair mean those ships whose construction or repair may be com-
pleted within three to six months, according to the type of ship. Whether such ships under construc-
tion or repair shall be completed or repaired shall be determined by the technical commission appointed 
by the Three Powers and referred to below, subject to the principle that their completion or repair must 
be achieved within the time limits above provided, without any increase of skilled employment in the 
German shipyards and without permitting the reopening of any German ship building or connected in-
dustries. Completion date means the date when a ship is able to go out on its first trip, or, under peace-
time standards, would refer to the customary date of delivery by shipyard to the Government.

(3) The larger part of the German submarine fleet shall be sunk. Not more than thirty submarines shall be 
preserved and divided equally between the U.S.S.R., U.K. and the U.S. for experimental and technical purposes.

(4) All stocks of armament, ammunition and supplies of  the German Navy appertaining to  the 
vessels transferred pursuant to paragraphs (1) and (3) hereof shall be handed over to the respective 
Powers receiving such ships.

(5) The Three Governments agree to constitute a tripartite naval commission comprising two rep-
resentatives for each Government, accompanied by the requisite staff, to submit agreed recommen-
dations to the Three Governments for the allocation of specific German warships and to handle other 
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detailed matters arising out of the agreement between the Three Governments regarding the German 
fleet. The Commission will hold its first meeting not later than 15th August, 1945, in Berlin, which 
shall be its headquarters. Each Delegation on the Commission will have the right on the basis of reci-
procity to inspect German warships wherever they may be located.

(6) The Three Governments agreed that transfers, including those of ships under construction and 
repair, shall be completed as soon as possible, but not later than 15th February, 1946. The Commission 
will submit fortnightly reports, including proposals for the progressive allocation of the vessels when 
agreed by the Commission.

B
The following principles for the distribution of the German Merchant Marine were agreed.
(1) The German Merchant Marine, surrendered to the Three Powers and wherever located, shall be di-

vided equally among the U.S.S.R., the U.K., and the U.S. The actual transfers of the ships to the respec-
tive countries shall take place as soon as practicable after the end of the war against Japan. The United 
Kingdom and the United States will provide out of their shares of the surrendered German merchant ships 
appropriate amounts for other Allied States whose merchant marines have suffered heavy losses in the 
common cause against Germany, except that the Soviet Union shall provide out of its share for Poland.

(2) The allocation, manning, and operation of these ships during the Japanese War period shall 
fall under the cognizance and authority of the Combined Shipping Adjustment Board and the United 
Maritime Authority.

(3) While actual transfer of the ships shall be delayed until after the end of the war with Japan, 
a Tripartite Shipping Commission shall inventory and value all available ships and recommend a spe-
cific distribution in accordance with Paragraph (1).

(4) German inland and coastal ships determined to be necessary to the maintenance of the basic 
German peace economy by the Allied Control Council of Germany shall not be included in the ship-
ping pool thus divided among the Three Powers.

(5) The Three Governments agree to constitute a tripartite merchant marine commission compris-
ing two representatives for each Government, accompanied by the requisite staff, to submit agreed 
recommendations to the Three Governments for the allocation of specific German merchant ships and 
to handle other detailed matters arising out of the agreement between the Three Governments regard-
ing the German merchant ships. The Commission will hold its first meeting not later than September 
1st, 1945, in Berlin, which shall be its headquarters. Each delegation on the Commission will have the 
right on the basis of reciprocity to inspect the German merchant ships wherever they may be located.

[The subsequent text is omitted, as it is repeated in the Communiqué on the Tripartite Conference 
of Berlin. – Editor’s Note.]

XIV
Iran

It was agreed that Allied troops should be withdrawn immediately from Tehran, and that fur-
ther stages of the withdrawal of troops from Iran should be considered at the meeting of the Council 
of Foreign Ministers to be held in London in September 1945.

XV
The International Zone of Tangier

A proposal by the Soviet Government was examined and the following decisions were reached.
Having examined the question of the Zone of Tangier, the Three Governments have agreed that 

this Zone, which includes the City of Tangier and the area adjacent to it, in view of its special strate-
gic importance shall remain international.
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The question of Tangier will be discussed in the near future at a meeting in Paris of representa-
tives of the Governments of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United States of America, the 
United Kingdom and France.

XVI
The Black Sea Straits

The Three Governments recognised that the Convention concluded at Montreux should be revised, 
as failing to meet present-day conditions.

It was agreed that as the next step the matter should be the subject of direct conversations be-
tween each of the Three Governments and the Turkish Government.

XVII
International Inland Waterways

The Conference considered a proposal of the U.S. Delegation on this subject and agreed to refer it 
for consideration to the forthcoming meeting of the Council of Foreign Ministers in London.

XVIII
European Inland Transport Conference

The British and U.S. Delegations to  the Conference informed the Soviet Delegation of  the de-
sire of  the British and U.S. Governments to  reconvene the European Inland Transport Conference 
and stated that they would welcome assurance that the Soviet Government would participate in the 
work of the reconvened Conference. The Soviet Government agreed that it would participate in this 
Conference.

XIX
Directives to Military Commanders on Allied Control Council for Germany

The Three Governments agreed that each would send a  directive to  its representative on the 
Control Council concerning questions coming within the scope of his competence. 

XX
Use of Allied Property for Satellite Reparations or “War Trophies”

The Conference decided to accept in principle the proposal of the American Delegation. [ ... ] The 
wording of this proposal is to be agreed upon through the diplomatic channel.

[The subsequent text is omitted, as it is repeated in the Communiqué on the Tripartite Conference 
of Berlin – Editor’s Note.]

J. V. Stalin
Harry S. Truman
C. R. Attlee

Source: https://www.revolutionarydemocracy.org/Stalin/potsdam.htm 
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Circular telegram from the People’s Commissariat of the USSR on the 
outcome of the Berlin (Potsdam) Conference between the Heads 
of Government of the USSR, USA and Great Britain. August 4, 1945

* Sent to all Ambassadors and envoys of the USSR, and also to the Soviet representatives in Bucharest, 
Sofia, and Budapest, to the People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs of the Ukrainian SSR D.Z. Manuil'sky 
in Kiev, the People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs of the Belorussian SSR K.V. Kiselev in Minsk and to the 
Consulate General of the USSR in Pretoria.

 
For your bearings and to familiarize yourself, I send you the following additional information on 

the Berlin Conference.
The decisions reached on the main issues of  the Conference’s communiqué were published on 

2 August. However, in addition to  the communiqué, the heads of  the three governments signed 
a Conference protocol, which is not to be published. What follows below are the details of the deci-
sions that are referred to in the protocol in question, but which are not conveyed or partially conveyed 
in the communiqué.

1. The German Navy.
It was decided that all of the German surface fleet would be divided equally between the USSR, 

USA and Great Britain. A large part of Germany’s submarine fleet would be sunk, while 30 of the best 
submarines would be left intact, to be equally divided between the USSR, USA and Britain for exper-
imental purposes. All German merchant fleet will be equally divided between the USSR, Britain and 
the USA. The actual transfer of the merchant ships will be carried out after the war against Japan, 
before the end of which the Anglo-Americans will use the said ships in the war. The US and England 
have struck off a number of commercial vessels from their own stocks to give to other nations who 
suffered losses in the war, while the Soviet Union is committing to sharing a portion of  its ships 
with Poland.

2. At the suggestion of the Anglo-Americans, it was decided that reparations would not be imposed 
on Austria, and that the question of reparations from Italy would be settled by the Council of Foreign 
Ministers as part of the question of Italy’s peace treaty.

3. Black Sea straits.
It has been decided: a) The Montreux Convention should be revised in order to meet the require-

ments of modern times; b) This issue will be the subject of direct negotiations between each of the 
three governments and the Turkish Government.

The Soviet Government’s [position] was not accepted. Instead of  the Montreux International 
Convention, it called for the Soviet Union to be provided with control over Turkey’s Black Sea straits, 
as well as for the Soviet Union to be provided the opportunity to have its military bases in the Straits.

4. Iran.
It has been decided: a) to immediately withdraw Allied forces from Tehran; b) to decide the ques-

tion of  the further withdrawal of  troops from Iran at the Council of  Foreign Ministers Affairs in 
September 1945.

5. A decision was made to establish two commissions, one Anglo-Soviet and one US-Soviet, in or-
der to examine the question of seizing oil extraction equipment that was captured by the Germans 
in Romania, which, in the opinion of the British and American governments, was the property of the 
Anglo-American firms.

6. The international zone of Tangier.
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In accordance with our proposal, it was decided: a) The zone of Tangier, in view of its strategic im-
portance, shall remain international1; b) the question of Tangiers to be discussed at the meeting in 
Paris between government representatives of the US, UK and France.

7. The Soviet government accepted the proposal of the British and US governments to take part in 
the London Conference on the intra-European transportation2, which will resume its work.

8. Our proposal on the trust territories not only touched on the Italian colonies, but also on the 
mandates of the League of Nations. As you know from the published communiqué, the decision of the 
Conference was only on the question of the Italian colonies.

9. Our proposal on the issue of war criminals – to specify at the conference the names of some 
of the major war criminals – i.e. Goering3, Hess4, Ribbentrop5, etc.) – was not adopted.

10. In principal, the following US proposal was adopted: with collection of reparations and spoils 
of war from the satellite countries, the property of the Allied countries is not to be affected. The word-
ing of this corresponding decision was entrusted to be coordinated through standard diplomacy.

11. The Americans have made a proposal to establish international control over such European in-
land waterways, as the Danube River Rhine, and the Kola channel. At our suggestion, this mattered 
was passed over to the Council of Foreign Ministers.

In addition, the Conference exchanged views on a number of issues that are not reflected in the 
communiqué or the Conference’s protocol. So, the British and Americans persistently put forward the 
proposition of have the upcoming parliamentary elections in Romania, Bulgaria, Hungary and Greece 
placed under the control of the Allied commission. We rejected this proposal as being incompatible 
with the principles of democracy.

The British and the Americans pointed out that in Yugoslavia the Tito-Šubašić agreement will not 
be enforced, which they offered to point out on behalf of the Conference. Rejecting such a statement, 
we proposed to discuss this issue by summoning Tito and Šubašić, but no agreement was reached.

Likewise, we made a proposal on the Greek government, pointing out its anti-democratic and ag-
gressive character and demanding its reorganization in a democratic spirit on the basis of the agree-
ment with the Greeks made in Varkiza in February 6. At the request of the British, we did not insist on 
making a decision on the matter.

On our initiative, the sides exchanged opinions on the situation in Syria and Lebanon, but no de-
cisions were taken.

1 Port Tangier, which controls the southern part of the Gibraltar Strait, had been turned into an international demilitarised zone 
(on the territory of the French part of the Moroccan Protectorate) in accordance with the Paris convention of 18 December 1923 
(initially signed by France, Spain and Great Britain, then later by a number of other European states). The status of the international 
zone was abolished following the inclusion of Tangier in the independent state of Morocco in 1956.

2 The conference took place between 24 August and 27 September 1945. Contrary to its initially expressed acceptance, the Soviet 
side (in the person of the Ambassador, Gusev), citing the absence of instructions, did not take part in the conference. The British 
representatives, as did the American Ambassador Winant in his report to Washington, regarded this step by the USSR as ‘blackmail 
on account of Rumania’ (the reluctance of Great Britain and the USA to establish diplomatic relations with Bucharest and readiness 
to admit the Romanian delegation to the conference as observers only). Poland also abstained from participation in the conference. 
See: FRUS. 1945. Vol. 2. P. 1409.

3 Goering, Hermann Wilhelm (1893 – 1946) – Nazi German statesman and politician, de facto second most-powerful person in 
Nazi Germany and Hitler’s successor, held numerous posts, including Vice-Chancellor (1941 – 1945), President of Reichstag (1932 – 
1945), Minister-President of Prussia (1933 – 1945), Minister of Aviation (1933 – 1945).

4 Hess, Rudolf Walter Richard (1894 – 1987) – Nazi German statesman and politician, deputy head of the Nazi Party (1933 – 1941). 
In 1941 undertook a flight to Great Britain where he was taken prisoner and sentenced to life imprisonment.

5 Ribbentrop, Joachim von (1893 – 1946) – Nazi German statesman and politician, Minister for Foreign Affairs (1938 – 1945).

6 The Agreement was concluded on 12 February 1945 in Varkiza, near Athens between the Greek Government and representatives 
from ELAS. It provided for a ceasefire, a general election and a referendum to decide the political future of the country and the 
question of the monarchy.
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We have made a proposal to have the UK, USA, USSR and France establish international control 
over the Ruhr industrial area, but having received assurances from the Anglo-Americans that the Ruhr 
would remain part of Germany and would be under the control of the Inter-Allied Control Council, we 
did not persist to have specific solutions about this question.

In addition, we gave several memorandums to the British and the Americans: a) on discovering in 
Norway four hundred thousand German troops that were not fully disarmed; b) on the anti-Soviet agi-
tation by Russian fascists from the ranks of former Nazi agents, who are now among the Soviet prison-
ers of war and interned in Germany and Austria in the Anglo-Americans zones; c) on the British camp 
in Italy for Soviet prisoners of war, where instead of one hundred and fifty people, as reported by the 
British, there turned out to  be upon inspection ten thousand Ukrainians, out of  which the British 
formed a division that was headed by officers who served under Hitler; d) on the restrictions imposed 
on Soviet representatives when visiting Soviet prisoners of  war and internees in Anglo-American 
camps; e) on the allies’ removal of equipment from Soviet-occupied zone of Germany, which Anglo-
Americans were temporarily doing, as well as about thirteen thousand wagons stolen by the allies in 
this region.

The allies promised us that they would verify all these issues and report back the results.
In conclusion, we can say that the Conference ended with satisfactory results for the Soviet Union.
Confirm receipt.
Molotov

Source: https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1943cairotehran/d2
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Personal message from Winston Churchill to Joseph Stalin 
on the acceptance by the Polish government-in-exile of the 
eastern border along the Curzon Line. April 22, 1945

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History
Russian translation.
English original.

The following is a public statement by M. Mikolajczyk which has appeared in his newspaper. There 
is no doubt about the answer which he gave in his last sentence to the question you put to me, namely 
that he accepts the Curzon Line including the Lwow cession to the Soviets. I hope that this will be sat-
isfactory to you.
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Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/personal-message-winston-churchill-joseph-stalin-22-april-1945
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Telegram from the Chairman Council of the People’s Commissars, 
I.V. Stalin, to the People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs 
of the USSR, V.M. Molotov, dated September 26, 1945

Top Secret
NOT IN ORDER
SPECIAL
I am passing on Comrade Stalin’s telegram:
“I consider it the pinnacle of arrogance for the British and the Americans, who consider them-

selves our allies, to not have wanted to listen to us – as is proper – on the issue of the Control Council 
in Japan. One of the Allies – the Soviet Union – declares itself dissatisfied with the situation in Japan, 
while the people who call themselves our allies refuse to discuss our statements. This suggests that 
they lack a basic sense of respect for their ally. Should Byrnes and Bevin not be given a hint, that un-
der such circumstances, we will be forced to withdraw our men from Japan, since we cannot take any 
responsibility for the United States’ and Great Britain’s policy in Japan.

We have information that the Americans have laid their hands on Japan’s gold reserves – which 
by one estimate are worth two billion dollars – and took the British on as their partner. We need to hint 
to them, making it clear that we know there is a reason that the Americans and the British oppose the 
Allied Council’s organizations in Japan and do not want us anywhere near affairs concerning Japan, 
despite the fact that the British themselves had recently offered to organize Control Council in Japan.

When do you think the ministerial meeting should finish?”
Please confirm receipt.
VYSHINSKY

Source: https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1943cairotehran/d2
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Telegram from Foreign Affairs of the USSR, V.M. Molotov  
to the Chairman Council of the People’s Commissars, 
I.V. Stalin. September 28, 1945

Copy
Top secret
NOT IN ORDER

TO STALIN.
...
I agree that now is the crucial moment. I agree that it is better to let the first Council of Ministers 

end in failure than to make significant concessions to Byrnes. I think that now you can either break the 
veils of well-being, the visibility which the Americans would like to have or obtain from the Americans 
(and, hence, from others) significant concessions in USSR’s favour.

I think we can offer the following:
The Americans should agree with us about the imminent establishment of diplomatic relations 

with Romania and Bulgaria, as well as to promise a specific short period of time to create the Allied 
Control Council in Japan. Otherwise, we abandon the agreement with them on the subject of Italy and 
other significant decisions of the Council. We have the means to put pressure on the Americans, if 
they want to show the success of the first session of the Council of Ministers, which Byrnes apparently 
wants to. At the meeting with Byrnes and Bevin on 27 September 27, I assailed Byrnes for the fact that 
he is demanding to immediately set up short deadlines for the preparation of the peace treaties, but 
does not agree to a discussion on the establishment of the Control Council in Japan. I declared that the 
United States wants to play the role of the dictator, to dictate its proposals, but does not want to meet 
halfway on the issue of a Control Council in Japan, which all the Allies want: the Soviet Union, Britain, 
and China. I said that nothing will come of this, and that in such a case, I too cannot give an immedi-
ate response on the procedure for reviewing the peace treaties with Italy and other countries, on which 
Byrnes wants to create an impression of success regarding the work of Council of Ministers.

Under these circumstances, Bevin only moaned and repeated platitudes, without making any sug-
gestions.

It will probably not be possible to immediately gain concessions from the Americans on the Balkan 
countries and Japan. But without significant concessions from the Americans on at least one of these 
questions (the Balkans or Japan), it is impermissible, in my opinion, to enter into an agreement with 
them regarding the main present-day issues. If the Americans (and the British) do agree to give way 
on at least one of these questions, then it is necessary to negotiate with them. Only then will the suc-
cess of the Council’s work be in our favour.

I await your reply.
28.IX.45 MOLOTOV

Source: https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1943cairotehran/d2
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Part 1.  
The Yalta Conference

1.1. Formation of the Anti-Hitler coalition

1.2. The Tehran Conference

1.3. The Yalta Conference

1.4. THE BERLIN (POTSDAM) CONFERENCE

1.5. The End of the Second World War. The Surrender of Japan 
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SECRET AND PERSONAL FROM PREMIER J.V. STALIN 
TO THE PRIME MINISTER, Mr W. CHURCHILL

Your message of September 27 received.
I share your conviction that stable harmony between the three leading Powers is an earnest of fu-

ture peace and is in tune with the hopes cherished by all peace-loving nations. The consistency of our 
Governments in this policy in the post-war; period, like that achieved during this great war, will, I be-
lieve, be the decisive thing.

Certainly I should like very much to meet you and the President. I think it very important to our 
common cause. I must, however, make a  reservation as far as I am concerned: my doctors advise 
against undertaking long journeys. I shall have to bow to this for some time to come. 

I wholeheartedly welcome your desire to come to Moscow in October. Military and other problems 
of great importance need to be discussed. Should anything keep you from coming, we should, natural-
ly, be glad to see Mr Eden.

Your communication on the plans for the President’s visit to Europe is very interesting. I, too, feel 
sure that he will win the election.

As regards Japan, our attitude remains the same as it was in Tehran.
I and Molotov send you our best wishes.
September 30, 1944
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PRIVATE, PERSONAL AND SECRET MESSAGE FROM 
Mr CHURCHILL TO MARSHAL STALIN

Your people are anxious about the route I have been advised to take. It is not good for me to go 
much above 8,000 feet, though I can if necessary do so for an hour or so. We think it less of a risk to fly 
across the Aegean Sea and Black Sea. I have satisfied myself on the whole that this is best and involves 
no inappropriate risk.

So long as we can get down safely to refuel if necessary at Simferopol or at any other operational 
landing ground on the coast which you may prefer, I shall be quite content with the facilities available. 
I have everything I want in my plane. The only vital thing is that we may send an aircraft on ahead 
to establish with you a joint signal station regulating our homing and landing. Please have the neces-
sary orders  given.

I am looking forward to returning to Moscow under the much happier conditions created since 
August 1942.

October 4th, 1944
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SECRET AND PERSONAL FROM PREMIER J.V. STALIN 
TO THE PRIME MINISTER, Mr W. CHURCHILL

Your message of October 4 received.
Landing arranged at the Sarabuz air field near Simferopol.
Direct your signal aircraft thither.

October 5, 1944

Source: Correspondence Between The Chairman Of The Council Of Ministers Of The USSR And The Presidents 
Of The USA And The Prime Ministers Of Great Britain During The Great Patriotic War Of 1941-1945. Volume 1. 

Correspondence with Winston S. Churchill and Clement R. Attlee (July 1941-November 1945). Progress Publishers. 
1957
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Personal and secret message from Joseph Stalin to Winston Churchill 
with a proposal to hold a meeting in Yalta. January 10, 1945

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History

I agree that the word Argonaut’, as you proposed in your message of 5 January, shall serve as a code 
name for all messages regarding the meeting of the three powers.

In accordance with the proposal made by the president, I hereby ask you to confirm that the meet-
ing shall take place in Yalta on February 2. 

Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/personal-and-secret-message-joseph-stalin-winston-churchill-propos-
al-hold-meeting-yalta 
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Note by the Soviet ambassador to the United States, 
A.A. Gromyko1, to the Deputy People’s Commissar for Foreign 
Affairs of the USSR, A.Y. Vyshinsky. January 26, 1945

TOP SECRET.

TO THE DEPUTY PEOPLE’S COMMISSAR
FOR FOREIGN AFFAIRS
Comrade A.Y. VYSHINSKY

Yesterday I forwarded to you and Vyacheslav Mihailovich a list of issues which may be raised by the 
Americans and the British at the forthcoming meeting2. I also enclose remarks on some of these is-
sues.

I. On Poland.
This issue will undoubtedly be raised at the meeting. The USA and Britain will apparently look 

for ways of  reconciling Poland’s provisional government3 with the  emigrant Polish government in 
London. I know that the US government hopes to make Mikołajczyk4 a member of the government. 
According to official American circles (apparently British ones as well), Mikołajczyk may be a suitable 
link between the emigrant Polish government in London and the provisional government in Poland.

The aforementioned will be considered by the US and Britain when deciding on the acknowledge-
ment of Poland’s provisional government. It is quite possible that Roosevelt will not solve the issue 
of acknowledgement of the provisional Polish government by the United States, due to unprepared 
American public opinion and possible disapproval by the Congress […].

Such a result may only be temporary and I believe that the US government will have to acknowl-
edge the provisional Polish government, perhaps not right after the meeting, but a bit later. Certainly 
a lot will depend on whether the British government will firmly and consistently stick to their point 
of view on this issue, which it has already expressed earlier. It is unlikely that Roosevelt shall directly 
raise the issue of the Soviet Union giving Lvov to the Poles.

Perhaps Roosevelt will try to mention this issue in a diplomatic way.
However, regarding the territorial Polish issue, Roosevelt will be forced to agree, and I don’t expect 

serious difficulties for the three parties coming to an agreement on this issue. 
[…]

1 Gromyko, Andrei Andreevich (1909 – 1989) – Soviet statesman and party figure, diplomat, Soviet Ambassador to the United States 
(1943 – 1946), Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs for the USSR (1946 – 1949), Permanent Representative of the USSR on the United 
Nations Security Council (1946 – 1948), First Deputy Minister of Foreign Affairs for the USSR (1949 – 1952, 1953 – 1957), Soviet 
Ambassador to Great Britain (1952 – 1953), Minister of Foreign Affairs of the USSR (1957 – 1985), First Deputy Chairman of the 
Council of Ministers of the USSR (1983 – 1985), Chairman of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR (1985 – 1988).

2 The Crimean (Yalta) Conference of the Soviet, US and British heads of state (4 – 11 February 1945).

3 The Provisional Government of the Republic of Poland was formed on the night of 31 December 1944/1 January 1945, as a result 
of the Krajowa Rada Narodowa passing the law on the reorganisation of the Polish Committee of National Liberation. On 2 Janu-
ary the Provisional Government proposed establishing diplomatic relations with the Allied states and on 5 January was formally 
recognised by the Soviet Union.

4 Mikołajczyk, Stanisław (1901 – 1966) – Polish statesman and politician, Deputy Prime Minister (1940 – 1943), Prime Minister 
of the Polish Government-in-Exile (1943 – 1944), Deputy Prime Minister, Minister of Agriculture and Agricultural Reform of the 
Provisional Government of National Unity in Poland (1945 – 1947).
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III. Yugoslavia.
I believe that by  raising the  issue of Yugoslavia, the US and Britain will aim for two things: 1) 

consolidation of  Tito [regime] with the  current Šubašić government, and 2) eliminate possibilities 
of a Soviet system establishing in Yugoslavia. The prospect of political events in Yugoslavia towards 
the establishment of a Soviet system there upsets official American circles. Such a prospect also dis-
turbs the British official circles to no lesser degree1. As for Britain, its attitude to Yugoslav affairs will 
apparently be determined to a great extent by our attitude to the Greek affairs. Though this is only 
my assumption.

I believe that regarding Yugoslavia we may expect success at the meeting in conducting a definite 
and determined policy of support for Tito, who has progressive public forces behind him. The condi-
tion of Yugoslav affairs are such as to enable us to easily achieve more active support from Roosevelt 
and Churchill for Tito. 

IV. Оn the organisation of an Inter-Allied Advisory Body
As I already reported earlier, the USA and Britain are not satisfied by the work of the European 

Advisory Commission. According to  them, they are unsatisfied because the  Commission is slow in 
making decisions on the discussed issues and has limited rights and powers. I know from Stettinius’2 
message that at the meeting the Americans will raise the issue of forming an Inter-Allied Advisory 
Body. Though Stettinius did not give details of his idea, I believe the Americans mean that such a body 
shall include the representatives of only the great countries. The purpose of an Advisory Body organi-
sation is for the discussion of all the issues arising during the war in order to achieve coordination be-
tween the Allies on these issues. If such an Advisory Body is formed, the activities of the Soviet Union 
in Europe during the war would undoubtedly be limited to a certain extent, since the USA and Britain 
would first of all be striving towards discussing political and other issues arising in the Southeast 
Europe.

Certainly, the extent to which the existence of such an Advisory Body will limit our activities in 
a number of European countries, will be determined not only by the mere fact of its existence, but 
also by its rights and powers. If it happens that its functions do not differ greatly from those of the 
European Advisory Commission, there would be no big difference. However, if larger rights and pow-
ers are given to such an Advisory Body, the situation would be different and such a body could limit 
to a certain extent Soviet Union’s activities in Europe.

[…]
Advocates of  the idea of  forming the  United Nations Council intend for such a  Council to  ex-

ist until the creation of  the International Security Organisation. Therefore, if the meeting manag-
es to  achieve an  agreement on  still-unresolved issues related to  the creation of  the International 
Security Organization and if the creation of the Organization is a task for near future, the ideas of cre-

1 Such fears were very real in London. However, as evidenced by a Cabinet discussion in January 1945, both Churchill and Eden were 
hoping that movement towards the Tito-Šubašić agreement would avoid what would be for the British, the worst-case scenario. 
Eden, admitting that ‘the crude reality of the situation is that Tito is in possession of Yugoslavia’, called on the Yugoslav king 
to accede to  the Tito-Šubašić agreement, seeing in the  latter ‘the King’s best chance of preserving the monarchy and his own 
position’ (W.P. (45) 13, Memo by Eden, 05/01/1945 // TNA, CAB 66/60). Churchill, disowning the public pronouncements of Peter 
II Karađorđević in opposition to the Tito-Šubašić agreement, indicated the extreme importance of backing the agreement in force 
and ‘in particular the provisions contained in it for free elections, etc. Moreover, we must be at pains to avoid any impression in 
the minds of the Russians or of Marshal Tito that we had been privy to King Peter’s action in issuing this statement’ (W.M. (45) 4th 
Conclusions, Conf. Annex, Minute 2, 11/01/1945 // TNA, CAB 65/51).

2 Stettinius, Edward Reilly Jr. (1900 – 1949) – U.S. statesman and politician, Undersecretary of  State (1943 – 1944), Secretary 
of State (1944 – 1945), Ambassador to UN (1945 – 1946).



349

Y A L T A  С O N F E R E N C E  A N D  Y A L T A  P E A C E  C o l l e c t i o n  o f  a r c h i v a l  m a t e r i a l s

ating a United Nations Provisional Council would seemingly fall by the wayside for the Americans as 
well.

In my opinion, it is necessary to resolutely object to the suggestion of creating a United Nations 
Provisional Council. Such a Council, bestowed with broad-ranging powers, would be an assembly mak-
ing decisions not in our favour. In such a Council, the Soviet Union would be countered on decisions 
regarding a number of major political issues not by 2-3 countries, but by dozens of countries.

[…]
From the point of view of the Soviet Union’s interests an even more suitable way out would be 

a decision to conduct regular periodic meetings of Ministers for Foreign Affairs of the allied coun-
tries. Such a decision would limit the Soviet Union’s activities in Europe to a lesser degree. Such meet-
ings would not be arranged frequently, anyway, they are unlikely to happen more often than twice 
a year. In this case the allies would be less importunate on decisions regarding current political issues. 
Therefore, I believe that the idea of organizing periodic meetings is a worthy one.

[…]
[Signature] (A. Gromyko)

Source: https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1943cairotehran/d2
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People’s Commissar of Foreign Affairs of the USSR Vyacheslav 
Molotov meets US President Franklin D. Roosevelt and British Prime 
Minister Winston Churchill at the airport in Saky. February 1945

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History
Photo by Samary Gurary.

Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/ru/narodnyy-komissar-inostrannykh-del-sssr-vm-molotov-vstre-
chaet-prezidenta-ssha-f-ruzvelta-i-premer 
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British Prime Minister Winston Churchill  
on the veranda of Livadia Palace. February 1945

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History
Photo by Samary Gurary.

Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/ru/premer-ministr-velikobritanii-u-cherchill-na-verande-livadiyskogo-dvor-
ca-fevral-1945-g 
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URGENT, MOST SECRET AND PERSONAL MESSAGE  
FROM Mr CHURCHILL TO MARSHAL STALIN. February 1, 1945

As the President will not arrive at Malta until February 2nd, we cannot reach Yalta earlier than 
February 3rd. I will however telegraph again as soon as it is possible to give a more definite time. We 
are of course dependent on the weather.

We shall travel in separate aircraft but in company.
Looking forward greatly to meeting you.
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PERSONAL AND MOST SECRET FROM PREMIER J.V. STALIN 
TO THE PRIME MINISTER, Mr W. CHURCHILL. February 1, 1945

Your message received.
I and my colleagues have arrived at the meeting place.
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SECRET AND MOST URGENT MESSAGE FROM Mr CHURCHILL 
TO MARSHAL STALIN. February 3, 1945

Expected time of arrival at Saki 12.00 hours Moscow Time,
February 3rd. Will have lunched in aircraft before landing.
Will proceed by car to Yalta.

Source: Correspondence Between The Chairman Of The Council Of Ministers Of The USSR And The Presidents 
Of The USA And The Prime Ministers Of Great Britain During The Great Patriotic War Of 1941-1945. Volume 1. 

Correspondence with Winston S. Churchill and Clement R. Attlee (July 1941-November 1945). Progress Publishers. 
1957
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First Sitting at Livadia Palace. February 4, 1945

Stalin asked Roosevelt to open the sitting.
Roosevelt  said that neither law nor history envisaged that  he should open conferences.  It was 

pure chance that he had opened the Conference at Tehran. He, Roosevelt, considered it a great hon-
our to open the present Conference. He would like to start by expressing his gratitude for the hospi-
tality accorded him.

The leaders of the three Powers, said Roosevelt, already understood each other well and their mu-
tual understanding was growing. They all wanted an early end of the war and stable peace. That was 
why the  participants in the  Conference were able to  start their unofficial  talks.  He, Roosevelt, be-
lieved the talks should be frank. Experience showed that frankness in talks made for an early achieve-
ment of good decisions. The participants in the Conference would have the maps of Europe, Asia and 
Africa before them. The day’s sitting, however, was to be devoted to the situation on the Eastern front, 
where the troops of the Red Army had been advancing with such success. He, Roosevelt, asked some-
one to report on the situation at the Soviet-German front.

Stalin replied that he could offer a report by Army General Antonov, Deputy Chief of the General 
Staff of the Red Army.

Antonov: “1. On January 12-15, the Soviet forces went over to the offensive on a 700-kilometre 
front between the Niemen River and the Carpathians.

“General Chernyakhovsky’s troops were advancing on Königsberg.
“Marshal Rokossovsky’s troops were advancing along the northern bank of the Vistula, cutting off 

East Prussia from Germany’s central areas.
“Marshal Zhukov’s troops were advancing south of the Vistula towards Poznan.
“Marshal Konev’s troops were advancing on Czestochowa and Breslau.
“General Petrov’s troops were advancing on Nowy Targ in the area of the Carpathians.
“The main blow was struck by the forces under Rokossovsky, Zhukov and Konev on a 300-kilome-

tre front between Ostroleka and Krakow.
“2. Because of the unfavourable weather conditions, the operation had been planned for the end 

of January, when an improvement in the weather had been expected.
“Since the operation had been regarded and prepared as one with decisive aims, the intention had 

been to conduct it in more favourable conditions.
“However, in view of  the alarming situation that had developed on  the  Western front, in con-

nection with the German offensive in the Ardennes, the High Command of the Soviet forces ordered 
the offensive to be started not later than mid-January, without waiting for the weather to improve.

«3. When the Soviet forces reached the Narew and the Vistula, the enemy grouping was most solid 
in the central sector of the front, because a strike from that sector would take our troops to Germany›s 
vital centres along the shortest route.

«In order to create the most advantageous conditions for the offensive, the Soviet High Command 
decided to thin out this central grouping of the enemy.

«With that end in view, it conducted a supporting operation against East Prussia and continued 
the offensive in Hungary in the direction of Budapest.

«Both these directions were highly sensitive for the Germans, and they quickly reacted to our of-
fensive by moving some forces from the central sector of the front to the flanks; thus, of the 24 tank di-
visions on our front, which constituted the Germans› main striking force, 11 tank divisions were moved 
to the Budapest direction, and 6 tank divisions, to East Prussia (3 tank divisions were in Kurland), thus 
leaving only 4 tank divisions in the central sector of the front.
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«The objective set by the High Command has been attained.
«4. The balance of forces in the direction of the main attack:
«On the front between Ostroleka and Krakow, that is, the direction of our main attack, the enemy 

had up to 80 divisions; we created a grouping with a view to obtaining the following superiority over 
the enemy:

«Infantry – more than double (up to 180 divisions).
«Artillery, tanks and aviation – overwhelming.
«In the break-through sectors, the artillery density created was 220-230 pieces (from 76 mm and 

greater) per kilometre of front.
«5. The offensive was started in highly unfavourable weather conditions (low clouds and fog), 

which absolutely ruled out air force operations and limited artillery observation to a hundred me-
ters.

«Thanks to the good preliminary reconnaissance and powerful artillery offensive, the enemy›s fire 
system was suppressed and his fortifications destroyed. This enabled our troops to advance 10-15 ki-
lometres on the first day of the offensive, that is, to break through the whole tactical depth of the en-
emy›s defences.

«6. Results of the offensive:
«(a) By February 1, that is, in 18 days of the offensive, the Soviet forces had advanced up to 500 ki-

lometres in the direction of the main attack, averaging 25-30 kilometres a day.
«(b) The Soviet forces have reached the Oder in the sector from Küstrin (north of Frankfort) and 

to the south and occupied the Silesian industrial area.
«(c) The main routes linking the enemy›s East Prussian grouping with the central areas of Germany 

have been cut.
«Thus, in addition to the Kurland grouping (26 divisions), the enemy’s grouping in East Prussia 

has been isolated (up to 27 divisions); a number of isolated groupings of Germans (in the area of Lodz, 
Thorn, Poznan, Schneidemühl etc. a total of up to 15 divisions) have been encircled and are being de-
stroyed.

«(d) Permanent-type defence positions of the Germans in East Prussia – in the Königsberg and 
Letzen directions – have been broken through.

«(e) Forty-five German divisions have been routed, with the enemy suffering the following losses:
about 100,000 prisoners
about 300,000 dead
a total of up to 400,000 men
«7. The enemy›s probable operations:
«(a) The Germans will defend Berlin, for which purpose they will try to hold back the advance 

of the Soviet forces on the Oder line, organising defence there with the help of retreating troops and 
reserves transferred from Germany, Western Europe and Italy.

«The enemy will try to use his Kurland grouping for the defence of Pomerania, transporting it 
by sea beyond the Vistula.

«(b) The Germans will cover the Vienna direction as solidly as possible, reinforcing it up with 
troops operating in Italy.

«8. Movement of enemy troops:
“(a) The following have already made their appearance on our front:
9 divisions from the central areas of Germany
6 divisions from the West European front
1 division from Italy
16 divisions
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“(b) On the way:
4 tank divisions
1 motorised division
5 divisions
«(c) Up to 30-35 divisions more will probably be moved (from the West European front, Norway 

and Italy, and reserves in Germany).
«Thus, an additional 35-40 divisions may appear on our front.
«9. Our wishes:
«(a) Speed up the offensive by the Allied forces on the Western front, for which the situation now 

is very favourable, namely:
«(1) Defeat of the Germans on the Eastern front;
«(2) Defeat of the German grouping which had attacked in the Ardennes;
«(3) Weakening of the German forces in the West in view of the transfer of their reserves to the 

East.
«It is desirable that an offensive should be started in the first half of February.
«(b) Prevent the enemy from transferring his forces to the East from the Western front, Norway 

and Italy by air strikes against his communications; in particular, paralyse the Berlin and Leipzig junc-
tions.

«(c) Prevent the enemy from withdrawing his forces from Italy.»
[The written text of Antonov’s report was handed to Roosevelt and Churchill.]
Stalin asked whether there were any questions.
Roosevelt said he would like to know what the Soviet Government intended to do with the German 

locomotives, rolling stock and railways. He asked whether the Soviet Government intended to widen 
the gauge of the German railways.

Antonov replied that since the locomotives and the rolling stock abandoned by the Germans were 
of little use, the gauge of the German railways would have to be altered in several key directions.

Roosevelt stated that, in his opinion, it would be well for the Allied staffs to jointly discuss this 
question as the Allied forces were rapidly approaching each other.

Antonov said the Soviet command was altering the gauge on a minimum number of directions 
needed to ensure the supply of the Soviet forces.

Stalin said the bulk of the railways remained unaltered. The Soviet command had been changing 
the gauge of the railways none too eagerly.

Churchill declared that he had several questions to ask. He believed there were a number of ques-
tions which it would be expedient for the three staffs to discuss. For example, the question of time. It 
should be determined how much time the Germans would need to transfer eight divisions from Italy 
to the Soviet front. What should be done to prevent such a transfer? Should not a part of the Allied 
forces be transferred through the Ljubljana corridor to join up with the Red Army? It would also be 
necessary to determine the time that would take, and whether it might not be too late to do it.

He, Churchill, had indicated only one of the questions which could be discussed by the staffs. He 
proposed that General Marshall should make a report on the operations at the Western front whose 
conduct would be of assistance to the Soviet armies.

Roosevelt agreed with the Prime Minister. He said the Allies had been fighting at a great distance 
from each other. Germany had shrunk, and that was why closer contact between the staffs of the three 
countries was of special importance.

Stalin said that was right.
General Marshall declared that the consequences of the German offensive in the Ardennes had 

been eliminated. In the  previous few weeks, General Eisenhower had regrouped his divisions. At 
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the same time, General Eisenhower had continued to exercise pressure on the enemy in the area of the 
German counter-offensive. As a result of the operations he had conducted, General Eisenhower had 
discovered that the Germans had rather big forces in the Ardennes. That was why General Eisenhower 
had begun to concentrate his forces in the north.

In the southern sector of the front, i.e., to the north of Switzerland, the objective of the planned op-
eration was to throw back the Germans into the area of Mühlhausen and Colmar. The objective of the 
operations being conducted to the north of Strasbourg was to  liquidate the bridgehead on the  left 
bank of the Rhine. At the time, the 25th Army group and the U.S. 9th Army, which were under the com-
mand of Montgomery, were preparing for an offensive in the northern sector. The U.S. 9th Army would 
attack in the north-eastern direction.

The Allied command hoped to start the first of these operations on February 8. The second oper-
ation was to start in a week or possibly somewhat earlier. The Allies expected the Germans to retreat 
to Düsseldorf, after which the Allied troops would move on to Berlin. As many forces were to be moved 
into this offensive as allowed by the supply facilities. Paratroops would be used. The crossing of the 
Rhine in the north was expected to be possible in early March. In the north, there were three suitable 
places for forcing the Rhine.

For a certain time, the operations on the Western front had developed slowly because of the lack 
of tonnage. Then, following the opening of Antwerp, things were livening up, and the Allies were able 
to bring in from 70,000 to 80,000 tons of dry cargo a day, and 12,000 tons of liquid fuel. The Germans 
were trying to  hamper the  Allied supply and continued to  bombard Antwerp with flying bombs. 
Information received that day showed that 60 flying bombs and 6 rockets had fallen in the Antwerp 
area in the previous 24 hours.

Stalin said bombs and rockets rarely hit the target.
Marshall remarked that there was always the possibility of bombs hitting vessels in the port.
He stated that the Allied air force had always been active when the weather permitted. Great de-

struction had been inflicted by fighters and light and heavy bombers. Information received that day 
indicated that troop trains on their way to the Soviet-German front had been attacked from the air. 
Great destruction had been done on the railways north of Strasbourg. Heavy bombers had attacked 
mainly plants producing fuel to deprive Germany of the possibility of supplying her tanks with fuel. 
Fuel production in Germany had fallen by 60 per cent. The air force had also been raiding communi-
cation lines. Tank works had been heavily raided.

As for the situation in Italy and to the south of Switzerland, he, Marshall, had the following to re-
port. To the south of Switzerland, Germany had one or two divisions, and in Italy, 27 divisions. In Italy, 
the Allies had a force equal to that of the Germans. In addition, the Allies had an air force in Italy 
which was destroying the Germans› rolling stock, railways and bridges.

The Germans, Marshall declared, would probably soon resume their submarine offensive because 
they had produced an improved submarine. The Germans had at the time about 30 submarines at their 
disposal. Despite the small number of submarines, they could present a serious threat to Allied ship-
ping because the devices developed by the Allies were unable to detect submarines of the improved 
type. That was why the operations of heavy bombers were directed against the shipyards where sub-
marines were being built. The bomber operations had not detracted from the air force strikes against 
Germany’s industry, in particular, plants making fuel.

Churchill said he would like to hear Field-Marshal Brooke and Admiral Cunningham. The speed 
of the Soviet advance was at the time highly important, because Danzig was one of the places where 
many submarines were concentrated.

Stalin asked where else submarines were concentrated.
Churchill replied that it was at Kiel and Hamburg.



359

Y A L T A  С O N F E R E N C E  A N D  Y A L T A  P E A C E  C o l l e c t i o n  o f  a r c h i v a l  m a t e r i a l s

Brooke stated that, in his opinion, the Allied plans and operations on the Western front had been 
given a full exposition.

Churchill  said that before the  participants in the  Conference passed on  to  other, non-military, 
questions, he would like to mention one matter relating to the forcing of rivers. The Allies had a spe-
cial centre for the study of forced river crossings. The officer in command of that centre was then in 
Yalta. Churchill said they would be grateful if the officer could contact the Soviet military for the pur-
pose of obtaining information on the forcing of rivers._ The Russians were known to have great expe-
rience, especially in the forcing of ice-bound rivers.

Stalin said he had a number of questions to ask. He would like to know the length of the front 
on which the breakthrough was to be made.

Marshall replied that the breakthrough was to be made on a front between 50 and 60 miles 
long.

Stalin asked whether the Germans had any fortifications on the front where the breakthrough was 
being planned.

Marshall replied that the Germans had built heavy-type fortifications in that sector of the front.
Stalin asked whether the Allies would have the reserves to exploit the success.
Marshall replied in the affirmative.
Stalin said he had asked the question because the Soviet command was aware of the great im-

portance of  reserves. That had become especially clear during the winter campaign. He would like 
to ask how many tank divisions the Allies had concentrated in the sector of the planned breakthrough. 
During the winter breakthrough, the Soviet command had concentrated about 9,000 tanks in the cen-
tral sector of the front.

Marshall replied that he did not know that, but there would be one tank division for three infantry 
divisions, i.e., about 10-12 tank divisions for 35 divisions.

Stalin asked how many tanks there were in an Allied division.
Marshall replied: 300 tanks.
Churchill noted that on the entire West European theatre the Allies had 10,000 tanks.
Stalin said that was a great deal. On the front of the main attack the Soviet command had concen-

trated between 8,000 and 9,000 planes. He asked how many planes the Allies had.
Portal replied that the Allies had nearly as many planes, including 4,000 bombers, each of which 

was capable of carrying a bomb-load of from 3 to 5 tons.
Stalin asked what superiority the Allies had in infantry. On the front of the main attack the Soviet 

command had a superiority in infantry of 100 divisions to the Germans’ 80.
Churchill declared that the Allies had never had any great superiority in infantry, but the Allies 

had at times had very great superiority in the air.
Stalin said the Soviet command had great superiority in artillery. He asked whether the Allies were 

interested to learn how Soviet artillery operated. Stalin said that the Soviet people, being the Allies’ 
comrades-in-arms, could exchange experience with them. A year before, the Soviet command had es-
tablished a special breakthrough artillery force. It had produced good results. An artillery division had 
from 300 to 400 guns. For example, on a front of 35-40 kilometres Marshal Konev had had six artillery 
breakthrough divisions supplemented with corps artillery. As a result, there had been almost 230 guns 
per kilometre of the breakthrough. After an artillery barrage, many Germans had been killed, others 
had been stunned and could not come to for a long time. That had opened the gates for the Red Army. 
From then on the advance had not been difficult.

He, Stalin, was sorry to have taken up time in relating the above. Stalin said he had expressed 
the wishes in respect of how the Allied armies could help the Soviet forces. He would like to know what 
wishes the Allies had in respect of the Soviet forces.
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Churchill stated that he would like to take the opportunity to express his profound admiration for 
the might the Red Army had demonstrated in its offensive.

Stalin said that was not a wish.
Churchill declared that the Allies were aware of the difficulty of their task and did not minimise it. 

But the Allies were confident they would cope with their task. All the Allied commanders were confi-
dent of that. Although the attack was to be made against the Germans’ strongest point, the Allies were 
sure that it would be a success and would be of benefit to the operations of the Soviet forces. As for any 
wishes, the Allies wanted the offensive of the Soviet armies to continue just as successfully.

Roosevelt declared that he was in agreement with Churchill.
Stalin said the Red Army’s offensive, for which Churchill had expressed his gratitude, was in ful-

filment of a comradely duty. According to the decisions adopted at the Tehran Conference, the Soviet 
Government had been under no obligation to launch a winter offensive.

The President had asked him whether he, Stalin, could receive a  representative of  General 
Eisenhower. He, Stalin, had naturally given his consent. Churchill had sent him a  message, ask-
ing him whether he, Stalin, was planning to start an offensive in January. He, Stalin, had realised 
that neither Churchill nor Roosevelt were asking him outright for an offensive; he had appreciat-
ed this tact on the part of the Allies, but he had seen that such an offensive had been necessary 
for the  Allies. The Soviet command had started its offensive even before the  planned date. The 
Soviet Government had considered that to be its duty, the duty of an ally, although it was under no 
formal obligation on this score. He, Stalin, would like the leaders of the Allied Powers to take into 
account that Soviet leaders did not merely fulfil their obligations but were also prepared to fulfil 
their moral duty as far as possible.

As for the wishes, he asked about them because Tedder had expressed the wish that the Soviet forc-
es should not stop their offensive until the end of March. He, Stalin, understood this to be possibly 
the wish not only of Tedder, but also of other Allied military leaders. Stalin said that the Soviet forces 
would continue their offensive, if the weather permitted and the roads were passable.

Roosevelt stated that he was in complete agreement with the opinion of Marshal Stalin. At the con-
ference in Tehran it had been impossible to draw up a common plan of operations. He, Roosevelt, took 
it that each Ally was morally bound to advance with the utmost possible speed. At the time of the 
Tehran Conference there had been a great distance between the Allied forces moving from the East 
and the West. But the time had come when it was necessary to co-ordinate more thoroughly the op-
erations of the Allied forces.

Churchill declared that he welcomed the words of Marshal Stalin. He, Churchill, believed he could 
say the  following on  behalf of  the President and himself. The reason why the Allies had not con-
cluded at Tehran any agreement with the Soviet Union on future operations, was their confidence in 
the Soviet people and its military.

Roosevelt replied that the Tehran Conference had been held before his re-election. It had been still 
unknown whether or not the American people would be on his side... that was why it had been hard 
to draw up any common military plan.…

Churchill said the question raised by Tedder in his talk with Marshal Stalin could subsequently be 
discussed by the Allied staffs. Churchill said that the three leaders could, of course, be criticised for 
failing to co-ordinate the Allied offensives. If the weather hampered the operations of the Soviet forc-
es, perhaps the Allies would then attack on their front. But that question must be decided by the staffs.

Stalin said there was lack of co-ordination. The Soviet forces had stopped their offensive in the au-
tumn. Just then the Allies started their offensive. At the time, it was the other way round. In future, 
that should be avoided. Stalin asked whether it was expedient for the Allied military to discuss plans 
for summer operations.
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Churchill said that might possibly have to be done. The Allied military could deal with the military 
questions while the leaders dealt with the political ones.

Stalin replied that that was right.
Cunningham said that he would like to supplement General Marshall’s report. The threat of a fresh 

outbreak of  submarine warfare on  the  part of  the Germans was potential rather than actual. The 
Germans had achieved great success in improving their submarines. But that was not so important. 
What was important was that the Germans were already building new-type submarines. The subma-
rines would be fitted out with the latest technical devices, and would have a great speed under water. 
The naval forces would, therefore, find it very hard to fight them. The German submarines were be-
ing built at Bremen, Hamburg and Danzig. If he, Cunningham, could express one wish, it was that, as 
a representative of the naval department, he would like to ask the Soviet forces to take Danzig as soon 
as possible, because 30 per cent of submarine construction was concentrated there.

Roosevelt asked whether Danzig was within the range of Soviet artillery.
Stalin replied that Danzig was not yet within the range of Soviet artillery. The Soviet command 

hoped soon to approach Danzig to within the range of artillery fire.
Churchill said the military could meet the next morning.
    Stalin said he was in agreement with that. He proposed that the meeting be set for 12 o’clock.
Churchill  declared that at  the meeting the  military should discuss not only the  situation 

on the Eastern and Western fronts, but also on the Italian front, and also the question how best to use 
the available forces. He, Churchill, also proposed that a meeting be fixed for the next day to discuss 
political questions, namely, the future of Germany, if she had any.

Stalin replied that Germany would have a future.

Source: https://www.revolutionarydemocracy.org/Stalin/yalta.htm#First 
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Second Sitting at Livadia Palace. February 5, 1945

Roosevelt  stated that the  sitting would be devoted to  political affairs. Questions pertaining 
to Germany ought to be selected. The questions of a world character – such as those of Dakar and 
Indochina – could be postponed. One of  the questions that had already come up before the Allied 
Governments was that of occupation zones. It was a matter not of permanent but of temporary occu-
pation. The question was becoming more and more urgent.

Stalin said that he would like the sitting to discuss the following questions. First, the proposals 
to dismember Germany1. There had been an exchange of opinion on the point at Tehran, and then be-
tween him, Stalin, and Churchill, in Moscow in October 1944. No decisions had been adopted either in 
Tehran or Moscow. Some opinion should be arrived at on the question at the Conference.

There was also another question relating to Germany: should Germany be allowed any central 
government, or should the Allies confine themselves to  the establishment of an administration in 
Germany or, if it was decided, after all, to dismember Germany, should several governments be estab-
lished there, depending on the number of parts into which Germany would be split up? These points 
had to be cleared up.

The third question related to unconditional surrender. They all stood on the basis of the uncon-
ditional surrender of Germany. But he, Stalin, would like to know whether or not the Allies would 
leave the Hitler Government in power if it surrendered unconditionally. The one excluded the other. 
But if that was so, as much should be said. The Allies had the experience of the surrender of Italy, but 
there they had had the concrete demands which constituted the content of the unconditional surren-
der. Weren›t the three Allies going to determine the concrete content of the unconditional surrender 
of Germany? That question too should be cleared up.

Finally, there was the question of reparations, Germany›s compensation for losses, and the ques-
tion of the amount of the indemnity.

He, Stalin, raised all those questions in addition to the questions put forward by the President.
Roosevelt declared that, as he saw it, the questions raised by Marshal Stalin referred to a perma-

nent state of affairs. However, they flowed from the question of occupation zones in Germany. The 
zones might prove to be the first step in the dismemberment of Germany.

Stalin declared that if the Allies intended to dismember Germany they should say so. There had 
been two exchanges of opinion between the Allies on the dismemberment of Germany after her mili-
tary defeat. The first time at Tehran, when the President had proposed that Germany should be divid-
ed into five parts. At Tehran the Prime Minister too had stood for a dismemberment of Germany, al-
though he had hesitated. But that had been only an exchange of opinion.

The second time the question of Germany›s dismemberment had been discussed between him, 
Stalin, and the Prime Minister in Moscow the previous October. Under discussion had been the British 
plan for the division of Germany into two states: Prussia with her provinces and Bavaria, with the Ruhr 
and Westphalia being placed under international control. But no decision had been taken in Moscow, 
nor had it been possible to take one, because the President had not been present in Moscow.

Churchill declared that he agreed in principle to the dismemberment of Germany, but the meth-
od of demarcating the frontiers of the separate parts of Germany was too complicated for the ques-
tion to be settled there in a matter of five or six days. It would take a very thorough study of the his-
torical, ethnic and economic factors, and weeks of discussions of the question in a subcommittee or 
committee which would be set up for a detailed elaboration of the proposals and submission of rec-

1 Proposals on the dismemberment of Germany were first submitted at meetings of the heads of the Three Powers by the United 
States and Britain at the Tehran Conference. – Ed.
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ommendations in respect of the mode of action. The talks the heads of the three Governments had 
had on the question at Tehran, and the subsequent unofficial talks he, Churchill, had had with Marshal 
Stalin in Moscow, had been a most general approach to the question, without any precise plan.

He, Churchill, would be unable to give an immediate answer to the question as to how to divide 
Germany. He could merely hint at what he thought would be the most expedient way of doing it. But 
he, Churchill, would have to  reserve the  right to modify his opinion when he received the  recom-
mendations of commissions studying the matter. He, Churchill, had in mind the strength of Prussia, 
the tap-root of all evil. It was quite understandable that if Prussia were separated from Germany, her 
capability for starting a new war would be greatly restricted. He personally believed that the estab-
lishment of another big German state in the south, with a capital at Vienna, would provide a dividing 
line between Prussia and the rest of Germany. The population of Germany would be equally divided 
between those two states.

There were other questions which had to  be examined. First of  all, they agreed that Germany 
should lose a part of the territory most of which had already been captured by the Russian forces, and 
which should be given to the Poles. There were also questions relating to the Rhine valley, the fron-
tier between France and Germany, and the question of possession of the industrial areas of the Ruhr 
and the Saar, which had a war potential (in the sense of a possible manufacture of weapons there). 
Were the areas to be handed over to countries, such as France, or were they to be left under a German 
administration, or was control over them to be set up by a world organisation in the form of a con-
dominium over a long but specified period? All that required examination. He, Churchill, had to say 
he was unable to express any definite ideas on the question on behalf of his Government. The British 
Government must co-ordinate its plans with those of the Allies.

Finally, there was the question of whether Prussia was to be subjected to an internal fragmenta-
tion after she was isolated from the rest of Germany. Talks on the matter had been held at Tehran. It 
appeared that one question could be decided very swiftly, namely, the establishment of an apparatus 
to examine all the questions. Such an apparatus would have to submit reports to the Governments be-
fore the Governments took any final decisions.

He, Churchill, would like to say that the Allies were rather well prepared to accept an immediate 
surrender of Germany. All the details of such a surrender had been worked out and were known to the 
three Governments. There remained the question of reaching official agreement on the zones of oc-
cupation and on the control machinery in Germany. Assuming that Germany would surrender within 
a month, or six weeks, or six months, the Allies would only have to occupy Germany by zones.

Stalin  said that was not clear. Some group, like Badoglio in Italy, might say it had overthrown 
the Government. Would the Allies be prepared to deal with such a government?

Eden said the group would be presented with the terms of surrender which had been agreed upon 
by the European Advisory Commission.

Churchill stated that he would like to project the possible course of events. Germany was no lon-
ger able to wage the war. He proposed to assume that Hitler or Himmler made a proposal of surrender. 
It was clear that the Allies would tell them that they would not negotiate with them because they were 
war criminals. If they were the only men in Germany, the Allies would continue the war. It was more 
probable that Hitler would try to hide or would be killed as a result of a coup in Germany, and another 
government would be set up there which would propose surrender. In that case, the Allies must imme-
diately consult with each other on whether or not they could talk with those men in Germany. If they 
decided that they could, those men should be told the terms of surrender. Should the Allies decide 
that that group of men was unfit to negotiate with, they would continue the war and occupy the whole 
country. If those new men made their appearance and signed an unconditional surrender on the terms 
dictated to them, there would be no need to tell them of their future. Unconditional surrender would 
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give the Allies the opportunity to present additional demands to the Germans on the dismemberment 
of Germany.

Stalin declared that the demand for dismemberment was not an additional, but a highly essen-
tial one.

Churchill said it was, of course, an important demand. But he, Churchill, did not believe it must 
be presented to the Germans at the first stage. The Allies should come to a precise agreement on this 
point.

Stalin said that that was why he had raised the question.
Churchill said that although the Allies could study the question of dismemberment, he did not think 

it would be possible to reach a precise agreement on  it just then. The matter required study. In his, 
Churchill’s, opinion, that kind of question was more suitable for examination at a peace conference.

Roosevelt declared that it seemed to him Marshal Stalin had not received an answer to his ques-
tion of whether or not they were going to dismember Germany. He, Roosevelt, believed that the ques-
tion should be decided in principle, and the details could be left for the future.

Stalin remarked that that was right.
Roosevelt continued that the Prime Minister· had said that at the time it was impossible to de-

termine the frontiers of the separate parts of Germany and that the whole question required study. 
That was right. But the most important thing was still to decide at the Conference the main question 
whether or not the Allies agreed to dismember Germany. Roosevelt believed it would be well to pres-
ent the Germans with the terms of surrender and, in addition, to tell them that Germany was to be dis-
membered. At Tehran, Roosevelt had spoken in favour of a decentralised administration in Germany. 
During his stay in Germany 40 years before, decentralised administration had still been a fact: Bavaria 
or Hessen had had a Bavarian or Hessen Government. They had been real Governments. The word 
“Reich” had not yet existed. But over the previous 20 years, the decentralised administration had been 
gradually abolished. The whole of the administration had been concentrated at Berlin. It was utopi-
an to talk of plans for a decentralised Germany. That was why, under the conditions, Roosevelt saw no 
other way out except dismemberment. How many parts were there to be? Six, seven or less? He would 
not venture to say anything

definite on the score. The question had to be studied. But there, in the Crimea, agreement should 
be reached on whether the Allies were going to tell the Germans that Germany was to be dismem-
bered.

Churchill stated that, in his opinion, there was no need to inform the Germans of the future policy 
to be conducted in respect of their country. The Germans should be told they would have to await fur-
ther Allied demands after they surrendered. These further demands would be made on the Germans 
by mutual agreement between the Allies. As for dismemberment, he, Churchill, believed that such 
a decision could not be adopted in a matter of a few days. The Allies were dealing with an 80-million 
people and it would certainly take more than 30 minutes to settle the question of their future. A com-
mission might take a month to work out the question in detail.

Roosevelt  said that the  Premier introduced the  time factor into the  question. If the  question 
of dismemberment were to be publicly debated, there would be hundreds of plans. That was why he, 
Roosevelt, proposed that within the next 24 hours the three Ministers of Foreign Affairs should draw 
up a plan of procedure to study the dismemberment of Germany and then a detailed plan for the dis-
memberment of Germany could be drawn up within 30 days.

Churchill declared that the British Government was prepared to accept the principle of Germany’s 
dismemberment and to set up a commission to study the procedure of dismemberment.

Stalin said he had raised the question to clarify what the Allies wanted. Events would develop to-
wards Germany’s disaster. Germany was losing the war, and her defeat would be hastened as a result 
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of an early Allied offensive. In addition to a military catastrophe, Germany might suffer an internal ca-
tastrophe, because she would have neither coal nor grain. Germany had already lost the Dabrowa coal 
basin, and the Ruhr would soon be under Allied gun fire. With events developing as rapidly as that, he, 
Stalin, would not like the Allies to be caught unawares. He had raised the question so that the Allies 
should be prepared for the events. He fully understood Churchill’s considerations that it was hard 
to draw up a plan for the dismemberment of Germany at the time. That was correct. Nor did he pro-
pose that a concrete plan should be drawn up immediately. But the matter should be settled in princi-
ple and recorded in the terms of the unconditional surrender.

Churchill  declared that an  unconditional surrender precluded any armistice agreement. 
Unconditional surrender was the terms on which military operations were to be terminated. Those 
who signed the terms of an unconditional surrender submitted to the will of the victors.

Stalin said that terms of surrender were nonetheless signed.
Churchill replied in the affirmative and called attention to Article 12 of the terms of Germany’s 

unconditional surrender worked out by the European Advisory Commission.
Roosevelt noted that the article said nothing at all about Germany’s dismemberment.
Stalin said that that was right.
Churchill asked whether the terms of the armistice were to be published.
Stalin replied that the terms would not be made public for the time being, they existed for the Allies 

and would be presented to the German Government when the time came. The Allies would decide 
when they were to  be made public. The Allies were doing the  same thing with Italy, whose terms 
of surrender would be made public when they deemed it necessary.

Roosevelt asked whether the Germans would be given a government or an administration by the 
Allies. If Germany was dismembered, each of  her parts would have an  administration subordinate 
to the corresponding Allied command.

Churchill said that he did not know that. He, Churchill, found it hard to go beyond the statement 
made that the British Government was prepared to accept the principle of Germany’s dismemberment 
and the establishment of a commission to work out a plan of dismemberment.

Roosevelt  asked whether Churchill was prepared to  supplement Article 12 with words about 
the dismemberment of Germany.

Churchill  replied that he was prepared to  have the  three Ministers of  Foreign Affairs examine 
Article 12 for the  purpose of  determining the  possibility of  including the  words “dismemberment 
of Germany” or some other formulation in the Article.

[A decision was taken to instruct the Ministers of Foreign Affairs to examine the question.]
Churchill said the question of a government in Germany could be discussed.
Stalin stated that he preferred to discuss the question of reparations.
Roosevelt agreed and said there were two sides to the reparations question. First, the small coun-

tries, like Denmark, Norway and Holland, would also want to  receive reparations from Germany. 
Secondly, the  question arose of  making use of  German manpower. He, Roosevelt, wanted to  ask 
what quantity of German manpower the Soviet Union would like to have. As for the United States 
of America, it needed neither German machinery nor German manpower.

Stalin  replied that the  Soviet Government had a  plan for material reparations. As for the  use 
of German manpower, the Soviet Government was not yet prepared to discuss that question.

Churchill asked whether he could have some information about the Soviet reparations plan.
Stalin said he would let Maisky speak on the question.
Maisky stated that the material reparations plan was based on several key principles.
The first principle was that the reparations were to be received from Germany not in money, as had 

been the case after the previous world war, but in kind.
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The second principle was that Germany was to make its payments in kind in two forms, namely, (a) 
lump withdrawals from Germany›s national wealth, both on the territory of Germany proper and out-
side, at the end of the war (factories, machine tools, ships, rolling stock, investments in foreign enter-
prises, etc.), and (b) annual goods deliveries after the end of the war.

The third principle was in short that by way of reparations payments Germany was to be econom-
ically disarmed, as otherwise security in Europe could not be ensured. Concretely this meant the re-
moval of 80 per cent of the equipment from Germany›s heavy industry (steel, engineering, metalwork-
ing, electrical engineering, chemistry, etc.). Aircraft factories and plants producing synthetic fuel were 
to be removed 100 per cent. All specialised military enterprises (arms factories, munitions plants, etc.) 
which had existed before the war or had been built during the war, were equally to be removed 100 
per cent. The Soviet Government believed that the 20 per cent of Germany›s pre-war heavy industry 
which was to remain, would be quite sufficient to cover the country’s actual economic requirements.

The fourth principle was that the reparations period was set at 10 years, with removals from na-
tional wealth to be made within two years after the end of the war.

The fifth principle was that for the purpose of precise fulfilment by Germany of her reparations 
obligations, and also in the interests of security in Europe, strict Anglo-Soviet-American control must 
be established over the German economy. The forms of control were to be worked out later. But in 
any case, provision was to be made that the industrial, transport and other enterprises remaining in 
Germany which constituted the greatest danger from the standpoint of a possible revival of Germany›s 
war potential were to be internationalised, with the U.S.S.R., the U.S.A. and Great Britain participat-
ing in their administration. Control over the German economy was to be maintained after the expi-
ry of the period of the reparations payments, i.e., after the first 10 years following the end of the war.

The sixth principle was that in view of the unprecedented immensity of the damage caused by the 
German aggression, it would be impossible to  make it good fully even with the  strictest exaction 
of reparations from Germany. The Soviet Government had tried to make a rough estimate of the scale 
of the damage – the figures obtained were quite astronomical. That was why the Soviet Government 
had arrived at the conclusion that if the Allies were to be realistic, only that type of damage should 
be subject to indemnification which could be characterised as direct material loss (destruction of or 
damage to houses, plants, railways, research institutions; confiscation of cattle, grain, private prop-
erty of citizens, etc.). But since Soviet preliminary estimates, under the head of direct material losses 
alone, had yielded a total amount of damage in excess of the amount of possible reparations by way 
of direct removal and annual post-war deliveries, it would apparently be necessary to establish a cer-
tain priority in the receipt of compensation by countries which had the right to it. That priority was 
to be based on two indicators: (a) the size of the country’s contribution to the victory over the enemy, 
and (b) the amount of direct material losses suffered by that country. Countries having the highest in-
dicators under both heads were to receive reparations first, and the rest, later.

The seventh principle was that the U.S.S.R. considered it fair to receive at least $10,000 million in 
compensation for its direct material losses, through removals and annual deliveries. That was, of course, 
only a very insignificant portion of  the total amount of direct material losses suffered by  the Soviet 
Union, but in the circumstances the Soviet Government was ready to be satisfied with that figure.

Finally, the eighth principle was that a special Reparations Commission, consisting of represen-
tatives of the U.S.S.R., the U.S.A. and Great Britain should be set up, with headquarters in Moscow, 
to work out a detailed Allied reparations plan on the basis of the principles set forth above.

Such, in brief outline, was the material reparations plan which the Soviet Government placed be-
fore the Conference for discussion and approval.

Churchill said he well remembered the end of the previous war. Although he, Churchill, had not 
directly participated in framing the peace terms, he had access to all the conferences. The repara-
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tions had proved to be highly disappointing. Only £1,000 million had been with great effort got out 
of Germany. But even that amount would not have been obtained but for U.S. and British investments 
in Germany. Britain had taken from Germany a few old ocean liners, and with the money Germany got 
from Britain, she built herself a new fleet. He, Churchill, hoped that Britain would not face similar dif-
ficulties again.

Churchill had no doubt at all that Russia›s sacrifices were greater than those of any other country. 
He had always believed that the removal of plants from Germany would be a correct step. But he was 
also quite sure it would be impossible to receive from a defeated and destroyed Germany the quanti-
ty of values which would compensate for the losses sustained by Russia alone. He doubted that £250 
million a year could be extracted from Germany. At the end of the previous war, the British had also 
dreamed of astronomical figures – but what had been the result?

Great Britain had suffered very heavily in the current war. A great part of her houses had been de-
stroyed or damaged. Britain had sold all her investments abroad. Britain had to export goods to im-
port foodstuffs; she had to buy abroad half of the food she needed. Fighting for the common cause, 
Britain had run into heavy debt, apart from Lend-Lease. Britain’s total debt was £3,000 million. No 
other country among the victors would find herself in such a difficult economic and financial position 
at the end of the war as Great Britain. If he, Churchill, saw the possibility of maintaining the British 
economy through the exaction of reparations from Germany, he would resolutely take that way. But 
he was doubtful of success.

Other countries had also suffered great destruction. Holland was flooded. Norway had suffered 
heavily. True, their population was not big.

Moreover, what was going to happen to Germany? Churchill saw the spectre of a starving Germany 
with her 80 million population. Who was going to feed her? Who was going to pay for that? Wouldn’t 
the Allies eventually have to cover a part of the reparations from their own pocket?

Stalin remarked that all those questions would certainly come up sooner or later.
Churchill said if one wanted to ride a horse one had to feed it with oats and hay.
Stalin replied that the horse should not charge at one.
Churchill admitted his metaphor was not very happy, and said that if one put a car in place of the 

horse one would still have to fill it up with petrol to use it.
Stalin replied that there was no analogy there. The Germans were men and not machines.
Churchill agreed with that too. Returning to the reparations, Churchill spoke in favour of setting 

up a Reparations Commission which would deliberate in secret.
Roosevelt declared that he, too, well remembered the previous war, and recalled that the United 

States had lost a great deal of money. It had loaned Germany more than $10,000 million, but it would 
not repeat its old mistakes. The United States had no intention of using German manpower. The United 
States did not want any German machine tools. At the end of the previous war, there had been many 
German assets and German property in the United States. All that had been returned to the Germans.

He, Roosevelt, believed that things would be different after the current war. A special law might 
have to be issued under which all German property in the United States would remain in American 
hands. Roosevelt agreed with Churchill that some thought should be given to Germany›s future. But 
despite the generosity of the United States, which was helping other countries, the United States was 
unable to guarantee the future of Germany. The United States did not want German living standards 
to be higher than those in the US.S.R. The United States wanted to help the Soviet Union to obtain ev-
erything necessary from Germany. The Americans wanted to help the British to increase their exports 
and find new market outlets to replace Germany.

Roosevelt believed that the time was ripe to set up a Reparations Commission to study the needs 
of the US.S.R. and the other European countries. He agreed to have the Commission work in Moscow. 
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Roosevelt very much hoped that everything destroyed in the Soviet Union could be made good. But he 
was also sure that it would be impossible to cover everything by reparations. Germany should be left 
with enough industry to keep the Germans from dying of starvation.

Churchill declared that he had no objections to the Reparations Commission being in Moscow.
Maisky said that he would like to reply briefly to Churchill and Roosevelt. In his remarks he intend-

ed to deal with three main points.
First, the  question on  which Churchill had dwelt specifically – the  failure of  reparations after 

the previous war. Indeed, that experience had proved to be extremely unsatisfactory. But why? The 
reason had not been that the  total amount of  reparations levied on  Germany had been excessive. 
Actually, the amount had been very modest: $30,000 million spread over a period of 58 years. Was that 
a great deal? According to the state of her national wealth and national income, Germany could have 
very easily paid such a sum. The trouble had been, however, that the Allies had wanted Germany to pay 
reparations chiefly in money, and not in kind. Germany had had to find ways of obtaining the neces-
sary amount of foreign exchange. That, for various reasons, had turned out to be a very difficult task. 
There would have been no complications at all if the Allies had been prepared to receive reparations 
in kind. But the Allies had not wanted that. As a result, there had arisen an insoluble transfer prob-
lem, i.e., the conversion of German marks into pounds, dollars and francs, and that problem had killed 
the reparations after the previous war.

There was another factor which had greatly contributed to the failure of reparations after 1914-
1918; it had been the policy of the United States, Britain and France. They had invested large amounts 
of capital in Germany, thereby encouraging the Germans not to fulfil their reparations obligations. 
Eventually, Germany has repaid, in the  form of  reparations, only about one-fourth of  the amount 
the British, Americans and French had loaned Germany in the first years after the 1914-1918 war.

That was the root cause of the failure of the previous reparations. To avoid the difficulties of trans-
fer, it was proposed that all reparations should be paid in kind. It was also hoped that the United States 
and Britain would not again finance Germany after the end of the war. [Roosevelt and Churchill indi-
cated by gestures and exclamations that they intended to do nothing of the sort.]In the circumstanc-
es, there was no reason to draw pessimistic conclusions for the new reparations from the unfortunate 
experience of the old.

Secondly, Churchill had indicated that the  reparations figure claimed by  the US.S.R. would be 
excessive for Germany. That was hardly fair. In effect, what did the  figure of  $10,000 million rep-
resent? It constituted only 10 per cent of  the Federal budget of  the United States for 1944/45. 
[Stettinius: “Absolutely correct”.] It was also equal to one and a quarter of the U.S. Federal peacetime 
budget (for example, in the period between 1936 and 1938). As to Britain, the same figure of $10,000 
million was equal to no more than Great Britain’s war spending over a period of six months, or two and 
a half times her national peacetime budget (1936-1938).

In that case, was it right to say that the Soviet Union›s claims were excessive? It was not. Rather, 
they were much too modest. But that modesty sprang from the Soviet Government›s desire to have no 
illusions and keep both feet on the ground.

Thirdly, Roosevelt and Churchill had stressed the need to prevent a famine in Germany. The Soviet 
Government had no intention at all of stripping and starving Germany. On the contrary, in working 
out its reparations plan, the Soviet Government had always had in mind the creation of conditions in 
which the German people in the post-war years could exist on the basis of the average European liv-
ing standard, and the Soviet reparations plan ensured such a possibility. Germany had every chance 
of building her post-war economy on the basis of an expanding agriculture and light industries. There 
were all the conditions for it. The Soviet reparations plan provided no special restrictions in respect 
of the two branches of the German economy just named.
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Furthermore, it should be borne in mind that post-war Germany would be entirely free from arms 
expenditure, because she would be completely disarmed. This would yield a great saving: after all, pre-
war Germany had spent, in various forms, up to $6,000 million a year on armaments. [Churchill ex-
claims: “Yes, that is a very important consideration!”] That was why the Soviet Government was con-
vinced that even if the Soviet reparations plan was implemented in full the German people would be 
ensured a decent life.

Both Churchill and Roosevelt could see from the above that the Soviet reparations plan was thor-
oughly conceived and based on quite sober and realistic calculations.

Churchill stated that in his opinion all these questions should be examined in commission.
Stalin asked where.
Churchill said a secret commission should be set up, and nothing of its deliberations should be 

made public.
Stalin replied that nothing would be published about the work of the commission. But the ques-

tion was where Churchill wanted to set up such a commission. Was it at the Conference?
Churchill replied that there was no need for that at the time. The Conference should merely adopt 

a decision on the establishment of a Reparations Commission, which would subsequently examine 
the claims and the assets at Germany’s disposal, and also establish the priority in their allocation. It 
would be desirable to fix the priority with an eye not only to a nation’s contribution to the cause of vic-
tory, but also the suffering it had gone through. The U.S.S.R. headed the list, whatever the criterion. 
Any contradictions that might arise in the Commission should be settled by the Governments. As for 
the Russian reparations plan, it would take time to examine it. It could not be accepted at once.

Roosevelt  said that the Reparations Commission should consist of  representatives of  the three 
Powers.

Churchill supported Roosevelt’s proposal.
Stalin  stated that the setting up of a Reparations Commission in Moscow, something all those 

present had accepted, was a  very good thing.  But that was not enough.  Even the  best of  commis-
sions could not do much unless it had the proper guidelines for its work. The guidelines should be laid 
down there, at the Conference.

He, Stalin, believed that the  main principle underlying the  allocation of  reparations should be 
the following: the states which had borne the main burden of the war and organised the victory over 
the enemy should be the first to receive reparations. Those states were the U.S.S.R., the United States 
and Great Britain. Compensation must be received not only by the Russians, but also by the Americans 
and the British, and to the greatest possible extent. If the United States, as Roosevelt said, was not in-
terested in obtaining machinery or manpower from Germany, other more suitable forms of repara-
tions could be found, for example, raw materials, etc. At any rate, it should be firmly established that 
those who had made the greatest contribution to the enemy›s defeat had a prior right to reparations. 
Stalin asked whether Roosevelt and Churchill agreed with that.

Roosevelt declared that he agreed.
Churchill did not object either.
Stalin  then said that in estimating the assets available in Germany for the payment of  repara-

tions, it was not the obtaining situation that should be taken as a starting point but the resources 
Germany would have after the end of the war, when all her population returned home, and the facto-
ries started operating. Germany would then have more assets than she had at the time, and the states 
of which he had spoken could expect to have very considerable compensation for their damage. The 
three Ministers of Foreign Affairs would do well to discuss all that and then report to the Conference.

Churchill  agreed that the  Conference should indicate the  main points of  the directives for 
the Commission.
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Stalin replied that he considered that to be correct.
Churchill said half in jest that if he seemed to be recalcitrant in discussing the question of repa-

rations it was only because at home he had a Parliament and a Cabinet. If they refused to accept what 
Churchill had accepted at the Crimea Conference they might drive him out.

Stalin replied, in the same vein, that that was not so easy: victors were not driven out.
Churchill remarked that the three Ministers of Foreign Affairs could discuss the question of rep-

arations the next day and later report to the Conference. He, Churchill, liked the principle: to each 
according to his needs, and from Germany according to her abilities. That principle should be made 
the basis of the reparations plan.

Stalin replied that he preferred another principle: to each according to his deserts.

Source: https://www.revolutionarydemocracy.org/Stalin/yalta.htm#First 
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Third Sitting at Livadia Palace. February 6, 1945

[ ... ] Roosevelt declared that a discussion of the question of an international security organisa-
tion could be started that day. Roosevelt believed it was their task to ensure peace for at least 50 years. 
In view of  the fact that neither he, Roosevelt, nor Marshal Stalin, nor Churchill, had been present 
at Dumbarton Oaks, it would be a good idea for Stettinius to report on the question.

Stettinius said that an agreement had been reached at Dumbarton Oaks to leave certain questions 
for further examination and future solution. Of those questions the principal one was that of the vot-
ing procedure to be applied in the Security Council. At Dumbarton Oaks, the three delegations had 
had a thorough discussion of that question. Since then it had been subjected to continued and inten-
sive study on the part of each of the three Governments.

On December 5, 1944, the President had sent Marshal Stalin and Prime Minister Churchill a pro-
posal to have the question decided by setting forth Section C of Chapter VI of the proposals, adopted 
at Dumbarton Oaks in the following manner:

«C. Voting.
«1. Each member of the Security Council shall have one vote.
«2. Decisions of the Security Council on procedural matters shall be made by an affirmative vote 

of seven members.
«3. Decisions of  the Security Council on all other matters shall be made by an affirmative vote 

of seven members including the concurring votes of the permanent members: provided that in deci-
sions under Section A of Chapter VIII and under the second phrase of the first paragraph of Section C, 
Chapter VIII, a party to a dispute shall abstain from voting.”

The text which he, Stettinius, had just read out contained minor drafting amendments made in ac-
cordance with the Soviet and British remarks on the initial text proposed by the President.

The American proposal was in complete accord with the special responsibility of the Great Powers 
for the  maintenance of  universal peace. In effect, the  American proposal demanded unqualified 
unanimity of the permanent members of the Council on all key issues relating to the maintenance 
of peace, including economic and military enforcement measures.

At the  same time, the  American proposal recognised the  desirability of  a  direct declaration 
on the part of the permanent members that the pacific settlement of any dispute that might arise was 
a matter of general concern, a matter on which the sovereign states which were not permanent mem-
bers had the right to set forth their views without any limitations whatsoever. Unless such freedom 
of discussion was ensured in the Council, the establishment of a world organisation, which they all 
wanted, might be seriously hampered or even made altogether impossible. Without the right of free 
and full discussion of such matters in the Council, an international security organisation, even if es-
tablished, would differ greatly from what had been originally intended.

The document which the American delegation had presented to  the two other delegations set 
forth the text of the provisions which he, Stettinius, had read out and a special list of decisions of the 
Council which, according to the American proposal, would demand unqualified unanimity, and a sepa-
rate list of matters (in the sphere of disputes and their pacific settlement) on which a party to the dis-
pute must abstain from voting.

From the standpoint of the Government of the United States, there were two important elements 
in the question of voting procedure.

The first was that for the maintenance of universal peace, which he, Stettinius, had mentioned, 
unanimity of the permanent members was needed.
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The second was that for the people of the United States it was of exceptional importance that fair 
treatment for all the members of the Organisation be provided for.

The task was to reconcile those two main elements. The proposals made by the President to Marshal 
Stalin and Prime Minister Churchill on December 5, 1944, provided a reasonable and just solution and 
combined the two elements satisfactorily.

Roosevelt declared that in his opinion it would be well to have Stettinius list the types of decisions 
which were to be adopted in the Security Council on the unanimity principle.

Stettinius said that, according to the formula proposed by the President, the following decisions 
would require an affirmative vote of seven members of the Security Council, including the votes of all 
the permanent members:

(I) Recommendations to the General Assembly on:
Admission of new members;
Suspension of a member;
Expulsion of a member;
Election of the Secretary-General.
(II) Restoration of the rights and privileges of a suspended member.
(III) Elimination of  a  threat to  the peace and suppression of  breaches of  the peace, including 

the following questions:
1. Is the peace endangered as a result of non-settlement of a dispute between the parties by means 

of their own choice or in accordance with the recommendations of the Security Council?
2. Is there a threat to the peace or breach of the peace from any other action on the part of one or 

another country?
3. What are the measures to be taken by the Council for the maintenance or restoration of the 

peace and how are these measures to be implemented?
4. Should not the implementation of enforcement measures be entrusted to a regional body?
(IV) Approval of special agreement or agreements on the provision of armed forces and facil-

ities.
(V) Formulation of plans for a general system of arms regulation and presentation of such plans 

to the member states.
(VI) Decision on the question whether the nature and activity of a regional body or regional mea-

sures for the maintenance of peace and security are compatible with the aims and purposes of the 
world organisation.

An affirmative vote of seven members of the Security Council, including the votes of all the per-
manent members, provided, however, that a member of the Council abstained from voting on any de-
cision relating to a dispute to which he was a party, should be required for the following decisions re-
lating to the pacific settlement of a dispute:

(I) Is the dispute or situation brought to the notice of the Council of such a nature that its contin-
uance may endanger the peace?

(II) Should the Council call upon the sides to settle or adjust the dispute or situation by means 
of their own choice?

(III) Should the Council give recommendations to the sides in respect of the methods and proce-
dures of settlement?

(IV) Should the  legal aspects of  the matter before the  Council be referred to  the International 
Court of Justice for an advisory opinion?

(V) In the event there is a regional body for the pacific settlement of local disputes, should the body 
be requested to deal with the disputes?
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Roosevelt believed the question could be discussed and settled. Big and small nations had one and 
the same purpose, namely, the preservation of peace, and procedural issues should not hamper the at-
tainment of that aim.

Stalin  asked what was new in the  proposals set forth by  Stettinius as compared with what 
the President had communicated in his message of December 5.

Roosevelt replied that those proposals were similar, with only minor drafting amendments.
Stalin asked what drafting amendments had been made.
Stettinius set forth these drafting amendments.
Molotov declared that the Soviet delegation also attached great importance to the questions raised 

and would like to study Stettinius’s proposal. That was why he proposed that the discussion of the 
question be postponed until the next day’s sitting.

Churchill remarked that he agreed with that. There should be no undue haste in the study of such 
an important matter. Its discussion could be postponed until the next day. He had not been quite sat-
isfied with the initial proposals worked out at Dumbarton Oaks, because he had not been quite sure 
that those proposals had taken full account of the real position of the three Great Powers. After study-
ing the President’s new proposals, Churchill’s doubts had disappeared, at any rate, as far as the British 
Commonwealth of Nations and the British Empire were concerned. That also applied to the indepen-
dent dominions of the British Crown.

Churchill recognised that the question of whether the peace would be built on sound foundations 
depended on the friendship and co-operation of the three Great Powers; however, the Allies would 
be putting themselves in a false position and would be unfair to their intentions, if they did not pro-
vide for the possibility of the small states freely expressing their claims. Otherwise it would appear 
that the three chief Powers claimed to rule the world. As it was what they actually wanted was to serve 
the world and safeguard it from the horrors that had hit most of the nations in the current war. That 
was why the three Great Powers should show a readiness to submit to the interest of the common 
cause.

He, Churchill, was naturally thinking primarily of the effect the new situation would have on the fu-
ture of the British Commonwealth of Nations. He would like to give a concrete example, an example 
which was a difficult one for Britain – Hong Kong. If the President›s proposal was adopted, and China 
requested the return of Hong Kong, Great Britain would have the right to express her point of view 
and defend it; however, Great Britain would not be able to take part in voting on the five questions set 
out at the end of the American document. For her part, China would have the right fully to express her 
view on the question of Hong Kong, and the Security Council would have to decide on the issue, with-
out the British Government taking part in the voting.

Stalin asked whether Egypt was to be a member of the Assembly.
Churchill replied that Egypt would be a member of the Assembly but not of the Council.
Stalin declared that he would like to take another example, that of the Suez Canal, which was sit-

uated on the territory of Egypt.
Churchill asked that his example be examined first. Assuming that the British Government could 

not agree to the examination of one of the questions dealt with in Paragraph 3, because it considered 
that the question infringed the sovereignty of the British Empire. In that case, the British Government 
would be assured of  success, because, in accordance with Paragraph 3, every permanent member 
would have the right to veto the actions of the Security Council. On the other hand, it would be unfair 
for China not to have the possibility of expressing her view on the substance of the case.

The same applied to Egypt. In the event Egypt raised a question against the British pertaining 
to the Suez Canal, he, Churchill, would allow the discussion of the question without any apprehen-
sion, because British interests were ensured by Paragraph 3, which provided for the right of veto. He 
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also believed that if Argentina made a claim against the United States, the United States would submit 
to the established procedure of examination, but the United States would have the right to object and 
veto any decision by the Security Council. It could apply the Monroe Doctrine.

Roosevelt  said that in the Tehran Declaration the  three Powers had announced their readiness 
to accept responsibility for the establishment of a peace that would receive the approval of the peo-
ples of the world.

Churchill stated that for the reasons which he had set forth the British Government did not ob-
ject to the adoption of the U.S. proposals. Churchill believed it would be undesirable to create the im-
pression that the three Powers wanted to dominate the world, without letting the other countries ex-
press their opinion.

Stalin declared that he would first of all ask that the Soviet delegation be handed the document 
which Stettinius had read out, because it was hard to study the proposals it contained by ear. To him, 
Stalin, it seemed that the said document was a commentary on the President’s proposals.

Referring to the interpretation of the American proposals made at the sitting, Stalin said it seemed 
to him the Dumbarton Oaks decisions had aimed to ensure various countries not only the right to voice 
their opinion. That right was not worth much. No one denied it. The matter was much more serious. 
If any nation raised a question of great importance to it, it would do so not only to have the opportu-
nity to set out its view, but to obtain a decision on it. None of those present would dispute the right 
of nations to speak in the Assembly. But that was not the heart of the matter. Churchill apparently be-
lieved that if China raised the question of Hong Kong, her only desire would be to speak out. That was 
not so. China would demand a decision. In much the same way, if Egypt raised the question of a re-
turn of the Suez Canal she would not be content with voicing her opinion on the matter. Egypt would 
demand a solution of the question. That was why the question was not just of ensuring the possibili-
ty of voicing one›s opinions, but of much more important things.

Churchill expressed the  apprehension that there might be an  impression that the  three Great 
Powers wanted to dominate the world. But who was contemplating such domination? Was it the United 
States? No, it was not thinking of that. [The President laughed and made an eloquent gesture.] Was it 
Britain? No, once again. [Churchill laughed and made an eloquent gesture.] Thus, two Great Powers 
were beyond suspicion. That left the third – the U.S.S.R. So it was the U.S.S.R. that was striving for 
world domination? [General laughter.] Or could it be China that was striving for world domination? 
[General laughter.] It was clear that the talk of striving for world domination was pointless. His friend 
Churchill could not name a single Power that wanted to dominate the world.

Churchill interposed that he himself did not, of course, believe in the striving for world domina-
tion on the part of any of the three Allies. But the position of those Allies was so powerful that others 
might think so, unless the appropriate preventive measures were taken.

Stalin,  continuing his speech, declared that so far two Great Powers had adopted the  charter 
of an international security organisation, which, in the opinion of Churchill, would protect them from 
being charged with a desire to rule the world. The third Power had not yet given its consent to the 
charter. However, he would study the  proposals formulated by  Stettinius, and would possibly see 
the point more clearly. He believed, however, that the Allies were faced with much more serious prob-
lems than the right of nations to express their opinion or the question of the three chief Powers striv-
ing for world domination.

Churchill said there was no reason to fear anything undesirable even in the event of the American 
proposals being adopted. Indeed, so long as they were all alive there was nothing to fear. They would 
not allow any dangerous divergences between them. They would not permit another aggression 
against anyone of their countries. But 10 years or possibly less might pass, and they would be gone. 
There would be a new generation which had not gone through what they had, and which would pos-
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sibly view many questions in a different light. What would happen then? They seemed to be setting 
themselves the task of ensuring peace for at least another 50 years. Or was that the impression he, 
Stalin, had got because of his naïveté?

The unity of the three Powers was the most important requisite for the preservation of a lasting 
peace. If such unity was preserved, there was no need to fear the German danger. Thought should, 
therefore, be given to how best to ensure a united front between the three Powers, to which France 
and China should be added. That was why the question of the future charter of an international se-
curity organisation acquired such importance. It was necessary to create as many obstacles as possi-
ble to any divergence between the three chief Powers in future. A charter should be framed that would 
make it as difficult as possible for conflicts to arise between them. That was the main task.

On the more concrete question of the voting in the Security Council, Stalin asked the conference 
to excuse him for not having had the time to study the Dumbarton Oaks documents in every detail. 
He had been very busy with some other matters and hoped to have the indulgence of the British and 
American delegations.

Roosevelt and Churchill indicated by gestures and exclamations that they were well aware of what 
Stalin had been doing.

Stalin, continuing, said that, as far as he understood, all conflicts which might be brought up for 
examination by the Security Council fell into two categories. The first included disputes whose settle-
ment demanded the application of economic, political, military or other kinds of sanctions. The sec-
ond category included disputes which might be settled by peaceful means, without the application 
of sanctions. Stalin asked whether his understanding was correct.

Roosevelt and Churchill replied that it was correct.
Stalin then declared that, as far as he had understood it, there was to be freedom of discussion in 

the examination of conflicts of the first category, but the unanimity of the permanent members of the 
Council was required in the adoption of a decision. In that case, all the permanent members of the 
Council should take part in the voting, i.e., the Power which was a party to a dispute would not be 
asked to leave. As for conflicts of the second category which were to be settled by peaceful means, an-
other procedure was proposed in that case: the Power which was a party to a dispute (including per-
manent members of the Council) should not take part in the voting. Stalin asked whether his under-
standing of the provision was correct.

Roosevelt and Churchill again confirmed that Stalin had a fully correct understanding of the pro-
vision.

Stalin,  concluding, said the  Soviet Union was being accused of  putting too much emphasis 
on the question of the voting in the Security Council. The Soviet Union was being reproached for mak-
ing too much ado on the point. Indeed, the Soviet Union did pay great attention to the voting pro-
cedure, because the Soviet Union was most of all interested in the decisions to be adopted by  the 
Security Council. After all, the  decisions would be adopted by  a  vote. Discussions could go on  for 
a  hundred years, without deciding anything. But it was the  decisions that mattered for the  Soviet 
Union. And not only for it.

He, Stalin, asked those present to return for a moment to the examples given at the sitting. If China 
demanded the return of Hong Kong or Egypt the return of the Suez Canal, the question would be up for 
a vote in the Assembly and in the Security Council. Stalin could assure his friend Churchill that China 
and Egypt would not be alone in that. They would have their friends in an international organisation. 
That had a direct bearing on the question of voting.

Churchill stated that if the said countries demanded the satisfaction of their claims, Great Britain 
would say “no”. The authority of an international organisation could not be used against the three 
great Powers.
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Stalin asked whether that was in fact the case.
Eden replied that countries might talk and argue but no decision could be adopted without the con-

sent of the three chief Powers.
Stalin asked once again whether that was actually the case.
Churchill and Roosevelt replied in the affirmative.
Stettinius declared that no economic sanctions could be applied by the Security Council without 

the unanimity of the permanent members.
Molotov asked whether the same applied to recommendations.
Churchill  replied that that applied only to  those recommendations which were mentioned in 

the five points formulated at the end of the American document. The international security organisa-
tion did not exclude diplomatic relations between the great and the small countries. Diplomatic pro-
cedures would continue to exist. It would be wrong to exaggerate the power or to abuse it or to raise 
questions that could divide the three chief Powers.

Stalin said there was another danger. His colleagues surely remembered that during the Russo-
Finnish war the British and the French had roused the League of Nations against the Russians, iso-
lated the Soviet Union and expelled it from the League of Nations, by mobilising everyone against 
the US.S.R. A repetition of such things in future must be precluded.

Eden declared that that could not happen if the American proposals were adopted.
Churchill confirmed that in the said case that kind of danger would be ruled out.
Molotov said that was the first time the Soviet side heard of that.
Roosevelt  declared that there could be no recurrence of  a  case similar to  the one mentioned 

by Marshal Stalin, because the expulsion of a member required the consent of all the permanent mem-
bers.

Stalin  pointed out that even if the  adoption of  the American proposals made it impossible 
to expel a member, there still remained the possibility of mobilising public opinion against any-
one member.

Churchill said he could allow a case when a broad campaign was started against a member, but 
then diplomacy would be operating at  the same time. Churchill did not think that the President 
would want to come out against Britain or support any action against her. He was confident that 
Roosevelt would want to stop such attacks. Churchill was also confident that Marshal Stalin would 
not want to come out against Britain, without having a talk with Britain beforehand. He, Churchill, 
was confident that a way to settle disputes could always be found. At any rate, he could vouch for 
himself.

Stalin declared that he, too, could vouch for himself; [half in jest] perhaps Maisky over there would 
start attacking Britain?

Roosevelt noted that the unity of the Great Powers was one of their aims. He, Roosevelt, believed 
that the American proposals promoted the attainment of that aim. If any contradictions should unfor-
tunately arise between the Great Powers, they would be known to all the world, despite any voting pro-
cedure. At any rate, it was impossible to eliminate the discussion of contradictions in the Assembly. 
The American Government believed that by allowing freedom of discussion in the Council, the Great 
Powers would demonstrate to the world the confidence they had in each other.

Stalin replied that that was correct and proposed that the discussion of the question be contin-
ued the next day.

Churchill asked whether they could pass on to the Polish question.
Stalin and Roosevelt agreed with Churchill’s proposal.
Roosevelt stated that the United States was far away from Poland, and he, Roosevelt, would ask 

the other two participants in the Conference to set forth their considerations. There were five or six 
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million persons of Polish origin in the United States. His, Roosevelt’s, position, like that of the major-
ity of the Poles resident in the United States, coincided with the position he had set forth in Tehran. 
He, Roosevelt, stood for the Curzon line. That, in essence, was accepted by most Poles, but the Poles, 
like the Chinese, were always worried about “losing face”.

Stalin asked which Poles were meant, the real ones or the émigrés? The real Poles lived in Poland.
Roosevelt replied that all Poles wanted to get something to “save face”. His position as President 

would be eased if the Soviet Government allowed the Poles the possibility of “saving face”. It would 
be well to examine the question of concessions to the Poles on the southern sector of the Curzon line. 
He, Roosevelt, did not insist on his proposal, but wanted the Soviet Government to take it into con-
sideration.

The establishment of a permanent government in Poland was the most essential part of the Polish 
question. Roosevelt believed that public opinion in the United States was opposed to America›s rec-
ognition of the Lublin Government, because the people of the United States had the impression that 
the Lublin Government represented only a small part of the Polish people. As far as he was aware, 
the American people would like to see in Poland a government of national unity, including represen-
tatives of all Polish parties: the Workers’ or Communist Party, the Peasant Party, the Socialist Party, 
the National Democratic Party and the others. He, Roosevelt, was not personally acquainted with any 
member of the Lublin Government or any member of the Polish Government in London. He personal-
ly knew only Mikolajczyk. During his visit to Washington, Mikolajczyk gave Roosevelt the impression 
of being a decent man.

He, Roosevelt, believed it was important to set up a government in Poland that would represent 
the mass of the people in the country and enjoy their support. It might be only a provisional gov-
ernment. There were many methods of forming such a government and it did not matter which one 
was chosen. He, Roosevelt, had a proposal to establish a Presidential Council, consisting of a small 
number of outstanding Poles. That Presidential Council would be entrusted with the task of  form-
ing a provisional government of Poland. That was the only proposal he had brought with him from 
the United States three thousand miles away. Roosevelt added, he hoped, of course, that Poland would 
have the most friendly relations with the Soviet Union.

Stalin  said Poland would have friendly relations not only with the  Soviet Union but with all 
the Allies.

Roosevelt said he would like to hear the opinion of Marshal Stalin and Churchill concerning his 
proposal. Solution of the Polish question would be of great help to the Allied cause.

Churchill  said he was authorised to  express the  British Government’s positive attitude 
to  the President’s proposal. He had always spoken publicly in Parliament and elsewhere about 
the  British Government’s intention to  recognise the  Curzon line as it was interpreted by  the 
Soviet Government, i.e., with Lvov remaining in the Soviet Union. He, Churchill, and Eden had 
been much criticised for that, both in Parliament and in the Conservative Party, but he had always 
believed that after the tragedy Russia had gone through in defending herself against the German 
aggression, and after the efforts Russia had exerted in the liberation of Poland, the Russian claims 
to Lvov and the Curzon line were not based on might but on right. Churchill still continued to hold 
that view.

But Churchill was much more interested in the question of Polish sovereignty and the freedom and 
independence of Poland than the specification of her frontiers. He wanted the Poles to have a home-
land, where they could live as they thought best. He had heard Marshal Stalin announce the same aim 
several times with the greatest firmness. Since he, Churchill, had always had trust in Marshal Stalin’s 
statements on the sovereignty and independence of Poland, he did not think the question of frontiers 
was very important.
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Great Britain had no material interest in Poland. She had entered the war to defend Poland from 
the German aggression1. Great Britain was concerned with Poland because it was a matter of honour 
for her. Great Britain could never be satisfied with a solution which did not ensure Poland a position 
in which she could be master of her own house. But he, Churchill, made one reservation: the free-
dom of Poland should not mean allowing any hostile intentions or intrigues against the Soviet Union 
on her part. Churchill said Great Britain would not ask to have Poland free if she had any hostile in-
tentions in respect of the Soviet Union.

Churchill hoped that the participants in the Conference would not leave without taking practi-
cal measures on the Polish question. There were now two Polish Governments in respect of which 
the Allies had differing opinions. He, Churchill, had not had any direct contact with the members of the 
Polish Government in London. Despite the  fact that the British Government recognised the Polish 
Government in London, it did not deem it necessary to meet with members of that Government. But 
Mikolajczyk, Romer and Grabski were intelligent and honest men, and the British Government had 
friendly relations with them.

He, Churchill, asked whether it was possible there to  set up a  Polish Government like that 
the  President had spoken about, until the  time the  Polish people could freely elect a  government 
which would be recognised by the Soviet Union, Great Britain, the United States and the other United 
Nations recognising the Polish Government in London. Churchill believed the establishment of the 
body of which the President had spoken would pave the way for the elaboration by the Polish people 
of their constitution and the election of their administration. If that could be done, a great step would 
be made towards peace and welfare in Central Europe. Churchill supported the President’s proposal. 
But, of course, Churchill added, the Red Army’s communication lines had to be ensured in all circum-
stances.

Stalin said that as Churchill had just stated, for the British Government the question of Poland 
was one of honour. Stalin understood that. For his part, however, he had to say that for the Russians 
the question of Poland was not only one of honour but of security as well. It was a question of honour 
because in the past the Russians had greatly sinned against Poland. The Soviet Government was try-
ing to atone for those sins. It was a question of security because the most important strategic prob-
lems of the Soviet state were connected with Poland.

The point was not only that Poland was a neighbouring country. That, of course, was important, 
but the essence of the problem lay much deeper. Throughout history, Poland had always been a cor-
ridor for an enemy attacking Russia. Suffice it to  recall only the previous 30 years: in that period, 
the Germans twice went across Poland to attack Russia. Why had the enemies crossed Poland so easily 
until then? Chiefly because Poland has been weak. The Polish corridor could not be closed mechani-
cally only by Russian forces on the outside. It could be reliably locked only from the inside, by Poland›s 
own forces. For that Poland must be strong. That was why the Soviet Union had a stake in creating 
a powerful, free and independent Poland. The question of Poland was a question of life and death for 
the Soviet state.

Hence the sharp turn from the policy of tsarism the Soviet Union had made in respect of Poland. 
The tsarist Government was known to have tried to assimilate Poland. The Soviet Government had ab-

1 Here Churchill obviously erred against the truth. When Hitler Germany attacked Poland on September 1, 1939, Britain, formally 
declaring war on Germany, did nothing to implement her guarantees given Poland earlier. Churchill himself wrote in his memoirs: 
«Astonishment was world-wide, when Hitler›s crashing onslaught upon Poland and the declarations of war upon Germany by Brit-
ain and France were followed only by  a  prolonged and oppressive pause.... We contented ourselves with dropping pamphlets 
to rouse the Germans to a higher morality. This strange phase of the war on land and in the air astounded everyone. France and 
Britain remained impassive while Poland was in a  few weeks destroyed or subjugated by  the whole might of  the German war 
machine. Hitler had no reason to complain of this.» (W. Churchill, The Second World War. The Gathering Storm, Boston, 1948, pp. 
422-423.) – Ed.
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solutely changed that inhuman policy and had taken the road of friendship with Poland and of safe-
guarding her independence. That was where the reasons lay for the Russian desire to have a strong, 
independent and free Poland.

Then about some of the specific questions which had been dealt with during the discussion and 
on which there were differences.

First of all, about the Curzon Line. He, Stalin, felt bound to remark that the Curzon Line had not 
been invented by the Russians. It had been produced by Curzon, Clemenceau, and the Americans who 
had taken part in the Paris Conference of 1919. The Russians had not been present at that conference. 
The Curzon Line had been adopted on the basis of ethnic data, contrary to the will of the Russians. 
Lenin had not accepted that Line. He had not wanted to give Poland Belostok and Belostok Region, 
which in accordance with the Curzon Line had had to be handed over to Poland.

The Soviet Government had already deviated from Lenin›s position. Stalin asked whether the Allies 
wanted the Soviet leaders to be less Russian than Curzon and Clemenceau. In that case they would dis-
grace them. What would the Ukrainians say if they accepted the Allies› proposals? They might say that 
Stalin and Molotov had turned out to be less reliable defenders of the Russians and the Ukrainians 
than Curzon and Clemenceau. In what light would Stalin appear then on his return to Moscow? No, it 
was better to let the war against the Germans go on a little longer, but the Soviet Union had to be in 
a position to compensate Poland in the west at Germany’s expense.

During Mikolajczyk›s visit to Moscow he had asked Stalin which frontier for Poland in the west 
the Soviet Government would recognise. Mikolajczyk had been very pleased to hear that the Soviet 
Union recognised the line along the Neisse River as Poland›s western frontier. By way of explanation it 
should be said that there were two Neisse rivers: one of them ran nearer east, by Breslau, and the other 
farther west. Stalin believed that Poland’s western frontier should run along the Western Neisse, and 
he asked Roosevelt and Churchill to support him in that.

Another question on which Stalin would like to say a  few words was that of  the establishment 
of a Polish Government. Churchill proposed the establishment of a Polish Government there, at the 
Conference. Stalin hoped that was a  slip of  the tongue on  Churchill›s part: how could a  Polish 
Government be set up without the participation of the Poles? Many people called him, Stalin, a dic-
tator, and did not believe he was a democrat, but he had enough democratic feeling to refrain from 
setting up a Polish Government without the Poles. A Polish Government could be set up only with 
the participation and consent of the Poles.

A suitable moment for that had been Churchill›s visit to Moscow the previous autumn, when he had 
brought Mikolajczyk, Grabski and Romer along with him. At that time representatives of the Lublin 
Government had also been invited to  Moscow. A meeting had been arranged between the  London 
and the Lublin Poles. There had even been indications of some points of agreement. Churchill should 
recall that. Afterwards Mikolajczyk had gone to London with the aim of returning to Moscow soon 
to  take the  last steps in organising a  Polish Government. Instead,  however, Mikolajczyk had been 
dropped from the  Polish Government in London for insisting on  an  agreement with the  Lublin 
Government. The Polish Government in London headed by Arcyszewski and led by Razkewicz, was op-
posed to any agreement with the Lublin Government. What was more it took a hostile attitude to such 
an agreement. The London Poles called the Lublin Government an assemblage of criminals and ban-
dits. Naturally, the former Lublin Government and later the Warsaw Government paid them in kind, 
and called the London Poles traitors and turncoats. How were they to be united in the circumstanc-
es? He, Stalin, did not know.

The leading members of the Warsaw Government – Bierut, Osobka-Morawski and Rola-Zymierski – 
did not even want to  hear of  any unity with the  Polish Government in London. Stalin had asked 
the Warsaw Poles what concessions they could make. He had got the following answer: the Warsaw 
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Poles could stand in their midst such persons from among the London Poles as Grabski and Zeligowski, 
but they would not hear of  Mikolajczyk being Prime Minister.  Stalin  was prepared to  make every 
effort to  unite the  Poles, but only if it  had any chance of  success.  What was to  be done?  Perhaps 
the Warsaw Poles should be invited to the Conference? Or perhaps they should be invited to Moscow 
to talk things over?

In conclusion, Stalin would like to deal with yet another question – a very important one – on which 
he would be speaking as a military man. What would he, as a military man, want of the Government 
of a country liberated by the Red Army? He wanted only one thing: that the Government ensured law 
and order in the Red Army›s rear, and that it prevented civil war breaking out behind its front lines. 
After all, the military did not care much about the kind of government; what was important was that 
they should not be shot at  from behind. There was the Warsaw Government in Poland.  In Poland, 
there were also agents of the London Government who were connected with underground circles styl-
ing themselves «forces of internal resistance». As a military man Stalin compared the activity of the 
two groups and inevitably arrived at  the following conclusion: the Warsaw Government was doing 
a fair job of ensuring law and order in the Red Army›s rear, whereas there was nothing but harm from 
the «forces of  internal resistance». Those «forces» had already managed to kill 212 Red Army men. 
They were attacking Red Army depots to seize arms. They violated orders on the registration of radio 
transmitters on the territory liberated by the Red Army. The «forces of internal resistance» were vio-
lating all the laws of war. They complained that the Red Army was arresting them. Stalin stated flatly 
that if those «forces» continued their attacks on Soviet soldiers, they would be shot.

In the final analysis, from the purely military standpoint, the Warsaw Government turned out to be 
useful and the London Government and its agents in Poland – harmful. Of course, military men would al-
ways support a government which ensured law and order in their rear without which the Red Army could 
not continue its successes. Law and order in the rear was one of the conditions of Soviet successes. That 
was understood not only by the military but by the non-military as well. That was how matters stood.

Roosevelt proposed that the discussion of the Polish question be postponed until the next day.
Churchill  said that the  Soviet Government and the  British Government had different sourc-

es of information. The British Government did not believe that the Lublin Government represented 
even a third of the Polish people. That was the opinion of the British Government. Of course, there 
might be a mistake in that. Clearly, one could not believe every story told by people returning from 
Poland. The British Government wanted an  agreement because it was afraid that clashes between 
the Polish underground army and the Lublin Government might lead to bloodshed and numerous ar-
rests. The British Government recognised that attacks on the Red Army in the rear were inadmissi-
ble. But the British Government did not believe the Lublin Government had any ground to consider it-
self as resting on a broad basis, insofar, at least, as could be judged from the information at the British 
Government’s disposal, which, of course, might not be quite faultless.

Roosevelt pointed out that the Polish question had been giving the world a headache over a peri-
od of five centuries.

Churchill stated that an effort should be made to stop the Polish question from giving mankind 
a headache.

Stalin replied that that must certainly be done.

Source: https://www.revolutionarydemocracy.org/Stalin/yalta.htm#First 
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Fourth Sitting at Livadia Palace. February 7, 1945

Roosevelt said that Marshal Stalin’s statement on the Polish question had been heard the day be-
fore. He, Roosevelt, was most interested in the question of a Polish Government. He was not so much 
concerned with this or that Polish frontier. He was not interested in the legitimacy or permanency 
of a Polish Government, for it was known that Poland had not had any Government at all over a pe-
riod of several years. He believed, however, that the United States, the Soviet Union and the United 
Kingdom could help the  Poles to  set up a  Provisional Government until they had the  opportunity 
of staging a free election m the country. There was need to do something new in this sphere; some-
thing that would look like a breath of fresh air in this dismal question […]

Stalin said that about an hour and a half before he had received a message from Roosevelt setting 
forth the following propositions: summon two men from the Lublin Government in Poland and two 
representatives of the social forces of the other camp (out of a list of five named in the President’s 
letter) and in the presence of  these four Poles settle the question of a new Polish Government.  In 
the event of the success of such a step, the new Government should stage free elections in Poland.

Besides, Roosevelt›s message expressed the wish to include representatives of certain other circles 
in the Polish Government. The message named Mikolajczyk and Grabski. He would like to know where 
the persons who were named in Roosevelt›s message were to be found and who, according to his infor-
mation, were in Poland. If these men were found it could be ascertained how soon they would arrive. If 
Wincenty Witos or Sapieha were to come, their arrival would facilitate matters. But he had no knowl-
edge of their addresses and feared the participants in the Conference would be unable to await the ar-
rival of the Poles in the Crimea. The Soviet delegation had worked out a project meeting Roosevelt›s 
proposals. The project had not yet been printed. That is why he proposed that in the meanwhile they 
should deal with some other matter, say, the question of Dumbarton Oaks.

Roosevelt and Churchill agreed.
[The Soviet delegation then expressed its satisfaction with Stettinius’s report and Churchill’s ex-

planations on the question of setting up an international security organisation. The Soviet delega-
tion expressed the view that the unity of the three Powers in ensuring post-war security could be at-
tained and that the  proposals worked out at  Dumbarton Oaks, and the  additional proposals made 
by Roosevelt, could serve as a basis for future co-operation between big and small Powers in matters 
of international security.

Considering these proposals acceptable, the Soviet delegation then returned to a question which 
had been raised at Dumbarton Oaks but had not been resolved there, namely, the question of the par-
ticipation of Soviet Republics as foundation members of the international security organisation. The 
Soviet delegation raised the question not in the form in which it had been raised at Dumbarton Oaks, 
but proposed that three, or at least two, of the Soviet Republics should be among the sponsors of the 
international organisation (the reference was to the Ukraine, Byelorussia and Lithuania). The Soviet 
delegation believed that these three Soviet Republics or two, at any rate, ought to be recognised as 
foundation members.]

Roosevelt declared that he was happy to hear of the Soviet Government’s acceptance of his propos-
als. Consequently, great progress had been reached.

The next question to be solved pertained to which of the countries from among the participants 
in the war against Germany were to be invited to attend the conference instituting the international 
organisation. Everyone in the United States wanted the conference to be held as soon as possible. Its 
convocation at the end of March was said to be desirable. It was physically possible for the representa-
tives of the United Nations to meet within a month. He, Roosevelt, personally believed that the soon-
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er the decision to convoke the conference was adopted, the sooner there could be a start in the exam-
ination of the questions raised by the Soviet side, which were of great interest. After the establishment 
of the organisation the question of its initial members could be tackled.

There was now one important practical point: was an invitation to attend the conference to be is-
sued, alongside the countries fighting against Germany, also to the «associated countries», such as 
Paraguay, Peru, Uruguay, Chile, Egypt, Iceland, which had broken off relations with Germany but had 
not declared war on her?

The question of the Ukraine, Byelorussia and Lithuania was a highly interesting one. The partici-
pants might take different views of it, for their countries had different state structures and traditions. 
The British Empire, for instance, consisted of  dominions: Canada, Australia, etc. The U.S.S.R. had 
many Republics. The United States, on the contrary, was a homogeneous country, without any colo-
nies. It had one language. The constitution of the United States provided for only one minister of for-
eign affairs. That was why the question raised by the Soviet side required study. It was closely bound 
up with this other question: were the big Powers to have more than one vote in the international or-
ganisation? If one country were to be given more than one vote that would be a violation of the rule 
that each member of the organisation was to have one vote only. 

Roosevelt proposed that the Foreign Ministers should be entrusted with the study of the question 
of the organisation›s initial members and also of the time and place of the conference.

Churchill  declared that he wanted to  express his deep gratitude to  the Soviet Government for 
the great stride it had taken to meet the common views worked out at Dumbarton Oaks. Churchill was 
sure that the agreement of the three Great Powers on this crucial question would make all thinking 
men happy.

The question of the number of members of the Assembly had been raised by the Russian Ally in 
a new form. Everyone would feel that in that respect a great stride had been made towards agreement. 
Churchill agreed that the United States and the British Empire were in different positions. There were 
self-governing dominions in the British Empire which had, for a quarter of a century, played a nota-
ble part in the international security organisation, which had collapsed on the eve of the current war. 
All the dominions had worked for the cause of peace and democratic progress. All the dominions had, 
without hesitation, entered the war against Germany, although they had been aware of Britain’s weak-
ness. Britain had had no means of forcing the dominions to follow her or right to urge them to do so, 
but all the dominions had entered the war of their own accord.

He, Churchill, had heard the Soviet Government›s proposal with a feeling of profound sympathy. 
His heart was touched and turned to great Russia, which was bleeding but smiting the tyrant on her 
path. Churchill felt that such a great nation as Russia, with her 180-million population, might have 
reasons to look askance at the British Commonwealth of Nations if she had only one vote, despite 
the fact that the population of Russia greatly exceeded the white population of the British Empire.

Churchill would be very happy to have the President give the Soviet delegation an answer that 
could not be considered negative. Churchill himself was unable to exceed his powers. He would like 
to have time to exchange opinion on the Soviet proposal with the Foreign Minister and the war cab-
inet in London. Churchill, therefore, begged to be excused for being unable to give an answer to the 
Soviet delegation›s proposal on behalf of the British Government right away.

Roosevelt  repeated his proposal to have the Foreign Ministers discuss the question of  the Soviet 
Republics and also of the time and place of the conference, and the countries to be invited to attend. 
The decision at Dumbarton Oaks had been to convoke the conference as soon as possible. An early con-
vocation of the conference was also important for Roosevelt from the standpoint of domestic politics.

Churchill declared that he would be glad to have the three Foreign Ministers examine the three 
points proposed by the President. As for the conference, Churchill doubted that it could be called in 
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March. In March, fighting on all the fronts would be at its height. More forces than ever before would 
be taking part in the battles. The domestic problems in the various countries were highly compli-
cated. Britain, in particular, suffered from a  shortage of  housing and had to  maintain supplies for 
the fronts. Besides, Britain had a Parliament which was very active and demanded a great deal of time 
and attention of the ministers, notably the Foreign Minister. A quarter of February was over. Churchill, 
therefore, asked himself this question: would the state of Europe and the world allow the convocation 
of a conference in March? And if the conference were called in March would the delegations of the var-
ious countries really be headed by their leaders? Wasn’t it better to postpone the convocation of the 
Assembly for some time?

Roosevelt explained that it was not a matter of convoking the Assembly but of a conference to in-
stitute the  international security organisation. The first Assembly would probably be called within 
three to six months.

Churchill declared that some of the countries to be represented at the conference would still be 
under the German yoke at the time of its convocation. There was no saying to what extent their del-
egations would really be representative of their peoples. Other countries at the time would be starv-
ing and suffering from the aftermath of war. In that connection, Churchill named Holland and France. 
Alongside those unfortunate countries at  the conference there would be nations which had in no 
way suffered from the war and had not taken part in it. Churchill believed that in the circumstances 
the conference could easily become chaotic. Some peoples would be suffering the tortures of agony, 
while others would be calmly discussing the problems of the future. For all those reasons, Churchill 
anticipated difficulties in the convocation of the conference at any rate insofar as Great Britain was 
concerned.

Roosevelt said that it had been decided at Dumbarton Oak to set up the international organisation 
as soon as possible. Roosevelt, like the Prime Minister had domestic political difficulties. However, he 
would find it easier to secure a two-thirds majority in the Senate if the Plan for establishing the inter-
national security organisation went through during the war.

Churchill declared that Great Britain’s constitution had an effect on her attitude. A Parliamentary 
election was likely to be held In Britain soon, and if the Government remained in power it would have 
to lead the new Parliament. That had to be taken .into account. Of course, Great Britain would do ev-
erything she could to satisfy Roosevelt’s desire. However, Churchill still considered it necessary to make 
a frank statement about the practical difficulties which, he anticipated, would arise in the realisation 
of the President’s intention. Personally, Churchill would regret deferring the settlement of the question 
of the organisation’s initial members until the convocation of the United Nations conference.

Roosevelt said that he wanted to reiterate his earlier proposal, namely, that the Foreign Ministers 
should look into the question of the membership, time and place of the conference and then report 
to the heads of the three Governments on their results.

Stalin expressed agreement with that.
Churchill did not object to the three Foreign Ministers’ discussing the question referred to, but 

emphasised that the question was not at all a technical one. Churchill was not sure that such an exam-
ination would be a success but in view of the President’s request was prepared to accept his proposal.

Stalin  declared that the  three Foreign Ministers would meet and then report to  the Heads 
of Government on the results of their work [ ... ].

The Soviet delegation then tabled the following proposals on the Polish question:
«1. To accept that Poland›s border in the East should run along the Curzon Line with deviations 

at some points of 5 to 6 kilometres in favour of Poland.
«2. To accept that Poland›s western border should run from the  town of Stettin (for the Poles) 

southward along the Oder River, and then on along the Neisse River (Western).
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«3. To recognise as desirable to enlarge the Provisional Polish Government through the inclusion 
of some democratic leaders from among the émigré Polish circles.

«4. To consider desirable that the Allied Governments should recognise the enlarged Provisional 
Polish Government.

«5. To recognise as desirable that the  Provisional Polish Government, enlarged in the  manner 
specified in Paragraph 3, should, within the shortest possible period, call on the population of Poland 
to take part in a general election to set up permanent organs of state administration in Poland.

«6. To authorise V. M. Molotov, Mr. Harriman and Mr. Kerr to discuss the question of enlarging 
the Provisional Polish Government together with representatives of the Provisional Polish Government 
and to submit their proposals for the consideration of the three Governments.»

Roosevelt declared that the Soviet proposals constituted a certain progress. He wanted to have 
the opportunity of studying them with Stettinius. All he could say at the moment was that he did not 
like the expression “émigré Polish circles” used in the Soviet proposals. As Roosevelt had said the day 
before he was not acquainted with any of the exiles, with the exception of Mikolajczyk. Furthermore, 
he believed that it was not at all necessary to invite specifically persons from abroad to take part in 
the Polish Government. Suitable men could be found inside Poland herself.

Stalin noted that was, of course, true.
Churchill said he shared Roosevelt’s doubts on the word “émigrés”. The fact was that the word had 

first been used during the French Revolution to designate persons expelled from France by the French 
people. The Poles who were abroad had not been expelled by the Polish people but by Hitler. Churchill 
proposed that the word “émigrés” should be substituted by the words “Poles abroad”.

Stalin agreed to Churchill’s proposal.
Churchill, continuing, said that the second paragraph of the proposals spoke of the Neisse River. 

On the question of the displacement of Poland’s border to the west, the British Government wanted 
to make this reservation: Poland must have the right to take a territory which she wanted and which 
she was able to administer. It would hardly be the proper thing to have the Polish goose so stuffed 
with German viands that it died of  indigestion.  In addition, there were circles in Britain who were 
apprehensive of  the idea of expelling a great number of Germans. Churchill himself was not at all 
afraid of such a prospect. The results of the resettlement of Greeks and Turks after the previous world 
war had been quite satisfactory.

Stalin said there was almost no German population in the parts of Germany occupied by the Red 
Army.

Churchill remarked that that naturally made things easier. Moreover, 6 or 7 million Germans had 
already been killed, and at least 1 or 1.5 million more would probably be killed before the end of the 
war.

Stalin replied that Churchill’s figures were on the whole correct.
Churchill declared that he was not at all proposing to stop destroying the Germans.
Churchill proposed that the words «and from Poland herself» should be inserted in Paragraph 3 

of the Soviet draft.
Stalin replied that that was acceptable.
Churchill said that the Soviet proposals should be studied and then discussed at the following sit-

ting. He considered the proposals a step forward.

Source: https://www.revolutionarydemocracy.org/Stalin/yalta.htm#First 



385

Y A L T A  С O N F E R E N C E  A N D  Y A L T A  P E A C E  C o l l e c t i o n  o f  a r c h i v a l  m a t e r i a l s

Fifth Sitting at Livadia Palace. February 8, 1945

Roosevelt declared that he believed the Foreign Ministers had done a good job of what they had 
been entrusted to do, and invited Eden to report on their results.

Eden said that the Foreign Ministers had examined the question of the date of the conference, 
the membership of the international organisation, the granting of the rights of foundation mem-
bers to two or three Soviet Republics, and also the question of the countries to be invited to at-
tend the inaugural conference. It had been decided to recommend the calling of the conference in 
the United States on April 25, 1945. A tentative decision had been adopted to invite to the confer-
ence members of the United Nations, that is, the countries signing the declaration of the United 
Nations by a specified day of February 1945. The conference was to draw up a list of the initial 
members of the international organisation. The delegates of Great Britain and the United States 
would support the U.S.S.R. in having two Soviet Republics among the initial members of the or-
ganisation. The examination of all the details of the invitation had been entrusted to a special 
sub-committee.

Stalin declared that he had a list of states which had declared war on Germany. Did that mean that 
all of them were to be included among the members of the Assembly? Ten of these countries had no 
diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union.

Roosevelt replied that there were several countries which were eager to establish relations with 
the Soviet Union but had not yet done so. There were others which were not establishing relations 
with the U.S.S.R., because of the strong influence there of the Catholic Church. But it should be borne 
in mind that states which had not established relations with the Soviet Union had attended the con-
ferences at Bretton Woods and Atlantic City with it.

Stalin said that it would be hard to build security with states which had no relations with the Soviet 
Union.

Roosevelt declared that the best way of making these countries establish relations with the U.S.S.R. 
was to invite them to attend the conference.

Roosevelt then referred to a question which, he said, had a history of its own. Three years previ-
ously, Sumner Welles, the then acting Secretary of State, had advised some South American Republics 
not to declare war on Germany, but merely to break off relations with her. The Republics had fol-
lowed the  American advice. They had subsequently helped the  United States a  great deal (for in-
stance, by supplying raw materials). They had a good reputation. A month earlier, Roosevelt had sent 
a letter to six presidents of South American Republics saying that if they wanted to be invited to the 
conference they had to declare war on Germany. Ecuador had already done so, but had not yet had 
time to sign the U.N. Declaration. Paraguay was to declare war on Germany in 10 days, and Peru and 
Venezuela were to follow suit shortly. It would be embarrassing for the American Government to fail 
to invite these countries to the conference after they had taken the American Government›s advice, al-
though, to be quite honest, the advice had been a mistake.

Stalin asked how things stood with Argentina.
Roosevelt replied that Argentina was not on the list submitted by the U.S. delegation.
Stalin said that Argentina had, after all, also broken off relations with Germany.
Roosevelt declared that Argentina was not recognised as one of the United Nations.
Stalin replied that he wanted to call attention to the fact that if invitations to attend the confer-

ence were issued not only to countries which had declared war but also to those which had “associat-
ed themselves”, the countries which had actually fought against Germany would resent sitting next 
to those who had wavered and cheated during the war.
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Churchill said he believed the countries of that category should declare war on Germany before 
they got an invitation to attend the conference. He agreed that some of these countries had played 
a rather sad part, biding their time to see who would win. However, it should not be forgotten that if 
another group of Powers were to declare war on her the impression on Germany would be unnerv-
ing. The other enemy countries would find the whole world fighting against them, and that could have 
a strong impact on them.

Roosevelt declared that he wanted to add Iceland to the list of those to be invited.
Churchill  remarked that His Majesty’s Government felt a  special responsibility in respect 

of  Egypt, because Egypt had twice expressed the  desire to  declare war on  Germany and Italy. 
However, the British Government had advised Egypt not to do that, as Egypt’s continued neutrality 
had helped to prevent aerial bombardments of Cairo. Moreover, the British found Egypt’s neutrality 
advantageous from various other angles. When the enemy had been within 30 miles of Alexandria, 
the Egyptian Army had helped the Allies by guarding the bridges and communication lines. Egypt 
had been of greater use as a neutral than if she had declared war on Germany and Italy. Of course, if 
Egypt wanted to declare war at that time the British Government would not object. Iceland had also 
played a useful role in the period before the United States had entered the war. Iceland had allowed 
American troops into the country, thereby violating her neutrality. Iceland had ensured Allied com-
munication lines. Churchill thought both those countries had grounds to participate in the confer-
ence if they were to declare war. The Allies ought to give them that opportunity. Churchill want-
ed to know whether there was the  intention to admit to the conference all Powers declaring war 
by March 1.

Stalin gave a positive reply to Churchill’s question.
Churchill  said that Eire would not be among the  invited either because she had a German and 

Japanese missions. Upon the other hand, he, Churchill, had to speak in favour of inviting Turkey, al-
though the proposal might not meet with universal approval. Turkey had concluded an alliance with 
Britain before the outbreak of war, at a very dangerous time. When the war started, the Turks believed 
that their army was not adequately armed for a modern type of war. Nevertheless, Turkey’s position 
was friendly and useful in many respects. The Turks had even offered aid to  the British, although 
the British did not take up their offer. Churchill was asking himself: ought not the Turks to be given 
a chance to repent on their deathbed?

Stalin  replied that Turkey ought to  be invited if she declared war on  Germany before the  end 
of February.

Roosevelt and Churchill voiced their agreement with that. Roosevelt said that Denmark had been 
occupied by the Germans in 24 hours, the King had been taken prisoner, and Parliament had been 
dissolved. Denmark was at the moment under German control. Only one man claiming to represent 
Denmark had not recognised the new Danish Government. He was the Danish Envoy in Washington. He 
had been unable to declare war on Germany but he had repudiated the acts of the German-sponsored 
government. What was to be done with Denmark? There was no doubt that had the Danes been free, 
they would have sided with the Allies.

Churchill asked whether the Danes had recognised the independence of Iceland.
Stalin replied in the negative.
Churchill did not believe there would be any difficulties between Iceland and Denmark. He agreed 

with Marshal Stalin and the President that all those who declared war by the end of February should 
be allowed to attend the conference. Denmark would take part in the security organisation when she 
got the opportunity to speak on her own behalf.

Roosevelt proposed the approval of the report of the Foreign Ministers in toto, with an amend-
ment in the sense that United Nations declaring war on the common enemy by March 1 were to be in-
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vited to the conference. Roosevelt said that Turkey could be added to the list provided she declared 
war on the common enemy before the first of March.

Stalin  asked about the  opinion of  the Conference concerning the  signing by  Byelorussia and 
the Ukraine of the U.N. Declaration by March l.

Roosevelt declared that the Conference had already adopted the point of the Foreign Ministers’ 
decision which said that at the U.N. Conference the three Powers would recommend inclusion of the 
Soviet Republics among the sponsors.

Churchill  remarked that it appeared to  him to  be not entirely logical to  invite to  the confer-
ence all the small countries which had done next to nothing for victory and had declared war only 
at that last moment, while postponing the invitation of the two Soviet Republics. The sacrifices made 
by Byelorussia and the Ukraine were well known. He, Churchill, believed that if those two Republics 
signed the U.N. Declaration they should be invited.

Stalin said that it could happen that when the conference met and heard the recommendation to in-
vite the Soviet Republics someone might get up and say that they had not signed the U.N. Declaration. 
That is why it would be better for the Soviet Republics to sign the Declaration then. Otherwise how 
were they to be recommended? He did not want to inconvenience the President but would still ask him 
to explain what the matter was.

Roosevelt  replied that that was a  technical matter but an  important one none the  less. It was 
a question of agreeing to give the Soviet Union three votes.

Stalin asked if the invitation of the Ukraine and Byelorussia would not be hampered by the fact 
that they had not signed the U.N. Declaration by March l.

Roosevelt answered in the negative.
Stalin declared that in that case he withdrew his proposal. He would only like to insert the names 

of the Republics – the Ukraine and Byelorussia – in the text of the decisions of the Foreign Ministers.
Roosevelt and Churchill indicated their consent.
The Dumbarton Oaks question was considered settled, and Roosevelt went on to the Polish ques-

tion.
Churchill said that with their permission he wanted to say beforehand that he had studied the re-

sults of yesterday s conference of the Foreign Ministers and approved of them.
Roosevelt declared that on the question of Polish borders the U.S. delegation had no objections 

to  the first paragraph of  the Soviet proposals. The U.S. delegation also agreed that Poland should 
be given compensation at Germany’s expense, namely, East Prussia south of Königsberg and Upper 
Silesia up to the Oder. However, Roosevelt thought that there was little justification for displacing 
the Polish border to the Western Neisse.

As for the question of a Polish Government, Roosevelt would like to propose that the Soviet Foreign 
Minister and the Ambassadors of the United States and Britain to the U.S.S.R. should be authorised 
to  negotiate in Moscow with Bierut, Osobka-Morawski, Sapieha, Witos, Mikolajczyk and Grabski 
on  the  formation of  a  new Government on  the  following basis: a  Presidential Council should first 
be set up to consist of three persons, possibly Bierut, Grabski and Sapieha. The Presidential Council 
would be representative of the power of the President in Poland. That Presidential Council would deal 
with the formation of a Government consisting of men in the Warsaw Government, democratic el-
ements in Poland and abroad. The Provisional Government thus formed would undertake to  stage 
an election to the Constituent Assembly, which would then elect a permanent Government of Poland. 
When the Provisional Polish Government of national unity was set up the three Governments would 
recognise it.

Stalin asked whether in that case the London Government was to be disbanded.
Churchill and Roosevelt replied in the affirmative.
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Churchill said that when the Provisional Polish Government of national unity was set up, the British 
Government would withdraw recognition from the Polish Government in London and would accredit 
its ambassador to the new Government.

Stalin asked whether in that case the national property of Poland which was then at the disposal 
of the Polish Government in London would remain in Arcyszewski’s hands or would be handed over 
to the new Polish Government.

Roosevelt  replied that Poland’s property abroad would automatically pass to  the new Polish 
Government.

Churchill  remarked that he was not aware of  the legal aspect of  the matter, but he thought 
the President was right.

Churchill then declared that the  British delegation had drawn up an  alternative document 
on the Polish question which had been handed to the Russian friends. But since the discussion had 
been started on the President’s proposal, Churchill was prepared to continue it in that plane.

Churchill said that he had same amendments to  Roosevelt’s proposals. He believed that 
the Conference had reached its crucial point. He was referring to the question whose solution was 
being awaited by the whole world. If they diverged, continuing to recognise different Polish govern-
ments, everyone would take that as a sign of basic contradictions between Great Britain and the United 
States, on the one hand, and the Soviet Union, on the other. That would have rather deplorable conse-
quences throughout the world, and would lay the stamp of bankruptcy on the Conference. At the same 
time, it had to be stated that they took differing views of the basic facts or, at any rate, of some of the 
basic facts. According to the information at the disposal of the British Government, the Lublin, and 
then the Warsaw, Government was not the kind that could be recognised by the bulk of the Polish peo-
ple. If they were to renounce the Polish Government in London and back the Lublin Government there 
was every indication that that would arouse the protest of the world, and of all Poles abroad, without 
exception.

They had a Polish Army consisting of Poles outside Poland. It had fought gallantly. Churchill did 
not believe that that Polish Army would be reconciled with the Lublin Government. That Polish Army 
would regard the British Government’s recognition of the Lublin Government and refusal of contin-
ued recognition of the Polish Government in London as a betrayal.

The Soviet Government was very well aware that he, Churchill, was not in agreement with 
the views of the Polish Government in London and considered its actions unwise. However, formal 
recognition of the new Polish Government set up a year earlier would generate a great deal of criti-
cism of the British Government’s actions. People would assert that the British Government had earlier 
given in to the Soviet Union on the question of Poland’s eastern border and had again capitulated to it 
on the question of the character of the Polish Government. As a result, the British Government would 
be subjected to accusations in Parliament. The debate that would be started in that connection would 
be highly regrettable and would have a negative effect an Allied unity.

In Churchill›s opinion, the Soviet proposals did not go far enough. Before His Majesty›s Government 
could abandon its position, namely, recognition of the Polish Government in London, and recognise 
the new Polish Government, it had to be convinced that the new Polish Government was sufficiently 
representative of the Polish people. Of course, the British Government’s difficulties would all disap-
pear once a free election was held in Poland on the basis of universal suffrage. The British Government 
would welcome any Polish Government that emerged as a result of the election, and would turn its 
back on the London Government. However, the British Government was highly apprehensive of devel-
opments in the interim, before an election was possible.

Roosevelt declared that as a visitor from another hemisphere he stated the existence of a com-
mon view shared by the conferees: a general election ought to be held in Poland as soon as possible. 
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What Roosevelt was concerned about, however, was how Poland would be run in the interim, before 
the staging of a free election.

Stalin said that Churchill complained about the absence of information on Poland and the impos-
sibility of receiving any from there.

Churchill replied that he had some information.
Stalin  stated that although Churchill did have some information it did not coincide with that 

of the Soviet Government.
Churchill replied in the affirmative.
Stalin  declared that, in his view, Great Britain and the  United States could have informants in 

Poland. Referring to  the leaders of  the Warsaw Government, he said that the popularity of  Bierut, 
Osobka-Morawski and Rola-Zymierski among the  Polish people was truly tremendous. What was 
the basis of their popularity? It was above all that they had not left their country during the occupa-
tion. They had remained in German-occupied Warsaw, they had worked in the underground and had 
emerged from the underground. This commanded respect among the Polish people, who naturally 
sympathised with men who had not abandoned them in their hour of need. The Polish people did not 
like Arcyszewski’s men, because they did not see them in their midst in the arduous years of the occu-
pation. The people’s mentality had to be taken into account.

The second important fact making for the popularity of the Warsaw Government leaders sprang 
from the Red Army›s victories. The Soviet forces were advancing and liberating Poland. This was creat-
ing a great revolution in the Polish people›s mind. The Poles were known not to like the Russians, be-
cause the Russians had thrice taken part in the division of Poland. However, the Red Army›s offensive 
and its liberation of the Polish people from Hitler occupation had reversed the Polish mood entirely. 
Their hostility for the Russians had disappeared and had been replaced by a feeling of quite another 
order: the Poles were happy to see the Russians drive the Germans before them and liberate the Polish 
population, and this kindled a warm feeling among them for the Russians.

The Poles believed they were celebrating a grand national festival in their history. And the Poles 
were surprised to  see the  men from the  Polish Government in London refuse to  take part in this 
celebration. The Poles were asking themselves why they saw the members of the Provisional Polish 
Government at the festivities, but not any of the London Poles? That naturally tended to detract from 
the prestige of the Polish Government in London.

Those were the two factors which lay at the source of the great popularity enjoyed by the mem-
bers of the Provisional Polish Government. Could they ignore these facts? Of course, they could not, if 
they wanted to reckon with the people›s will. Such were the considerations he had wanted to express 
in connection with the question of the prestige of the men from the Warsaw Government.

Concerning Churchill›s apprehensions that the conferees could leave without reaching any agree-
ment on the Polish question. What was to be done in that case? They had different information and 
different conclusions. Perhaps they should summon Poles from the different camps and hear them? 
Would that increase their information? Churchill was dissatisfied with the fact that the Provisional 
Polish Government had not been elected. Of course, it was better to have an elected government, but 
that had been prevented until then by the war. He believed the time was not far off when the election 
could be held in Poland.

But then, the de Gaulle Government in France had not been elected either, and consisted of diverse 
elements. Nevertheless, they were willingly dealing with de Gaulle and had concluded agreements 
with him. Why couldn›t the same thing be done with the Provisional Polish Government after it is en-
larged? Why was more to be demanded of Poland than of France? He was sure that if the Polish ques-
tion were approached without bias, it could be solved successfully. The situation was not as tragic as 
Churchill had depicted it. A way out could be found if they concentrated on the main thing and did not 
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attach too much importance to secondary things. It was easier to reconstruct the existing Provisional 
Polish Government than to set up an entirely new one. As for the question of the Presidential Council, 
the matter should be discussed with the Poles themselves.

Roosevelt asked when it would be possible to stage free elections in Poland.
Stalin replied that the elections could be held within a month, unless there was some disaster at the 

front, unless the Germans beat the Allies, but he hoped that the Germans would not beat the Allies.
Churchill declared that a free election would, of course, set minds at rest in Britain. The British 

Government would support the  new Government and all the  other questions would disappear. Of 
course, they could not ask for anything that would hamper the operations of the Soviet forces. Those 
operations had priority. But if it proved possible to stage the election within two months, a new situ-
ation would be created, and no one could question that.

Roosevelt  recommended that the  question under discussion should be referred to  the Foreign 
Ministers.

Churchill agreed to that and added that he wanted to raise one small question. It would be high-
ly useful to have an agreement on regular meetings between the three Foreign Ministers for consulta-
tions every three or four months, on a rota basis in each of the capitals.

Stalin said that that would be right.
Roosevelt declared that that was a good proposal. However, Stettinius was also busy with South 

American affairs. That was why Roosevelt believed that the Foreign Ministers’ meetings could be held 
as the need arose, without fixing specified dates.

Churchill proposed that the first meeting should be held in London.
Stalin signified agreement [ ... ].

Source: https://www.revolutionarydemocracy.org/Stalin/yalta.htm#First 
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Sixth Sitting at Livadia Palace. February 9, 1945

Roosevelt proposed that Stettinius should report on the conference of the three Foreign Ministers.
Stettinius declared that on behalf of the Foreign Ministers he wished to make the following brief 

report on the results of their work. The Foreign Ministers had had a detailed discussion of the Polish 
question on the basis of the memorandum of the American delegation. The memorandum, in confor-
mity with the proposal of the Soviet delegation, left out the question of the Presidential Council. As 
for the formula on the creation of a Polish Government, it had been decided to continue discussion 
of the question and to report that the three Foreign Ministers had not yet reached an agreement. The 
Ministers’ conference had also discussed the question of reparations.

Churchill said that perhaps the Polish question should be discussed first.
Roosevelt agreed.
[Setting forth its view of the memorandum of the U.S. delegation on the question of the Polish 

Government, the Soviet delegation declared that, being desirous without any further delay to work 
out a  common stand, it was adopting the  American proposal as a  basis, but was putting forward 
some amendments to  it. The Soviet delegation proposed the  following wording for the first clause 
of  the American formula for the creation of a Polish Government: «The present Provisional Polish 
Government should be reorganised on  the  basis of  a  broader democratism through the  inclusion 
of democratic leaders in Poland and abroad. This Government is to be called the National Provisional 
Government.»

At the end of the paragraph, the Soviet delegation proposed the addition of the following words: 
«non-fascist and anti-fascist parties», with the whole reading thus: “All nonfascist and anti-fascist 
democratic parties must have the right to participate in these elections and nominate candidates.”

The Soviet delegation also considered it necessary to add the following sentence: «When the Polish 
Government of National Unity is formed in the specified manner, the Three Governments will recog-
nise it.” Finally, the Soviet delegation proposed the exclusion of the last clause of the American pro-
posal – concerning the duty of the ambassadors of the Three Powers in Warsaw to observe and report 
on the fulfilment of the obligation on the staging of free elections on the ground that the ambassa-
dors of the Three Powers accredited to the Polish Government had full possibility of observing devel-
opments in Poland, that being their immediate duty. The Soviet delegation indicated that with these 
amendments it considered the American proposal acceptable.]

Churchill  declared that he was glad that a  great step had been made towards agreement 
on the Polish question. But he wished to make a few general remarks before its discussion was contin-
ued. Churchill was of the opinion that it should not be decided in haste. The possibility of agreement 
was already in the air, but there was a danger of everything being spoiled by undue haste. It was better 
to give a little more thought to the proposal of the Soviet delegation. It was true that there remained 
only 48 hours for their meetings. However, Churchill did not wish to ruin the whole thing because 
of the Conference wanting some 24 hours. If those 24 hours were needed to reach agreement, they 
had to be found. One thing should not be forgotten: if the participants in the Conference left with-
out reaching agreement on the Polish question, the whole Conference would be regarded as a failure.

Roosevelt proposed that Stettinius should complete his report, after which they would adjourn for 
half an hour to study the proposals of the Soviet delegation.

Churchill stressed once again that the participants in the Conference had a very valuable prize al-
most in their grasp. They must not let the prize be broken because of undue haste. They must have 
a little time for thought. However, Churchill did not object to Roosevelt’s proposal.

Stalin also accepted Roosevelt’s proposal.
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Stettinius,  continuing his report, said that he would go on  to  the question of  reparations. The 
American delegation had submitted its project of the principles of levying reparations on Germany. 
The delegations were unanimous on Points 1 and 2 of the American draft1. On Point 3 they had reached 
a compromise, namely: the Moscow Reparations Commission would take as a basis for its work the to-
tal amount of reparations of $20,000 million, by way of lump withdrawals and annual goods deliver-
ies, of which 50 per cent were earmarked for the Soviet Union.

On this point, Eden had made a reservation to the effect that he had not yet received instructions 
from London. The Soviet delegation declared that the reparations would be calculated on the basis 
of 1938 prices, with increases between 10 and 15 per cent, depending on the nature of the object.

Stettinius then dealt with the forthcoming conference of the United Nations. The American del-
egation, he said, proposed that before the conference the future permanent members of the Council 
should have consultations with each other through diplomatic channels concerning the trusteeship 
over colonial and dependent peoples.

Churchill [in great agitation] resolutely protested against any discussion of the question. Great Britain 
had been carrying on a hard struggle for so long to preserve the integrity of the British Commonwealth 
of Nations and the British Empire. He was sure that the struggle would end in complete success, and while 
the British flag flew over the territories of the British Crown, he would not allow any piece of British soil 
to be put up for auction before 40 states. The British Empire would never be placed in the dock of an in-
ternational court on the question of “trusteeship” over under-age nations.

Stettinius reassured Churchill that it was not a question of the British Empire. The American del-
egation wanted the world organisation to establish trusteeship, in case of necessity, over territories 
which would be taken away from the enemy.

Churchill declared that he had no objections if the question was of enemy territories. It might be 
the appropriate thing to establish trusteeship over these territories.

Stettinius added that the conference of the Three Ministers recognised it as desirable to have a dis-
cussion of the trusteeship question at the United Nations Conference.

Churchill insisted on a qualification in the text of the decision that the discussion of the trusteeship 
question in no sense related to the territory of the British Empire. Turning to Stalin, Churchill asked 
what his feelings would have been if an international organisation had offered to place the Crimea un-
der international control as an international holiday resort.

Stalin replied that he would willingly make the Crimea available for Three-Power conferences.
Stettinius declared that the sub-commission set up to work out the question of invitation to the United 

Nations Conference continued its work and would report that day on the results to the Foreign Ministers.
[It was then decided, on the proposal of Stettinius, that the persons appointed by the British and 

the Soviet sides, should prepare a report on the Yugoslav question.]
Churchill remarked that there were no considerable differences on the Yugoslav question.
Stettinius declared that it had been decided to put the Tito-Subasić agreement into effect before 

the conclusion of the. Crimea Conference, in spite of King Peter’s whims.

1 Points 1 and 2 of the American draft read as follows: 
“1. Reparations are to be received in the first place by countries which had borne the main burden of the war, had suffered 
the greatest losses and had organised the victory over the enemy. 
“2. Leaving aside the question of the use of German manpower in the form of reparations, a question to be examined later, repa-
rations in kind must be levied on Germany in the following two forms: 
“a) Lump withdrawals at the end of the war from Germany’s national wealth, both on the territory of Germany proper and outside 
(equipment, machine-tools, ships, rolling stock, German investments abroad, shares of industrial, transport, shipping and other 
enterprises in Germany, etc.), with these withdrawals being aimed chiefly to effect the military and economic disarmament 
of Germany. 
“These withdrawals should be completed within two years after the war. 
“b) Annual goods deliveries over a period of 10 years after the end of the war.” (Retranslated from the Russian. – Ed.)
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Churchill declared that the British delegation had two highly valuable amendments to the Tito-Subasić 
agreement. They had been handed to the Russian friends. If the participants in the Conference decided 
the amendments to be appropriate, they could be recommended to Subasić and Tito for acceptance.

Stalin remarked that the Soviet side could also make its own amendments. The British delega-
tion would then propose something else. The question was being dragged out, while the situation in 
Yugoslavia remained unstable.

Churchill declared that Tito was a dictator in his country. They could ask him to accept the amend-
ments.

Stalin replied that Tito was not a dictator at all. The situation in Yugoslavia remained indefinite.
Eden declared that there was no question of changing the Tito-Subasić agreement. The question 

was only of the two assurances which Subasić would ask of Tito in any case.
Stalin said that the amendments tabled by the British boiled down to having the deputies of the 

Skupština who had not compromised themselves by  collaboration with the  Germans included in 
the Anti-Fascist Veće. The second amendment consisted in the proposal that the legislative acts ad-
opted by the Anti-Fascist Veće should be subsequently confirmed by the Constituent Assembly. The 
Soviet delegation was essentially in agreement with those amendments. They were correct. But he 
considered that they should in no way delay the formation of a new Government.

Eden  declared that the  British Government wanted an  immediate implementation of  the Tito-
Subasić agreement. Later, Tito could be asked to accept the amendments in question.

Stalin agreed.
Churchill also expressed agreement.
Eden said that Subasić was to have left London for Yugoslavia on February 7.
Churchill remarked that information on whether he had left or not would be available the next day. 

At any rate Subasić would leave as soon as the weather permitted.
Stalin  declared that before they left the  Crimea, the  Three Powers should recommend that 

the Tito-Subasić agreement be put into effect immediately and a single Yugoslav Government formed 
on the basis of the agreement, regardless of any of the fantastic ideas Peter might have in his head.

Churchill proposed the insertion of a corresponding clause in the communiqué. In that connec-
tion, Churchill asked whether there was agreement that the said amendments should be subsequent-
ly recommended to Tito.

Stalin replied that he never made empty statements. He always kept his word.
[After the break.]
Roosevelt  declared that he had made a  closer study of  the proposals of  the Soviet delegation 

on  the  Polish question and had exchanged opinions with the  British side. He felt the  whole thing 
now turned on  a  certain difference in the  wording. The participants in the  Conference were close 
to agreement. Great progress had indeed been achieved in this question. But the phrase, “The present 
Provisional Polish Government should be reorganised on the basis of a broader democratism”, would 
embarrass the position of those Governments which recognised the Polish Government in London. 
Roosevelt wanted to have the expression “the present Provisional Polish Government” substituted 
by the words “the Polish Government now functioning in Poland”.

Furthermore, said Roosevelt, the Soviet delegation had proposed the deletion of the final phrase 
concerning the duty of the ambassadors of our three states to observe the free elections in Poland. It 
was better not to do that. In that connection, Roosevelt wanted to recall that there were six million 
Poles in the United States. In respect of them, some sort of gesture should be made to reassure them 
that the elections in Poland would be fair and free. Roosevelt believed that, considering that the par-
ticipants in the Conference were so close to agreement, it would be advisable for the Foreign Ministers 
to work a little that night and report the next day on the results of their work to the Conference.



394

Y A L T A  С O N F E R E N C E  A N D  Y A L T A  P E A C E  C o l l e c t i o n  o f  a r c h i v a l  m a t e r i a l s

Churchill agreed with the President that great progress had been made that day towards a joint 
statement by the Allied Powers on the Polish question. Churchill had no objections to have the matter 
finally elaborated by the three Foreign Ministers. But at the moment he wanted to dwell on two small 
points which flowed from what Marshal Stalin had said the previous day. Marshal Stalin had told how 
Poland had been liberated and how the enemy had been expelled from the country by the Red Army. 
That was a new fact of very great significance. That is why Churchill believed it would be advisable 
to emphasise the fact before the whole world and to open the declaration on Poland with something 
like the following words: “The Red Army has liberated Poland. This makes it necessary to set up a ful-
ly representative Polish Government, which can now be established on a broader basis than was pos-
sible before the liberation of Western Poland.”

The second point Churchill wanted to call attention to was the concluding phrase of the American 
draft. The British Government was at a disadvantage in negotiations on Polish affairs because it had 
little knowledge of what was going on in Poland herself. At the same time, the British Government had 
to take important decisions relating to Poland. Churchill was aware that the relations between the var-
ious groups of Poles were highly aggravated. Osobka-Morawski, for instance, had not long before used 
rather threatening language in respect of the London Government: the Lublin Government intended 
to institute judicial proceedings against all soldiers of the Polish Army and members of the Polish un-
derground, as traitors. This had caused the British Government serious apprehension.

Of course, it was necessary above all to  remove all the obstacles in the way of  the Red Army›s 
operations. Nevertheless, Churchill wanted to request Marshal Stalin to take account of the British 
Government›s difficult position. The British Government really had no knowledge of what was going 
on inside Poland, because the only way it could obtain information was to drop parachutists in Poland 
from time to  time or talk with people, members of  the underground movement, who arrived from 
Poland. That was a highly unsatisfactory situation.

How was it to be altered without at the same time creating difficulties for the Red Army›s opera-
tions? Churchill reiterated that he placed the interests of the operations of the Soviet forces above all 
else. Still: couldn›t the British be given the corresponding opportunities, which, Churchill believed, 
would also be readily used by the Americans, to see for themselves how the existing dissensions were 
being settled in Poland? That was why the British delegation thought the final phrase in the American 
draft was so important.

When elections were held in Yugoslavia, Marshal Tito, as he had understood it, would not ob-
ject to the presence of Soviet, American and British observers, so that these observers could assure 
the whole world that the elections were conducted the right way. As for Greece, the British would wel-
come the presence of Soviet, American and British observers, when the elections took place there. The 
same applied to Italy. When Northern Italy was liberated, a sharp change would take place in Italy›s 
internal situation, and elections to a constituent assembly or a parliament would have to be held. The 
British Government believed that a Soviet, American and British observers must have the possibility 
of attending the elections in Italy so as to assure the Great Powers of their normal conduct.

The considerations expressed by Churchill had real grounds. In Egypt, for instance, victory always 
went to the Government staging the election. Nahas Pasha had quarrelled with the King and wanted 
to stage an election. The King said that so long as Nahas Pasha remained a member of the Government, 
there would be no election. And naturally when Nahas Pasha was expelled from the  Government, 
the King›s men won the election and took his place.

Stalin remarked that no real election could be held in Egypt. Bribery there was still widespread. 
Stalin asked what the literacy percentage in Egypt was. (None of the British delegation was able to an-
swer the question.) In Poland, literacy was as high as 70-75 per cent. Those were people who read 
the papers and could voice their opinion. There could be no comparison between Egypt and Poland.
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Churchill  replied that he had no intention of making a comparison between Poland and Egypt. 
He merely wanted to say that the elections must be free and just. He was interested, for instance, in 
whether Mikolajczyk would be allowed to take part in the election.

Stalin replied that the question had to be discussed with the Poles.
Churchill asked whether the ambassadors should discuss the question during their negotiations 

with the Poles in Moscow.
Stalin  replied that this had to  be done in accordance with the  decision which they were going 

to adopt.
Churchill replied that he had no desire to continue discussing the matter, but he wished to have 

the possibility of informing Parliament that the elections would be free, and that justice in their con-
duct had been guaranteed.

Stalin said that Mikolajczyk was a representative of the peasant party. It was not a fascist party. It 
would, of course, be allowed to take part in the election. Some of the candidates from the peasant par-
ty would enter the Government. But he thought the solution of the question should be left until its 
discussion with the Poles. They would arrive and could be heard. There were men with different views 
among the Poles.

Churchill declared that the only thing he wanted was, upon his return to Britain, to get the ques-
tion of Poland’s eastern border through Parliament. Churchill believed that to be possible if the Poles 
could decide between themselves the question of a Government. He, Churchill, did not have too high 
an opinion of the Poles.

Stalin remarked that there were very good men among the Poles. The Poles were brave fighters. 
The Polish people had produced some outstanding scientists and artists.

Churchill said that the only thing he wanted was for all the sides to have equal opportunities.
Stalin remarked that all non-fascist and anti-fascist sides would have equal opportunities.
Churchill said that he did not consider it quite right to have the watershed run between fascist and 

non-fascist. He preferred the term “democrats”.
Stalin  said that he had before him the  draft Declaration on  Liberated Europe proposed by  the 

American delegation. The draft contained the  following sentence: “The establishment of  order in 
Europe and the reconstruction of national economic life should be achieved in a way that would allow 
the liberated peoples to obliterate the last traces of fascism and Nazism, and to create democratic in-
stitutions of their own choice.” (Retranslated from the Russian. – Ed.) Those were good words! There 
the distinction between fascism and anti-fascism was clearly drawn. Those words showed that there 
could be no unity between democracy and fascism.

Churchill confirmed that no such unity could or would exist.
Roosevelt said that, in his view, Poland would provide an example of the practical implementation 

of the principles of the Declaration on Liberated Europe. The sentence read out by Marshal Stalin was 
of great significance, because it gave them the opportunity to obliterate all traces of fascism. The following 
paragraph of the Declaration said that the peoples could establish provisional government authorities rep-
resenting all democratic sections of the population, and subsequently to set up permanent ones through 
free and just elections. Roosevelt would like the Polish elections to be, like Caesar’s wife, above suspicion.

Stalin remarked that Caesar’s wife only had that kind of reputation. Actually, she wasn’t all that 
lily-white.

Roosevelt said that the elections in Poland had to be absolutely “pure”, so pure that no one could 
cast any doubt on  them, and that the  Poles themselves – very hot-headed people – could accept 
the elections without any reservations. Roosevelt summed up by saying that the Foreign Ministers 
were well aware of  the views of  their Heads of  Government concerning the  Polish elections. They 
should deal with the question that night and report on the results of their work the following day.
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Stalin said that he agreed with Roosevelt’s amendment: the substitution of the words “the pres-
ent Provisional Government” by the words “the Provisional Government now functioning in Poland”.

Roosevelt went on to the next question, the Declaration on Liberated Europe.
Churchill said that Eden wanted to make a remark on the draft Declaration. Churchill himself agreed 

with the Declaration; he considered it necessary to note in the record that Great Britain followed the prin-
ciples of the Atlantic Charter in the sense which Churchill had given it in Parliament upon his return from 
Newfoundland. Churchill would present the text of his Parliamentary statement at the next sitting [ ... ].

Roosevelt proposed that the sitting be closed.
Churchill said that he wanted to discuss the question of war criminals. What he meant was war 

criminals whose crimes were not connected with definite geographical places.
Roosevelt declared that the question of war criminals was a complicated one. It was impossible 

to examine it during the current Conference. Wouldn’t it be better to refer the question to the three 
Foreign Ministers? Let them submit a report within three or four weeks.

Churchill said that he had drawn up a draft declaration on war criminals for the Moscow Conference 
of 1943. At the time, Churchill had made a proposal, which had been adopted, on the handing over of crim-
inals to the countries where they had committed their crimes. The said declaration also made mention 
of the chief criminals whose crimes were not connected with any specific geographical place. What was 
to be done with these chief criminals? Churchill thought the first thing to do was to draw up a list of such 
persons, with the right of adding to it in the future. That would isolate them from their peoples. Churchill 
believed that the best thing would be to shoot the chief criminals as soon as they were caught.

Stalin asked: What was to be done with criminals who, like Hess, had been caught already? Would 
he be included in the list which Churchill proposed to draw up? Could prisoners of war be included in 
the list of criminals? The old view had been that prisoners of war could not be tried.

Churchill replied that, of course, prisoners of war who had violated the laws could be put on trial. 
Otherwise war criminals would start surrendering in order to avoid punishment. However, Churchill 
had understood Marshal Stalin to mean that before the chief criminals were shot they should be tried.

Stalin replied in the affirmative.
Churchill asked what the court procedure was to be: juridical or political?
Roosevelt declared that the procedure should not be too juridical. At all events, correspondents 

and photographers should not be admitted to the trial.
Churchill said that, in his view, the trial of the chief criminals should be a political and not a jurid-

ical act. Churchill would like the Three Powers to be clear on this question. However, nothing should 
be published on the subject to prevent the chief criminals from revenging themselves on Allied pris-
oners of war.

Roosevelt  proposed that the  question of  the war criminals should be referred for study to  the 
Foreign Ministers of the Three Powers.

[That was accepted.]
Stalin asked whether the offensive on the Western front had started.
Churchill replied that a 100,000-strong British Army had started an offensive in the Nijmegen area 

at 10 o’clock the previous morning. The troops had advanced 3,000 yards on a five-mile front. They 
had reached the Siegfried Line. The defences were not particularly strong, with the exception of two 
villages. Several hundred prisoners had been taken. The second wave of the offensive was due to start 
the following day. The U.S. Ninth Army was extending the front of its offensive. The offensive would 
be continuous and would steadily grow.

Source: https://www.revolutionarydemocracy.org/Stalin/yalta.htm#First 
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Seventh Sitting at Livadia Palace. February 10, 1945

Eden  read out the  text of  the Statement on  Poland agreed at  the conferences of  the Foreign 
Ministers on the night of February 9 and the morning of February 10.

Roosevelt declared that he agreed with the text of the Statement on Poland read out by Eden.
Churchill said that an agreement had been reached on Poland’s eastern border, and there was agree-

ment that the Poles should be given East Prussia and the territory up to the Oder. However, Churchill 
had some doubts about whether the Poles should have their border run along the Neisse River (Western). 
Churchill added that he had received a cable from the War Cabinet which set out the apprehensions con-
cerning the difficulties involved in resettling large numbers of people into Germany.

Roosevelt remarked that it would be desirable to have the opinion of the new Polish Government 
on the western border.

Stalin said that the Statement should say something definite about the border.
Churchill believed it was important to issue a statement on the agreement reached on the ques-

tion of the eastern border (Curzon Line). But then if nothing were said there and then about the west-
ern border, people would at once ask where Poland’s border in the west was to run. Churchill believed 
that the opinion of the Poles themselves on the question of the western border should be taken into 
account and that this question should be settled at the peace conference.

Roosevelt thought that it would be better to say nothing about Poland’s borders, because the ques-
tion still had to be discussed in the Senate, and he, Roosevelt, was not authorised to take any deci-
sions on it.

Churchill declared that something still had to be said about the western border. He thought a suit-
able formula could be found, since the Three Governments were agreed that Poland was to receive 
an accession of territory to the west and the north, and that the opinion of the Polish Government was 
to be taken into account in deciding the question.

Stalin also considered it necessary to have the decision refer to Poland’s borders.
Roosevelt agreed with that in principle and proposed that the three Foreign Ministers should be 

asked to examine the question and add another paragraph on borders to the text of the Statement 
on Poland.

[The Conference adopted the proposal and went on to the Declaration on Liberated Europe.
The Soviet delegation proposed the following addendum to the third paragraph from the end:
“They will immediately consult with each other on the necessary measures in exercising the joint 

responsibility established in the present Declaration.”
The proposal of the Soviet delegation was adopted.]
Eden declared that there was another addendum concerning the French. The text of the adden-

dum was as follows:
«In issuing the  present Declaration, the  Three Powers express the  hope that the  Provisional 

Government of the French Republic may join them in the proposed procedure.»
Roosevelt declared that after some thought he had arrived at the conclusion that de Gaulle could 

join in the  Declaration, if the  French took part in the  Allied control mechanism in Germany. He, 
Roosevelt, had previously been against France taking part in the Control Council in Germany, but he 
now favoured French participation in it.

Stalin declared that he had no objection to the French participating in the Control Council, and 
that he favoured their joining in the Declaration.

Churchill  said that that should be said in the  communiqué.  Stalin  and  Roosevelt  agreed with 
Churchill’s proposal.
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[The Conference went on to the question of Yugoslavia.]
Eden proposed the dispatch of a cable to Tito and Subasić.
Stalin proposed that the text of the cable should speak of the immediate entry into force of the 

Tito-Subasić agreement, the inclusion of the members of the Skupština into the body of the Veće, 
and the approval by the new parliament of the laws adopted by the Veće. He proposed that Point 3 
of the cable – saying that the Government was merely a provisional one until the free expression 
of the people’s will – be dropped and the whole text of the cabled message incorporated in the com-
muniqué.

Roosevelt and Churchill agreed with Stalin’s proposal.
[The Conference then adopted a decision to entrust the working out of the text of the cable to the 

three Foreign Ministers.]
Eden reported that everything had been agreed on the question of the international security or-

ganisation.
[The Conference went on to the question of reparations.]
Churchill said that the amount of reparations should not be specified.
Roosevelt agreed that perhaps nothing should be said at that time about amounts of money. It 

would be better to authorise the Reparations Commission to make a study of the question and then 
to determine the amount of reparations.

Stalin declared that it would be wrong to create the impression that they intended to levy repara-
tions in the form of money. It was not a question of money but of goods worth $20,000 million. There 
were already three agreements – with Hungary, Finland and Rumania – which stated the  amount 
of reparations levied in kind, and until then they had not had any misunderstandings on that score. Or 
was it the wish of the Conference that the Russians should not receive any reparations at all?

Churchill said: Not at all, on the contrary. He wanted to propose that the Commission should study 
the question of reparations and draw up a report on the levy of reparations.

Stalin raised the question: Was there agreement that goods should be taken from Germany to cov-
er the losses? They had not yet taken any decision on the question of reparations, and even the prin-
ciples of levying reparations had not been adopted. He proposed the adoption of the following de-
cision: “The Three Powers are in agreement that Germany must compensate in goods (or in kind) 
the  most substantial damage inflicted by  her on  the  Allied nations in the  course of  the war. The 
Reparations Commission is to  discuss the  question of  the amounts of  compensation for the  loss-
es, taking the Soviet-American formula as a basis, and is to report on the results to the Governments.” 
Stalin further pointed out that the American side had agreed to accept the figure of $20,000 million 
as a basis for discussion, naturally assuming that the compensation of losses was to be in kind. The 
Soviet side was not proposing the publication of the decision just then. That could be done when all 
the Three Powers would deem such a step necessary.

Roosevelt declared that he agreed with Stalin’s proposals.
Churchill reiterated that the Conference would not bind itself by any figures until the Reparations 

Commission had made a study of the question and had arrived at definite conclusions.
Stalin replied that they were not obliging the Conference to adopt any figures, but were merely 

asking the Commission to take the said figure as material for discussion.
Churchill announced that he had received a cable from the War Cabinet and wanted to read out 

an extract from it. Churchill then declared that the British considered it absolutely impossible to name 
any amount of reparations just then. Churchill pointed out that the British attached special impor-
tance to the capacity of the Germans to pay for their imports. Otherwise, they would find themselves 
in the position, said Churchill, when they would have to pay Germany, while others received the rep-
arations.
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Stalin asked Churchill to name his figure of reparations. The Soviet side did not consider its fig-
ure invariable and merely offered it for discussion. He proposed the adoption of a decision on repara-
tions in the following form:

1) The Heads of the Three Governments agreed that Germany must compensate in kind the dam-
age inflicted by her on the Allied nations in the course of the war.

2) To authorise the  Moscow Reparations Commission to  discuss the  question of  the amounts 
of losses subject to compensation and report its conclusions to the Governments.

Roosevelt and Churchill declared that they agreed with Stalin’s proposal.
Stalin asked ironically: You will not go back on this tomorrow? [ ... ]
[The Conference went on to the question of Poland’s borders.]
Eden read out the British draft of the addendum to the Statement on Poland concerning her bor-

ders.
Roosevelt  said that on  the question of Poland’s borders he had an amendment to  the text: in-

stead of the words “the Three Governments” insert “the Heads of the Three Governments”. Roosevelt 
explained that if it said “the Three Governments”, he, as President, would have to take the question 
to Congress, something that it was desirable to avoid. In the second phrase, the words “the Three 
Governments” should be deleted and the  word “recognised” written instead. In the  last phrase, 
the words “they agree” should be substituted by “they consider”. Roosevelt accepted the text of the 
addendum to the Statement on Poland with the said amendments.

[The text of the addendum on Poland’s borders was adopted with Roosevelt’s amendments.]

Source: https://www.revolutionarydemocracy.org/Stalin/yalta.htm#First 
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Memorandum from Franklin D. Roosevelt to Joseph Stalin  
expressing his support for the admission of the Ukrainian SSR  
and the Belorussian SSR into the Assembly 
of the International Organisation. February 10, 1945

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History
Russian translation.
English original. Handsigned by Franklin D. Roosevelt.

We have agreed, and I shall certainly carry out that agreement, to  support at  the forthcoming 
United Nations Conference the  admission of  the Ukrainian and White Russian Republics as mem-
bers of the Assembly of the World Organization. I am somewhat concerned lest it be pointed out that 
the United States will have only one vote in the Assembly. It may be necessary for me, therefore, if I 
am to ensure whole-hearted acceptance by the Congress and people of the United States of our par-
ticipation in the World Organization, to ask for additional votes in the Assembly in order to give par-
ity to the United States. 
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Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/memorandum-franklin-d-roosevelt-joseph-stalin-10-february-1945 
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Eighth Sitting at Livadia Palace. February 11, 1945

Roosevelt opened the sitting and proposed to start a discussion of the draft Communiqué.
Stalin proposed that the American draft Communiqué should be taken as a basis for discussion.
Churchill agreed with that.
[The Conference adopted the American draft as a basis and went on to discuss Section I of the 

Communiqué: The Defeat of Germany.]
Churchill proposed the deletion in the second phrase of the word “jointly”.
[Churchill’s proposal was adopted.]
Stalin remarked that the first section of the Communiqué was well drafted, and proposed that they 

go on to a discussion of the second section.
[Stalin’s proposal was adopted.]
Eden proposed that the following words should be added concerning the French zone: “The limits of the 

French zone will be agreed by the four Governments concerned through their representatives on the K.A.C.”
[Eden’s addendum was adopted. The Conference went on to a discussion of Section III on Reparation 

by Germany.]
Churchill asked that he be shown the draft of the special protocol on reparations from Germany 

proposed that morning by the Soviet delegation.
After studying the text of the protocol, Churchill remarked that in English «reparation» sounded 

better and was more impressive than «reparations».
Churchill agreed to leave, in Section III of the Communiqué, the general reference to Germany›s 

reparation of the damage inflicted by her on the Allied countries.
Roosevelt agreed with the text of Section III and Churchill’s remarks on it.
Eden did not object to the text of the Soviet protocol on reparations, but proposed that the final 

discussion of it should be postponed until the entire text of the Communiqué was reviewed.
[The Conference went on to discuss Section IV on the United Nations Conference.]
The Soviet delegation proposed the addition of a new paragraph following the first two with this 

wording: “It was also decided to recommend to the Conference that it should invite the Ukraine and 
Byelorussia as original members of the international security organisation.”]

Roosevelt declared that the publication of that decision at that time would create political diffi-
culties for him at home, and proposed that they confine themselves to the agreement reached at the 
Conference to  the effect that the  Americans would support the  proposal to  invite the  two Soviet 
Republics as original members of the organisation.

Churchill also believed that great difficulties and disputes could arise in the event of publication 
of the decision on the Soviet Republics. The British dominions could lodge protests against one state 
having more than one vote. Churchill needed to contact the dominions and prepare them on the ques-
tion of the Ukraine and Byelorussia participating as original members in the international security 
organisation. That is why he proposed that the agreement on the Ukraine and Byelorussia should be 
written into the decisions of the Conference.

Stalin said that in that case the Soviet delegation could withdraw its proposal, and proposed that 
they should go on.

Roosevelt declared that Stalin’s agreement to withdraw the Soviet proposal would help Roosevelt 
to avoid a war with the Irish in the United States.

[The Conference went on to discuss Section V on the Declaration on Liberated Europe.]
Churchill declared that he had no remarks or amendments.
Roosevelt and Stalin declared that they did not have any amendments either.
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[The text of Section V was adopted. The Conference went on to discuss Section VI on Poland. The 
Declaration on Poland was adopted without amendments.]

Churchill remarked, with reference to that section, that he anticipated great criticism of the British 
Government, especially by the London Poles, and accusations that it had surrendered its positions 
to the U.S.S.R.

Roosevelt declared that he has ten times as many Poles in the United States as Churchill had in 
Britain, but he would nevertheless back the Declaration on Poland in every way.

[The Conference went on to discuss Section VII on Yugoslavia. The text of Section VII was adopted. 
The Conference went on to discuss Section VIII on the Meetings of the Foreign Secretaries.]

Stalin proposed the adoption of the British text.
[All agreed. The Conference went on to discuss the section of the British draft which dealt with 

prisoners of war.]
Stalin proposed that the section on prisoners of war should not be included in the Communiqué, 

but that its text should be adopted as a special decision.
Churchill asked whether they could publish the agreement on prisoners of war which was to be 

signed that day after the morning sitting.
Stalin replied that the agreement could be published. [The Conference went on to discuss Section 

IX on Unity for Peace as for War. The text of the Anglo-American draft of the section was adopted 
by all without any objections or remarks. The Conference went on to discuss the last section of the 
American draft Communiqué: Summary.]

Stalin tabled the proposal: was it not better to exclude the Summary, because it was weaker than 
the content of the Communiqué itself?

Roosevelt and Churchill agreed with that.
[Discussion of the Communiqué was ended.]
Roosevelt  said that the  Communiqué should be signed by  the Heads of  Government and he, 

Roosevelt, proposed that Stalin’s signature should be affixed first.
Stalin objected by saying that there was a sharp-tongued press in the United States, which could 

give the impression that Stalin had had the President and the Prime Minister on a lead. That was why 
he proposed that the Communiqué should be signed in alphabetical order, that is, with Roosevelt’s 
first, Stalin’s second, and Churchill’s third.

Churchill declared that according to the English alphabet his signature would be first.
Stalin replied that he was prepared to accept Churchill’s proposal.
[The Heads of  Government agreed to  sign the  Communiqué after luncheon, when the  Foreign 

Ministers had made the amendments in accordance with the results of the discussion of the text of the 
Communiqué at  that day’s sitting.] Returning  to the  question of  the protocol on  reparations from 
Germany, Roosevelt said that the draft protocol proposed by the Soviet delegation was acceptable to him.

Churchill declared that he wanted to read the text of the draft protocol once again, as, he thought, it 
would require some stylistic editing, without however any changes in the content of the protocol. Having 
read it, Churchill declared that, apart from some stylistic changes, he agreed with the draft protocol.

Churchill proposed that they discuss the time of publication of the Communiqué.
Early  proposed that the  Communiqué should be published at  8.00 a.m. Washington time 

on February 13.
[As a  result of  the discussion of  the question, the  Heads of  Government agreed to  broadcast 

the text of the Communiqué simultaneously in Moscow, London and Washington, at 23.30 Moscow 
time on Monday, February 12.]

Source: https://www.revolutionarydemocracy.org/Stalin/yalta.htm#First 
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Communiqué. On the Crimea Conference of the Heads of Government 
of the Soviet Union, the United States and Great Britain

For the past eight days, Winston S. Churchill, Prime Minister of Great Britain, Franklin D. Roosevelt, 
President of the United States of America, and Marshal J. V. Stalin, Chairman of the Council of People’s 
Commissars of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics have met with the Foreign Secretaries, Chiefs 
of Staff, and other advisers in the Crimea.

The following statement is made by the Prime Minister of Great Britain, the President of the United 
States of America, and the Chairman of the Council of People›s Commissars of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics on the results of the Crimea Conference:

I
The Defeat of Germany

We have considered and determined the military plans of the Three Allied Powers for the final de-
feat of the common enemy. The military staffs of the three Allied Nations have met in daily meetings 
throughout the Conference. These meetings have been most satisfactory from every point of view 
and have resulted in closer co-ordination of the military effort of the Three Allies than ever before. 
The fullest information has been interchanged. The timing, scope, and co-ordination of new and even 
more powerful blows to be launched by our Armies and Air Forces into the heart of Germany from 
the east, west, north, and south have been fully agreed and planned in detail.

Our combined military plans will be made known only as we execute them, but we believe that 
the very close working partnership among the three staffs attained at this Conference will result in 
shortening the war. Meetings of the three staffs will be continued in the future whenever the need 
arises.

Nazi Germany is doomed. The German people will only make the  cost of  their defeat heavier 
to themselves by attempting to continue a hopeless resistance.

II
The Occupation and Control of Germany

We have agreed on common policies and plans for enforcing the unconditional surrender terms 
which we shall impose together on Nazi Germany after German armed resistance has been finally 
crushed. These terms will not be made known until the  final defeat of  Germany has been accom-
plished. Under the  agreed plan, the  forces of  the Three Powers will each occupy a  separate zone 
of Germany. Coordinated administration and control has been provided for under the plan through 
a  Central Control Commission, consisting of  the supreme commanders of  the Three  Powers, with 
headquarters in Berlin. It has been agreed that France should be invited by the Three Powers, if she 
should so desire, to  take over a  zone of  occupation, and to  participate as a  fourth member of  the 
Control Commission. The limits of the French zone will be agreed by the four Governments concerned 
through their representatives on the European Advisory Commission.

It is our inflexible purpose to destroy German militarism and Nazism and to ensure that Germany 
will never again be able to disturb the peace of the world. We are determined to disarm and disband 
all German armed forces; break up for all time the German General Staff that has repeatedly contrived 
the resurgence of German militarism; remove or destroy all German military equipment; eliminate or 
control all German industry that could be used for military production; bring all war criminals to just 
and swift punishment and exact reparation in kind for the destruction wrought by the Germans; wipe 
out the Nazi Party, Nazi laws, organisations, and institutions, remove all Nazi and militarist influ-
ences from public office and from the cultural and economic life of the German people; and take in 
harmony such other measures in Germany as may be necessary to the future peace and safety of the 



406

Y A L T A  С O N F E R E N C E  A N D  Y A L T A  P E A C E  C o l l e c t i o n  o f  a r c h i v a l  m a t e r i a l s

world. It is not our purpose to destroy the people of Germany, but only when Nazism and militarism 
have been extirpated will there be hope for a decent life for Germans, and a place for them in the co-
mity of nations.

III
Reparation by Germany

We have considered the question of the damage caused by Germany to the Allied Nations in this 
war and recognised it as just that Germany be obliged to make compensation for this damage in kind 
to the greatest extent possible.

A commission for the compensation of damage will be established. The commission will be in-
structed to  consider the  question of  the extent and methods for compensating damage caused 
by Germany to the Allied countries. The commission will work in Moscow.

IV
United Nations Conference

We are resolved upon the earliest possible establishment with our Allies of a general international 
organisation to maintain peace and security. We believe that this is essential, both to prevent aggres-
sion and to remove the political, economic, and social causes of war through the close and continuing 
collaboration of all peace-loving peoples.

The foundations were laid at Dumbarton Oaks. On the important question of voting procedure, 
however, agreement was not there reached. The present Conference has been able to resolve this dif-
ficulty.

We have agreed that a Conference of United Nations should be called to meet at San Francisco in 
the United States on April 25, 1945, to prepare the Charter of such an organisation, along the lines 
proposed in the informal conversations at Dumbarton Oaks.

The Government of China and the Provisional Government of France will be immediately consult-
ed and invited to sponsor invitations to the Conference jointly with the Governments of the United 
States, Great Britain, and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. As soon as the consultation with 
China and France has been completed, the text of the proposals on voting procedure will be made 
public.

V
Declaration on Liberated Europe

We have drawn up and subscribed to a Declaration on Liberated Europe. This Declaration pro-
vides for concerting policies of the Three Powers and for joint action by them in meeting the political 
and economic problems of liberated Europe in accordance with democratic principles. The text of the 
Declaration is as follows:

«The Premier of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, 
and the President of the United States of America have consulted with each other in the common in-
terests of the peoples of their countries and those of liberated Europe. They jointly declare their mu-
tual agreement to concert during the temporary period of instability in liberated Europe the policies 
of their Three Governments in assisting the peoples liberated from the domination of Nazi Germany 
and the peoples of the former Axis satellite states of Europe to solve by democratic means their press-
ing political and economic problems.

«The establishment of  order in Europe and the  rebuilding of  national economic life must be 
achieved by processes which will enable the liberated peoples to destroy the last vestiges of Nazism 
and fascism and to  create democratic institutions of  their own choice. This is a  principle of  the 
Atlantic Charter – the right of all peoples to choose the form of government under which they will 
live – the restoration of sovereign rights and self-government to those peoples who have been forci-
bly deprived of them by the aggressor nations.
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«To foster the  conditions in which the  liberated peoples may exercise these rights, the  Three 
Governments will jointly assist the people in any European liberated state or former Axis satellite 
state in Europe where in their judgement conditions require (a) to establish conditions of  internal 
peace; (b) to carry out emergency measures for the relief of distressed people; (c) to  form interim 
governmental authorities broadly representative of all democratic elements in the population and 
pledged to  the earliest possible establishment through free elections of  governments responsible 
to the will of the people; and (d) to facilitate where necessary the holding of such elections.

«The Three Governments will consult the other United Nations and provisional authorities or oth-
er Governments in Europe when matters of direct interest to them are under consideration.

«When, in the opinion of the Three Governments, conditions in any European liberated state or 
any former Axis satellite state in Europe make such action necessary, they will immediately consult 
together on the measures necessary to discharge the joint responsibilities set forth in this declaration.

«By this Declaration we reaffirm our faith in the  principles of  the Atlantic Charter, our pledge 
in the Declaration by the United Nations, and our determination to build in co-operation with oth-
er peace-loving nations world order under law, dedicated to  peace, security, freedom, and general 
well-being of all mankind.

«In issuing this Declaration, the Three Powers express the hope that the Provisional Government 
of the French Republic may be associated with them in the procedure suggested.»

VI
Poland

We came to the Crimea Conference resolved to settle our differences about Poland. We discussed 
fully all aspects of the question. We reaffirm our common desire to see established a strong, free, in-
dependent and democratic Poland. As a result of our discussions we have agreed on the conditions 
in which a new Polish Provisional Government of National Unity may be formed in such a manner as 
to command recognition by the three major Powers.

The agreement reached is as follows:
«A new situation has been created in Poland as a result of her complete liberation by the Red Army. 

This calls for the establishment of a Polish Provisional Government which can be more broadly based 
than was possible before the recent liberation of western Poland. The Provisional Government which 
is now functioning in Poland should therefore be reorganised on  a  broader democratic basis with 
the inclusion of democratic leaders from Poland itself and from Poles abroad. This new Government 
should then be called the Polish Provisional Government of National Unity.

«Mr. Molotov, Mr. Harriman, and Sir A. Clark Kerr are authorised as a commission to consult in 
the  first instance in Moscow with members of  the present Provisional Government and with oth-
er Polish democratic leaders from within Poland and from abroad, with a view to the reorganisation 
of  the present Government along the above lines. This Polish Provisional Government of National 
Unity shall be pledged to the holding of free and unfettered elections as soon as possible, on the ba-
sis of universal suffrage and secret ballot. In these elections all democratic and anti-Nazi parties shall 
have the right to take part and to put forward candidates.

«When a Polish Provisional Government of National Unity has been properly formed in conformi-
ty with the above, the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, which now maintains 
diplomatic relations with the present Provisional Government of Poland, and the Government of the 
United Kingdom, and the Government of the United States of America, will establish diplomatic re-
lations with the new Polish Provisional Government of National Unity, and will exchange ambassa-
dors by whose reports the respective Governments will be kept informed about the situation in Poland.

«The Three Heads of  Government consider that the  eastern frontier of  Poland should follow 
the Curzon line with digressions from it in some regions of 5 to 8 kilometres in favour of Poland. They 
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recognised that Poland must receive substantial accessions of territory in the north and west. They 
feel that the opinion of the new Polish Provisional Government of National Unity should be sought 
in due course on the extent of these accessions and that the final delimitation of the western frontier 
of Poland should thereafter await the peace conference.»

VII
Yugoslavia

We have agreed to recommend to Marshal Tito and Dr. Subasić that the Agreement between them 
should be put into effect immediately, and that a new Government should be formed on the basis 
of that Agreement.

We also recommend that as soon as the new Government has been formed it should declare that:
1) the Anti-Fascist Assembly of National Liberation (Avnoj) should be extended to include mem-

bers of the last Yugoslav Parliament (Skupština) who have not compromised themselves by collabora-
tion with the enemy, thus forming a body to be known as a temporary parliament; and,

2) legislative acts passed by  the Anti-Fascist Assembly of  National Liberation will be subject 
to subsequent ratification by a Constituent Assembly.

There was also a: general review of other Balkan questions.
VIII

Meetings of Foreign Secretaries
Throughout the  Conference, besides the  daily meetings of  the Heads of  Government and 

the Foreign Secretaries, separate meetings of the three .Foreign Secretaries, and their advisers have 
also been held dally.

These meetings have proved of the utmost value and the Conference agree that permanent ma-
chinery should be set up for regular consultation between the three Foreign Secretaries. They will, 
therefore, meet as often as may be necessary, probably about every 3 or 4 months. These meetings 
will be held in rotation in the three capitals, the first meeting being held in London, after the United 
Nations Conference on World Organisation.

IX
Unity for Peace as for War

Our meeting here in the  Crimea has reaffirmed our common determination to  maintain and 
strengthen in the peace to come that unity of purpose and of action which has made victory possible 
and certain for the United Nations in this war. We believe that this is a sacred obligation which our 
Governments owe to our peoples and to all the peoples of the world.

Only with the continuing and growing co-operation and understanding among our three countries 
and among all the peace-loving nations can the highest aspiration of humanity be realised – a secure 
and lasting peace which will, in the words of the Atlantic Charter, «afford assurance, that all the men 
in all the lands may live out their lives in freedom from fear and want».

Victory in this war and establishment of  the proposed international organisation will provide 
the greatest opportunity in all history to create in the years to come the essential conditions of such 
a peace.

February 11, 1945
Winston S. Churchill
Franklin D. Roosevelt
J. V. Stalin

Source: https://www.revolutionarydemocracy.org/Stalin/yalta.htm#First 
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Protocol of Proceedings of the Crimea Conference

The Crimea Conference of the Heads of Government of the United States of America, the United 
Kingdom and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics which took place from February 4th to 11th came 
to the following conclusions.

World Organisation
It was decided:
(1) that a United Nations Conference on the proposed World Organisation should be summoned 

for Wednesday, 25th April, 1945, and should be held in the United States of America;
(2) the nations to be invited to this Conference should be:
(a) the United Nations as they existed on the 8th February, 1945 and
(b) such of  the Associated Nations as have declared war on  the  common enemy by  1st March, 

1945. (For this purpose by the term «Associated Nations» was meant the eight Associated Nations and 
Turkey.) When the Conference on World Organisation is held, the delegates of the United Kingdom 
and United States of America will support a  proposal to  admit to  original membership two Soviet 
Socialist Republics, i.e., the Ukraine and White Russia;

(3) that the United States Government on behalf of the Three Powers should consult the Government 
of  China and the  French Provisional Government in regard to  the decisions taken at  the present 
Conference concerning the proposed World Organisation;

(4) that the text of the invitation to be issued to all the nations which would take part in the United 
Nations Conference should be as follows:

Invitation
«The Government of the United States of America, on behalf of itself and of the Governments of .

the United Kingdom, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, and the Republic of China and of the 
Provisional Government of  the French Republic, invite the  Government of  .... to  send representa-
tives to a Conference of the United Nations to be held on 25th April, 1945, or soon thereafter, at San 
Francisco in the United States of America to prepare a Charter for a General International Organisation 
for the maintenance of international peace and security.

«The above-named Governments suggest that the  Conference consider as affording a  basis for 
such a Charter the Proposals for the Establishment of a .General International Organisation, which 
were made public last October as a result of the Dumbarton Oaks Conference, and which have now 
been supplemented by the following provisions for Section C of Chapter VI:

«C Voting
«1. Each member of the Security Council should have one vote.
«2. Decisions of the Security Council on procedural matters ·should be made by an affirmative vote 

of seven members.
«3. Decisions of the Security Council on all other matters should be made by an affirmative vote 

of seven members, including the concurring votes of the permanent members; provided that, in de-
cisions under Chapter VIII, Section A and under the second sentence of paragraph 1 of Section C, 
Chapter VIII, a party to a dispute should abstain from voting.

«Further information as to arrangements will be transmitted subsequently.
«In the event that the Government of ... desires in advance of the Conference to present views or 

comments concerning the proposals, the Government of the United States of America will be pleased 
to transmit such views and comments to the other participating Governments.»
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Territorial Trusteeship
It was agreed that the five Nations which will have permanent seats on the Security Council should 

consult each other prior to the United Nations Conference on the question of territorial trusteeship.
The acceptance of this recommendation is subject to its being made clear that territorial trustee-

ship will only apply to (a) existing mandates of the League of Nations; (b) territories detached from 
the enemy as a result of the present war; (c) any other territory which might voluntarily be placed un-
der trusteeship; and (d) no discussion of actual territories is contemplated at the forthcoming United 
Nations Conference or in the preliminary consultations, and it will be a matter for subsequent agree-
ment which territories within the above categories will be placed under trusteeship.

Zone of Occupation for the French and Control Council for Germany
It was agreed that a zone in Germany, to be occupied by the French Forces, should be allocated 

to France. This zone would be formed out of the British and American zones and its extent would be 
settled by the British and Americans in consultation with the French Provisional Government.

It was also agreed that the French Provisional Government should be invited to become a member 
of the Allied Control Council for Germany.

Reparations
The following protocol has been approved.
Protocol on  the  Talks Between the  Heads of  Three Governments at  the Crimea Conference 

on the German Reparations in Kind
The Heads of the three Governments have agreed as follows:
1. Germany must pay in kind for the losses cause by her to the Allied nations in the course of the 

war.
Reparations are to be received in the first instance by those countries which have borne the main 

burden of the war, have suffered the heaviest losses and have organised victory over the enemy.
2. Reparation in kind is to be exacted from Germany in three following forms:
a) Removals within 2 years from the surrender of Germany or the cessation of organised resistance 

from the national wealth of Germany located on the territory of Germany herself as well as outside 
her territory equipment, machine-tools, ships, rolling stock, German investments abroad, share of in-
dustrial, transport and other enterprises in Germany, etc.), these removals to be carried out chiefly for 
purpose of destroying the war potential of Germany:

b) Annual deliveries of goods from current production for a period to be fixed.
c) Use of German labour.
3. For the working out on the above principles of a detailed plan for exaction of reparation from 

Germany an Allied Reparation Commission will be set up in Moscow. It will consist of three represen-
tatives – one from the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, one from the United Kingdom and one from 
the United States of America.

4 With regard to the fixing of the total sum of the reparation as well as the distribution of it among 
the countries which suffered from the German aggression the Soviet and American delegations agreed 
as follows:

«The Moscow Reparation Commission should take in its initial studies as a basis for discussion 
the  suggestion of  the Soviet Government that the  total sum of  the reparation in accordance with 
the points (a) and (b) of the Paragraph 2 should be 20 billion dollars and that 50 per cent of it should 
go to the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics.”

The British delegation was of the opinion that pending consideration of the reparation question 
by the Moscow Reparation Commission no figures of reparation should be mentioned.
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The above Soviet-American proposal has been passed to the Moscow Reparation Commission as 
one of the proposals to be considered by the Commission.

Major War Criminals
The Conference agreed that the question of the major war criminals should be the subject of en-

quiry by the three Foreign Secretaries for report in due course after the close of the Conference.
Agreement between the Allied States Relating to Prisoners of War and Civilians of These States
Negotiations have taken place at the Crimea Conference between the British, American and Soviet 

delegations on the conclusion of a comprehensive agreement concerning measures for the protection, 
maintenance and repatriation of prisoners of war and civilians of Great Britain, the Soviet Union and 
the United States of America liberated by the Allied forces now invading Germany. The texts of the 
Agreements signed on February 11 between the U.S.S.R. and Great Britain and between the U.S.S.R. 
and the United States of America are identical. The Agreement between the Soviet Union and Great 
Britain was signed by V. M. Molotov and Mr. Eden. The Agreement between the  Soviet Union and 
the United States of America was signed by Lieut.-Gen. Gryzlov and General Deane.

Under these Agreements, each ally was to  provide food, clothing, medical attention, and other 
needs for the nationals of  the others until transport is available for their repatriation. Soviet offi-
cers were to assist British and American authorities in their task of caring for Soviet citizens liberat-
ed by the British and American forces during such time as they were on the continent of Europe or in 
the United Kingdom, awaiting transport to take them home.

British and American officers were to assist the Soviet Government in its task of caring for British 
subjects and American citizens.

With the achievement of agreement, the Three Governments were pledged to give every assistance 
consistent with operational requirements to help to insure that all these prisoners of war and civil-
ians were speedily repatriated.

Agreement between the Three Great Powers on Questions of the Far East
The leaders of the Three Great Powers – the Soviet Union, the United States of America and Great 

Britain – have agreed that in two or three months after Germany has surrendered and the  war in 
Europe has terminated, the Soviet Union shall enter into the war against Japan on the side of the Allies 
on condition that:

1. The status quo in Outer-Mongolia (the Mongolian People›s Republic) shall be preserved;
2. The former rights of Russia violated by the treacherous attack of Japan in 1904 shall be restored, 

viz.:
a) the southern part of Sakhalin as well as all the islands adjacent to it shall be returned to the 

Soviet Union,
b) the commercial port of Dairen shall be internationalised, the pre-eminent interests of the Soviet 

Union in this port being safeguarded and the lease of Port Arthur as a naval base of the U.S.S.R. re-
stored,

c) the  Chinese-Eastern Railroad and the  South-Manchurian Railroad which provides an  outlet 
to Dairen shall be jointly operated by the establishment of a joint Soviet Chinese Company, it being 
understood that the pre-eminent interests of the Soviet Union shall be safeguarded and that China 
shall retain full sovereignty in Manchuria;

3. The Kuril Islands shall be handed over to the Soviet Union.
It is understood that the agreement concerning Outer Mongolia and the ports and railroads re-

ferred to above will require concurrence of Generalissimo Chiang .Kai-shek. The President will take 
measures in order to obtain this concurrence on advice from Marshal Stalin.
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The Heads of the Three Great Powers have agreed that these claims of the Soviet Union shall be 
unquestionably fulfilled after Japan has been defeated.

For its part the Soviet Union expressed its readiness to conclude with the National Government 
of China a pact of friendship and alliance between the U.S.S.R and China in order to render assistance 
to China with its armed forces for the purpose of liberating China from the Japanese yoke.

February 11, 1945
]. V. Stalin
Franklin D. Roosevelt
Winston S. Churchill

Source: https://www.revolutionarydemocracy.org/Stalin/yalta.htm#First 
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Text of W. Churchill’s speech at the airport before 
departure from the Crimea. February 14, 1945
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Source: https://idd.mid.ru/-/altinskaa-konferencia?inheritRedirect=false 
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MESSAGE FROM Mr CHURCHILL TO MARSHAL STALIN.  
February 17, 1945

On behalf of His Majesty’s Government I send you grateful thanks for all the hospitality and friend-
ship extended to the British delegation to the Crimea Conference. We were deeply impressed by the 
feats of organisation and of improvisation which enabled the Conference to meet in such agreeable 
and imposing surroundings, and we all take back with us most happy recollections. To this I must 
add a personal expression of my own thanks and gratitude. No previous meeting has shown so clear-
ly the results which can be achieved when the three heads of Government meet together with the firm 
intention to face difficulties and solve them. You yourself said that cooperation would be less easy 
when the unifying bond of the fight against a common enemy had been removed. I am resolved, as I 
am sure the President and you are resolved, that the friendship and cooperation so firmly established 
shall not fade when victory has been won. I pray that you may long be spared to preside over the desti-
nies of your country which has shown its full greatness under your leadership, and I send you my best 
wishes and heartfelt thanks.
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PERSONAL FROM PREMIER J. V. STALIN TO THE PRIME 
MINISTER, Mr W. CHURCHILL. February 20, 1945

I have received your message of February, 18. I am very glad that you were satisfied with the facil-
ities provided in the Crimea.
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PERSONAL AND SECRET FROM PREMIER J.V. STALIN 
TO THE PRESIDENT, Mr F. ROOSEVELT. April 7, 1945

With reference to  your message of  April 1st I think I must make the  following comments 
on the Polish question. 

The Polish question has indeed reached an impasse.
What is the reason?
The reason is that the  U.S. and British Ambassadors in Moscow— members of  the Moscow 

Commission—have departed from the instructions of the Crimea Conference, introducing new ele-
ments not provided for by the Crimea Conference.

Namely:
(a) At the Crimea Conference the three of us regarded the Polish Provisional Government as the gov-

ernment now functioning in Poland and subject to reconstruction, as the government that should be 
the core of a new Government of National Unity. The U.S. and British Ambassadors in Moscow, how-
ever, have departed from that thesis; they ignore the Polish Provisional Government, pay no heed 
to it and at best place individuals in Poland and London on a par with the Provisional Government. 
Furthermore, they hold that reconstruction of the Provisional Government should be understood in 
terms of its abolition and the establishment of an entirely new government. Things have gone so far 
that Mr Harriman declared in the Moscow Commission that it might be that not a  single member 
of the Provisional Government would be included in the Polish Government of National Unity.

Obviously this thesis of the U.S. and British Ambassadors cannot but be strongly resented by the 
Polish Provisional Government. As regards the Soviet Union, it certainly cannot accept a thesis that is 
tantamount to direct violation of the Crimea Conference decisions.

(b) At the Crimea Conference the three of us held that five people should be invited for consulta-
tion from Poland and three from London, not more. But the U.S. and British Ambassadors have aban-
doned that position and insist that each member of  the Moscow Commission be entitled to  invite 
an unlimited number from Poland and from London.

Clearly the Soviet Government could not agree to that, because, according to the Crimea decision, 
invitations should be sent not by  individual members of  the Commission, but by  the Commission 
as a whole, as a body. The demand for no limit to the number invited for consultation runs counter 
to what was envisaged at the Crimea Conference.

(c) The Soviet Government proceeds from the assumption that by virtue of the Crimea decisions, 
those invited for consultation should be in the first instance Polish leaders who recognize the deci-
sions of the Crimea Conference, including the one on the Curzon Line,72 and, secondly, who actually 
want friendly relations between Poland and the Soviet Union. The Soviet Government insists on this 
because the blood of Soviet soldiers, so freely shed in liberating Poland, and the fact that in the past 
30 years the territory of Poland has twice been used by an enemy for invading Russia, oblige the Soviet 
Government to ensure friendly relations between the Soviet Union and Poland. 

The U.S. and British Ambassadors in Moscow, however, ignore this and want to invite Polish lead-
ers for consultation regardless  of their attitude to the Crimea decisions and to the Soviet Union.

Such, to my mind, are the factors hindering a settlement of the Polish problem through mutual 
agreement. In order to break the deadlock and reach an agreed decision, the following steps should, I 
think, be taken:

(1) Affirm that reconstruction of the Polish Provisional Government implies, not its abolition, but 
its reconstruction by enlarging it, it being understood that the Provisional Government shall form 
the core of the future Polish Government of National Unity.
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(2) Return to the provisions of the Crimea Conference and restrict the number of Polish leaders 
to be invited to eight persons, of whom five should be from Poland and three from London.

(3) Affirm that the representatives of the Polish Provisional Government shall be consulted in all 
circumstances, that they be consulted in the first place, since the Provisional Government is much 
stronger in Poland compared with the individuals to be invited from London and Poland whose in-
fluence among the population in no way compares with the tremendous prestige of the Provisional 
Government.

I draw your attention to this because, to my mind, any other decision on the point might be re-
garded in Poland as an affront  to the people and as an attempt to impose a government without re-
gard to Polish public opinion.

(4) Only those leaders should be summoned for consultation from Poland and from London who 
recognise the decisions of the Crimea Conference on Poland and who in practice want friendly rela-
tions between Poland and the Soviet Union.

(5) Reconstruction of the Provisional Government to be effected by replacing a number of Ministers 
of the Provisional Government by nominees among the Polish leaders who are not members of the 
Provisional Government.

As to the ratio of old and new Ministers in the Government  of National Unity, it might be estab-
lished more or less on the same lines as was done in the case of the Yugoslav Government.

I think if these comments are taken into consideration the Polish question can be settled in a short 
time.

Source: Correspondence Between The Chairman Of The Council Of Ministers Of The USSR And The Presidents 
Of The USA And The Prime Ministers Of Great Britain During The Great Patriotic War Of 1941-1945. Volume 1. 

Correspondence with Winston S. Churchill and Clement R. Attlee (July 1941-November 1945). Progress Publishers. 
1957
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Message from Joseph Stalin to President Harry S. Truman expressing 
condolences on the death of Franklin D. Roosevelt. April 13, 1945

Russian State Archive of Social and Political History

In the name of the Soviet government and myself personally, I would like to extend heartfelt con-
dolences to the government of the United States of America on the death of President Roosevelt. The 
American people and the United Nations have lost a great international politician and an advocate 
of the postwar organisation of peace and security.

Source: http://alliance.rusarchives.ru/message-joseph-stalin-president-harry-s-truman-13-april-1945 
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Part 1.  
The Yalta Conference

1.1. Formation of the Anti-Hitler coalition

1.2. The Tehran Conference

1.3. The Yalta Conference

1.4. The Berlin (Potsdam) Conference

1.5. THE END OF THE SECOND WORLD WAR.  
THE SURRENDER OF JAPAN 
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INSTRUMENT OF SURRENDER. September 2, 1945

We, acting by command of and in behalf of the Emperor of Japan, the Japanese Government and 
the Japanese Imperial General Headquarters, hereby accept the provisions set forth in the declaration 
issued by the heads of the Governments of the United States, China, and Great Britain on 26 July 1945 
at Potsdam, and subsequently adhered to by the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub- lics, which four pow-
ers are hereafter referred to as the Allied Powers.

We hereby proclaim the unconditional surrender to  the Allied Powers of  the Japanese Imperial 
General Headquarters and of all Japanese armed forces and all armed forces under the Japanese con-
trol wherever situated.

We hereby command all Japanese forces wherever situated and the Japanese people to cease hos-
tilites forthwith, to preserve and save from damage all ships, aircraft, and military and civil property 
and to comply with all requirements which my be imposed by the Supreme Commander for the Allied 
Powers or by agencies of the Japanese Government at his direction.

We hereby command the Japanese Imperial Headquarters to issue at once orders to the Commanders 
of all Japanese forces and all forces under Japanese control wherever situated to surrender un- condi-
tionally themselves and all forces under their control.

We hereby command all civil, military and naval officials to obey and enforce all proclamations, 
and orders and directives deemed by the Supreme Commander for the Allied Powers to be proper to ef- 
fectuate this surrender and issued by him or under his authority and we direct all such officials to re-
main at their posts and to continue to perform their non-combatant duties unless specifically relieved 
by him or under his authority.

We hereby undertake for the Emperor, the Japanese Government and their successors to carry out 
the provisions of the Potsdam Declaration in good faith, and to issue whatever orders and take what-
ever actions may be required by the Supreme Commander for the Allied Poers or by any other desig-
nated representative of the Allied Powers for the purpose of giving effect to that Declaration.

We hereby command the  Japanese Imperial Government and the  Japanese Imperial General 
Headquarters at once to liberate all allied prisoners of war and civilian internees now under Japanese 
control and to provide for their protection, care, maintenance and immediate transportation to plac-
es as directed.

The authority of the Emperor and the Japanese Government to rule the state shall be subject to the 
Supreme Commander for the Allied Powers who will take such steps as he deems proper to ef- fectu-
ate these terms of surrender.

Signed at TOKYO BAY, JAPAN at 0904 I on the SECOND day of SEPTEMBER, 1945.

MAMORU SHIGMITSU
By Command and in behalf of the Emperor of Japan and the Japanese Government

YOSHIJIRO UMEZU
By Command and in behalf of the Japanese Imperial General Headquarters

Accepted at TOKYO BAY, JAPAN at 0903 I on the SECOND day of SEPTEMBER, 1945, for the United 
States, Republic of China, United Kingdom and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, and in the in-
terests of the other United Nations at war with Japan.
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DOUGLAS MAC ARTHUR,
Supreme Commander for the Allied Powers

C.W. NIMITZ,
United States Representative

HSU YUNG-CH’ANG,
Republic of China Representative

BRUCE FRASER,
United Kingdom Representative

KUZMA DEREVYANKO,
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics Representative

THOMAS BLAMEY<
Commonwealth of Australia Representative

L. MOORE COSGRAVE,
Dominion of Canada Representative

JACQUES LE CLERC,
Provisional Government of the French Republic Representative

C.E.L. HELFRICH,
Kingdom of the Netherlands Representative

LEONARD M. ISITT,
Dominion of New Zealand Representative 

Source: http://www.sakhalin.ru/Region/WORLDWAR2/japsurrender.htm 
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Signing of the Act of surrender

Source: Archive of foreign policy of the Russian Federation, photo Fund
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Japan’s surrender

Source: Archive of foreign policy of the Russian Federation, photo Fund.
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Document sheet with signatures of country representatives

Source: Wikipedia
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Declaration on the defeat of Germany and the assumption of supreme 
authority over Germany by the governments of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom and the United States of America 
and the Provisional Government of the French Republic. June 5, 1945

Declaration on the defeat of Germany and the assumption of supreme authority over Germany 
by the Governments of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom and the United 
States of America and the Provisional Government of the French Republic = Declaration on the defeat 
of Germany and the supposition of supreme authority with respect to Germany by the Governments 
of the United States of America, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United Kingdom, and 
the Provisional Government of the French Republic. – Berlin, June 5, 1945. – 4 years.. – (Memory of the 
Great Victory). -

At the  end of  the text of  the signature: G.K. Zhukov, D. Eisenhower, Montgomery, Delatre de 
Tassigny.

The typewritten text on one side of the sheet with handwritten dirty.
I. “The countries of the anti-Hitler coalition in the fight against fascism”, exhibition (St. Petersburg, 

2010). II. Presidential Library. B.N. Yeltsin (St. Petersburg). 1. Russia and the countries of the world 
(collection). 2. Power (collection). 3. Memory of the Great Victory (collection). 4. Russia-USA: from 
the  history of  relationships (collection). 5. World War II  – Projects of  the post-war organization 
of Germany – 1939 – 1945. 6. International treaties – 1945 – Documents and materials.
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Employees of the USSR Embassy in Japan. August 15–20, 1945

Source: Archive of foreign policy of the Russian Federation
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Discussion of the terms of surrender. 1945

Source: Archive of foreign policy of the Russian Federation, fotofond, K. 46, d.
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PERSONAL AND SECRET FROM PREMIER J. V. STALIN TO 
THE PRIME MINISTER, Mr W. CHURCHILL. April 7, 1945

I have received your message of  April 1 on  the Polish problem. In a  relevant message to  the 
President, a copy of which I am also sending to you, I have replied to the salient points about the work 
of the Moscow Commission on Poland.105 Concerning the other points in your message, I must say 
this: 

The British and U.S. Ambassadors—members of  the Moscow Commission—refuse to  consider 
the opinion of the Polish Provisional Government and insist on inviting Polish leaders for consulta-
tion regardless of their attitude to the decisions of the Crimea Conference on Poland or to the Soviet 
Union. They insist, for example, on Mikolajczyk being invited to Moscow for consultation, and they 
do so in the form of an ultimatum, ignoring the fact that Mikolajczyk has openly attacked the Crimea 
Conference decisions on Poland. However, if you deem it necessary, I shall try to induce the Provisional 
Polish Government to withdraw its objections to inviting Mikolajczyk provided he publicly endorses 
the decisions of the Crimea Conference on the Polish question and declares in favour of establishing 
friendly relations between Poland and the Soviet Union.

2. Y ou wonder why the Polish military theatre should be veiled in secrecy. Actually there is no se-
crecy at all. You forget the circumstance that the Poles regard the despatch of British or other foreign 
observers to Poland as an affront to their national dignity, especially when it is borne in mind that 
the Polish Provisional Government feels the British Government has adopted an unfriendly attitude 
towards it. As to the Soviet Government, it has to take note of the Polish Provisional Government’s 
negative view on sending foreign observers to Poland. Furthermore, you know that, given a different 
attitude towards it, the Polish Provisional Government would not object to representatives of other 
countries entering Poland and, as was the case, for example, with representatives of the Czechoslovak 
Government, the Yugoslav Governm ent and others, would not put any difficulties in their way.

3. I had a pleasant talk with Mrs Churchill who made a deep impression upon me. She gave me 
a present from you. Please accept my heartfelt thanks for it.
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Аct of military surrender (Kapitulationserklaerung). Berlin, May 8, 1945

At the  end of  the signature text: On behalf of  the German High Command: Friedeburg, Keitel, 
Stumpf. In the  presence of: under the  authority of  the Supreme High Command of  the Red Army, 
Marshal of the Soviet Union G. Zhukov. Under the authority of the Supreme Commander of the expe-
ditionary forces of the Allies, Chief Marshal of Aviation, Tedder. At the signing also attended as wit-
nesses: the commander of US Strategic Air Force General Spaats. Commander-in-Chief of the French 
army, General Delatre de Tassigny



432

Y A L T A  С O N F E R E N C E  A N D  Y A L T A  P E A C E  C o l l e c t i o n  o f  a r c h i v a l  m a t e r i a l s



433

Y A L T A  С O N F E R E N C E  A N D  Y A L T A  P E A C E  C o l l e c t i o n  o f  a r c h i v a l  m a t e r i a l s

Source: https://www.prlib.ru/en/node/396792 
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FROM THE PRIME MINISTER TO MARSHAL STALIN MESSAGE 
TO THE RED ARMY AND TO THE RUSSIAN PEOPLE FROM 
THE BRITISH NATION. Received on May 9, 1945

I send you heartfelt greetings on the splendid victory you have won in driving the invader from 
your soil and laying the Nazi tyrant low. It is my firm belief that on friendship and understanding be-
tween the British and Russian peoples depends the future of mankind. Here in our island home we 
are thinking today very often about you and we send you from the bottom of our hearts our wish-
es for your happiness and well-being and that after all the sacrifices and sufferings of the dark val-
ley through which we have marched together we may also in loyal comradeship and sympathy walk in 
the sunshine of victorious peace. I have asked my wife to speak these few words of friendship and ad-
miration to you all. 



435

Y A L T A  С O N F E R E N C E  A N D  Y A L T A  P E A C E  C o l l e c t i o n  o f  a r c h i v a l  m a t e r i a l s

FROM J. V. STALIN TO THE PRIME MINISTER, Mr W. CHURCHILL 
MESSAGE TO THE ARMED FORCES. May 10, 1945

AND PEOPLE OF GREAT BRITAIN
FROM THE PEOPLES OF THE SOVIET UNION
I salute you, the gallant British Armed Forces and people of Britain, and cordially congratulate you 

on the great victory over our common enemy, German imperialism. This historic victory has crowned 
the joint struggle waged by the Soviet, British and United States armies for the liberation of Europe.

I express confidence in continued successful and happy development in the post-war period of the 
friendly relations that have taken shape between our countries during the war.

I have instructed our Ambassador in London to convey to all of you my congratulations on the vic-
tory and my best wishes.

Source: Correspondence Between The Chairman Of The Council Of Ministers Of The USSR And The Presidents 
Of The USA And The Prime Ministers Of Great Britain During The Great Patriotic War Of 1941-1945. Volume 1. 

Correspondence with Winston S. Churchill and Clement R. Attlee (July 1941-November 1945). Progress Publishers. 
1957
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Trial of the Major War Criminals before the International 
Military Tribunal. London, August 8, 1945

 … The following acts, or any of them, are crimes coming within
the jurisdiction of the Tribunal for which there shall be individual responsibility:
(a) CRIMES AGAINST PEACE: namely, planning, preparation, initiation or waging of a war of ag-

gression, or a war in violation of international treaties, agreements or assurances, or participation in 
a Common Plan or Conspiracy for the accomplishment of any of the foregoing;

(b) WAR CRIMES: namely, violations of the laws or customs of war. Such violations shall include, 
but not be limited to, murder, ill-treatment or deportation to slave labor or for any other purpose of ci-
vilian population of or in occupied terri- tory, murder or ill-treatment of prisoners of war or persons 
on the seas, killing of hostages, plunder of public or private property, wanton destruction of cities, 
towns, or villages, or devastation not justified by military necessity;

(c) CRIMES AGAINST HUMANITY: namely, murder, extermina- tion, enslavement, deportation, 
and other inhumane acts com- mitted against any civilian population, before or during the war,* or 
persecutions on political, racial, or religious grounds in execution of or in connection with any crime 
within the , jurisdiction of the Tribunal, whether or not in violation of domestic law of the country 
where perpetrated.

Leaders, organizers, instigators, and accomplices participating in the  formulation or execution 
of a Common Plan or Conspiracy to commit any of the foregoing crimes are responsible for all acts 
performed by any persons in execution of such plan. 

Article 7.
The official position of  defendants, whether as Heads of  State or responsible officials in 

Government departments, shall not be considered as freeing them from responsibility or mitigat-
ing punishment. 

Article 8.
The fact that the defendant acted pursuant to order of his Government or of a superior shall not 

free him from responsibility, but may be considered in mitigation of punishment if the Tribunal de-
termine that justice so requires. 

Article 9.
At the trial of any individual member of any group or organization the Tribunal may declare (in 

connection with any act of which the  individual may be convicted) that the group or organization 
of which the individual was a member was a criminal organization. 

After receipt of the Indictment the Tribunal shall give such notice as it thinks fit that the Prosecution 
intends to ask the Tribunal to make such declaration and any member of the organization will be en-
titled to apply to the Tribunal for leave to be heard by the Tribunal upon the question of the crimi-
nal character of the organization. The Tribunal shall have power to allow or reject the application. If 
the application is allowed, the Tribunal may direct in what manner the applicants shall be represent-
ed and heard. 

Article 10.
In cases where a group or organization is declared criminal by the Tribunal, the competent nation-

al authority of any Signatory shall have the right to bring individuals to trial for membership there-
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in before national, military, or occupation courts. In any such case the criminal nature of the group or 
organization is considered proved and shall not be questioned. 

Article 11.
Any person convicted by the Tribunal may be charged before a national, military, or occupation 

court, referred to in Article 10 of this Charter, with a crime other than of membership in a criminal 
group or organization and such court may, after convicting him, impose upon him punishment inde-
pendent of and ‘ additional to the punishment imposed by the. Tribunal for participation in the crim-
inal activities of such group or organization. 

Article 12.
The Tribunal shall have the right to take proceedings against a person charged with crimes set out 

in Article 6 of this Charter in his absence, if he has not been found or if the Tribunal, for any reason, 
finds it necessary, in the interests of justice, to conduct the hearing in his absence

  

Source: https://www.loc.gov/rr/frd/Military_Law/NT_major-war-criminals.html   (volume 1) 
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HIS EXCELLENCY, GENERALISSIMO STALIN. 
Received on December 19, 1945

Moscow
Dear Generalissimo,
It is natural that approaching our common problems from different starting points we should 

at the outset encounter some difficulties. But it is becoming increasingly evident that these difficul-
ties are assuming exaggerated proportions in the minds of our respective peoples and are delaying in 
many ways the progress, which we both desire to expedite, towards peace and reconstruction.

I repeat my assurance to you that it is my earnest wish, and I am sure ft is the wish of the people 
of the United States, that the people of the Soviet Union and the people of the United States should 
work together to restore and maintain peace. I am sure that the common interest of our two countries 
in keeping the peace far outweighs any possible differences between us.

Secretary Byrnes and I have sought to go as far as we have felt able to meet your views with ref-
erence to the Allied Council for Japan and to the Far Eastern Commission, and I sincerely hope that 
your Government will accept the proposals which we have made. If these proposals are accepted I as-
sure you that in carrying them out it is rny intention to insist on the fullest possible collaboration 
with the Soviet Union in the implementation of thei Potsdam Declaration and the Surrender Terms 
for Japan.

•Secretary Byrnes tand I have also gone far in an effort to meet your views on the future proce-
dure for handling the peace treaties, and the difference between us now on this matter is not great. 
In view of  our willingness to  accept your suggestions as ‘to the  handling of  the preparatory work 
by the Deputies, I hope very much that your Government can accept our proposals regarding the for-
mal peace conference which will, I am sure, help greatly in securing the general acceptance of the work 
of our Deputies by other countries.

Prompt agreement between us on the procedure for making the European peace settlements and 
on the machinery to govern Allied relations with Japan will stop the undermining of confidence in 
the ability of the Great Powers to work together and will give renewed hope to a world longing for 
peace.

This hope will also be greatly strengthened if your Government will join in the proposals to have 
a commission created under the United Nations Organization to inquire into and make recommenda-
tions for the control of atomic energy in the interest of world peace.

If we can agree on  these general points of  procedure without further delay, we should be able 
to start discussions on other matters as to which it is important in our common interest for us to con-
cert our policies.

I hope very much you will see and talk frankly with Secretary Byrnes. He is thoroughly famil-
iar with my purposes and I feel certain that if you had a full and frank talk with him it would be most 
helpful

Sincerely yours,
Harry TRUMAN
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J.V. STALIN TO H. TRUMAN

MOST SECRET

My dear Mr President,
I was glad to receive your message, transmitted to me by Mr Byrnes, in which you dwell on the 

highly important subjects that we are now discussing. I agree with you that the peoples of the Soviet 
Union and the United States should strive to work together in restoring and maintaining peace, and 
that we should proceed from the fact that the common interests of our two countries far outweigh cer-
tain differences between us.

The conference of the Ministers now in session in Moscow has already yielded good results. The 
steps taken by you and Mr Byrnes with regard to both Japan and the peace treaties have helped in a big 
way. We may take it that agreement on these important points has been reached^* and that the con-
ference has done work that will play a prominent part in establishing proper mutual understanding 
between our countries in this period of transition from war to peace.

The subject of atomic energy is still under discussion. I hope that on this matter, too, we shall es-
tablish unity of views and that by  joint effort a decision will be reached that will be satis-’factlory 
to both countries and to the other nations. 3 02

I take it that you have been informed of my first talk with Mr Byrnes. We shall meet for further 
talks. But even now I feel I can siay that on the whole I am optimistic as to the results of the exchange 
of views now taking place between us on urgent international prcbldrns, and this, 1 hope, will provide 
further opportunities for coordinating the policies of our countries on other issues.

I take this opportunity to answer the letter which I recently received from you concerning the ar-
rival of the artist Chandor in Moscow. I have been away from Moscow for a long time and regret! to say 
that in the immediate future I should find it hard, in view of rny numerous duties, to give any time 
to Mr Chan-dor. I am, of course, ready to send him my portrait if you think that would l be suitable in 
this instance.

J. STALIN
December 23, 1945

Source: Correspondence Between The Chairman Of The Council Of Ministers Of The USSR And The Presidents 
Of The USA And The Prime Ministers Of Great Britain During The Great Patriotic War Of 1941-1945. Volume 1. 

Correspondence with Winston S. Churchill and Clement R. Attlee (July 1941-November 1945). Progress Publishers. 
1957
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From a circular telegram by the People’s Commissariat 
for Foreign Affairs of the USSR on the outcome of the Moscow 
meeting of the Council of Foreign Ministers of the USSR, 
the United States and the United Kingdom. January 2, 1946

[…]
The Soviet delegation managed to defend the resolution of the Berlin Conference on the procedure 

for drafting peace treaties and to eliminate the difficulties in this matter that arose at the London ses-
sion of the Council of Foreign Ministers […]

As a  result of  discussions with Harriman and at  the  meeting of  the three ministers the  US 
Government has made concessions and agreed to grant control functions to  the Soviet Union and 
to  change the  functions of  the Far-Eastern Commission1 […] In the  adopted resolutions [relating 
to Bulgaria and Romania – Ed.] the idea put forward is in fact not about reorganising the governments, 
but about enlarging them with two representatives from opposition groups which will be obliged 
to  cooperate loyally with the  governments […] The resolutions relating to  Bulgaria and Romania 
strengthen the  position of  democratic governments friendly to  the Soviet Union and, at  the  same 
time, thanks to small concessions, make it possible for Britain and the USA to recognise the Romanian 
and Bulgarian governments quickly2 […] We consider the outcome of the meeting of the three foreign 
ministers to be positive. At this meeting we have managed to reach decisions on a range of import-
ant European and Far-Eastern issues and to maintain the process of  three-power cooperation that 
emerged during the war.

Source: https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1943cairotehran/d2

1 It was created in December 1945 in accordance with resolutions of the meeting in Moscow of Foreign Ministers from the USSR, USA and 
Great Britain; its aim was to work out agreed decisions facilitating the fulfillment by Japan of the terms of its surrender. It existed until April 
1952.

2 The Romanian Government was recognised by the USA and Great Britain on 4 February 1946; the Bulgarian Government was recognised 
by Britain on 11 February 1947 and by the USA on 1 October 1947.
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Truman Doctrine. PRESIDENT HARRY S. TRUMAN’S ADDRESS 
BEFORE A JOINT SESSION OF CONGRESS. MARCH 12, 1947

Mr. President, Mr. Speaker, Members of the Congress of the United States:
The gravity of the situation which confronts the world today necessitates my appearance before 

a joint session of the Congress. The foreign policy and the national security of this country are in-
volved.

One aspect of the present situation, which I wish to present to you at this time for your consider-
ation and decision, concerns Greece and Turkey.

The United States has received from the Greek Government an urgent appeal for financial and eco-
nomic assistance. Preliminary reports from the American Economic Mission now in Greece and re-
ports from the American Ambassador in Greece corroborate the statement of the Greek Government 
that assistance is imperative if Greece is to survive as a free nation.

I do not believe that the American people and the Congress wish to turn a deaf ear to the appeal 
of the Greek Government.

Greece is not a rich country. Lack of sufficient natural resources has always forced the Greek peo-
ple to work hard to make both ends meet. Since 1940, this industrious and peace loving country has 
suffered invasion, four years of cruel enemy occupation, and bitter internal strife.

When forces of liberation entered Greece they found that the retreating Germans had destroyed 
virtually all the  railways, roads, port facilities, communications, and merchant marine. More than 
a thousand villages had been burned. Eighty-five per cent of the children were tubercular. Livestock, 
poultry, and draft animals had almost disappeared. Inflation had wiped out practically all savings.

As a result of these tragic conditions, a militant minority, exploiting human want and misery, was 
able to create political chaos which, until now, has made economic recovery impossible.

Greece is today without funds to finance the importation of those goods which are essential to bare 
subsistence. Under these circumstances the people of Greece cannot make progress in solving their 
problems of reconstruction. Greece is in desperate need of financial and economic assistance to en-
able it to resume purchases of food, clothing, fuel and seeds. These are indispensable for the subsis-
tence of its people and are obtainable only from abroad. Greece must have help to import the goods 
necessary to restore internal order and security, so essential for economic and political recovery.

The Greek Government has also asked for the assistance of experienced American administrators, 
economists and technicians to insure that the financial and other aid given to Greece shall be used ef-
fectively in creating a stable and self-sustaining economy and in improving its public administration.

The very existence of the Greek state is today threatened by the terrorist activities of several thou-
sand armed men, led by Communists, who defy the government’s authority at a number of points, 
particularly along the northern boundaries. A Commission appointed by the United Nations security 
Council is at present investigating disturbed conditions in northern Greece and alleged border viola-
tions along the frontier between Greece on the one hand and Albania, Bulgaria, and Yugoslavia on the 
other.

Meanwhile, the Greek Government is unable to cope with the situation. The Greek army is small 
and poorly equipped. It needs supplies and equipment if it is to restore the authority of the govern-
ment throughout Greek territory. Greece must have assistance if it is to become a self-supporting and 
self-respecting democracy.

The United States must supply that assistance. We have already extended to Greece certain types 
of relief and economic aid but these are inadequate.

There is no other country to which democratic Greece can turn.
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No other nation is willing and able to provide the necessary support for a democratic Greek gov-
ernment.

The British Government, which has been helping Greece, can give no further financial or econom-
ic aid after March 31. Great Britain finds itself under the necessity of reducing or liquidating its com-
mitments in several parts of the world, including Greece.

We have considered how the United Nations might assist in this crisis. But the situation is an ur-
gent one requiring immediate action and the United Nations and its related organizations are not in 
a position to extend help of the kind that is required.

It is important to note that the Greek Government has asked for our aid in utilizing effectively 
the financial and other assistance we may give to Greece, and in improving its public administration. 
It is of the utmost importance that we supervise the use of any funds made available to Greece; in 
such a manner that each dollar spent will count toward making Greece self-supporting, and will help 
to build an economy in which a healthy democracy can flourish.

No government is perfect. One of the chief virtues of a democracy, however, is that its defects are 
always visible and under democratic processes can be pointed out and corrected. The Government 
of Greece is not perfect. Nevertheless it represents eighty-five per cent of the members of the Greek 
Parliament who were chosen in an election last year. Foreign observers, including 692 Americans, con-
sidered this election to be a fair expression of the views of the Greek people.

The Greek Government has been operating in an atmosphere of chaos and extremism. It has made 
mistakes. The extension of aid by this country does not mean that the United States condones every-
thing that the Greek Government has done or will do. We have condemned in the past, and we con-
demn now, extremist measures of the right or the left. We have in the past advised tolerance, and we 
advise tolerance now.

Greece’s neighbor, Turkey, also deserves our attention.
The future of Turkey as an independent and economically sound state is clearly no less import-

ant to the freedom-loving peoples of the world than the future of Greece. The circumstances in which 
Turkey finds itself today are considerably different from those of  Greece. Turkey has been spared 
the disasters that have beset Greece. And during the war, the United States and Great Britain fur-
nished Turkey with material aid.

Nevertheless, Turkey now needs our support.
Since the war Turkey has sought financial assistance from Great Britain and the United States for 

the purpose of effecting that modernization necessary for the maintenance of its national integrity.
That integrity is essential to the preservation of order in the Middle East.
The British government has informed us that, owing to its own difficulties can no longer extend fi-

nancial or economic aid to Turkey.
As in the case of Greece, if Turkey is to have the assistance it needs, the United States must supply 

it. We are the only country able to provide that help.
I am fully aware of the broad implications involved if the United States extends assistance to Greece 

and Turkey, and I shall discuss these implications with you at this time.
One of the primary objectives of the foreign policy of the United States is the creation of condi-

tions in which we and other nations will be able to work out a way of life free from coercion. This was 
a fundamental issue in the war with Germany and Japan. Our victory was won over countries which 
sought to impose their will, and their way of life, upon other nations.

To ensure the  peaceful development of  nations, free from coercion, the  United States has tak-
en a leading part in establishing the United Nations, The United Nations is designed to make possi-
ble lasting freedom and independence for all its members. We shall not realize our objectives, how-
ever, unless we are willing to help free peoples to maintain their free institutions and their national 



443

Y A L T A  С O N F E R E N C E  A N D  Y A L T A  P E A C E  C o l l e c t i o n  o f  a r c h i v a l  m a t e r i a l s

integrity against aggressive movements that seek to impose upon them totalitarian regimes. This is 
no more than a frank recognition that totalitarian regimes imposed on free peoples, by direct or in-
direct aggression, undermine the foundations of  international peace and hence the security of  the 
United States.

The peoples of a number of countries of the world have recently had totalitarian regimes forced 
upon them against their will. The Government of the United States has made frequent protests against 
coercion and intimidation, in violation of the Yalta agreement, in Poland, Rumania, and Bulgaria. I 
must also state that in a number of other countries there have been similar developments.

At the present moment in world history nearly every nation must choose between alternative ways 
of life. The choice is too often not a free one.

One way of life is based upon the will of the majority, and is distinguished by free institutions, rep-
resentative government, free elections, guarantees of individual liberty, freedom of speech and reli-
gion, and freedom from political oppression.

The second way of life is based upon the will of a minority forcibly imposed upon the majority. It 
relies upon terror and oppression, a controlled press and radio; fixed elections, and the suppression 
of personal freedoms.

I believe that it must be the policy of the United States to support free peoples who are resisting 
attempted subjugation by armed minorities or by outside pressures.

I believe that we must assist free peoples to work out their own destinies in their own way.
I believe that our help should be primarily through economic and financial aid which is essential 

to economic stability and orderly political processes.
The world is not static, and the status quo is not sacred. But we cannot allow changes in the sta-

tus quo in violation of the Charter of the United Nations by such methods as coercion, or by such sub-
terfuges as political infiltration. In helping free and independent nations to maintain their freedom, 
the United States will be giving effect to the principles of the Charter of the United Nations.

It is necessary only to glance at a map to realize that the survival and integrity of the Greek nation 
are of grave importance in a much wider situation. If Greece should fall under the control of an armed 
minority, the effect upon its neighbor, Turkey, would be immediate and serious. Confusion and disor-
der might well spread throughout the entire Middle East.

Moreover, the disappearance of Greece as an independent state would have a profound effect upon 
those countries in Europe whose peoples are struggling against great difficulties to maintain their 
freedoms and their independence while they repair the damages of war.

It would be an unspeakable tragedy if these countries, which have struggled so long against over-
whelming odds, should lose that victory for which they sacrificed so much. Collapse of free institutions 
and loss of independence would be disastrous not only for them but for the world. Discouragement 
and possibly failure would quickly be the lot of neighboring peoples striving to maintain their free-
dom and independence.

Should we fail to aid Greece and Turkey in this fateful hour, the effect will be far reaching to the 
West as well as to the East.

We must take immediate and resolute action.
I therefore ask the Congress to provide authority for assistance to Greece and Turkey in the amount 

of $400,000,000 for the period ending June 30, 1948. In requesting these funds, I have taken into con-
sideration the maximum amount of relief assistance which would be furnished to Greece out of the 
$350,000,000 which I recently requested that the Congress authorize for the prevention of starvation 
and suffering in countries devastated by the war.

In addition to funds, I ask the Congress to authorize the detail of American civilian and military 
personnel to Greece and Turkey, at the request of those countries, to assist in the tasks of reconstruc-
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tion, and for the purpose of supervising the use of such financial and material assistance as may be 
furnished. I recommend that authority also be provided for the instruction and training of selected 
Greek and Turkish personnel.

Finally, I ask that the Congress provide authority which will permit the speediest and most effec-
tive use, in terms of needed commodities, supplies, and equipment, of such funds as may be autho-
rized.

If further funds, or further authority, should be needed for purposes indicated in this message, 
I shall not hesitate to  bring the  situation before the  Congress. On this subject the  Executive and 
Legislative branches of the Government must work together.

This is a serious course upon which we embark.
I would not recommend it except that the alternative is much more serious. The United States con-

tributed $341,000,000,000 toward winning World War II. This is an investment in world freedom and 
world peace.

The assistance that I am recommending for Greece and Turkey amounts to little more than 1 tenth 
of 1 per cent of this investment. It is only common sense that we should safeguard this investment and 
make sure that it was not in vain.

The seeds of totalitarian regimes are nurtured by misery and want. They spread and grow in the evil 
soil of poverty and strife. They reach their full growth when the hope of a people for a better life has 
died. We must keep that hope alive.

The free peoples of the world look to us for support in maintaining their freedoms.
 If we falter in our leadership, we may endanger the peace of the world -- and we shall surely en-

danger the welfare of our own nation.
Great responsibilities have been placed upon us by the swift movement of events.
I am confident that the Congress will face these responsibilities squarely.
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Part 2.  
The Yalta World:  
Historical Experience

2.1. FORMATION OF UN AND UNESCO

2.2. The Post-War World Order
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UN Charter, June 26, 1945

WE THE PEOPLES OF THE UNITED NATIONS DETERMINED
to save succeeding generations from the scourge of war, which twice in our lifetime has brought 

untold sorrow to mankind, and
to reaffirm faith in fundamental human rights, in the dignity and worth of the human person, in 

the equal rights of men and women and of nations large and small, and
to establish conditions under which justice and respect for the obligations arising from treaties 

and other sources of international law can be maintained, and
to promote social progress and better standards of life in larger freedom, 
AND FOR THESE ENDS
to practice tolerance and live together in peace with one another as good neighbours, and
to unite our strength to maintain international peace and security, and
to ensure, by the acceptance of principles and the institution of methods, that armed force shall 

not be used, save in the common interest, and
to employ international machinery for the promotion of the economic and social advancement of 

all peoples, 
HAVE RESOLVED TO COMBINE OUR EFFORTS TO ACCOMPLISH THESE AIMS
Accordingly, our respective Governments, through representatives assembled in the city of San 

Francisco, who have exhibited their full powers found to be in good and due form, have agreed to the 
present Charter of the United Nations and do hereby establish an international organization to be 
known as the United Nations. 

CHAPTER I: PURPOSES AND PRINCIPLES
 
Article 1
The Purposes of the United Nations are:
To maintain international peace and security, and to that end: to take effective collective measures 

for the prevention and removal of threats to the peace, and for the suppression of acts of aggression or 
other breaches of the peace, and to bring about by peaceful means, and in conformity with the princi-
ples of justice and international law, adjustment or settlement of international disputes or situations 
which might lead to a breach of the peace; 

To develop friendly relations among nations based on respect for the principle of equal rights and 
self-determination of peoples, and to take other appropriate measures to strengthen universal peace; 

To achieve international co-operation in solving international problems of an economic, social, 
cultural, or humanitarian character, and in promoting and encouraging respect for human rights and 
for fundamental freedoms for all without distinction as to race, sex, language, or religion; and

To be a centre for harmonizing the actions of nations in the attainment of these common ends. 
Article 2
The Organization and its Members, in pursuit of the Purposes stated in Article 1, shall act in ac-

cordance with the following Principles. 
The Organization is based on the principle of the sovereign equality of all its Members. 
All Members, in order to ensure to all of them the rights and benefits resulting from membership, 

shall fulfill in good faith the obligations assumed by them in accordance with the present Charter. 
All Members shall settle their international disputes by peaceful means in such a manner that in-

ternational peace and security, and justice, are not endangered. 
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All Members shall refrain in their international relations from the threat or use of force against the 
territorial integrity or political independence of any state, or in any other manner inconsistent with 
the Purposes of the United Nations. 

All Members shall give the United Nations every assistance in any action it takes in accordance 
with the present Charter, and shall refrain from giving assistance to any state against which the 
United Nations is taking preventive or enforcement action. 

The Organization shall ensure that states which are not Members of the United Nations act in ac-
cordance with these Principles so far as may be necessary for the maintenance of international peace 
and security. 

Nothing contained in the present Charter shall authorize the United Nations to intervene in mat-
ters which are essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of any state or shall require the Members 
to submit such matters to settlement under the present Charter; but this principle shall not prejudice 
the application of enforcement measures under Chapter Vll. 

CHAPTER II: MEMBERSHIP
Article 3
The original Members of the United Nations shall be the states which, having participated in the 

United Nations Conference on International Organization at San Francisco, or having previously 
signed the Declaration by United Nations of 1 January 1942, sign the present Charter and ratify it in 
accordance with Article 110. 

Article 4
Membership in the United Nations is open to all other peace-loving states which accept the obli-

gations contained in the present Charter and, in the judgment of the Organization, are able and will-
ing to carry out these obligations. 

The admission of any such state to membership in the United Nations will be effected by a decision 
of the General Assembly upon the recommendation of the Security Council. 

Article 5
A Member of the United Nations against which preventive or enforcement action has been taken 

by the Security Council may be suspended from the exercise of the rights and privileges of member-
ship by the General Assembly upon the recommendation of the Security Council. The exercise of these 
rights and privileges may be restored by the Security Council. 

Article 6
A Member of the United Nations which has persistently violated the Principles contained in the 

present Charter may be expelled from the Organization by the General Assembly upon the recommen-
dation of the Security Council. 

CHAPTER III: ORGANS
Article 7
There are established as principal organs of the United Nations: a General Assembly, a Security 

Council, an Economic and Social Council, a Trusteeship Council, an International Court of Justice and 
a Secretariat. 

Such subsidiary organs as may be found necessary may be established in accordance with the pres-
ent Charter. 

Article 8
The United Nations shall place no restrictions on the eligibility of men and women to participate 

in any capacity and under conditions of equality in its principal and subsidiary organs. 
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CHAPTER IV: THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY
 
COMPOSITION
Article 9
The General Assembly shall consist of all the Members of the United Nations. 
Each Member shall have not more than five representatives in the General Assembly. 
 
FUNCTIONS and POWERS
Article 10
The General Assembly may discuss any questions or any matters within the scope of the present 

Charter or relating to the powers and functions of any organs provided for in the present Charter, and, 
except as provided in Article 12, may make recommendations to the Members of the United Nations 
or to the Security Council or to both on any such questions or matters. 

Article 11
The General Assembly may consider the general principles of co-operation in the maintenance of 

international peace and security, including the principles governing disarmament and the regulation 
of armaments, and may make recommendations with regard to such principles to the Members or to 
the Security Council or to both. 

The General Assembly may discuss any questions relating to the maintenance of international 
peace and security brought before it by any Member of the United Nations, or by the Security Council, 
or by a state which is not a Member of the United Nations in accordance with Article 35, paragraph 2, 
and, except as provided in Article 12, may make recommendations with regard to any such questions 
to the state or states concerned or to the Security Council or to both. Any such question on which ac-
tion is necessary shall be referred to the Security Council by the General Assembly either before or af-
ter discussion. 

The General Assembly may call the attention of the Security Council to situations which are like-
ly to endanger international peace and security. 

The powers of the General Assembly set forth in this Article shall not limit the general scope of 
Article 10. 

Article 12
While the Security Council is exercising in respect of any dispute or situation the functions as-

signed to it in the present Charter, the General Assembly shall not make any recommendation with 
regard to that dispute or situation unless the Security Council so requests. 

The Secretary-General, with the consent of the Security Council, shall notify the General Assembly 
at each session of any matters relative to the maintenance of international peace and security which 
are being dealt with by the Security Council and shall similarly notify the General Assembly, or the 
Members of the United Nations if the General Assembly is not in session, immediately the Security 
Council ceases to deal with such matters. 

Article 13
The General Assembly shall initiate studies and make recommendations for the purpose of:
promoting international co-operation in the political field and encouraging the progressive devel-

opment of international law and its codification; 
promoting international co-operation in the economic, social, cultural, educational, and health 

fields, and assisting in the realization of human rights and fundamental freedoms for all without dis-
tinction as to race, sex, language, or religion. 

The further responsibilities, functions and powers of the General Assembly with respect to matters 
mentioned in paragraph 1 (b) above are set forth in Chapters IX and X. 



449

Y A L T A  С O N F E R E N C E  A N D  Y A L T A  P E A C E  C o l l e c t i o n  o f  a r c h i v a l  m a t e r i a l s

Article 14
Subject to the provisions of Article 12, the General Assembly may recommend measures for the 

peaceful adjustment of any situation, regardless of origin, which it deems likely to impair the general 
welfare or friendly relations among nations, including situations resulting from a violation of the pro-
visions of the present Charter setting forth the Purposes and Principles of the United Nations. 

Article 15
The General Assembly shall receive and consider annual and special reports from the Security 

Council; these reports shall include an account of the measures that the Security Council has decided 
upon or taken to maintain international peace and security. 

The General Assembly shall receive and consider reports from the other organs of the United 
Nations. 

Article 16
The General Assembly shall perform such functions with respect to the international trusteeship 

system as are assigned to it under Chapters XII and XIII, including the approval of the trusteeship 
agreements for areas not designated as strategic. 

Article 17
The General Assembly shall consider and approve the budget of the Organization. 
The expenses of the Organization shall be borne by the Members as apportioned by the General 

Assembly. 
The General Assembly shall consider and approve any financial and budgetary arrangements with 

specialized agencies referred to in Article 57 and shall examine the administrative budgets of such 
specialized agencies with a view to making recommendations to the agencies concerned. 

 
VOTING
Article 18
Each member of the General Assembly shall have one vote. 
Decisions of the General Assembly on important questions shall be made by a  two-thirds majori-

ty of the members present and voting. These questions shall include: recommendations with respect to 
the maintenance of international peace and security, the election of the non-permanent members of the 
Security Council, the election of the members of the Economic and Social Council, the election of mem-
bers of the Trusteeship Council in accordance with paragraph 1 (c) of Article 86, the admission of new 
Members to the United Nations, the suspension of the rights and privileges of membership, the expul-
sion of Members, questions relating to the operation of the trusteeship system, and budgetary questions. 

Decisions on other questions, including the determination of additional categories of questions to 
be decided by a two-thirds majority, shall be made by a majority of the members present and voting. 

Article 19
A Member of the United Nations which is in arrears in the payment of its financial contributions 

to the Organization shall have no vote in the General Assembly if the amount of its arrears equals 
or exceeds the amount of the contributions due from it for the preceding two full years. The General 
Assembly may, nevertheless, permit such a Member to vote if it is satisfied that the failure to pay is 
due to conditions beyond the control of the Member. 

 
PROCEDURE
Article 20
The General Assembly shall meet in regular annual sessions and in such special sessions as occa-

sion may require. Special sessions shall be convoked by the Secretary-General at the request of the 
Security Council or of a majority of the Members of the United Nations. 
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Article 21
The General Assembly shall adopt its own rules of procedure. It shall elect its President for each 

session. 
Article 22
The General Assembly may establish such subsidiary organs as it deems necessary for the perfor-

mance of its functions. 

CHAPTER V: THE SECURITY COUNCIL
 
COMPOSITION
Article 23
The Security Council shall consist of fifteen Members of the United Nations. The Republic of China, 

France, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland, and the United States of America shall be permanent members of the Security Council. The 
General Assembly shall elect ten other Members of the United Nations to be non-permanent mem-
bers of the Security Council, due regard being specially paid, in the first instance to the contribution 
of Members of the United Nations to the maintenance of international peace and security and to the 
other purposes of the Organization, and also to equitable geographical distribution. 

The non-permanent members of the Security Council shall be elected for a term of two years. In 
the first election of the non-permanent members after the increase of the membership of the Security 
Council from eleven to fifteen, two of the four additional members shall be chosen for a term of one 
year. A retiring member shall not be eligible for immediate re-election. 

Each member of the Security Council shall have one representative. 
 
FUNCTIONS and POWERS
Article 24
In order to ensure prompt and effective action by the United Nations, its Members confer on the 

Security Council primary responsibility for the maintenance of international peace and security, and 
agree that in carrying out its duties under this responsibility the Security Council acts on their behalf. 

In discharging these duties the Security Council shall act in accordance with the Purposes and 
Principles of the United Nations. The specific powers granted to the Security Council for the discharge 
of these duties are laid down in Chapters VI, VII, VIII, and XII. 

The Security Council shall submit annual and, when necessary, special reports to the General 
Assembly for its consideration. 

Article 25
The Members of the United Nations agree to accept and carry out the decisions of the Security 

Council in accordance with the present Charter. 
Article 26
In order to promote the establishment and maintenance of international peace and security with 

the least diversion for armaments of the world’s human and economic resources, the Security Council 
shall be responsible for formulating, with the assistance of the Military Staff Committee referred to in 
Article 47, plans to be submitted to the Members of the United Nations for the establishment of a sys-
tem for the regulation of armaments. 

 
VOTING
Article 27
Each member of the Security Council shall have one vote. 
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Decisions of the Security Council on procedural matters shall be made by an affirmative vote of 
nine members. 

Decisions of the Security Council on all other matters shall be made by an affirmative vote of nine 
members including the concurring votes of the permanent members; provided that, in decisions un-
der Chapter VI, and under paragraph 3 of Article 52, a party to a dispute shall abstain from voting. 

 
PROCEDURE
Article 28
The Security Council shall be so organized as to be able to function continuously. Each member of 

the Security Council shall for this purpose be represented at all times at the seat of the Organization. 
The Security Council shall hold periodic meetings at which each of its members may, if it so desires, 

be represented by a member of the government or by some other specially designated representative. 
The Security Council may hold meetings at such places other than the seat of the Organization as 

in its judgment will best facilitate its work. 
Article 29
The Security Council may establish such subsidiary organs as it deems necessary for the perfor-

mance of its functions. 
Article 30
The Security Council shall adopt its own rules of procedure, including the method of selecting its 

President. 
Article 31
Any Member of the United Nations which is not a member of the Security Council may participate, 

without vote, in the discussion of any question brought before the Security Council whenever the lat-
ter considers that the interests of that Member are specially affected. 

Article 32
Any Member of the United Nations which is not a member of the Security Council or any state 

which is not a Member of the United Nations, if it is a party to a dispute under consideration by the 
Security Council, shall be invited to participate, without vote, in the discussion relating to the dispute. 
The Security Council shall lay down such conditions as it deems just for the participation of a state 
which is not a Member of the United Nations. 

CHAPTER VI: PACIFIC SETTLEMENT OF DISPUTES
 
Article 33
The parties to any dispute, the continuance of which is likely to endanger the maintenance of in-

ternational peace and security, shall, first of all, seek a solution by negotiation, enquiry, mediation, 
conciliation, arbitration, judicial settlement, resort to regional agencies or arrangements, or other 
peaceful means of their own choice. 

The Security Council shall, when it deems necessary, call upon the parties to settle their dispute 
by such means. 

Article 34
The Security Council may investigate any dispute, or any situation which might lead to interna-

tional friction or give rise to a dispute, in order to determine whether the continuance of the dispute 
or situation is likely to endanger the maintenance of international peace and security. 

Article 35
Any Member of the United Nations may bring any dispute, or any situation of the nature referred 

to in Article 34, to the attention of the Security Council or of the General Assembly. 
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A state which is not a Member of the United Nations may bring to the attention of the Security 
Council or of the General Assembly any dispute to which it is a party if it accepts in advance, for the 
purposes of the dispute, the obligations of pacific settlement provided in the present Charter. 

The proceedings of the General Assembly in respect of matters brought to its attention under this 
Article will be subject to the provisions of Articles 11 and 12. 

Article 36
The Security Council may, at any stage of a dispute of the nature referred to in Article 33 or of a sit-

uation of like nature, recommend appropriate procedures or methods of adjustment. 
The Security Council should take into consideration any procedures for the settlement of the dis-

pute which have already been adopted by the parties. 
In making recommendations under this Article the Security Council should also take into consid-

eration that legal disputes should as a general rule be referred by the parties to the International Court 
of Justice in accordance with the provisions of the Statute of the Court. 

Article 37
Should the parties to a dispute of the nature referred to in Article 33 fail to settle it by the means 

indicated in that Article, they shall refer it to the Security Council. 
If the Security Council deems that the continuance of the dispute is in fact likely to endanger the 

maintenance of international peace and security, it shall decide whether to take action under Article 
36 or to recommend such terms of settlement as it may consider appropriate. 

Article 38
Without prejudice to the provisions of Articles 33 to 37, the Security Council may, if all the par-

ties to any dispute so request, make recommendations to the parties with a view to a pacific settle-
ment of the dispute. 

CHAPTER VII: ACTION WITH RESPECT TO THREATS TO THE PEACE, BREACHES OF THE 
PEACE, AND ACTS OF AGGRESSION
 
Article 39
The Security Council shall determine the existence of any threat to the peace, breach of the peace, 

or act of aggression and shall make recommendations, or decide what measures shall be taken in ac-
cordance with Articles 41 and 42, to maintain or restore international peace and security. 

Article 40
In order to prevent an aggravation of the situation, the Security Council may, before making the 

recommendations or deciding upon the measures provided for in Article 39, call upon the parties 
concerned to comply with such provisional measures as it deems necessary or desirable. Such pro-
visional measures shall be without prejudice to the rights, claims, or position of the parties con-
cerned. The Security Council shall duly take account of failure to comply with such provisional mea-
sures. 

Article 41
The Security Council may decide what measures not involving the use of armed force are to be em-

ployed to give effect to its decisions, and it may call upon the Members of the United Nations to ap-
ply such measures. These may include complete or partial interruption of economic relations and of 
rail, sea, air, postal, telegraphic, radio, and other means of communication, and the severance of dip-
lomatic relations. 

Article 42
Should the Security Council consider that measures provided for in Article 41 would be inadequate 

or have proved to be inadequate, it may take such action by air, sea, or land forces as may be neces-
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sary to maintain or restore international peace and security. Such action may include demonstrations, 
blockade, and other operations by air, sea, or land forces of Members of the United Nations. 

Article 43
All Members of the United Nations, in order to contribute to the maintenance of international 

peace and security, undertake to make available to the Security Council, on its call and in accordance 
with a special agreement or agreements, armed forces, assistance, and facilities, including rights of 
passage, necessary for the purpose of maintaining international peace and security. 

Such agreement or agreements shall govern the numbers and types of forces, their degree of read-
iness and general location, and the nature of the facilities and assistance to be provided. 

The agreement or agreements shall be negotiated as soon as possible on the initiative of the 
Security Council. They shall be concluded between the Security Council and Members or between the 
Security Council and groups of Members and shall be subject to ratification by the signatory states in 
accordance with their respective constitutional processes. 

Article 44
When the Security Council has decided to use force it shall, before calling upon a Member not rep-

resented on it to provide armed forces in fulfilment of the obligations assumed under Article 43, in-
vite that Member, if the Member so desires, to participate in the decisions of the Security Council con-
cerning the employment of contingents of that Member’s armed forces. 

Article 45
In order to enable the United Nations to take urgent military measures, Members shall hold imme-

diately available national air-force contingents for combined international enforcement action. The 
strength and degree of readiness of these contingents and plans for their combined action shall be de-
termined within the limits laid down in the special agreement or agreements referred to in Article 43, 
by the Security Council with the assistance of the Military Staff Committee. 

Article 46
Plans for the application of armed force shall be made by the Security Council with the assistance 

of the Military Staff Committee. 
Article 47
There shall be established a Military Staff Committee to advise and assist the Security Council on 

all questions relating to the Security Council’s military requirements for the maintenance of interna-
tional peace and security, the employment and command of forces placed at its disposal, the regula-
tion of armaments, and possible disarmament. 

The Military Staff Committee shall consist of the Chiefs of Staff of the permanent members of the 
Security Council or their representatives. Any Member of the United Nations not permanently repre-
sented on the Committee shall be invited by the Committee to be associated with it when the efficient 
discharge of the Committee’s responsibilities requires the participation of that Member in its work. 

The Military Staff Committee shall be responsible under the Security Council for the strategic di-
rection of any armed forces placed at the disposal of the Security Council. Questions relating to the 
command of such forces shall be worked out subsequently. 

The Military Staff Committee, with the authorization of the Security Council and after consulta-
tion with appropriate regional agencies, may establish regional sub-committees. 

Article 48
The action required to carry out the decisions of the Security Council for the maintenance of in-

ternational peace and security shall be taken by all the Members of the United Nations or by some of 
them, as the Security Council may determine. 

Such decisions shall be carried out by the Members of the United Nations directly and through 
their action in the appropriate international agencies of which they are members. 
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Article 49
The Members of the United Nations shall join in affording mutual assistance in carrying out the 

measures decided upon by the Security Council. 
Article 50
If preventive or enforcement measures against any state are taken by the Security Council, any 

other state, whether a Member of the United Nations or not, which finds itself confronted with special 
economic problems arising from the carrying out of those measures shall have the right to consult the 
Security Council with regard to a solution of those problems. 

Article 51
Nothing in the present Charter shall impair the inherent right of individual or collective self-de-

fence if an armed attack occurs against a Member of the United Nations, until the Security Council has 
taken measures necessary to maintain international peace and security. Measures taken by Members 
in the exercise of this right of self-defence shall be immediately reported to the Security Council and 
shall not in any way affect the authority and responsibility of the Security Council under the present 
Charter to take at any time such action as it deems necessary in order to maintain or restore interna-
tional peace and security. 

CHAPTER VIII: REGIONAL ARRANGEMENTS
 
Article 52
Nothing in the present Charter precludes the existence of regional arrangements or agencies for 

dealing with such matters relating to the maintenance of international peace and security as are ap-
propriate for regional action provided that such arrangements or agencies and their activities are con-
sistent with the Purposes and Principles of the United Nations. 

The Members of the United Nations entering into such arrangements or constituting such 
agencies shall make every effort to achieve pacific settlement of local disputes through such 
regional arrangements or by such regional agencies before referring them to the Security 
Council. 

The Security Council shall encourage the development of pacific settlement of local disputes 
through such regional arrangements or by such regional agencies either on the initiative of the states 
concerned or by reference from the Security Council. 

This Article in no way impairs the application of Articles 34 and 35. 
Article 53
The Security Council shall, where appropriate, utilize such regional arrangements or agencies 

for enforcement action under its authority. But no enforcement action shall be taken under region-
al arrangements or by regional agencies without the authorization of the Security Council, with 
the exception of measures against any enemy state, as defined in paragraph 2 of this Article, pro-
vided for pursuant to Article 107 or in regional arrangements directed against renewal of aggres-
sive policy on the part of any such state, until such time as the Organization may, on request of the 
Governments concerned, be charged with the responsibility for preventing further aggression by 
such a state. 

The term enemy state as used in paragraph 1 of this Article applies to any state which during the 
Second World War has been an enemy of any signatory of the present Charter. 

Article 54
The Security Council shall at all times be kept fully informed of activities undertaken or in con-

templation under regional arrangements or by regional agencies for the maintenance of internation-
al peace and security. 
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CHAPTER IX: INTERNATIONAL ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL CO-OPERATION
 
Article 55
With a view to the creation of conditions of stability and well-being which are necessary for peace-

ful and friendly relations among nations based on respect for the principle of equal rights and self-de-
termination of peoples, the United Nations shall promote:

 a. higher standards of living, full employment, and conditions of economic and social progress 
and development; 

 b.  solutions of international economic, social, health, and related problems; and international 
cultural and educational  cooperation; and

 c. universal respect for, and observance of, human rights and fundamental freedoms for all with-
out distinction as to race, sex, language, or religion. 

Article 56
All Members pledge themselves to take joint and separate action in co-operation with the 

Organization for the achievement of the purposes set forth in Article 55. 
Article 57
The various specialized agencies, established by intergovernmental agreement and having wide 

international responsibilities, as defined in their basic instruments, in economic, social, cultural, ed-
ucational, health, and related fields, shall be brought into relationship with the United Nations in ac-
cordance with the provisions of Article 63. 

Such agencies thus brought into relationship with the United Nations are hereinafter referred to 
as specialized agencies. 

Article 58
The Organization shall make recommendations for the co-ordination of the policies and activities 

of the specialized agencies. 
Article 59
The Organization shall, where appropriate, initiate negotiations among the states concerned for 

the creation of any new specialized agencies required for the accomplishment of the purposes set 
forth in Article 55. 

Article 60
Responsibility for the discharge of the functions of the Organization set forth in this Chapter shall 

be vested in the General Assembly and, under the authority of the General Assembly, in the Economic 
and Social Council, which shall have for this purpose the powers set forth in Chapter X. 

CHAPTER X: THE ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL COUNCIL
 
COMPOSITION
Article 61
The Economic and Social Council shall consist of fifty-four Members of the United Nations elect-

ed by the General Assembly. 
Subject to the provisions of paragraph 3, eighteen members of the Economic and Social Council 

shall be elected each year for a term of three years. A retiring member shall be eligible for immediate 
re-election. 

At the first election after the increase in the membership of the Economic and Social Council from 
twenty-seven to fifty-four members, in addition to the members elected in place of the nine members 
whose term of office expires at the end of that year, twenty-seven additional members shall be elect-
ed. Of these twenty-seven additional members, the term of office of nine members so elected shall ex-
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pire at the end of one year, and of nine other members at the end of two years, in accordance with ar-
rangements made by the General Assembly. 

Each member of the Economic and Social Council shall have one representative. 
 
FUNCTIONS and POWERS
Article 62
The Economic and Social Council may make or initiate studies and reports with respect to inter-

national economic, social, cultural, educational, health, and related matters and may make recom-
mendations with respect to any such matters to the General Assembly to the Members of the United 
Nations, and to the specialized agencies concerned. 

It may make recommendations for the purpose of promoting respect for, and observance of, hu-
man rights and fundamental freedoms for all. 

It may prepare draft conventions for submission to the General Assembly, with respect to matters 
falling within its competence. 

It may call, in accordance with the rules prescribed by the United Nations, international confer-
ences on matters falling within its competence. 

Article 63
The Economic and Social Council may enter into agreements with any of the agencies re-

ferred to in Article 57, defining the terms on which the agency concerned shall be brought into re-
lationship with the United Nations. Such agreements shall be subject to approval by the General 
Assembly. 

It may co-ordinate the activities of the specialized agencies through consultation with and rec-
ommendations to such agencies and through recommendations to the General Assembly and to the 
Members of the United Nations. 

Article 64
The Economic and Social Council may take appropriate steps to obtain regular reports from the 

specialized agencies. It may make arrangements with the Members of the United Nations and with 
the specialized agencies to obtain reports on the steps taken to give effect to its own recommen-
dations and to recommendations on matters falling within its competence made by the General 
Assembly. 

It may communicate its observations on these reports to the General Assembly. 
Article 65
The Economic and Social Council may furnish information to the Security Council and shall assist 

the Security Council upon its request. 
Article 66
The Economic and Social Council shall perform such functions as fall within its competence in 

connection with the carrying out of the recommendations of the General Assembly. 
It may, with the approval of the General Assembly, perform services at the request of Members of 

the United Nations and at the request of specialized agencies. 
It shall perform such other functions as are specified elsewhere in the present Charter or as may 

be assigned to it by the General Assembly. 
 
VOTING
Article 67
Each member of the Economic and Social Council shall have one vote. 
Decisions of the Economic and Social Council shall be made by a majority of the members pres-

ent and voting. 
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PROCEDURE
Article 68
The Economic and Social Council shall set up commissions in economic and social fields and for 

the promotion of human rights, and such other commissions as may be required for the performance 
of its functions. 

Article 69
The Economic and Social Council shall invite any Member of the United Nations to participate, 

without vote, in its deliberations on any matter of particular concern to that Member. 
Article 70
The Economic and Social Council may make arrangements for representatives of the specialized 

agencies to participate, without vote, in its deliberations and in those of the commissions established 
by it, and for its representatives to participate in the deliberations of the specialized agencies. 

Article 71
The Economic and Social Council may make suitable arrangements for consultation with non-gov-

ernmental organizations which are concerned with matters within its competence. Such arrange-
ments may be made with international organizations and, where appropriate, with national organiza-
tions after consultation with the Member of the United Nations concerned. 

Article 72
The Economic and Social Council shall adopt its own rules of procedure, including the method of 

selecting its President. 
The Economic and Social Council shall meet as required in accordance with its rules, which shall 

include provision for the convening of meetings on the request of a majority of its members. 

CHAPTER XI: DECLARATION REGARDING NON-SELF-GOVERNING TERRITORIES
 
Article 73
Members of the United Nations which have or assume responsibilities for the administration of ter-

ritories whose peoples have not yet attained a full measure of self-government recognize the principle 
that the interests of the inhabitants of these territories are paramount, and accept as a sacred trust the 
obligation to promote to the utmost, within the system of international peace and security established 
by the present Charter, the well-being of the inhabitants of these territories, and, to this end:

a. to ensure, with due respect for the culture of the peoples concerned, their political, economic, 
social, and educational advancement, their just treatment, and their protection against abuses; 

b. to develop self-government, to take due account of the political aspirations of the peoples, and 
to assist them in the progressive development of their free political institutions, according to the par-
ticular circumstances of each territory and its peoples and their varying stages of advancement; 

c. to further international peace and security; 
d. to promote constructive measures of development, to encourage research, and to co-operate with 

one another and, when and where appropriate, with specialized international bodies with a view to the 
practical achievement of the social, economic, and scientific purposes set forth in this Article; and

 e. to transmit regularly to the Secretary-General for information purposes, subject to such lim-
itation as security and constitutional considerations may require, statistical and other information of 
a technical nature relating to economic, social, and educational conditions in the territories for which 
they are respectively responsible other than those territories to which Chapters XII and XIII apply. 

Article 74
Members of the United Nations also agree that their policy in respect of the territories to which 

this Chapter applies, no less than in respect of their metropolitan areas, must be based on the general 
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principle of good-neighbourliness, due account being taken of the interests and well-being of the rest 
of the world, in social, economic, and commercial matters. 

CHAPTER XII: INTERNATIONAL TRUSTEESHIP SYSTEM
 
Article 75
The United Nations shall establish under its authority an international trusteeship system for the 

administration and supervision of such territories as may be placed thereunder by subsequent indi-
vidual agreements. These territories are hereinafter referred to as trust territories. 

Article 76
The basic objectives of the trusteeship system, in accordance with the Purposes of the United 

Nations laid down in Article 1 of the present Charter, shall be:
a. to further international peace and security; 
b. to promote the political, economic, social, and educational advancement of the inhabitants of 

the trust territories, and their progressive development towards self-government or independence 
as may be appropriate to the particular circumstances of each territory and its peoples and the free-
ly expressed wishes of the peoples concerned, and as may be provided by the terms of each trustee-
ship agreement; 

c. to encourage respect for human rights and for fundamental freedoms for all without distinction 
as to race, sex, language, or religion, and to encourage recognition of the interdependence of the peo-
ples of the world; and

d. to ensure equal treatment in social, economic, and commercial matters for all Members of the 
United Nations and their nationals, and also equal treatment for the latter in the administration of 
justice, without prejudice to the attainment of the foregoing objectives and subject to the provisions 
of Article 80. 

Article 77
1  The trusteeship system shall apply to such territories in the following categories as may be 

placed thereunder by means of trusteeship agreements: 
a. territories now held under mandate; 
b. territories which may be detached from enemy states as a result of the Second World War; and
c. territories voluntarily placed under the system by states responsible for their administration. 
2 It will be a matter for subsequent agreement as to which territories in the foregoing categories 

will be brought under the trusteeship system and upon what terms. 
Article 78
The trusteeship system shall not apply to territories which have become Members of the United 

Nations, relationship among which shall be based on respect for the principle of sovereign equality. 
Article 79
The terms of trusteeship for each territory to be placed under the trusteeship system, including 

any alteration or amendment, shall be agreed upon by the states directly concerned, including the 
mandatory power in the case of territories held under mandate by a Member of the United Nations, 
and shall be approved as provided for in Articles 83 and 85. 

Article 80
Except as may be agreed upon in individual trusteeship agreements, made under Articles 77, 79, 

and 81, placing each territory under the trusteeship system, and until such agreements have been 
concluded, nothing in this Chapter shall be construed in or of itself to alter in any manner the rights 
whatsoever of any states or any peoples or the terms of existing international instruments to which 
Members of the United Nations may respectively be parties. 
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Paragraph 1 of this Article shall not be interpreted as giving grounds for delay or postponement 
of the negotiation and conclusion of agreements for placing mandated and other territories under the 
trusteeship system as provided for in Article 77. 

Article 81
The trusteeship agreement shall in each case include the terms under which the trust territory will 

be administered and designate the authority which will exercise the administration of the trust terri-
tory. Such authority, hereinafter called the administering authority, may be one or more states or the 
Organization itself. 

Article 82
There may be designated, in any trusteeship agreement, a strategic area or areas which may in-

clude part or all of the trust territory to which the agreement applies, without prejudice to any special 
agreement or agreements made under Article 43. 

Article 83
All functions of the United Nations relating to strategic areas, including the approval of the terms 

of the trusteeship agreements and of their alteration or amendment shall be exercised by the Security 
Council. 

The basic objectives set forth in Article 76 shall be applicable to the people of each strategic area. 
The Security Council shall, subject to the provisions of the trusteeship agreements and without 

prejudice to security considerations, avail itself of the assistance of the Trusteeship Council to per-
form those functions of the United Nations under the trusteeship system relating to political, eco-
nomic, social, and educational matters in the strategic areas. 

Article 84
It shall be the duty of the administering authority to ensure that the trust territory shall play its 

part in the maintenance of international peace and security. To this end the administering authority 
may make use of volunteer forces, facilities, and assistance from the trust territory in carrying out the 
obligations towards the Security Council undertaken in this regard by the administering authority, as 
well as for local defence and the maintenance of law and order within the trust territory. 

Article 85
The functions of the United Nations with regard to trusteeship agreements for all areas not desig-

nated as strategic, including the approval of the terms of the trusteeship agreements and of their al-
teration or amendment, shall be exercised by the General Assembly. 

The Trusteeship Council, operating under the authority of the General Assembly shall assist the 
General Assembly in carrying out these functions. 

CHAPTER XIII: THE TRUSTEESHIP COUNCIL
 
COMPOSITION
Article 86
1 The Trusteeship Council shall consist of the following Members of the United Nations:
a. those Members administering trust territories; 
b. such of those Members mentioned by name in Article 23 as are not administering trust territo-

ries; and
c. as many other Members elected for three-year terms by the General Assembly as may be nec-

essary to ensure that the total number of members of the Trusteeship Council is equally divided be-
tween those Members of the United Nations which administer trust territories and those which do not. 

2 Each member of the Trusteeship Council shall designate one specially qualified person to rep-
resent it therein. 
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FUNCTIONS and POWERS
Article 87
The General Assembly and, under its authority, the Trusteeship Council, in carrying out their func-

tions, may:
a. consider reports submitted by the administering authority; 
b. accept petitions and examine them in consultation with the administering authority; 
c. provide for periodic visits to the respective trust territories at times agreed upon with the ad-

ministering authority; and
d. take these and other actions in conformity with the terms of the trusteeship agreements. 
Article 88
The Trusteeship Council shall formulate a questionnaire on the political, economic, social, and ed-

ucational advancement of the inhabitants of each trust territory, and the administering authority for 
each trust territory within the competence of the General Assembly shall make an annual report to the 
General Assembly upon the basis of such questionnaire. 

 
VOTING
Article 89
Each member of the Trusteeship Council shall have one vote. 
Decisions of the Trusteeship Council shall be made by a majority of the members present and 

voting. 
 
PROCEDURE
Article 90
The Trusteeship Council shall adopt its own rules of procedure, including the method of select-

ing its President. 
The Trusteeship Council shall meet as required in accordance with its rules, which shall include 

provision for the convening of meetings on the request of a majority of its members. 
Article 91
The Trusteeship Council shall, when appropriate, avail itself of the assistance of the Economic and 

Social Council and of the specialized agencies in regard to matters with which they are respectively 
concerned. 

CHAPTER XIV: THE INTERNATIONAL COURT OF JUSTICE
 
Article 92
The International Court of Justice shall be the principal judicial organ of the United Nations. It shall 

function in accordance with the annexed Statute, which is based upon the Statute of the Permanent 
Court of International Justice and forms an integral part of the present Charter. 

Article 93
All Members of the United Nations are ipso facto parties to the Statute of the International Court 

of Justice. 
A state which is not a Member of the United Nations may become a party to the Statute of the 

International Court of Justice on conditions to be determined in each case by the General Assembly 
upon the recommendation of the Security Council. 

Article 94
Each Member of the United Nations undertakes to comply with the decision of the International 

Court of Justice in any case to which it is a party. 
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If any party to a case fails to perform the obligations incumbent upon it under a judgment ren-
dered by the Court, the other party may have recourse to the Security Council, which may, if it deems 
necessary, make recommendations or decide upon measures to be taken to give effect to the judg-
ment. 

Article 95
Nothing in the present Charter shall prevent Members of the United Nations from entrusting the 

solution of their differences to other tribunals by virtue of agreements already in existence or which 
may be concluded in the future. 

Article 96
 a. The General Assembly or the Security Council may request the International Court of Justice to 

give an advisory opinion on any legal question.
 b. Other organs of the United Nations and specialized agencies, which may at any time be so au-

thorized by the General Assembly, may also request advisory opinions of the Court on legal questions 
arising within the scope of their activities. 

CHAPTER XV: THE SECRETARIAT
 
Article 97
The Secretariat shall comprise a Secretary-General and such staff as the Organization may require. 

The Secretary-General shall be appointed by the General Assembly upon the recommendation of the 
Security Council. He shall be the chief administrative officer of the Organization. 

Article 98
The Secretary-General shall act in that capacity in all meetings of the General Assembly, of the 

Security Council, of the Economic and Social Council, and of the Trusteeship Council, and shall per-
form such other functions as are entrusted to him by these organs. The Secretary-General shall make 
an annual report to the General Assembly on the work of the Organization. 

Article 99
The Secretary-General may bring to the attention of the Security Council any matter which in his 

opinion may threaten the maintenance of international peace and security. 
Article 100
In the performance of their duties the Secretary-General and the staff shall not seek or receive in-

structions from any government or from any other authority external to the Organization. They shall 
refrain from any action which might reflect on their position as international officials responsible 
only to the Organization. 

Each Member of the United Nations undertakes to respect the exclusively international character 
of the responsibilities of the Secretary-General and the staff and not to seek to influence them in the 
discharge of their responsibilities. 

Article 101
The staff shall be appointed by the Secretary-General under regulations established by the General 

Assembly. 
Appropriate staffs shall be permanently assigned to the Economic and Social Council, the 

Trusteeship Council, and, as required, to other organs of the United Nations. These staffs shall form 
a part of the Secretariat. 

The paramount consideration in the employment of the staff and in the determination of the con-
ditions of service shall be the necessity of securing the highest standards of efficiency, competence, 
and integrity. Due regard shall be paid to the importance of recruiting the staff on as wide a geograph-
ical basis as possible. 
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CHAPTER XVI: MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
 
Article 102
Every treaty and every international agreement entered into by any Member of the United Nations 

after the present Charter comes into force shall as soon as possible be registered with the Secretariat 
and published by it. 

No party to any such treaty or international agreement which has not been registered in accor-
dance with the provisions of paragraph 1 of this Article may invoke that treaty or agreement before 
any organ of the United Nations. 

Article 103
In the event of a conflict between the obligations of the Members of the United Nations under the 

present Charter and their obligations under any other international agreement, their obligations un-
der the present Charter shall prevail. 

Article 104
The Organization shall enjoy in the territory of each of its Members such legal capacity as may be 

necessary for the exercise of its functions and the fulfilment of its purposes. 
Article 105
The Organization shall enjoy in the territory of each of its Members such privileges and immuni-

ties as are necessary for the fulfilment of its purposes. 
Representatives of the Members of the United Nations and officials of the Organization shall simi-

larly enjoy such privileges and immunities as are necessary for the independent exercise of their func-
tions in connexion with the Organization. 

The General Assembly may make recommendations with a view to determining the details of the 
application of paragraphs 1 and 2 of this Article or may propose conventions to the Members of the 
United Nations for this purpose. 

CHAPTER XVII: TRANSITIONAL SECURITY ARRANGEMENTS
 
Article 106
Pending the coming into force of such special agreements referred to in Article 43 as in the opin-

ion of the Security Council enable it to begin the exercise of its responsibilities under Article 42, the 
parties to the Four-Nation Declaration, signed at Moscow, 30 October 1943, and France, shall, in ac-
cordance with the provisions of paragraph 5 of that Declaration, consult with one another and as oc-
casion requires with other Members of the United Nations with a view to such joint action on behalf of 
the Organization as may be necessary for the purpose of maintaining international peace and security. 

Article 107
Nothing in the present Charter shall invalidate or preclude action, in relation to any state which 

during the Second World War has been an enemy of any signatory to the present Charter, taken or au-
thorized as a result of that war by the Governments having responsibility for such action. 

 
CHAPTER XVIII: AMENDMENTS
 
Article 108
Amendments to the present Charter shall come into force for all Members of the United Nations 

when they have been adopted by a vote of two thirds of the members of the General Assembly and rat-
ified in accordance with their respective constitutional processes by two thirds of the Members of the 
United Nations, including all the permanent members of the Security Council. 
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Article 109
A General Conference of the Members of the United Nations for the purpose of reviewing the pres-

ent Charter may be held at a date and place to be fixed by a two-thirds vote of the members of the 
General Assembly and by a vote of any nine members of the Security Council. Each Member of the 
United Nations shall have one vote in the conference. 

Any alteration of the present Charter recommended by a two-thirds vote of the conference shall 
take effect when ratified in accordance with their respective constitutional processes by two thirds 
of the Members of the United Nations including all the permanent members of the Security Council. 

If such a conference has not been held before the tenth annual session of the General Assembly 
following the coming into force of the present Charter, the proposal to call such a conference shall be 
placed on the agenda of that session of the General Assembly, and the conference shall be held if so 
decided by a majority vote of the members of the General Assembly and by a vote of any seven mem-
bers of the Security Council. 

CHAPTER XIX: RATIFICATION AND SIGNATURE
 
Article 110
The present Charter shall be ratified by the signatory states in accordance with their respective 

constitutional processes. 
The ratifications shall be deposited with the Government of the United States of America, which 

shall notify all the signatory states of each deposit as well as the Secretary-General of the Organization 
when he has been appointed. 

The present Charter shall come into force upon the deposit of ratifications by the Republic of 
China, France, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland, and the United States of America, and by a majority of the other signatory states. A 
protocol of the ratifications deposited shall thereupon be drawn up by the Government of the United 
States of America which shall communicate copies thereof to all the signatory states. 

The states signatory to the present Charter which ratify it after it has come into force will become 
original Members of the United Nations on the date of the deposit of their respective ratifications. 

Article 111
The present Charter, of which the Chinese, French, Russian, English, and Spanish texts are equally 

authentic, shall remain deposited in the archives of the Government of the United States of America. 
Duly certified copies thereof shall be transmitted by that Government to the Governments of the oth-
er signatory states. 

IN FAITH WHEREOF the representatives of the Governments of the United Nations have signed 
the present Charter. DONE at the city of San Francisco the twenty-sixth day of June, one thousand 
nine hundred and forty-five. 
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Universal Declaration of Human Rights. December 10, 1948

Preamble
Whereas recognition of the inherent dignity and of the equal and inalienable rights of all members 

of the human family is the foundation of freedom, justice and peace in the world, 
Whereas disregard and contempt for human rights have resulted in barbarous acts which have out-

raged the conscience of mankind, and the advent of a world in which human beings shall enjoy free-
dom of speech and belief and freedom from fear and want has been proclaimed as the highest aspira-
tion of the common people, 

Whereas it is essential, if man is not to be compelled to have recourse, as a last resort, to rebellion 
against tyranny and oppression, that human rights should be protected by the rule of law, 

Whereas it is essential to promote the development of friendly relations between nations, 
Whereas the peoples of the United Nations have in the Charter reaffirmed their faith in funda-

mental human rights, in the dignity and worth of the human person and in the equal rights of men 
and women and have determined to promote social progress and better standards of life in larger 
freedom, 

Whereas Member States have pledged themselves to achieve, in co-operation with the United 
Nations, the promotion of universal respect for and observance of human rights and fundamental 
freedoms, 

Whereas a common understanding of these rights and freedoms is of the greatest importance for 
the full realization of this pledge, 

Now, Therefore THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY proclaims THIS UNIVERSAL DECLARATION OF 
HUMAN RIGHTS as a common standard of achievement for all peoples and all nations, to the end that 
every individual and every organ of society, keeping this Declaration constantly in mind, shall strive 
by teaching and education to promote respect for these rights and freedoms and by progressive mea-
sures, national and international, to secure their universal and effective recognition and observance, 
both among the peoples of Member States themselves and among the peoples of territories under 
their jurisdiction. 

Article 1. 
All human beings are born free and equal in dignity and rights. They are endowed with reason and 

conscience and should act towards one another in a spirit of brotherhood. 
Article 2. 
Everyone is entitled to all the rights and freedoms set forth in this Declaration, without distinction 

of any kind, such as race, colour, sex, language, religion, political or other opinion, national or social 
origin, property, birth or other status. Furthermore, no distinction shall be made on the basis of the 
political, jurisdictional or international status of the country or territory to which a person belongs, 
whether it be independent, trust, non-self-governing or under any other limitation of sovereignty. 

Article 3. 
 Everyone has the right to life, liberty and security of person. 
Article 4. 
 No one shall be held in slavery or servitude; slavery and the slave trade shall be prohibited in all 

their forms. 
Article 5. 
 No one shall be subjected to torture or to cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment. 
Article 6. 
 Everyone has the right to recognition everywhere as a person before the law. 
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Article 7. 
 All are equal before the law and are entitled without any discrimination to equal protection of the 

law. All are entitled to equal protection against any discrimination in violation of this Declaration and 
against any incitement to such discrimination. 

Article 8. 
 Everyone has the right to an effective remedy by the competent national tribunals for acts violat-

ing the fundamental rights granted him by the constitution or by law. 
Article 9. 
 No one shall be subjected to arbitrary arrest, detention or exile. 
Article 10. 
 Everyone is entitled in full equality to a fair and public hearing by an independent and impartial 

tribunal, in the determination of his rights and obligations and of any criminal charge against him. 
Article 11. 
 (1) Everyone charged with a penal offence has the right to be presumed innocent until proved guilty 

according to law in a public trial at which he has had all the guarantees necessary for his defence. 
(2) No one shall be held guilty of any penal offence on account of any act or omission which did not con-

stitute a penal offence, under national or international law, at the time when it was committed. Nor shall 
a heavier penalty be imposed than the one that was applicable at the time the penal offence was committed. 

Article 12. 
No one shall be subjected to arbitrary interference with his privacy, family, home or correspon-

dence, nor to attacks upon his honour and reputation. Everyone has the right to the protection of the 
law against such interference or attacks. 

Article 13. 
(1) Everyone has the right to freedom of movement and residence within the borders of each state. 
(2) Everyone has the right to leave any country, including his own, and to return to his country. 
Article 14. 
 (1) Everyone has the right to seek and to enjoy in other countries asylum from persecution. 
(2) This right may not be invoked in the case of prosecutions genuinely arising from non-political 

crimes or from acts contrary to the purposes and principles of the United Nations. 
Article 15. 
(1) Everyone has the right to a nationality. 
(2) No one shall be arbitrarily deprived of his nationality nor denied the right to change his na-

tionality. 
Article 16. 
 (1) Men and women of full age, without any limitation due to race, nationality or religion, have 

the right to marry and to found a family. They are entitled to equal rights as to marriage, during mar-
riage and at its dissolution. 

(2) Marriage shall be entered into only with the free and full consent of the intending spouses. 
(3) The family is the natural and fundamental group unit of society and is entitled to protection 

by society and the State. 
Article 17. 
(1) Everyone has the right to own property alone as well as in association with others. 
(2) No one shall be arbitrarily deprived of his property. 
Article 18. 
 Everyone has the right to freedom of thought, conscience and religion; this right includes freedom 

to change his religion or belief, and freedom, either alone or in community with others and in public or 
private, to manifest his religion or belief in teaching, practice, worship and observance. 
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Article 19. 
 Everyone has the right to freedom of opinion and expression; this right includes freedom to hold 

opinions without interference and to seek, receive and impart information and ideas through any me-
dia and regardless of frontiers. 

Article 20. 
 (1) Everyone has the right to freedom of peaceful assembly and association. 
(2) No one may be compelled to belong to an association. 
Article 21. 
 (1) Everyone has the right to take part in the government of his country, directly or through free-

ly chosen representatives. 
(2) Everyone has the right of equal access to public service in his country. 
(3) The will of the people shall be the basis of the authority of government; this will shall be ex-

pressed in periodic and genuine elections which shall be by universal and equal suffrage and shall be 
held by secret vote or by equivalent free voting procedures. 

Article 22. 
Everyone, as a member of society, has the right to social security and is entitled to realization, 

through national effort and international co-operation and in accordance with the organization and 
resources of each State, of the economic, social and cultural rights indispensable for his dignity and 
the free development of his personality. 

Article 23. 
 (1) Everyone has the right to work, to free choice of employment, to just and favourable conditions 

of work and to protection against unemployment. 
(2) Everyone, without any discrimination, has the right to equal pay for equal work. 
(3) Everyone who works has the right to just and favourable remuneration ensuring for himself and 

his family an existence worthy of human dignity, and supplemented, if necessary, by other means of 
social protection. 

(4) Everyone has the right to form and to join trade unions for the protection of his interests. 
Article 24. 
 Everyone has the right to rest and leisure, including reasonable limitation of working hours and 

periodic holidays with pay. 
Article 25. 
(1) Everyone has the right to a standard of living adequate for the health and well-being of himself 

and of his family, including food, clothing, housing and medical care and necessary social services, and 
the right to security in the event of unemployment, sickness, disability, widowhood, old age or other 
lack of livelihood in circumstances beyond his control. 

(2) Motherhood and childhood are entitled to special care and assistance. All children, whether 
born in or out of wedlock, shall enjoy the same social protection. 

Article 26. 
 (1) Everyone has the right to education. Education shall be free, at least in the elementary and 

fundamental stages. Elementary education shall be compulsory. Technical and professional educa-
tion shall be made generally available and higher education shall be equally accessible to all on the 
basis of merit. 

(2)  Education shall be directed to the full development of the human personality and to the 
strengthening of respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms. It shall promote understand-
ing, tolerance and friendship among all nations, racial or religious groups, and shall further the activ-
ities of the United Nations for the maintenance of peace. 

(3) Parents have a prior right to choose the kind of education that shall be given to their children. 
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Article 27. 
 (1) Everyone has the right freely to participate in the cultural life of the community, to enjoy the 

arts and to share in scientific advancement and its benefits. 
(2) Everyone has the right to the protection of the moral and material interests resulting from any 

scientific, literary or artistic production of which he is the author. 
Article 28. 
 Everyone is entitled to a social and international order in which the rights and freedoms set forth 

in this Declaration can be fully realized. 
Article 29. 
 (1) Everyone has duties to the community in which alone the free and full development of his per-

sonality is possible. 
(2) In the exercise of his rights and freedoms, everyone shall be subject only to such limitations 

as are determined by law solely for the purpose of securing due recognition and respect for the rights 
and freedoms of others and of meeting the just requirements of morality, public order and the gener-
al welfare in a democratic society. 

(3) These rights and freedoms may in no case be exercised contrary to the purposes and principles 
of the United Nations. 

Article 30. 
Nothing in this Declaration may be interpreted as implying for any State, group or person any right 

to engage in any activity or to perform any act aimed at the destruction of any of the rights and free-
doms set forth herein. 

Source: https://www. un. org/en/universal-declaration-human-rights/
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Protocol Noting of the Reception of the Delegation from 
the Central Committee of the Communist Party of China

Moscow, 
28th of June 1949

Absolutely Secret
The reception was held on 27 June and continued from 11 PM to 12 AM. 
The following were present at the reception: comrades Molotov, Malenkov, Mikoyan, Liu Shao 

Chi, – Secretary of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of China, Gao Gan – member of the 
Politbureau of the Central Committee and also the Secretary of the Bureau of the Central Committee 
and Chairman of the Government of Manchuria, Van Tsyasyan – member of the Central Committee of 
the Communist Party of China, Karsky (Shi Chzhe) – interpreter and I. V. Kovalyev. 

After mutual greetings and handshakes with the delegation, Comrade Stalin enquired about the 
health of comrade Mao Tse Tung. 

Comrade Liu Shao Chi thanked Comrade Stalin for his attention to Comrade Mao Tse-tung and 
handed him a letter from Comrade Mao Tse-tung expressing gratitude to comrade Stalin for the ex-
traordinary support, which was provided to China by the Soviet Union and requested comrade Stalin 
to receive the delegation. 

Later comrade Stalin turned to the discussion of the questions put forward by the delegation. 
1. Credit. Comrade Stalin said that the Central Committee of the All-Union Communist Party 

(b) has decided to provide the Central Committee of the Communist Party of China a credit worth 
$300 million. He noted that such an agreement between the two parties is being done for the first time 
in history. 

A credit of $300 million carrying 1% interest per annum will be provided to China in terms of 
equipment, machines and different sorts of materials and commodities amounting to $60 million per 
year for a period of 5 years. 

Repayment of the credit by China would be over a period of 10 years after the full realisation of the 
credit. Comrade Stalin also said that Comrade Mao Tse Tung in a telegram to him had expressed the 
opinion that 1% interest per annum is too small for a sum of that magnitude and that it should be in-
creased. 

Comrade Stalin explained to the delegation that to the countries of Western democracies (the 
countries of Eastern Europe – Editor) the Soviet Union has provided credit at 2% per annum, but from 
China it is asking for 1%, as, unlike the countries of western democracies where there is no war and the 
economies have strengthened, in China the war is continuing as also the devastation and thus China 
needs greater support on the basis of greater concessions. 

Later comrade Stalin jokingly added that after all if you still insist on a higher interest then it is 
your cause and we can accept even that. 

Regarding the signing of the agreement for providing the credit Comrade Stalin said that 
there are two options: first – the agreement can be signed by the representatives of the Central 
Committees is of the All-Union Communist Party (b) and the Communist Party of China, and sec-
ond by the representatives of the Soviet government and the government of Manchuria which al-
ready exists so that later when the all-Chinese Democratic Coalition government is established 
the agreement can then be redefined as one between the governments of the Soviet Union and 
China. 
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2. Regarding the specialists. Comrade Stalin said that we can provide specialists. We are ready in 
the near future to send the first group of specialists you had asked for. But we have to agree about the 
conditions of their stay. We think that the payment is possible through provisions if you do to your 
own specialists and must be at the same level as for the best of your specialists, neither less nor more. 
In this regard in case that the salaries of our specialists are higher then we can if needed augment 
these at the expense of the Soviet state. 

We request you, Comrade Stalin said, that you must inform us about any inappropriate behaviour 
by any individual specialist if such behaviour occurs, as no family is without a black sheep and among 
the good ones there may be a bad one too. 

Bad behaviour would put to shame the reputation of the Soviet State and therefore we would take 
preventive measures of educating and if needed punishment. 

We will not allow the Soviet specialists to look down upon the Chinese specialists and the Chinese 
people and ensure that they relate to them with sensitivity. 

Responding to what was said by Comrade Stalin, Comrade Liu Shao Chi said that there are foreign 
specialists in China who are not related in any way with the imperialists and that their salaries are 
much higher than that of the Chinese specialists. To which comrade Stalin said that the Soviet state 
has its own thinking and regulations different from that prevalent in capitalist countries and we would 
like to adhere to these. 

3. Sending Of Specialists To Shanghai. Comrade Stalin said that we have chosen 15 specialists 
and we can on demand send them at any time. Please discuss about it and let us know. In general you 
should keep in mind that in large cities and specially in Shanghai there are large number of your own 
specialists and qualified workers who are capable of not less but more than what the Soviet specialists 
can do and, therefore, you need to employ the former actively. 

4. Comrade Stalin said that we are ready to offer you help in the removal of mines in the waters off 
Shanghai as we have large numbers of specialists and trawlers. 

We could, for example, send a number of minesweepers to the government of Manchuria and train 
Chinese sailors subsequently in Dalen, Vladivostok or Port Arthur for the mine-clearing. He added, 
laughing, that the Manchurian government can then ‘sell’ them to the Central Government. 

5. Regarding Sinkiang. Comrade Stalin said that the occupation of Sinkiang should not be further 
postponed as the postponement may allow the English to intervene in the affairs of Sinkiang. They 
may instigate the Muslims including the Indian Muslims for continuing the Civil War against the com-
munists which is undesirable as there are large reserves of petroleum and cotton in Sinkiang which 
are greatly needed by China. 

The Chinese population in Sinkiang is not more than 5% and after the occupation of Sinkiang it is 
necessary to increase the percentage of the Chinese population to 30%. Resettling Chinese will serve 
the purpose of comprehensive development of such a large and rich region and strengthening the de-
fences of the Chinese border. 

In general for strengthening the security of China it is necessary to resettle Chinese population in 
the border areas. 

You, said Comrade Stalin, greatly overestimate the strengths of M. A. Bufan (the commander of the 
Kuomintang military forces in the north-west of China – Editor) . He has cavalry which can be routed 
by the help of artillery. If you want we can give you 40 fighter planes which would help you in crush-
ing this cavalry very quickly. 

6. Navy. Comrade Stalin said that China does not have a flotilla of its own but added it appears that 
you have some ships which have been captured from the Kuomintang?

China must have the navy of its own and we are ready to help you in creating the navy. As of now, 
for example, we can lift sunken military and commercial ships and help in repairing them. 
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And concerning your request for strengthening the defence of Tsindao we can send a group of 
ships on a visit to the port of Tsindao after the establishment of the All-Chinese government. 

7. Comrade Liu Shao Chi thanked Comrade Stalin for the enormous help being given in all the 
spheres of life in China on extremely concessional conditions such as never before in history. 

He immediately pointed out that the Central Committee of the Communist Party of China has for-
mulated instructions which will be sent to all the party organisations for creating conducive condi-
tions for the Soviet specialists. 

8. Comrade Stalin said that we will work out a set of similar instructions for the Soviet specialists 
so that they do not offend Chinese specialists. 

9. Replying to the request of the Chinese comrades to set up an air link between Moscow and 
Peking Comrade Stalin said that we are ready to start organising this air route. 

We are ready to help you in building an assembly and repair aviation workshop. We can give you the 
latest fighter planes (the word ‘latest’ was underlined by Stalin – Ed. ) – Czechoslovakian or Russian as 
you desire so that you can use them to train your own aviation cadres. 

10. Comrade Stalin agreed to the request made by the delegation to a  hearing in the Political 
Bureau of their report about the war-political and economic situation in China, and to exchange opin-
ions on a range of crucial questions, when it would be ready, in 3 or 4 days. 

11. Comrade Stalin said that we are ready to give you comprehensive help in studying the state ap-
paratus or the industry or anything else which you would want to know, but for this purpose we must 
first have you legalised by naming you as the trade delegation from Manchuria. 

12. If this satisfies you then we can publish a statement in the press that the trade delegation head-
ed by Comrade Gao Gan has come to Moscow on a visit which will allow you to see all that you wish to 
including the places of entertainment. 

The Chinese comrades requested to be allowed to give a reply after consultations with Comrade 
Mao Tse-tung. 

Note. The notings were made by I. V. Kovalyev (1901-1993) , head of the group of Soviet experts 
on economic issues, representative of the CC of the AUCP(b) under the CC of CPC. Stalin later went 
through the document. The numbering and the underlining of parts of the text are his own. 

APRF. F. 45, Op. 1. D. 329, L. 1-7. 
Ledovsky, A. M. USSR and Stalin in the Destiny of China, Documents and Accounts of the partici-

pants in the events 1932-1952, pp. 85-88. (In Russian) . 
I. Stalin, Sochinenia, Tom 18, 1917-1953, Informatsionno-izdatelskii tsentr ‘SOYUZ’, Tver, 2006, 

pp. 527-530. 
Translated from the Russian by Tahir Asghar. 
https://www. revolutionarydemocracy. org/rdv17n2/protocol. htm 
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Constitution of the United Nations Educational,  
Scientific and Cultural Organization. November 16, 1945

Adopted in London on 16 November 1945 and amended by the General Conference at its 2nd, 3rd, 
4th, 5th, 6th, 7th, 8th, 9th, 10th, 12th, 15th, 17th, 19th, 20th, 21st, 24th, 25th, 26th, 27th, 28th, 29th, 
31st and 40th sessions. 

The Governments of the States Parties to this Constitution on behalf of their peoples declare:
That since wars begin in the minds of men, it is in the minds of men that the defences of peace 

must be constructed; 
That ignorance of each other’s ways and lives has been a common cause, throughout the history of 

mankind, of that suspicion and mistrust between the peoples of the world through which their differ-
ences have all too often broken into war; 

That the great and terrible war which has now ended was a war made possible by the denial of the 
democratic principles of the dignity, equality and mutual respect of men, and by the propagation, in 
their place, through ignorance and prejudice, of the doctrine of the inequality of men and races; 

That the wide diffusion of culture, and the education of humanity for justice and liberty and peace 
are indispensable to the dignity of man and constitute a sacred duty which all the nations must fulfil 
in a spirit of mutual assistance and concern; 

That a  peace based exclusively upon the political and economic arrangements of governments 
would not be a peace which could secure the unanimous, lasting and sincere support of the peoples of 
the world, and that the peace must therefore be founded, if it is not to fail, upon the intellectual and 
moral solidarity of mankind. 

For these reasons, the States Parties to this Constitution, believing in full and equal opportuni-
ties for education for all, in the unrestricted pursuit of objective truth, and in the free exchange of 
ideas and knowledge, are agreed and determined to develop and to increase the means of communica-
tion between their peoples and to employ these means for the purposes of mutual understanding and 
a truer and more perfect knowledge of each other’s lives; 

In consequence whereof they do hereby create the United Nations Educational, Scientific and 
Cultural Organization for the purpose of advancing, through the educational and scientific and cul-
tural relations of the peoples of the world, the objectives of international peace and of the common 
welfare of mankind for which the United Nations Organization was established and which its Charter 
proclaims. 

Article I
Purposes and functions. 
1. The purpose of the Organization is to contribute to peace and security by promoting collabora-

tion among the nations through education, science and culture in order to further universal respect 
for justice, for the rule of law and for the human rights and fundamental freedoms which are affirmed 
for the peoples of the world, without distinction of race, sex, language or religion, by the Charter of 
the United Nations. 

2. To realize this purpose the Organization will:
(a) Collaborate in the work of advancing the mutual knowledge and understanding of peoples, 

through all means of mass communication and to that end recommend such international agreements 
as may be necessary to promote the free flow of ideas by word and image; 

(b) Give fresh impulse to popular education and to the spread of culture:
By collaborating with Members, at their request, in the development of educational activities; 
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By instituting collaboration among the nations to advance the ideal of equality of educational op-
portunity without regard to race, sex or any distinctions, economic or social; 

By suggesting educational methods best suited to prepare the children of the world for the respon-
sibilities of freedom; 

(c) Maintain, increase and diffuse knowledge:
By assuring the conservation and protection of the world’s inheritance of books, works of art and 

monuments of history and science, and recommending to the nations concerned the necessary inter-
national conventions; 

By encouraging cooperation among the nations in all branches of intellectual activity, including 
the international exchange of persons active in the fields of education, science and culture and the ex-
change of publications, objects of artistic and scientific interest and other materials of information; 

By initiating methods of international cooperation calculated to give the people of all countries 
access to the printed and published materials produced by any of them. 

3. With a view to preserving the independence, integrity and fruitful diversity of the cultures and 
educational systems of the States Members of the Organization, the Organization is prohibited from 
intervening in matters which are essentially within their domestic jurisdiction. 

Article II
Membership. 
1. Membership of the United Nations Organization shall carry with it the right to membership of 

the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization. 
2. Subject to the conditions of the Agreement between this Organization and the United Nations 

Organization, approved pursuant to Article X of this Constitution, states not members of the United 
Nations Organization may be admitted to membership of the Organization, upon recommendation of 
the Executive Board, by a two-thirds majority vote of the General Conference. 

3. Territories or groups of territories which are not responsible for the conduct of their interna-
tional relations may be admitted as Associate Members by the General Conference by a two-thirds 
majority of Members present and voting, upon application made on behalf of such territory or group 
of territories by the Member or other authority having responsibility for their international relations. 
The nature and extent of the rights and obligations of Associate Members shall be determined by the 
General Conference. 

4. Members of the Organization which are suspended from the exercise of the rights and privileges 
of membership of the United Nations Organization shall, upon the request of the latter, be suspended 
from the rights and privileges of this Organization. 

5. Members of the Organization which are expelled from the United Nations Organization shall 
automatically cease to be Members of this Organization. 

6. Any Member State or Associate Member of the Organization may withdraw from the Organization 
by notice addressed to the Director-General. Such notice shall take effect on 31 December of the year 
following that during which the notice was given. No such withdrawal shall affect the financial obli-
gations owed to the Organization on the date the withdrawal takes effect. Notice of withdrawal by an 
Associate Member shall be given on its behalf by the Member State or other authority having respon-
sibility for its international relations. 

7. Each Member State is entitled to appoint a Permanent Delegate to the Organization. 
8. The Permanent Delegate of the Member State shall present his credentials to the Director-

General of the Organization, and shall officially assume his duties from the day of presentation of his 
credentials. 

Article III
Organs. 
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The Organization shall include a General Conference, an Executive Board and a Secretariat. 
Article IV
The General Conference. 
A. Composition
1. The General Conference shall consist of the representatives of the States Members of the 

Organization. The Government of each Member State shall appoint not more than five delegates, who 
shall be selected after consultation with the National Commission, if established, or with education-
al, scientific and cultural bodies. 

B. Functions
2. The General Conference shall determine the policies and the main lines of work of the 

Organization. It shall take decisions on programmes submitted to it by the Executive Board. 
3. The General Conference shall, when it deems desirable and in accordance with the regulations 

to be made by it, summon international conferences of states on education, the sciences and human-
ities or the dissemination of knowledge; non-governmental conferences on the same subjects may be 
summoned by the General Conference or by the Executive Board in accordance with such regulations. 

4. The General Conference shall, in adopting proposals for submission to the Member States, dis-
tinguish between recommendations and international conventions submitted for their approval. In 
the former case a majority vote shall suffice; in the latter case a two-thirds majority shall be required. 
Each of the Member States shall submit recommendations or conventions to its competent authori-
ties within a period of one year from the close of the session of the General Conference at which they 
were adopted. 

5. Subject to the provisions of Article V, paragraph 6 (c) , the General Conference shall advise the 
United Nations Organization on the educational, scientific and cultural aspects of matters of concern 
to the latter, in accordance with the terms and procedure agreed upon between the appropriate au-
thorities of the two Organizations. 

6. The General Conference shall receive and consider the reports sent to the Organization by 
Member States on the action taken upon the recommendations and conventions referred to in para-
graph 4 above or, if it so decides, analytical summaries of these reports. 

7. The General Conference shall elect the members of the Executive Board and, on the recommen-
dation of the Board, shall appoint the Director-General. 

C. Voting
8. (a) Each Member State shall have one vote in the General Conference. Decisions shall be made 

by a simple majority except in cases in which a two-thirds majority is required by the provisions of 
this Constitution, or the Rules of Procedure of the General Conference. A majority shall be a majority 
of the Members present and voting. 

(b) A Member State shall have no vote in the General Conference if the total amount of contribu-
tions due from it exceeds the total amount of contributions payable by it for the current year and the 
immediately preceding calendar year. 

(c) The General Conference may nevertheless permit such a Member State to vote, if it is satisfied 
that failure to pay is due to conditions beyond the control of the Member State. 

D. Procedure
9. (a) The General Conference shall meet in ordinary session every two years. It may meet in ex-

traordinary session if it decides to do so itself or if summoned by the Executive Board, or on the de-
mand of at least one third of the Member States. 

(b) At each session the location of its next ordinary session shall be designated by the General 
Conference. The location of an extraordinary session shall be decided by the General Conference if the 
session is summoned by it, or otherwise by the Executive Board. 
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10. The General Conference shall adopt its own rules of procedure. It shall at each session elect 
a President and other officers. 

11. The General Conference shall set up special and technical committees and such other subsidi-
ary organs as may be necessary for its purposes. 

12. The General Conference shall cause arrangements to be made for public access to meetings, 
subject to such regulations as it shall prescribe. 

E. Observers
13. The General Conference, on the recommendation of the Executive Board and by a  two-

thirds majority may, subject to its rules of procedure, invite as observers at specified sessions of the 
Conference or of its commissions representatives of international organizations, such as those re-
ferred to in Article XI, paragraph 4. 

14. When consultative arrangements have been approved by the Executive Board for such inter-
national non-governmental or semi-governmental organizations in the manner provided in Article 
XI, paragraph 4, those organizations shall be invited to send observers to sessions of the General 
Conference and its commissions. 

Article V
Executive Board. 
A. Composition
1. (a) The Executive Board shall be elected by the General Conference and it shall consist of fif-

ty-eight Member States. The President of the General Conference shall sit ex officio in an advisory ca-
pacity on the Executive Board. 

(b) A Member State shall not be eligible as a Member of the Executive Board if the total amount of 
contributions due from it exceeds the total amount of contributions payable by it for the current year 
and the immediately preceding calendar year. The General Conference may nevertheless permit such 
a Member State to be eligible as a Member of the Executive Board if it is satisfied that failure to pay is 
due to conditions beyond the control of the Member State. 

(c) Elected States Members of the Executive Board are hereinafter referred to as “Members” of the 
Executive Board. 

2. (a) Each Member of the Executive Board shall appoint one representative. It may also appoint 
alternates. 

(b) In selecting its representative on the Executive Board, the Member of the Executive Board shall 
endeavour to appoint a person qualified in one or more of the fields of competence of UNESCO and 
with the necessary experience and capacity to fulfil the administrative and executive duties of the 
Board. Bearing in mind the importance of continuity, each representative shall be appointed for the 
duration of the term of the Member of the Executive Board, unless exceptional circumstances warrant 
his replacement. The alternates appointed by each Member of the Executive Board shall act in the ab-
sence of its representative in all his functions. 

3. In electing Members to the Executive Board, the General Conference shall have regard to the di-
versity of cultures and a balanced geographical distribution. 

4. (a) Members of the Executive Board shall serve from the close of the session of the General 
Conference which elected them until the close of the second ordinary session of the General Conference 
following their election. The General Conference shall, at each of its ordinary sessions, elect the num-
ber of Members of the Executive Board required to fill vacancies occurring at the end of the session. 

(b)  Members of the Executive Board are eligible for re-election. Re-elected Members of the 
Executive Board shall endeavour to change their representatives on the Board. 

5. In the event of the withdrawal from the Organization of a Member of the Executive Board, its 
term of office shall be terminated on the date when the withdrawal becomes effective. 
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B. Functions
6. (a) The Executive Board shall prepare the agenda for the General Conference. It shall examine 

the programme of work for the Organization and corresponding budget estimates submitted to it by 
the Director-General in accordance with paragraph 3 of Article VI and shall submit them with such 
recommendations as it considers desirable to the General Conference. 

(b) The Executive Board, acting under the authority of the General Conference, shall be responsi-
ble for the execution of the programme adopted by the Conference. In accordance with the decisions 
of the General Conference and having regard to circumstances arising between two ordinary sessions, 
the Executive Board shall take all necessary measures to ensure the effective and rational execution of 
the programme by the Director-General. 

(c) Between ordinary sessions of the General Conference, the Board may discharge the functions of 
adviser to the United Nations, set forth in Article IV, paragraph 5, whenever the problem upon which 
advice is sought has already been dealt with in principle by the Conference, or when the solution is im-
plicit in decisions of the Conference. 

7. The Executive Board shall recommend to the General Conference the admission of new Members 
to the Organization. 

8. Subject to decisions of the General Conference, the Executive Board shall adopt its own rules of 
procedure. It shall elect its officers from among its Members. 

9. The Executive Board shall meet in regular session at least four times during a biennium and 
may meet in special session if convoked by the Chairman on his initiative or upon the request of six 
Members of the Executive Board. 

10. The Chairman of the Executive Board shall present, on behalf of the Board, to the General 
Conference at each ordinary session, with or without comments, the reports on the activities of the 
Organization which the Director-General is required to prepare in accordance with the provisions of 
Article VI. 3 (b) . 

11. The Executive Board shall make all necessary arrangements to consult the representatives 
of international organizations or qualified persons concerned with questions within its competence. 

12. Between sessions of the General Conference, the Executive Board may request advisory 
opinions from the International Court of Justice on legal questions arising within the field of the 
Organization’s activities. 

13. The Executive Board shall also exercise the powers delegated to it by the General Conference 
on behalf of the Conference as a whole. 

C. Voting rights
14 (a) Each Member of the Executive Board shall have one vote. 
(b) A Member State shall have no vote if the total amount of contributions due from it exceeds the 

total amount of contributions payable by it for the current year and the immediately preceding calen-
dar year. The General Conference may nevertheless permit such a Member State to vote if it is satis-
fied that failure to pay is due to conditions beyond the control of the Member State. 

Article VI
Secretariat. 
1. The Secretariat shall consist of a Director-General and such staff as may be required. 
2. The Director-General shall be nominated by the Executive Board and appointed by the General 

Conference for a period of four years, under such conditions as the Conference may approve. The Director-
General may be appointed for a further term of four years but shall not be eligible for reappointment for 
a subsequent term. The Director-General shall be the chief administrative officer of the Organization. 

3. (a) The Director-General, or a deputy designated by him, shall participate, without the right to 
vote, in all meetings of the General Conference, of the Executive Board, and of the Committees of the 
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Organization. He shall formulate proposals for appropriate action by the Conference and the Board, 
and shall prepare for submission to the Board a draft programme of work for the Organization with 
corresponding budget estimates. 

(b) The Director-General shall prepare and communicate to Member States and to the Executive 
Board periodical reports on the activities of the Organization. The General Conference shall deter-
mine the periods to be covered by these reports. 

4. The Director-General shall appoint the staff of the Secretariat in accordance with staff regula-
tions to be approved by the General Conference. Subject to the paramount consideration of securing 
the highest standards of integrity, efficiency and technical competence, appointment to the staff shall 
be on as wide a geographical basis as possible. 

5. The responsibilities of the Director-General and of the staff shall be exclusively international 
in character. In the discharge of their duties they shall not seek or receive instructions from any gov-
ernment or from any authority external to the Organization. They shall refrain from any action which 
might prejudice their positions as international officials. Each State Member of the Organization un-
dertakes to respect the international character of the responsibilities of the Director-General and the 
staff, and not to seek to influence them in the discharge of their duties. 

6. Nothing in this Article shall preclude the Organization from entering into special arrangements 
within the United Nations Organization for common services and staff and for the interchange of per-
sonnel. 

Article VII
National cooperating bodies. 
1. Each Member State shall make such arrangements as suit its particular conditions for the pur-

pose of associating its principal bodies interested in educational, scientific and cultural matters with 
the work of the Organization, preferably by the formation of a National Commission broadly represen-
tative of the government and such bodies. 

2. National Commissions or National Cooperating Bodies, where they exist, shall act in an adviso-
ry capacity to their respective delegations to the General Conference, to the representatives and al-
ternates of their countries on the Executive Board and to their Governments in matters relating to the 
Organization and shall function as agencies of liaison in all matters of interest to it. 

3. The Organization may, on the request of a Member State, delegate, either temporarily, a mem-
ber of its Secretariat to serve on the National Commission of that state, in order to assist in the devel-
opment of its work. 

Article VIII
Reports by Member States. 
Each Member State shall submit to the Organization, at such times and in such manner as shall be 

determined by the General Conference, reports on the laws, regulations and statistics relating to its 
educational, scientific and cultural institutions and activities, and on the action taken upon the rec-
ommendations and conventions referred to in Article IV, paragraph 4. 

Article IX
Budget. 
1. The budget shall be administered by the Organization. 
2. The General Conference shall approve and give final effect to the budget and to the apportionment 

of financial responsibility among the States Members of the Organization subject to such arrangement 
with the United Nations as may be provided in the agreement to be entered into pursuant to Article X. 

3. The Director-General may accept voluntary contributions, gifts, bequests and subventions di-
rectly from governments, public and private institutions, associations and private persons, subject to 
the conditions specified in the Financial Regulations. 
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Article X
Relations with the United Nations Organization. 
This Organization shall be brought into relation with the United Nations Organization, as soon 

as practicable, as one of the specialized agencies referred to in Article 57 of the Charter of the 
United Nations. This relationship shall be effected through an agreement with the United Nations 
Organization under Article 63 of the Charter, which agreement shall be subject to the approval of the 
General Conference of this Organization. The agreement shall provide for effective cooperation be-
tween the two Organizations in the pursuit of their common purposes, and at the same time shall 
recognize the autonomy of this Organization, within the fields of its competence as defined in this 
Constitution. Such agreement may, among other matters, provide for the approval and financing of 
the budget of the Organization by the General Assembly of the United Nations. 

Article XI
Relations with other specialized international organizations and agencies. 
1. This Organization may cooperate with other specialized intergovernmental organizations and 

agencies whose interests and activities are related to its purposes. To this end the Director- General, 
acting under the general authority of the Executive Board, may establish effective working relation-
ships with such organizations and agencies and establish such joint committees as may be necessary 
to assure effective cooperation. Any formal arrangements entered into with such organizations or 
agencies shall be subject to the approval of the Executive Board. 

2. Whenever the General Conference of this Organization and the competent authorities of any 
other specialized intergovernmental organizations or agencies whose purpose and functions lie with-
in the competence of this Organization deem it desirable to effect a transfer of their resources and ac-
tivities to this Organization, the Director-General, subject to the approval of the Conference, may en-
ter into mutually acceptable arrangements for this purpose. 

3. This Organization may make appropriate arrangements with other intergovernmental organiza-
tions for reciprocal representation at meetings. 

4. The United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization may make suitable ar-
rangements for consultation and cooperation with non-governmental international organizations 
concerned with matters within its competence, and may invite them to undertake specific tasks. Such 
cooperation may also include appropriate participation by representatives of such organizations on 
advisory committees set up by the General Conference. 

Article XII
Legal status of the Organization. 
The provisions of Articles 104 and 105 of the Charter of the United Nations Organization concern-

ing the legal status of that Organization, its privileges and immunities, shall apply in the same way to 
this Organization. 

Article XIII
Amendments. 
1. Proposals for amendments to this Constitution shall become effective upon receiving the ap-

proval of the General Conference by a  two-thirds majority; provided, however, that those amend-
ments which involve fundamental alterations in the aims of the Organization or new obligations for 
the Member States shall require subsequent acceptance on the part of two thirds of the Member States 
before they come into force. The draft texts of proposed amendments shall be communicated by the 
Director-General to the Member States at least six months in advance of their consideration by the 
General Conference. 

2. The General Conference shall have power to adopt by a two-thirds majority rules of procedure 
for carrying out the provisions of this Article. 
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Article XIV
Interpretation. 
1. The English and French texts of this Constitution shall be regarded as equally authoritative. 
2. Any question or dispute concerning the interpretation of this Constitution shall be referred for 

determination to the International Court of Justice or to an arbitral tribunal, as the General Conference 
may determine under its Rules of Procedure. 

Article XV
Entry into force. 
1. This Constitution shall be subject to acceptance. The instrument of acceptance shall be depos-

ited with the Government of the United Kingdom. 
2. This Constitution shall remain open for signature in the archives of the Government of the 

United Kingdom. Signature may take place either before or after the deposit of the instrument of ac-
ceptance. No acceptance shall be valid unless preceded or followed by signature. However, a state that 
has withdrawn from the Organization shall simply deposit a new instrument of acceptance in order to 
resume membership. 

3. This Constitution shall come into force when it has been accepted by twenty of its signatories. 
Subsequent acceptances shall take effect immediately. 

4. The Government of the United Kingdom will inform all Members of the United Nations and 
the Director-General of the receipt of all instruments of acceptance and of the date on which the 
Constitution comes into force in accordance with the preceding paragraph. 

In faith whereof, the undersigned, duly authorized to that effect, have signed this Constitution in 
the English and French languages, both texts being equally authentic. 

Done in London the sixteenth day of November, one thousand nine hundred and forty-five, in 
a single copy, in the English and French languages, of which certified copies will be communicated by 
the Government of the United Kingdom to the Governments of all the Members of the United Nations. 

Source: http://portal. unesco. org/en/ev. php-URL_ID=15244&URL_DO=DO_TOPIC&URL_SECTION=201. html 
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Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, 
in Outer Space and Under Water. October 5, 1963

The Governments of the United States of America, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland, and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, hereinafter referred to as the “Original 
Parties”, 

Proclaiming as their principal aim the speediest possible achievement of an agreement on gener-
al and complete disarmament under strict international control in accordance with the objectives of 
the United Nations which would put an end to the armaments race and eliminate the incentive to the 
production and testing of all kinds of weapons, including nuclear weapons, 

Seeking to achieve the discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time, deter-
mined to continue negotiations to this end, and desiring to put an end to the contamination of man’s 
environment by radioactive substances, 

Have agreed as follows:
Article I. 
1. Each of the Parties to this Treaty undertakes to prohibit, to prevent, and not to carry out any nu-

clear weapon test explosion, or any other nuclear explosion, at any place under its jurisdiction or con-
trol:

(a) in the atmosphere; beyond its limits, including outer space; or under water, including territo-
rial waters or high seas; or

(b) in any other environment if such explosion causes radioactive debris to be present outside the 
territorial limits of the State under whose jurisdiction or control such explosion is conducted. It is un-
derstood in this connection that the provisions of this subparagraph are without prejudice to the con-
clusion of a Treaty resulting in the permanent banning of all nuclear test explosions, including all 
such explosions underground, the conclusion of which, as the Parties have stated in the Preamble to 
this Treaty, they seek to achieve. 

2. Each of the Parties to this Treaty undertakes furthermore to refrain from causing, encouraging, 
or in any way participating in, the carrying out of any nuclear weapon test explosion, or any other nu-
clear explosion, anywhere which would take place in any of the environments described, or have the 
effect referred to, in paragraph 1 of this Article. 

Article II. 
1. Any Party may propose amendments to this Treaty. The text of any proposed amendment shall 

be submitted to the Depositary Governments which shall circulate it to all Parties to this Treaty. 
Thereafter, if requested to do so by one-third or more of the Parties, the Depositary Governments 
shall convene a conference, to which they shall invite all the Parties, to consider such amendment. 

2. Any amendment to this Treaty must be approved by a majority of the votes of all the Parties to 
this Treaty, including the votes of all of the Original Parties. The amendment shall enter into force for 
all Parties upon the deposit of instruments of ratification by a majority of all the Parties, including the 
instruments of ratification of all of the Original Parties. 

Article III. 
1. This Treaty shall be open to all States for signature. Any State which does not sign this Treaty 

before its entry into force in accordance with paragraph 3 of this Article may accede to it at any time. 
2. This Treaty shall be subject to ratification by signatory States. Instruments of ratification and 

instruments of accession shall be deposited with the Governments of the Original Parties – the United 
States of America, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics – which are hereby designated the Depositary Governments. 
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3. This Treaty shall enter into force after its ratification by all the Original Parties and the depos-
it of their instruments of ratification. 

4. For States whose instruments of ratification or accession are deposited subsequent to the entry 
into force of this Treaty, it shall enter into force on the date of the deposit of their instruments of rat-
ification or accession. 

5. The Depositary Governments shall promptly inform all signatory and acceding States of the date 
of each signature, the date of deposit of each instrument of ratification of and accession to this Treaty, 
the date of its entry into force, and the date of receipt of any requests for conferences or other notices. 

6. This Treaty shall be registered by the Depositary Governments pursuant to Article 102 of the 
Charter of the United Nations. 

Article IV
 This Treaty shall be of unlimited duration. 
 Each Party shall in exercising its national sovereignty have the right to withdraw from the Treaty 

if it decides that extraordinary events, related to the subject matter of this Treaty, have jeopardized 
the supreme interests of its country. It shall give notice of such withdrawal to all other Parties to the 
Treaty three months in advance. 

Article V. 
 This Treaty, of which the English and Russian texts are equally authentic, shall be deposited in the 

archives of the Depositary Governments. Duly certified copies of this Treaty shall be transmitted by 
the Depositary Governments to the Governments of the signatory and acceding States. 

 IN WITNESS WHEREOF the undersigned, duly authorized, have signed this Treaty. 
 DONE in triplicate at the city of Moscow the fifth day of August, one thousand nine hundred and 

sixty-three. 

Source: http://disarmament. un. org/treaties/t/test_ban/text 
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Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States 
in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, Including the 
Moon and Other Celestial Bodies. December 19, 1966

The States Parties to this Treaty, 
Inspired by the great prospects opening up before mankind as a result of mans entry into outer 

space, 
Recognizing the common interest of all mankind in the progress of the exploration and use of out-

er space for peaceful purposes, 
Believing that the exploration and use of outer space should be carried on for the benefit of all peo-

ples irrespective of the degree of their economic or scientific development, 
Desiring to contribute to broad international co-operation in the scientific as well as the legal as-

pects of the exploration and use of outer space for peaceful purposes, 
Believing that such co-operation will contribute to the development of mutual understanding and 

to the strengthening of friendly relations between States and peoples, 
Recalling resolution 1962 (XVIII) , entitled “Declaration of Legal Principles Governing the Activities 

of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, ” which was adopted unanimously by the United 
Nations General Assembly on 13 December 1963, 

Recalling resolution 1884 (XVIII) , calling upon States to refrain from placing in orbit around the 
Earth any objects carrying nuclear weapons or any other kinds of weapons of mass destruction or from 
installing such weapons on celestial bodies, which was adopted unanimously by the United Nations 
General Assembly on 17 October 1963, 

Taking account of United Nations General Assembly resolution 110 (II) of 3 November 1947, which 
condemned propaganda designed or likely to provoke or encourage any threat to the peace, breach 
of the peace or act of aggression, and considering that the aforementioned resolution is applicable to 
outer space, 

Convinced that a Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and 
Use of Outer Space, including the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies, will further the Purposes and 
Principles of the Charter of the United Nations, 

Have agreed on the following:
Article I
The exploration and use of outer space, including the moon and other celestial bodies, shall be car-

ried out for the benefit and in the interests of all countries, irrespective of their degree of economic or 
scientific development, and shall be the province of all mankind. 

Outer space, including the moon and other celestial bodies, shall be free for exploration and use 
by all States without discrimination of any kind, on a basis of equality and in accordance with interna-
tional law, and there shall be free access to all areas of celestial bodies. 

There shall be freedom of scientific investigation in outer space, including the moon and other ce-
lestial bodies, and States shall facilitate and encourage international co-operation in such investigation. 

Article II
Outer space, including the moon and other celestial bodies, is not subject to national appropria-

tion by claim of sovereignty, by means of use or occupation, or by any other means. 
Article III
States Parties to the Treaty shall carry on activities in the exploration and use of outer space, 

including the moon and other celestial bodies, in accordance with international law, including the 
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Charter of the United Nations, in the interest of maintaining international peace and security and pro-
moting international co-operation and understanding. 

Article IV
States Parties to the Treaty undertake not to place in orbit around the Earth any objects carrying 

nuclear weapons or any other kinds of weapons of mass destruction, install such weapons on celestial 
bodies, or station such weapons in outer space in any other manner. 

The Moon and other celestial bodies shall be used by all States Parties to the Treaty exclusively for 
peaceful purposes. The establishment of military bases, installations and fortifications, the testing of 
any type of weapons and the conduct of military maneuvers on celestial bodies shall be forbidden. The 
use of military personnel for scientific research or for any other peaceful purposes shall not be pro-
hibited. The use of any equipment or facility necessary for peaceful exploration of the Moon and oth-
er celestial bodies shall also not be prohibited. 

Article V
States Parties to the Treaty shall regard astronauts as envoys of mankind in outer space and shall 

render to them all possible assistance in the event of accident, distress, or emergency landing on the 
territory of another State Party or on the high seas. When astronauts make such a landing, they shall 
be safely and promptly returned to the State of registry of their space vehicle. 

In carrying on activities in outer space and on celestial bodies, the astronauts of one State Party 
shall render all possible assistance to the astronauts of other States Parties. 

States Parties to the Treaty shall immediately inform the other States Parties to the Treaty or the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations of any phenomena they discover in outer space, including the 
Moon and other celestial bodies, which could constitute a danger to the life or health of astronauts. 

Article VI
States Parties to the Treaty shall bear international responsibility for national activities in outer 

space, including the Moon and other celestial bodies, whether such activities are carried on by govern-
mental agencies or by non-governmental entities, and for assuring that national activities are carried 
out in conformity with the provisions set forth in the present Treaty. The activities of non-govern-
mental entities in outer space, including the Moon and other celestial bodies, shall require authori-
zation and continuing supervision by the appropriate State Party to the Treaty. When activities are 
carried on in outer space, including the Moon and other celestial bodies, by an international organiza-
tion, responsibility for compliance with this Treaty shall be borne both by the international organiza-
tion and by the States Parties to the Treaty participating in such organization. 

Article VII
Each State Party to the Treaty that launches or procures the launching of an object into outer 

space, including the Moon and other celestial bodies, and each State Party from whose territory or fa-
cility an object is launched, is internationally liable for damage to another State Party to the Treaty or 
to its natural or juridical persons by such object or its component parts on the Earth, in air space or in 
outer space, including the Moon and other celestial bodies. 

Article VIII
A State Party to the Treaty on whose registry an object launched into outer space is carried 

shall retain jurisdiction and control over such object, and over any personnel thereof, while in 
outer space or on a celestial body. Ownership of objects launched into outer space, including ob-
jects landed or constructed on a celestial body, and of their component parts, is not affected by 
their presence in outer space or on a celestial body or by their return to the Earth. Such objects 
or component parts found beyond the limits of the State Party to the Treaty on whose registry 
they are carried shall be returned to that State Party, which shall, upon request, furnish identify-
ing data prior to their return. 
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Article IX
In the exploration and use of outer space, including the Moon and other celestial bodies, States 

Parties to the Treaty shall be guided by the principle of co-operation and mutual assistance and shall 
conduct all their activities in outer space, including the Moon and other celestial bodies, with due 
regard to the corresponding interests of all other States Parties to the Treaty. States Parties to the 
Treaty shall pursue studies of outer space, including the Moon and other celestial bodies, and con-
duct exploration of them so as to avoid their harmful contamination and also adverse changes in the 
environment of the Earth resulting from the introduction of extraterrestrial matter and, where nec-
essary, shall adopt appropriate measures for this purpose. If a State Party to the Treaty has reason 
to believe that an activity or experiment planned by it or its nationals in outer space, including the 
Moon and other celestial bodies, would cause potentially harmful interference with activities of oth-
er States Parties in the peaceful exploration and use of outer space, including the Moon and other ce-
lestial bodies, it shall undertake appropriate international consultations before proceeding with any 
such activity or experiment. A State Party to the Treaty which has reason to believe that an activity 
or experiment planned by another State Party in outer space, including the Moon and other celestial 
bodies, would cause potentially harmful interference with activities in the peaceful exploration and 
use of outer space, including the Moon and other celestial bodies, may request consultation concern-
ing the activity or experiment. 

Article X
In order to promote international co-operation in the exploration and use of outer space, in-

cluding the Moon and other celestial bodies, in conformity with the purposes of this Treaty, the 
States Parties to the Treaty shall consider on a  basis of equality any requests by other States 
Parties to the Treaty to be afforded an opportunity to observe the flight of space objects launched 
by those States. 

The nature of such an opportunity for observation and the conditions under which it could be af-
forded shall be determined by agreement between the States concerned. 

Article XI
 In order to promote international co-operation in the peaceful exploration and use of outer space, 

States Parties to the Treaty conducting activities in outer space, including the Moon and other celes-
tial bodies, agree to inform the Secretary-General of the United Nations as well as the public and the 
international scientific community, to the greatest extent feasible and practicable, of the nature, con-
duct, locations and results of such activities. On receiving the said information, the Secretary-General 
of the United Nations should be prepared to disseminate it immediately and effectively. 

Article XII
All stations, installations, equipment and space vehicles on the Moon and other celestial bodies 

shall be open to representatives of other States Parties to the Treaty on a basis of reciprocity. Such 
representatives shall give reasonable advance notice of a projected visit, in order that appropriate 
consultations may be held and that maximum precautions may be taken to assure safety and to avoid 
interference with normal operations in the facility to be visited. 

Article XIII
The provisions of this Treaty shall apply to the activities of States Parties to the Treaty in the ex-

ploration and use of outer space, including the Moon and other celestial bodies, whether such activ-
ities are carried on by a single State Party to the Treaty or jointly with other States, including cas-
es where they are carried on within the framework of international intergovernmental organizations. 

Any practical questions arising in connection with activities carried on by international inter-gov-
ernmental organizations in the exploration and use of outer space, including the Moon and other ce-
lestial bodies, shall be resolved by the States Parties to the Treaty either with the appropriate inter-
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national organization or with one or more States members of that international organization, which 
are Parties to this Treaty. 

Article XIV
1. This Treaty shall be open to all States for signature. Any State which does not sign this Treaty 

before its entry into force in accordance with paragraph 3 of this article may accede to it at any time. 
2. This Treaty shall be subject to ratification by signatory States. Instruments of ratification and 

instruments of accession shall be deposited with the Governments of the United States of America, 
the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 
which are hereby designated the Depositary Governments. 

3. This Treaty shall enter into force upon the deposit of instruments of ratification by five 
Governments including the Governments designated as Depositary Governments under this Treaty. 

4. For States whose instruments of ratification or accession are deposited subsequent to the entry 
into force of this Treaty, it shall enter into force on the date of the deposit of their instruments of rat-
ification or accession. 

5. The Depositary Governments shall promptly inform all signatory and acceding States of the date 
of each signature, the date of deposit of each instrument of ratification of and accession to this Treaty, 
the date of its entry into force and other notices. 

6. This Treaty shall be registered by the Depositary Governments pursuant to Article 102 of the 
Charter of the United Nations. 

Article XV
Any State Party to the Treaty may propose amendments to this Treaty. Amendments shall en-

ter into force for each State Party to the Treaty accepting the amendments upon their acceptance 
by a majority of the States Parties to the Treaty and thereafter for each remaining State Party to the 
Treaty on the date of acceptance by it. 

Article XVI
Any State Party to the Treaty may give notice of its withdrawal from the Treaty one year after its 

entry into force by written notification to the Depositary Governments. Such withdrawal shall take ef-
fect one year from the date of receipt of this notification. 

Article XVII
This Treaty, of which the English, Russian, French, Spanish and Chinese texts are equally authen-

tic, shall be deposited in the archives of the Depositary Governments. Duly certified copies of this 
Treaty shall be transmitted by the Depositary Governments to the Governments of the signatory and 
acceding States. 

Signed at Washington, London, Moscow, January 27, 1967
Ratification advised by U. S. Senate April 25, 1967
Ratified by U. S. President May 24, 1967
U. S. ratification deposited at Washington, London, and Moscow October 10, 1967
Proclaimed by U. S. President October 10, 1967
Entered into force October 10, 1967

Source: https://2009-2017. state. gov/t/isn/5181. htm#treaty
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Rio Declaration on Environment and Development

The United Nations Conference on Environment and Development, 
Having met at Rio de Janeiro from
3 to 14 June 1992, 

Reaffirming the Declaration of the United Nations Conference on the Human Environment, adopt-
ed at Stockholm on 16 June 1972, /1 and seeking to build upon it, 

With the goal of establishing a new and equitable global partnership through the creation of new 
levels of cooperation among States, key sectors of societies and people, 

Working towards international agreements which respect the interests of all and protect the integ-
rity of the global environmental and developmental system, 

Recognizing the integral and interdependent nature of the Earth, our home, 
Proclaims that:

Principle 1
Human beings are at the centre of concerns for sustainable development. They are entitled to 

a healthy and productive life in harmony with nature. 
Principle 2
States have, in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations and the principles of interna-

tional law, the sovereign right to exploit their own resources pursuant to their own environmental 
and developmental policies, and the responsibility to ensure that activities within their jurisdiction or 
control do not cause damage to the environment of other States or of areas beyond the limits of na-
tional jurisdiction. 

Principle 3
The right to development must be fulfilled so as to equitably meet developmental and environ-

mental needs of present and future generations. 
Principle 4
In order to achieve sustainable development, environmental protection shall constitute an inte-

gral part of the development process and cannot be considered in isolation from it. 
Principle 5
All States and all people shall cooperate in the essential task of eradicating poverty as an indis-

pensable requirement for sustainable development, in order to decrease the disparities in standards 
of living and better meet the needs of the majority of the people of the world. 

Principle 6
The special situation and needs of developing countries, particularly the least developed and 

those most environmentally vulnerable, shall be given special priority. International actions in 
the field of environment and development should also address the interests and needs of all coun-
tries. 

Principle 7
States shall cooperate in a spirit of global partnership to conserve, protect and restore the health 

and integrity of the Earth’s ecosystem. In view of the different contributions to global environmen-
tal degradation, States have common but differentiated responsibilities. The developed countries ac-
knowledge the responsibility that they bear in the international pursuit of sustainable development 
in view of the pressures their societies place on the global environment and of the technologies and 
financial resources they command. 
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Principle 8
To achieve sustainable development and a higher quality of life for all people, States should re-

duce and eliminate unsustainable patterns of production and consumption and promote appropriate 
demographic policies. 

Principle 9
States should cooperate to strengthen endogenous capacity-building for sustainable development 

by improving scientific understanding through exchanges of scientific and technological knowledge, 
and by enhancing the development, adaptation, diffusion and transfer of technologies, including new 
and innovative technologies. 

Principle 10
Environmental issues are best handled with the participation of all concerned citizens, at the relevant 

level. At the national level, each individual shall have appropriate access to information concerning the en-
vironment that is held by public authorities, including information on hazardous materials and activities 
in their communities, and the opportunity to participate in decision-making processes. States shall facil-
itate and encourage public awareness and participation by making information widely available. Effective 
access to judicial and administrative proceedings, including redress and remedy, shall be provided. 

Principle 11
States shall enact effective environmental legislation. Environmental standards, management ob-

jectives and priorities should reflect the environmental and developmental context to which they ap-
ply. Standards applied by some countries may be inappropriate and of unwarranted economic and so-
cial cost to other countries, in particular developing countries. 

Principle 12
States should cooperate to promote a supportive and open international economic system that 

would lead to economic growth and sustainable development in all countries, to better address the 
problems of environmental degradation. Trade policy measures for environmental purposes should 
not constitute a means of arbitrary or unjustifiable discrimination or a disguised restriction on inter-
national trade. Unilateral actions to deal with environmental challenges outside the jurisdiction of 
the importing country should be avoided. Environmental measures addressing transboundary or glob-
al environmental problems should, as far as possible, be based on an international consensus. 

Principle 13
States shall develop national law regarding liability and compensation for the victims of pollu-

tion and other environmental damage. States shall also cooperate in an expeditious and more deter-
mined manner to develop further international law regarding liability and compensation for adverse 
effects of environmental damage caused by activities within their jurisdiction or control to areas be-
yond their jurisdiction. 

Principle 14
States should effectively cooperate to discourage or prevent the relocation and transfer to other 

States of any activities and substances that cause severe environmental degradation or are found to 
be harmful to human health. 

Principle 15
In order to protect the environment, the precautionary approach shall be widely applied by States 

according to their capabilities. Where there are threats of serious or irreversible damage, lack of full 
scientific certainty shall not be used as a reason for postponing cost-effective measures to prevent en-
vironmental degradation. 

Principle 16
National authorities should endeavour to promote the internalization of environmental costs and 

the use of economic instruments, taking into account the approach that the polluter should, in prin-
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ciple, bear the cost of pollution, with due regard to the public interest and without distorting interna-
tional trade and investment. 

Principle 17
Environmental impact assessment, as a national instrument, shall be undertaken for proposed ac-

tivities that are likely to have a significant adverse impact on the environment and are subject to a de-
cision of a competent national authority. 

Principle 18
States shall immediately notify other States of any natural disasters or other emergencies that 

are likely to produce sudden harmful effects on the environment of those States. Every effort shall be 
made by the international community to help States so afflicted. 

Principle 19
States shall provide prior and timely notification and relevant information to potentially affected 

States on activities that may have a significant adverse transboundary environmental effect and shall 
consult with those States at an early stage and in good faith. 

Principle 20
Women have a vital role in environmental management and development. Their full participation 

is therefore essential to achieve sustainable development. 
Principle 21
The creativity, ideals and courage of the youth of the world should be mobilized to forge a global 

partnership in order to achieve sustainable development and ensure a better future for all. 
Principle 22
Indigenous people and their communities and other local communities have a vital role in en-

vironmental management and development because of their knowledge and traditional practices. 
States should recognize and duly support their identity, culture and interests and enable their effec-
tive participation in the achievement of sustainable development. 

Principle 23
The environment and natural resources of people under oppression, domination and occupation 

shall be protected. 
Principle 24
Warfare is inherently destructive of sustainable development. States shall therefore respect inter-

national law providing protection for the environment in times of armed conflict and cooperate in its 
further development, as necessary. 

Principle 25
Peace, development and environmental protection are interdependent and indivisible. 
Principle 26
States shall resolve all their environmental disputes peacefully and by appropriate means in accor-

dance with the Charter of the United Nations. 
Principle 27
States and people shall cooperate in good faith and in a spirit of partnership in the fulfilment of 

the principles embodied in this Declaration and in the further development of international law in the 
field of sustainable development. 

Note. 1 / Report of the United Nations Conference on the Human Environment, Stockholm, 5-16 June 1972 
(United Nations publication, Sales No. E. 73. II. A. 14 and corrigendum) , chap. I. 

Source: http://www. un-documents. net/rio-dec. htm 
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United Nations Millennium Declaration

General Assembly resolution 55/2 of
8 September 2000
The General Assembly

Adopts the following Declaration:

I. Values and principles
1. We, heads of State and Government, have gathered at United Nations Headquarters in New York 

from 6 to 8 September 2000, at the dawn of a new millennium, to reaffirm our faith in the Organization 
and its Charter as indispensable foundations of a more peaceful, prosperous and just world. 

2. We recognize that, in addition to our separate responsibilities to our individual societies, we 
have a collective responsibility to uphold the principles of human dignity, equality and equity at the 
global level. As leaders we have a duty therefore to all the world’s people, especially the most vulner-
able and, in particular, the children of the world, to whom the future belongs. 

3. We reaffirm our commitment to the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United 
Nations, which have proved timeless and universal. Indeed, their relevance and capacity to inspire 
have increased, as nations and peoples have become increasingly interconnected and interdependent. 

4. We are determined to establish a just and lasting peace all over the world in accordance with the pur-
poses and principles of the Charter. We rededicate ourselves to support all efforts to uphold the sovereign 
equality of all States, respect for their territorial integrity and political independence, resolution of dis-
putes by peaceful means and in conformity with the principles of justice and international law, the right to 
self-determination of peoples which remain under colonial domination and foreign occupation, non-in-
terference in the internal affairs of States, respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms, respect for 
the equal rights of all without distinction as to race, sex, language or religion and international cooperation 
in solving international problems of an economic, social, cultural or humanitarian character. 

5. We believe that the central challenge we face today is to ensure that globalization becomes 
a positive force for all the world’s people. For while globalization offers great opportunities, at pres-
ent its benefits are very unevenly shared, while its costs are unevenly distributed. We recognize that 
developing countries and countries with economies in transition face special difficulties in respond-
ing to this central challenge. Thus, only through broad and sustained efforts to create a shared future, 
based upon our common humanity in all its diversity, can globalization be made fully inclusive and 
equitable. These efforts must include policies and measures, at the global level, which correspond to 
the needs of developing countries and economies in transition and are formulated and implemented 
with their effective participation. 

6. We consider certain fundamental values to be essential to international relations in the twen-
ty-first century. These include:

Freedom. Men and women have the right to live their lives and raise their children in dignity, free 
from hunger and from the fear of violence, oppression or injustice. Democratic and participatory gov-
ernance based on the will of the people best assures these rights. 

Equality. No individual and no nation must be denied the opportunity to benefit from develop-
ment. The equal rights and opportunities of women and men must be assured. 

Solidarity. Global challenges must be managed in a way that distributes the costs and burdens 
fairly in accordance with basic principles of equity and social justice. Those who suffer or who benefit 
least deserve help from those who benefit most. 
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Tolerance. Human beings must respect one other, in all their diversity of belief, culture and lan-
guage. Differences within and between societies should be neither feared nor repressed, but cherished 
as a precious asset of humanity. A culture of peace and dialogue among all civilizations should be ac-
tively promoted. 

Respect for nature. Prudence must be shown in the management of all living species and natural 
resources, in accordance with the precepts of sustainable development. Only in this way can the im-
measurable riches provided to us by nature be preserved and passed on to our descendants. The cur-
rent unsustainable patterns of production and consumption must be changed in the interest of our fu-
ture welfare and that of our descendants. 

Shared responsibility. Responsibility for managing worldwide economic and social development, 
as well as threats to international peace and security, must be shared among the nations of the world 
and should be exercised multilaterally. As the most universal and most representative organization in 
the world, the United Nations must play the central role. 

7. In order to translate these shared values into actions, we have identified key objectives to which 
we assign special significance. 

II. Peace, security and disarmament
8. We will spare no effort to free our peoples from the scourge of war, whether within or between 

States, which has claimed more than 5 million lives in the past decade. We will also seek to eliminate 
the dangers posed by weapons of mass destruction. 

9. We resolve therefore:
To strengthen respect for the rule of law in international as in national affairs and, in particular, to 

ensure compliance by Member States with the decisions of the International Court of Justice, in com-
pliance with the Charter of the United Nations, in cases to which they are parties. 

To make the United Nations more effective in maintaining peace and security by giving it the 
resources and tools it needs for conflict prevention, peaceful resolution of disputes, peacekeeping, 
post-conflict peace-building and reconstruction. In this context, we take note of the report of the 
Panel on United Nations Peace Operations and request the General Assembly to consider its recom-
mendations expeditiously. 

To strengthen cooperation between the United Nations and regional organizations, in accordance 
with the provisions of Chapter VIII of the Charter. 

To ensure the implementation, by States Parties, of treaties in areas such as arms control and dis-
armament and of international humanitarian law and human rights law, and call upon all States to 
consider signing and ratifying the Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court. 

To take concerted action against international terrorism, and to accede as soon as possible to all 
the relevant international conventions. 

To redouble our efforts to implement our commitment to counter the world drug problem. 
To intensify our efforts to fight transnational crime in all its dimensions, including trafficking as 

well as smuggling in human beings and money laundering. 
To minimize the adverse effects of United Nations economic sanctions on innocent populations, 

to subject such sanctions regimes to regular reviews and to eliminate the adverse effects of sanctions 
on third parties. 

To strive for the elimination of weapons of mass destruction, particularly nuclear weapons, and to 
keep all options open for achieving this aim, including the possibility of convening an international 
conference to identify ways of eliminating nuclear dangers. 

To take concerted action to end illicit traffic in small arms and light weapons, especially by mak-
ing arms transfers more transparent and supporting regional disarmament measures, taking account 
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of all the recommendations of the forthcoming United Nations Conference on Illicit Trade in Small 
Arms and Light Weapons. 

To call on all States to consider acceding to the Convention on the Prohibition of the Use, 
Stockpiling, Production and Transfer of Anti-personnel Mines and on Their Destruction, as well as the 
amended mines protocol to the Convention on conventional weapons. 

10. We urge Member States to observe the Olympic Truce, individually and collectively, now and 
in the future, and to support the International Olympic Committee in its efforts to promote peace and 
human understanding through sport and the Olympic Ideal. 

III. Development and poverty eradication
11. We will spare no effort to free our fellow men, women and children from the abject and dehu-

manizing conditions of extreme poverty, to which more than a billion of them are currently subject-
ed. We are committed to making the right to development a reality for everyone and to freeing the en-
tire human race from want. 

12. We resolve therefore to create an environment - at the national and global levels alike - which 
is conducive to development and to the elimination of poverty. 

13. Success in meeting these objectives depends, inter alia , on good governance within each coun-
try. It also depends on good governance at the international level and on transparency in the finan-
cial, monetary and trading systems. We are committed to an open, equitable, rule-based, predictable 
and non-discriminatory multilateral trading and financial system. 

14. We are concerned about the obstacles developing countries face in mobilizing the resources 
needed to finance their sustained development. We will therefore make every effort to ensure the suc-
cess of the High-level International and Intergovernmental Event on Financing for Development, to 
be held in 2001. 

15. We also undertake to address the special needs of the least developed countries. In this context, 
we welcome the Third United Nations Conference on the Least Developed Countries to be held in May 
2001 and will endeavour to ensure its success. We call on the industrialized countries:

To adopt, preferably by the time of that Conference, a policy of duty- and quota-free access for es-
sentially all exports from the least developed countries; 

To implement the enhanced programme of debt relief for the heavily indebted poor countries 
without further delay and to agree to cancel all official bilateral debts of those countries in return for 
their making demonstrable commitments to poverty reduction; and

To grant more generous development assistance, especially to countries that are genuinely mak-
ing an effort to apply their resources to poverty reduction. 

16. We are also determined to deal comprehensively and effectively with the debt problems of low- 
and middle-income developing countries, through various national and international measures de-
signed to make their debt sustainable in the long term. 

17. We also resolve to address the special needs of small island developing States, by implement-
ing the Barbados Programme of Action and the outcome of the twenty-second special session of the 
General Assembly rapidly and in full. We urge the international community to ensure that, in the de-
velopment of a vulnerability index, the special needs of small island developing States are taken into 
account. 

18. We recognize the special needs and problems of the landlocked developing countries, and urge 
both bilateral and multilateral donors to increase financial and technical assistance to this group of 
countries to meet their special development needs and to help them overcome the impediments of ge-
ography by improving their transit transport systems. 

19. We resolve further:
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To halve, by the year 2015, the proportion of the world’s people whose income is less than one dol-
lar a day and the proportion of people who suffer from hunger and, by the same date, to halve the pro-
portion of people who are unable to reach or to afford safe drinking water. 

To ensure that, by the same date, children everywhere, boys and girls alike, will be able to com-
plete a full course of primary schooling and that girls and boys will have equal access to all levels of 
education. 

By the same date, to have reduced maternal mortality by three quarters, and under-five child mor-
tality by two thirds, of their current rates. 

To have, by then, halted, and begun to reverse, the spread of HIV/AIDS, the scourge of malaria and 
other major diseases that afflict humanity. 

To provide special assistance to children orphaned by HIV/AIDS. 
By 2020, to have achieved a significant improvement in the lives of at least 100 million slum dwell-

ers as proposed in the “Cities Without Slums” initiative. 
20. We also resolve:
To promote gender equality and the empowerment of women as effective ways to combat poverty, 

hunger and disease and to stimulate development that is truly sustainable. 
To develop and implement strategies that give young people everywhere a real chance to find de-

cent and productive work. 
To encourage the pharmaceutical industry to make essential drugs more widely available and af-

fordable by all who need them in developing countries. 
To develop strong partnerships with the private sector and with civil society organizations in pur-

suit of development and poverty eradication. 
To ensure that the benefits of new technologies, especially information and communication tech-

nologies, in conformity with recommendations contained in the ECOSOC 2000 Ministerial Declaration, 
are available to all. 

IV. Protecting our common environment
21. We must spare no effort to free all of humanity, and above all our children and grandchildren, 

from the threat of living on a planet irredeemably spoilt by human activities, and whose resources 
would no longer be sufficient for their needs. 

22. We reaffirm our support for the principles of sustainable development, including those set out 
in Agenda 21, agreed upon at the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development. 

23. We resolve therefore to adopt in all our environmental actions a new ethic of conservation and 
stewardship and, as first steps, we resolve:

To make every effort to ensure the entry into force of the Kyoto Protocol, preferably by the tenth 
anniversary of the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development in 2002, and to em-
bark on the required reduction in emissions of greenhouse gases. 

To intensify our collective efforts for the management, conservation and sustainable development 
of all types of forests. 

To press for the full implementation of the Convention on Biological Diversity and the Convention 
to Combat Desertification in those Countries Experiencing Serious Drought and/or Desertification, 
particularly in Africa. 

To stop the unsustainable exploitation of water resources by developing water management strat-
egies at the regional, national and local levels, which promote both equitable access and adequate 
supplies. 

To intensify cooperation to reduce the number and effects of natural and man-made disasters. 
To ensure free access to information on the human genome sequence. 
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V. Human rights, democracy and good governance
24. We will spare no effort to promote democracy and strengthen the rule of law, as well as respect 

for all internationally recognized human rights and fundamental freedoms, including the right to de-
velopment. 

25. We resolve therefore:
To respect fully and uphold the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. 
To strive for the full protection and promotion in all our countries of civil, political, economic, so-

cial and cultural rights for all. 
To strengthen the capacity of all our countries to implement the principles and practices of de-

mocracy and respect for human rights, including minority rights. 
To combat all forms of violence against women and to implement the Convention on the 

Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women. 
To take measures to ensure respect for and protection of the human rights of migrants, migrant 

workers and their families, to eliminate the increasing acts of racism and xenophobia in many societ-
ies and to promote greater harmony and tolerance in all societies. 

To work collectively for more inclusive political processes, allowing genuine participation by all 
citizens in all our countries. 

To ensure the freedom of the media to perform their essential role and the right of the public to 
have access to information. 

VI. Protecting the vulnerable
26. We will spare no effort to ensure that children and all civilian populations that suffer dispro-

portionately the consequences of natural disasters, genocide, armed conflicts and other humanitari-
an emergencies are given every assistance and protection so that they can resume normal life as soon 
as possible. 

We resolve therefore:
To expand and strengthen the protection of civilians in complex emergencies, in conformity with 

international humanitarian law. 
To strengthen international cooperation, including burden sharing in, and the coordination of hu-

manitarian assistance to, countries hosting refugees and to help all refugees and displaced persons to 
return voluntarily to their s, in safety and dignity and to be smoothly reintegrated into their societies. 

To encourage the ratification and full implementation of the Convention on the Rights of the Child 
and its optional protocols on the involvement of children in armed conflict and on the sale of children, 
child prostitution and child pornography. 

VII. Meeting the special needs of Africa
27. We will support the consolidation of democracy in Africa and assist Africans in their struggle 

for lasting peace, poverty eradication and sustainable development, thereby bringing Africa into the 
mainstream of the world economy. 

28. We resolve therefore:
To give full support to the political and institutional structures of emerging democracies in Africa. 
To encourage and sustain regional and subregional mechanisms for preventing conflict and pro-

moting political stability, and to ensure a reliable flow of resources for peacekeeping operations on 
the continent. 

To take special measures to address the challenges of poverty eradication and sustainable develop-
ment in Africa, including debt cancellation, improved market access, enhanced Official Development 
Assistance and increased flows of Foreign Direct Investment, as well as transfers of technology. 
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To help Africa build up its capacity to tackle the spread of the HIV/AIDS pandemic and other in-
fectious diseases. 

VIII. Strengthening the United Nations
29. We will spare no effort to make the United Nations a more effective instrument for pursuing all 

of these priorities: the fight for development for all the peoples of the world, the fight against pover-
ty, ignorance and disease; the fight against injustice; the fight against violence, terror and crime; and 
the fight against the degradation and destruction of our common . 

30. We resolve therefore:
To reaffirm the central position of the General Assembly as the chief deliberative, policy-making 

and representative organ of the United Nations, and to enable it to play that role effectively. 
To intensify our efforts to achieve a comprehensive reform of the Security Council in all its aspects. 
To strengthen further the Economic and Social Council, building on its recent achievements, to 

help it fulfil the role ascribed to it in the Charter. 
To strengthen the International Court of Justice, in order to ensure justice and the rule of law in 

international affairs. 
To encourage regular consultations and coordination among the principal organs of the United 

Nations in pursuit of their functions. 
To ensure that the Organization is provided on a timely and predictable basis with the resources it 

needs to carry out its mandates. 
To urge the Secretariat to make the best use of those resources, in accordance with clear rules and 

procedures agreed by the General Assembly, in the interests of all Member States, by adopting the best 
management practices and technologies available and by concentrating on those tasks that reflect the 
agreed priorities of Member States. 

To promote adherence to the Convention on the Safety of United Nations and Associated Personnel. 
To ensure greater policy coherence and better cooperation between the United Nations, its agen-

cies, the Bretton Woods Institutions and the World Trade Organization, as well as other multilater-
al bodies, with a view to achieving a fully coordinated approach to the problems of peace and devel-
opment. 

To strengthen further cooperation between the United Nations and national parliaments through 
their world organization, the Inter-Parliamentary Union, in various fields, including peace and secu-
rity, economic and social development, international law and human rights and democracy and gen-
der issues. 

To give greater opportunities to the private sector, non-governmental organizations and civil soci-
ety, in general, to contribute to the realization of the Organization’s goals and programmes. 

31. We request the General Assembly to review on a regular basis the progress made in implement-
ing the provisions of this Declaration, and ask the Secretary-General to issue periodic reports for con-
sideration by the General Assembly and as a basis for further action. 

32. We solemnly reaffirm, on this historic occasion, that the United Nations is the indispensable 
common house of the entire human family, through which we will seek to realize our universal aspi-
rations for peace, cooperation and development. We therefore pledge our unstinting support for these 
common objectives and our determination to achieve them. 

Source: https://www. ohchr. org/EN/ProfessionalInterest/Pages/Millennium. aspx
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Charter of the International military tribunal

The following acts, or any of them, are crimes coming within the jurisdiction of the Tribunal for 
which there shall be individual responsibility:

(a) Crimes against peace: namely, planning, preparation, initiation or waging of a war of aggres-
sion, or a  war in violation of international treaties, agreements or assurances, or participation in 
a common plan or conspiracy for the accomplishment of any of the foregoing; 

(b) War crimes: namely, violations of the laws or customs of war. Such violations shall include, but 
not be limited to, murder, ill-treatment or deportation to Wave labour or for any other purpose of ci-
vilian population of or in occupied territory, murder or ill-treatment of prisoners of war or persons on 
the seas, killing of hostages, plunder of public or private property, wanton destruction of cities, towns 
or villages, or devastation not justified by military necessity; 

(c) Crimes against humanity: namely, murder, extermination, enslavement, deportation, and oth-
er inhumane acts committed against any civilian population, before or during the war, or persecutions 
on political, racial or religious grounds in execution of or in connection with any crime within the ju-
risdiction of the Tribunal, whether or not in violation of the domestic law of the country where per-
petrated. 

Leaders, organizers, instigators and accomplices participating in the formulation or execution of 
a common plan or conspiracy to commit any of the foregoing crimes are responsible for all acts per-
formed by any persons in execution of such plan. 

Article 7
The official position of defendants, whether as Heads of State or responsible officials in Government 

Departments, shall not be considered as freeing them from responsibility or mitigating punishment. 
Article 8
The fact that the Defendant acted pursuant to order of his Government or of a superior shall not 

free him from responsibility, but may be considered in mitigation of punishment if the Tribunal de-
termines that justice so requires. 

Article 9
At the trial of any individual member of any group or organization the Tribunal may declare (in 

connection with any act of which the individual may be convicted) that the group or organization of 
which the individual was a member was a criminal organization. 

After receipt of the Indictment the Tribunal shall give such notice as it thinks fit that the prosecu-
tion intends to ask the Tribunal to make such declaration and any member of the organization will be 
entitled to apply to the Tribunal for leave to be heard by the Tribunal upon the question of the crim-
inal character of the organization. The Tribunal shall have power to allow or reject the application. If 
the application is allowed, the Tribunal may direct in what manner the applicants shall be represent-
ed and heard. 

Article 10
In cases where a group or organization is declared criminal by the Tribunal, the competent nation-

al authority of any Signatory shall have the right to bring individuals to trial for membership therein 
before national, military or occupation courts. In any such case the criminal nature of the group or or-
ganization is considered proved and shall not be questioned. 

Article 11
Any person convicted by the Tribunal may be charged before a national, military or occupation 

court, referred to in Article 10 of this Charter, with a crime other than of membership in a criminal 
group or organization and such court may, after convicting him, impose upon him punishment inde-
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pendent of and additional to the punishment imposed by the Tribunal for participation in the crimi-
nal activities of such group or organization

Article 12
The Tribunal shall have the right to take proceedings against a person charged with crimes set out 

in Article 6 of this Charter in his absence, if he has not been found or if the Tribunal, for any reason, 
finds it necessary, in the interests of justice, to conduct the hearing in his absence

Source: https://www. refworld. org/docid/3ae6b39614. html
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Charter of Paris for a New Europe. November 19-21, 1990 

Meeting of the Heads of State or Government of the participating States of the Conference on 
Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE) : Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Cyprus, Czech and 
Slovak Federal Republic, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Holy See, Hungary, Iceland, 
Ireland, Italy -European Community, Liechtenstein, Luxembourg, Malta, Monaco, Netherlands, 
Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, San Marino, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Turkey, Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, United Kingdom, United States of America and Yugoslavia. 

 
A NEW ERA OF DEMOCRACY, PEACE AND UNITY
We, the Heads of State or Government of the States participating in the Conference on Security 

and Co-operation in Europe, have assembled in Paris at a time of profound change and historic expec-
tations. The era of confrontation and division of Europe has ended. 

We declare that henceforth our, relations will be founded on respect and co-operation. Europe is 
liberating itself from the legacy of the past. The courage of men and women, the strength of the will 
of the peoples and the power of the ideas of the Helsinki Final Act have opened a new era of democ-
racy, peace and unity in Europe. 

Ours is a time for fulfilling the hopes and expectations our peoples have cherished for decades : 
steadfast commitment to democracy based on human rights and fundamental freedoms; prosperity 
through economic liberty and social justice; and equal security for all our countries. 

The Ten Principles of the Final Act will guide us towards this ambitious future, just as they have 
lighted our way towards better relations for the past fifteen years. Full implementation of all CSCE 
commitments must form the basis for the initiatives we are now taking to enable our nations to live 
in accordance with their aspirations. 

GUIDELINES FOR THE FUTURE
Proceeding from our firm commitment to the full implementation of all CSCE principles and pro-

visions, we now resolve to give a new impetus to a balanced and comprehensive development of our 
co-operation in order to address the needs and aspirations of out peoples. 

Human Dimension
We declare our respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms to be irrevocable. We will fully 

implement and build upon the provisions relating to the human dimension of the CSCE. 
Proceeding from the Document of the Copenhagen Meeting of the Conference on the Human 

Dimension, we will cooperate to strengthen democratic institutions and to promote the applica-
tion of the rule of law. To that end, we decide to convene a seminar of experts in Oslo from 4 to 15 
November 1991. 

Determined to foster the rich contribution of national minorities to the life of our societies, we 
undertake further to improve their situation. We reaffirm our deep conviction that friendly relations 
among our peoples, as well as peace, justice, stability and democracy, require that the ethnic, cultural, 
linguistic and religious identity of national minorities be protected and conditions for the promotion of 
that identity be created. We declare that questions related to national minorities can only be satisfacto-
rily resolved in a democratic political framework. We further acknowledge that the rights of persons be-
longing to national minorities must be fully respected as part of universal human rights. Being aware of 
the urgent need for increased cooperation on, as well as better protection of, national minorities, we de-
cide to convene a meeting of experts on national minorities to be held in Geneva from 1 to 19 July 1991. 
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We express our determination to combat all forms of racial and ethnic hatred, antisemitism, xeno-
phobia and discrimination against anyone as well as persecution on religious and ideological grounds. 

In accordance with our CSCE commitments, we stress that free movement and contacts among 
our citizens as well as the free flow of information and ideas are crucial for the maintenance and de-
velopment of free societies and flourishing cultures. We welcome increased tourism and visits among 
our countries. The human dimension mechanism has proved its usefulness, and we are consequent-
ly determined to expand it to include new procedures involving, inter alia, the services of experts 
or a roster of eminent persons experienced in human rights issues which could be raised under the 
mechanism. We shall provide, in the context of the mechanism, for individuals to be involved in the 
protection of their rights. Therefore, we undertake to develop further our commitments in this re-
spect, in particular at the Moscow Meeting of the Conference on the Human Dimension, without prej-
udice to obligations under existing international instruments to which our States may be parties. 

We recognize the important contribution of the Council of Europe to the promotion of human 
rights and the principles of democracy and the rule of law as well as to the development of cultural 
co-operation. We welcome moves by several participating States to join the Council of Europe and ad-
here to its European Convention on Human Rights. We welcome as well the readiness of the Council 
of Europe to make its experience available to the CSCE. 

Source: https://www. osce. org/mc/39516 
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A speech by Winston Churchill at Westminster College.  
March 5, 1946 

An attempt is being made by the Russians in Berlin to build up a quasi-Communist party in their 
zone of occupied Germany by showing special favors to groups of left-wing German leaders. At the 
end of the fighting last June, the American and British Armies withdrew westward, in accordance 
with an earlier agreement, to a depth at some points of 150 miles upon a front of nearly four hun-
dred miles, in order to allow our Russian allies to occupy this vast expanse of territory which the 
Western Democracies had conquered. If no the Soviet Government tries, by separate action , to build 
up a pro-Communist Germany in their areas, this will cause new serious difficulties in the American 
and British zones, and will give the defeated Germans the power of putting themselves up to auction 
between the Soviets and the Western Democracies. Whatever conclusions may be drawn from these 
facts – and facts they are – this is certainly not the Liberated Europe we fought to build up. Nor is it 
one which contains the essentials of permanent peace. …». 

Source: https://subscribe. ru/archive/socio. edu. englishtexts/201103/29113606. html 
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UN Security Council resolution No. 82, adopted June 25, 1950
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Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, 
in Outer Space and Under Water. August 5, 1963

The Governments of the United States of America, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland, and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, hereinafter referred to as the “Original 
Parties”, 

Proclaiming as their principal aim the speediest possible achievement of an agreement on gener-
al and complete disarmament under strict international control in accordance with the objectives of 
the United Nations which would put an end to the armaments race and eliminate the incentive to the 
production and testing of all kinds of weapons, including nuclear weapons, 

Seeking to achieve the discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time, deter-
mined to continue negotiations to this end, and desiring to put an end to the contamination of man’s 
environment by radioactive substances, 

Have agreed as follows:

Article I
1. Each of the Parties to this Treaty undertakes to prohibit, to prevent, and not to carry out any nu-

clear weapon test explosion, or any other nuclear explosion, at any place under its jurisdiction or con-
trol:

(a) in the atmosphere; beyond its limits, including outer space; or under water, including territo-
rial waters or high seas; or

(b) in any other environment if such explosion causes radioactive debris to be present outside the 
territorial limits of the State under whose jurisdiction or control such explosion is conducted. It is un-
derstood in this connection that the provisions of this subparagraph are without prejudice to the con-
clusion of a Treaty resulting in the permanent banning of all nuclear test explosions, including all 
such explosions underground, the conclusion of which, as the Parties have stated in the Preamble to 
this Treaty, they seek to achieve. 

2. Each of the Parties to this Treaty undertakes furthermore to refrain from causing, encouraging, 
or in any way participating in, the carrying out of any nuclear weapon test explosion, or any other nu-
clear explosion, anywhere which would take place in any of the environments described, or have the 
effect referred to, in paragraph 1 of this Article. 

Article II
1. Any Party may propose amendments to this Treaty. The text of any proposed amend-

ment shall be submitted to the Depositary Governments which shall circulate it to all Parties to 
this Treaty. Thereafter, if requested to do so by one-third or more of the Parties, the Depositary 
Governments shall convene a conference, to which they shall invite all the Parties, to consider 
such amendment. 

2. Any amendment to this Treaty must be approved by a majority of the votes of all the Parties to 
this Treaty, including the votes of all of the Original Parties. The amendment shall enter into force for 
all Parties upon the deposit of instruments of ratification by a majority of all the Parties, including the 
instruments of ratification of all of the Original Parties. 

Article III
1. This Treaty shall be open to all States for signature. Any State which does not sign this Treaty 

before its entry into force in accordance with paragraph 3 of this Article may accede to it at any time. 
2. This Treaty shall be subject to ratification by signatory States. Instruments of ratification and 

instruments of accession shall be deposited with the Governments of the Original Parties – the United 
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States of America, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, and the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics – which are hereby designated the Depositary Governments. 

3. This Treaty shall enter into force after its ratification by all the Original Parties and the depos-
it of their instruments of ratification. 

4. For States whose instruments of ratification or accession are deposited subsequent to the entry 
into force of this Treaty, it shall enter into force on the date of the deposit of their instruments of rat-
ification or accession. 

5. The Depositary Governments shall promptly inform all signatory and acceding States of the date 
of each signature, the date of deposit of each instrument of ratification of and accession to this Treaty, 
the date of its entry into force, and the date of receipt of any requests for conferences or other notices. 

6. This Treaty shall be registered by the Depositary Governments pursuant to Article 102 of the 
Charter of the United Nations. 

Article IV
This Treaty shall be of unlimited duration. 
Each Party shall in exercising its national sovereignty have the right to withdraw from the Treaty 

if it decides that extraordinary events, related to the subject matter of this Treaty, have jeopardized 
the supreme interests of its country. It shall give notice of such withdrawal to all other Parties to the 
Treaty three months in advance. 

Article V
This Treaty, of which the English and Russian texts are equally authentic, shall be deposited in the 

archives of the Depositary Governments. Duly certified copies of this Treaty shall be transmitted by 
the Depositary Governments to the Governments of the signatory and acceding States. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the undersigned, duly authorized, have signed this Treaty. 
DONE in triplicate at the city of Moscow the fifth day of August, one thousand nine hundred and 

sixty-three. 
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Convention on the Prohibition of the Development, 
Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and 
Toxin Weapons and on Their Destruction

The States Parties to this Convention, 
Determined to act with a view to achieving effective progress towards general and complete disar-

mament, including the prohibition and elimination of all types of weapons of mass destruction, and 
convinced that the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical and bac-
teriological (biological) weapons and their elimination, through effective measures, will facilitate the 
achievement of general and complete disarmament under strict and effective international control, 

Recognising the important significance of the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of 
Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva 
on 17 June 1925, and conscious also of the contribution which the said Protocol has already made and 
continues to make, to mitigating the horrors of war, 

Reaffirming their adherence to the principles and objectives of that Protocol and calling upon all 
States to comply strictly with them, 

Recalling that the General Assembly of the United Nations has repeatedly condemned all actions 
contrary to the principles and objectives of the Geneva Protocol of 17 June 1925, 

Desiring to contribute to the strengthening of confidence between peoples and the general im-
provement of the international atmosphere, 

Desiring also to contribute to the realisation of the purposes and principles of the Charter of the 
United Nations, 

Convinced of the importance and urgency of eliminating from the arsenals of States, through ef-
fective measures, such dangerous weapons of mass destruction as those using chemical or bacterio-
logical (biological) agents, 

Recognising that an agreement on the prohibition of bacteriological (biological) and toxin weap-
ons represents a first possible step towards the achievement of agreement on effective measures also 
for the prohibition of the development, production and stockpiling of chemical weapons, and deter-
mined to continue negotiations to that end, 

Determined, for the sake of all mankind, to exclude completely the possibility of bacteriological 
(biological) agents and toxins being used as weapons, 

Convinced that such use would be repugnant to the conscience of mankind and that no effort 
should be spared to minimise this risk, 

Have agreed as follows:
 
Article I
Each State Party to this Convention undertakes never in any circumstances to develop, produce, 

stockpile or otherwise acquire or retain:
(1) microbial or other biological agents, or toxins whatever their origin or method of production, of 

types and in quantities that have no justification for prophylactic, protective or other peaceful purposes; 
(2) weapons, equipment or means of delivery designed to use such agents or toxins for hostile pur-

poses or in armed conflict. 
Article II
Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to destroy, or to divert to peaceful purposes, as 

soon as possible but not later than nine months after the entry into force of the Convention, all agents, 
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toxins, weapons, equipment and means of delivery specified in Article I of the Convention, which are 
in its possession or under its jurisdiction or control. In implementing the provisions of this Article all 
necessary safety precautions shall be observed to protect populations and the environment. 

Article III
Each State Party to this Convention undertakes not to transfer to any recipient whatsoever, direct-

ly or indirectly, and not in any way to assist, encourage, or induce any State, group of States or inter-
national organisations to manufacture or otherwise acquire any of the agents, toxins, weapons, equip-
ment or means of delivery specified in Article I of the Convention. 

Article IV
Each State Party to this Convention shall, in accordance with its constitutional processes, take any 

necessary measures to prohibit and prevent the development, production, stockpiling, acquisition or 
retention of the agents, toxins, weapons, equipment and means of delivery specified in Article I of the 
Convention, within the territory of such State, under its jurisdiction or under its control anywhere. 

Article V
The States Parties to this Convention undertake to consult one another and to co-operate in solv-

ing any problems which may arise in relation to the objective of, or in the application of the provi-
sions of, the Convention. Consultation and co-operation pursuant to this Article may also be under-
taken through appropriate international procedures within the framework of the United Nations and 
in accordance with its Charter. 

Article VI
(1) Any State Party to this Convention which finds that any other State Party is acting in breach of 

obligations deriving from the provisions of the Convention may lodge a complaint with the Security 
Council of the United Nations. Such a complaint should include all possible evidence confirming its 
validity, as well as a request for its consideration by the Security Council. 

(2) Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to co-operate in carrying out any investigation 
which the Security Council may initiate, in accordance with the provisions of the Charter of the United 
Nations, on the basis of the complaint received by the Council. The Security Council shall inform the 
States Parties to the Convention of the results of the investigation. 

Article VII
Each State Party to this Convention undertakes to provide or support assistance, in accordance 

with the United Nations Charter, to any Party to the Convention which so requests, if the Security 
Council decides that such Party has been exposed to danger as a result of violation of the Convention. 

Article VIII
Nothing in this Convention shall be interpreted as in any way limiting or detracting from the obli-

gations assumed by any State under the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, 
Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June 
1925. 

Article IX
Each State Party to this Convention affirms the recognised objective of effective prohibition of 

chemical weapons and, to this end, undertakes to continue negotiations in good faith with a view to 
reaching early agreement on effective measures for the prohibition of their development, production 
and stockpiling and for their destruction, and on appropriate measures concerning equipment and 
means of delivery specifically designed for the production or use of chemical agents for weapons pur-
poses. 

Article X
(1) The States Parties to this Convention undertake to facilitate, and have the right to partici-

pate in, the fullest possible exchange of equipment, materials and scientific and technological infor-
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mation for the use of bacteriological (biological) agents and toxins for peaceful purposes. Parties to 
the Convention in a position to do so shall also co-operate in contributing individually or together 
with other States or international organisations to the further development and application of scien-
tific discoveries in the field of bacteriology (biology) for the prevention of disease, or for other peace-
ful purposes. 

(2) This Convention shall be implemented in a manner designed to avoid hampering the economic 
or technological development of States Parties to the Convention or international co-operation in the 
field of peaceful bacteriological (biological) activities, including the international exchange of bacte-
riological (biological) agents and toxins and equipment for the processing, use or production of bac-
teriological (biological) agents and toxins for peaceful purposes in accordance with the provisions of 
the Convention. 

Article XI
Any State Party may propose amendments to this Convention. Amendments shall enter into force 

for each State Party accepting the amendments upon their acceptance by a majority of the States Parties 
to the Convention and thereafter for each remaining State Party on the date of acceptance by it. 

Article XII
Five years after the entry into force of this Convention, or earlier if it is requested by a majority 

of Parties to the Convention by submitting a proposal to this effect to the Depositary Governments, 
a conference of States Parties to the Convention shall be held at Geneva, Switzerland, to review the 
operation of the Convention, with a view to assuring that the purposes of the preamble and the provi-
sions of the Convention, including the provisions concerning negotiations on chemical weapons, are 
being realised. Such review shall take into account any new scientific and technological developments 
relevant to the Convention. 

Article XIII
(1) This Convention shall be of unlimited duration. 
(2) Each State Party to this Convention shall in exercising its national sovereignty have the right 

to withdraw from the Convention if it decides that extraordinary events, related to the subject matter 
of the Convention, have jeopardised the supreme interests of its country. It shall give notice of such 
withdrawal to all other States Parties to the Convention and to the United Nations Security Council 
three months in advance. Such notice shall include a statement of the extraordinary events it regards 
as having jeopardised its supreme interests. 

Article XIV
(1) This Convention shall be open to all States for signature. Any State which does not sign the 

Convention before its entry into force in accordance with paragraph 3 of this Article may accede to it 
at any time. 

(2) This Convention shall be subject to ratification by signatory States. Instruments of ratifica-
tion and instruments of accession shall be deposited with the Governments of the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of 
America, which are hereby designated the Depositary Governments. 

(3) This Convention shall enter into force after the deposit of instruments of ratification by twen-
ty-two Governments, including the Governments designated as Depositaries of the Convention. 

(4) For States whose instruments of ratification or accession are deposited subsequent to the entry 
into force of this Convention, it shall enter into force on the date of the deposit of their instruments 
of ratification or accession. 

(5) The Depositary Governments shall promptly inform all signatory and acceding States of the 
date of each signature, the date of deposit of each instrument of ratification or of accession and the 
date of the entry into force of this Convention, and of the receipt of other notices. 
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(6) This Convention shall be registered by the Depositary Governments pursuant to Article 102 of 
the Charter of the United Nations. 

Article XV
This Convention, the English, Russian, French, Spanish and Chinese texts of which are equally au-

thentic, shall be deposited in the archives of the Depositary Governments. Duly certified copies of the 
Convention shall be transmitted by the Depositary Governments to the Governments of the signato-
ry and acceding States. 

 Source: http://disarmament. un. org/treaties/t/bwc/text 



508

Y A L T A  С O N F E R E N C E  A N D  Y A L T A  P E A C E  C o l l e c t i o n  o f  a r c h i v a l  m a t e r i a l s

Resolution adopted by the General Assembly 2994 (XXVII). United 
Nations Conference on the Human Environment. December 15, 1972

The General Assembly, 
Reaffirming the responsibility of the international community to take action to preserve and enhance 

the environment and, in particular, the need for continuous international co-operation to this end, 
Recalling its resolutions 2398 (XXIII) of 3 December 1968, 2581 (XXIV) of 15 December 1969, 2657 

(XXV) of 7 December 1970, 2849 (XXVI) and 2850 (XXVI) of 20 December 1971, 
Having considered the report of the United Nations Conference an the Human Environment, /33 

held at Stockholm from 5 to 16 June 1972, and the report of the Secretary-General thereon, 
Expressing its satisfaction that the Conference and the Preparatory Committee for the United 

Nations Conference on the Human Environment succeeded in focusing the attention of Governments 
and public opinion on the need for prompt action in the field of the environment, 

1. Takes note with satisfaction of the report of the United Nations Conference on the Human 
Environment; 

2. Draws the attention of Governments and the Governing Council of the United Nations 
Environment Programme/35 to the Declaration of the United Nations Conference on the Human 
Environment/36 and refers the Action Plan for the Human Environment/37 to the Governing Council 
for appropriate action; 

3. Draws the attention of Governments to the recommendations for action at the national level re-
ferred to them by the Conference for their consideration and such action as they might deem appro-
priate; 

4. Designates 5 June as World Environment Day and urges Governments and the organizations in 
the United Nations system to undertake on that day every year world-wide activities reaffirming their 
concern for the preservation and enhancement of the environment, with a view to deepening environ-
mental awareness and to pursuing the determination expressed at the Conference; 

5. Takes note with appreciation of resolution 4 (I) of 15 June 1972/38 adopted by the Conference 
on the convening of a second United Nations Conference on the Human Environment and refers this 
matter to the Governing Council of the United Nations Environment Programme with the request that 
the Council study this matter, taking into account the status of implementation of the Action Plan and 
future developments in the field of the environment, and report its views and recommendations to the 
General Assembly so that the Assembly can take a decision on all aspects of the matter not later than 
at its twenty-ninth session. 

2112th plenary meeting
15 December 1972

Notes:
33/ A/CONF. 48/14 and Corr. 1. 
34/ A/8783 and Add. 1, Add. 1/Corr. 1 and Add. 2
35/ See resolution 2997 (XXVII) , Sect. 1. 
36/ A/CONF. 48/14 and Corr. 1, chap. I. 
37/ Ibid. , chap. II. 
38/ Ibid. , chap. IV. 

Source: http://www. un-documents. net/a27r2994. htm 
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Agreement between the USSR and the United States  
on cooperation in the exploration and use of outer 
space for peaceful purposes. May 18, 1977
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Treaty Between The United States Of America And The Union  
Of Soviet Socialist Republics On The Elimination Of Their Intermediate-
Range And Shorter-Range Missiles (INF Treaty). December 8, 1987

Signed at Washington December 8, 1987
Ratification advised by U. S. Senate May 27, 1988
Instruments of ratification exchanged June 1, 1988
Entered into force June 1, 1988
Proclaimed by U. S. President December 27, 1988

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, hereinafter referred to 
as the Parties, 

Conscious that nuclear war would have devastating consequences for all mankind, 
Guided by the objective of strengthening strategic stability, 
Convinced that the measures set forth in this Treaty will help to reduce the risk of outbreak of war 

and strengthen international peace and security, and
Mindful of their obligations under Article VI of the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear 

Weapons, 
Have agreed as follows:

Article I
In accordance with the provisions of this Treaty which includes the Memorandum of Understanding 

and Protocols which form an integral part thereof, each Party shall eliminate its intermediate-range 
and shorter-range missiles, not have such systems thereafter, and carry out the other obligations set 
forth in this Treaty. 

Article II
For the purposes of this Treaty:
1. The term «ballistic missile» means a missile that has a ballistic trajectory over most of its flight 

path. The term «ground-launched ballistic missile (GLBM) » means a ground-launched ballistic mis-
sile that is a weapon-delivery vehicle. 

2. The term «cruise missile» means an unmanned, self-propelled vehicle that sustains flight 
through the use of aerodynamic lift over most of its flight path. The term «ground-launched cruise 
missile (GLCM) » means a ground-launched cruise missile that is a weapon-delivery vehicle. 

3. The term «GLBM launcher» means a fixed launcher or a mobile land-based transporter-erec-
tor-launcher mechanism for launching a GLBM. 

4. The term «GLCM launcher» means a fixed launcher or a mobile land-based transporter-erec-
tor-launcher mechanism for launching a GLCM. 

5. The term «intermediate-range missile» means a GLBM or a GLCM having a range capability in 
excess of 1000 kilometers but not in excess of 5500 kilometers. 

6. The term «shorter-range missile» means a GLBM or a GLCM having a range capability equal to 
or in excess of 500 kilometers but not in excess of 1000 kilometers. 

7. The term «deployment area» means a designated area within which intermediate-range mis-
siles and launchers of such missiles may operate and within which one or more missile operating bas-
es are located. 

8. The term «missile operating base» means:
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(a) in the case of intermediate-range missiles, a complex of facilities, located within a deployment 
area, at which intermediate-range missiles and launchers of such missiles normally operate, in which 
support structures associated with such missiles and launchers are also located and in which support 
equipment associated with such missiles and launchers is normally located; and

(b) in the case of shorter-range missiles, a complex of facilities, located any place, at which short-
er-range missiles and launchers of such missiles normally operate and in which support equipment 
associated with such missiles and launchers is normally located. 

9. The term «missile support facility, » as regards intermediate-range or shorter-range missiles and 
launchers of such missiles, means a missile production facility or a launcher production facility, a mis-
sile repair facility or a launcher repair facility, a training facility, a missile storage facility or a launcher 
storage facility, a test range, or an elimination facility as those terms are defined in the Memorandum 
of Understanding. 

10. The term «transit» means movement, notified in accordance with paragraph 5(f) of Article IX of 
this Treaty, of an intermediate-range missile or a launcher of such a missile between missile support 
facilities, between such a facility and a deployment area or between deployment areas, or of a short-
er-range missile or a launcher of such a missile from a missile support facility or a missile operating 
base to an elimination facility. 

11. The term «deployed missile» means an intermediate-range missile located within a deploy-
ment area or a shorter-range missile located at a missile operating base. 

12. The term «non-deployed missile» means an intermediate-range missile located outside a de-
ployment area or a shorter-range missile located outside a missile operating base. 

13. The term «deployed launcher» means a  launcher of an intermediate-range missile locat-
ed within a deployment area or a launcher of a shorter-range missile located at a missile operat-
ing base. 

14. The term «non-deployed launcher» means a launcher of an intermediate-range missile locat-
ed outside a deployment area or a launcher of a shorter-range missile located outside a missile oper-
ating base. 

15. The term «basing country» means a country other than the United States of America or the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on whose territory intermediate-range or shorter-range missiles of 
the Parties, launchers of such missiles or support structures associated with such missiles and launch-
ers were located at any time after November 1, 1987. Missiles or launchers in transit are not consid-
ered to be «located. »

Article III
1. For the purposes of this Treaty, existing types of intermediate-range missiles are:
(a)  for the United States of America, missiles of the types designated by the United States of 

America as the Pershing II and the BGM-109G, which are known to the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics by the same designations; and

(b) for the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, missiles of the types designated by the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics as the RSD-10, the R-12 and the R-14, which are known to the United States 
of America as the SS-20, the SS-4 and the SS-5, respectively. 

2. For the purposes of this Treaty, existing types of shorter-range missiles are:
(a) for the United States of America, missiles of the type designated by the United States of America 

as the Pershing IA, which is known to the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics by the same designa-
tion; and

(b) for the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, missiles of the types designated by the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics as the OTR-22 and the OTR-23, which are known to the United States of 
America as the SS-12 and the SS-23, respectively. 
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Article IV
1. Each Party shall eliminate all its intermediate-range missiles and launchers of such missiles, 

and all support structures and support equipment of the categories listed in the Memorandum of 
Understanding associated with such missiles and launchers, so that no later than three years after en-
try into force of this Treaty and thereafter no such missiles, launchers, support structures or support 
equipment shall be possessed by either Party. 

2. To implement paragraph 1 of this Article, upon entry into force of this Treaty, both Parties shall 
begin and continue throughout the duration of each phase, the reduction of all types of their deployed 
and non-deployed intermediate-range missiles and deployed and non-deployed launchers of such 
missiles and support structures and support equipment associated with such missiles and launchers 
in accordance with the provisions of this Treaty. These reductions shall be implemented in two phases 
so that:

(a) by the end of the first phase, that is, no later than 29 months after entry into force of this Treaty:
(i) the number of deployed launchers of intermediate-range missiles for each Party shall not ex-

ceed the number of launchers that are capable of carrying or containing at one time missiles consid-
ered by the Parties to carry 171 warheads; 

(ii) the number of deployed intermediate-range missiles for each Party shall not exceed the num-
ber of such missiles considered by the Parties to carry 180 warheads; 

(iii) the aggregate number of deployed and non-deployed launchers of intermediate-range mis-
siles for each Party shall not exceed the number of launchers that are capable of carrying or contain-
ing at one time missiles considered by the Parties to carry 200 warheads; 

(iv)  the aggregate number of deployed and non-deployed intermediate-range missiles for each 
Party shall not exceed the number of such missiles considered by the Parties to carry 200 warheads; 
and

(v) the ratio of the aggregate number of deployed and non-deployed intermediate-range GLBMs 
of existing types for each Party to the aggregate number of deployed and non-deployed intermedi-
ate-range missiles of existing types possessed by that Party shall not exceed the ratio of such interme-
diate-range GLBMs to such intermediate-range missiles for that Party as of November 1, 1987, as set 
forth in the Memorandum of Understanding; and

(b) by the end of the second phase, that is, no later than three years after entry into force of this 
Treaty, all intermediate-range missiles of each Party, launchers of such missiles and all support struc-
tures and support equipment of the categories listed in the Memorandum of Understanding associat-
ed with such missiles and launchers, shall be eliminated. 

Article V
1. Each Party shall eliminate all its shorter-range missiles and launchers of such missiles, and all 

support equipment of the categories listed in the Memorandum of Understanding associated with 
such missiles and launchers, so that no later than 18 months after entry into force of this Treaty and 
thereafter no such missiles, launchers or support equipment shall be possessed by either Party. 

2. No later than 90 days after entry into force of this Treaty, each Party shall complete the remov-
al of all its deployed shorter-range missiles and deployed and non-deployed launchers of such mis-
siles to elimination facilities and shall retain them at those locations until they are eliminated in ac-
cordance with the procedures set forth in the Protocol on Elimination. No later than 12 months after 
entry into force of this Treaty, each Party shall complete the removal of all its non-deployed short-
er-range missiles to elimination facilities and shall retain them at those locations until they are elim-
inated in accordance with the procedures set forth in the Protocol on Elimination. 

3. Shorter-range missiles and launchers of such missiles shall not be located at the same elimina-
tion facility. Such facilities shall be separated by no less than 1000 kilometers. 
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Article VI
1. Upon entry into force of this Treaty and thereafter, neither Party shall:
(a) produce or flight-test any intermediate-range missiles or produce any stages of such missiles 

or any launchers of such missiles; or
(b) produce, flight-test or launch any shorter-range missiles or produce any stages of such missiles 

or any launchers of such missiles. 
2. Notwithstanding paragraph 1 of this Article, each Party shall have the right to produce a type of 

GLBM not limited by this Treaty which uses a stage which is outwardly similar to, but not interchange-
able with, a stage of an existing type of intermediate-range GLBM having more than one stage, pro-
viding that that Party does not produce any other stage which is outwardly similar to, but not inter-
changeable with, any other stage of an existing type of intermediate-range GLBM. 

Article VII
For the purposes of this Treaty:
1. If a ballistic missile or a cruise missile has been flight-tested or deployed for weapon delivery, all 

missiles of that type shall be considered to be weapon-delivery vehicles. 
2. If a GLBM or GLCM is an intermediate-range missile, all GLBMs or GLCMs of that type shall 

be considered to be intermediate-range missiles. If a GLBM or GLCM is a shorter-range missile, all 
GLBMs or GLCMs of that type shall be considered to be shorter-range missiles. 

3. If a GLBM is of a type developed and tested solely to intercept and counter objects not located 
on the surface of the earth, it shall not be considered to be a missile to which the limitations of this 
Treaty apply. 

4. The range capability of a GLBM not listed in Article III of this Treaty shall be considered to be 
the maximum range to which it has been tested. The range capability of a GLCM not listed in Article 
III of this Treaty shall be considered to be the maximum distance which can be covered by the missile 
in its standard design mode flying until fuel exhaustion, determined by projecting its flight path onto 
the earths sphere from the point of launch to the point of impact. GLBMs or GLCMs that have a range 
capability equal to or in excess of 500 kilometers but not in excess of 1000 kilometers shall be consid-
ered to be shorter-range missiles. GLBMs or GLCMs that have a range capability in excess of 1000 ki-
lometers but not in excess of 5500 kilometers shall be considered to be intermediate-range missiles. 

5. The maximum number of warheads an existing type of intermediate-range missile or short-
er-range missile carries shall be considered to be the number listed for missiles of that type in the 
Memorandum of Understanding. 

6. Each GLBM or GLCM shall be considered to carry the maximum number of warheads listed for 
a GLBM or GLCM of the type in the Memorandum of Understanding. 

7. If a launcher has been tested for launching a GLBM or a GLCM, all launchers of that type shall be 
considered to have been tested for launching GLBMs or GLCMs. 

8. If a launcher has contained or launched a particular type of GLBM or GLCM, all launchers of that 
type shall be considered to be launchers of that type of GLBM or GLCM. 

9. The number of missiles each launcher of an existing type of intermediate-range missile or short-
er-range missile shall be considered to be capable of carrying or containing at one time is the number 
listed for launchers of missiles of that type in the Memorandum of Understanding. 

10. Except in the case of elimination in accordance with the procedures set forth in the Protocol on 
Elimination, the following shall apply:

(a) for GLBMs which are stored or moved in separate stages, the longest stage of an intermedi-
ate-range or shorter-range GLBM shall be counted as a complete missile; 

(b) for GLBMs which are not stored or moved in separate stages, a canister of the type used in the 
launch of an intermediate-range GLBM, unless a Party proves to the satisfaction of the other Party 
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that it does not contain such a missile, or an assembled intermediate-range or shorter-range GLBM, 
shall be counted as a complete missile; and

(c) for GLCMs, the airframe of an intermediate-range or shorter-range GLCM shall be counted as 
a complete missile. 

11. A ballistic missile which is not a missile to be used in a ground-based mode shall not be con-
sidered to be a GLBM if it is test-launched at a test site from a fixed land-based launcher which is used 
solely for test purposes and which is distinguishable from GLBM launchers. A cruise missile which 
is not a missile to be used in a ground-based mode shall not be considered to be a GLCM if it is test-
launched at a test site from a fixed land-based launcher which is used solely for test purposes and 
which is distinguishable from GLCM launchers. 

12. Each Party shall have the right to produce and use for booster systems, which might other-
wise be considered to be intermediate-range or shorter-range missiles, only existing types of boost-
er stages for such booster systems. Launches of such booster systems shall not be considered to be 
flight-testing of intermediate-range or shorter-range missiles provided that:

(a) stages used in such booster systems are different from stages used in those missiles listed as 
existing types of intermediate-range or shorter-range missiles in Article III of this Treaty; 

(b) such booster systems are used only for research and development purposes to test objects oth-
er than the booster systems themselves; 

(c) the aggregate number of launchers for such booster systems shall not exceed 35 for each Party 
at any one time; and

(d)  the launchers for such booster systems are fixed, emplaced above ground and locat-
ed only at research and development launch sites which are specified in the Memorandum of 
Understanding. 

Research and development launch sites shall not be subject to inspection pursuant to Article XI 
of this Treaty. 

Article VIII
1. All intermediate-range missiles and launchers of such missiles shall be located in deployment 

areas, at missile support facilities or shall be in transit. Intermediate-range missiles or launchers of 
such missiles shall not be located elsewhere. 

2. Stages of intermediate-range missiles shall be located in deployment areas, at missile support 
facilities or moving between deployment areas, between missile support facilities or between missile 
support facilities and deployment areas. 

3. Until their removal to elimination facilities as required by paragraph 2 of Article V of this Treaty, 
all shorter-range missiles and launchers of such missiles shall be located at missile operating bases, 
at missile support facilities or shall be in transit. Shorter-range missiles or launchers of such missiles 
shall not be located elsewhere. 

4. Transit of a missile or launcher subject to the provisions of this Treaty shall be completed with-
in 25 days. 

5. All deployment areas, missile operating bases and missile support facilities are specified in the 
Memorandum of Understanding or in subsequent updates of data pursuant to paragraphs 3, 5(a) or 
5(b) of Article IX of this Treaty. Neither Party shall increase the number of, or change the location or 
boundaries of, deployment areas, missile operating bases or missile support facilities, except for elim-
ination facilities, from those set forth in the Memorandum of Understanding. A missile support facil-
ity shall not be considered to be part of a deployment area even though it may be located within the 
geographic boundaries of a deployment area. 

6. Beginning 30 days after entry into force of this Treaty, neither Party shall locate intermedi-
ate-range or shorter-range missiles, including stages of such missiles, or launchers of such missiles at 
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missile production facilities, launcher production facilities or test ranges listed in the Memorandum 
of Understanding. 

7. Neither Party shall locate any intermediate-range or shorter-range missiles at training facilities. 
8. A non-deployed intermediate-range or shorter-range missile shall not be carried on or con-

tained within a launcher of such a type of missile, except as required for maintenance conducted at re-
pair facilities or for elimination by means of launching conducted at elimination facilities. 

9. Training missiles and training launchers for intermediate-range or shorter-range missiles shall 
be subject to the same locational restrictions as are set forth for intermediate-range and shorter-range 
missiles and launchers of such missiles in paragraphs 1 and 3 of this Article. 

Article IX
1. The Memorandum of Understanding contains categories of data relevant to obligations under-

taken with regard to this Treaty and lists all intermediate-range and shorter-range missiles, launch-
ers of such missiles, and support structures and support equipment associated with such missiles 
and launchers, possessed by the Parties as of November 1, 1987. Updates of that data and notifica-
tions required by this Article shall be provided according to the categories of data contained in the 
Memorandum of Understanding. 

2. The Parties shall update that data and provide the notifications required by this Treaty through 
the Nuclear Risk Reduction Centers, established pursuant to the Agreement Between the United 
States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Establishment of Nuclear Risk 
Reduction Centers of September 15, 1987. 

3. No later than 30 days after entry into force of this Treaty, each Party shall provide the other 
Party with updated data, as of the date of entry into force of this Treaty, for all categories of data con-
tained in the Memorandum of Understanding. 

4. No later than 30 days after the end of each six-month interval following the entry into force 
of this Treaty, each Party shall provide updated data for all categories of data contained in the 
Memorandum of Understanding by informing the other Party of all changes, completed and in pro-
cess, in that data, which have occurred during the six-month interval since the preceding data ex-
change, and the net effect of those changes. 

5. Upon entry into force of this Treaty and thereafter, each Party shall provide the following noti-
fications to the other Party:

(a) notification, no less than 30 days in advance, of the scheduled date of the elimination of a spe-
cific deployment area, missile operating base or missile support facility; 

(b) notification, no less than 30 days in advance, of changes in the number or location of elimina-
tion facilities, including the location and scheduled date of each change; 

(c) notification, except with respect to launches of intermediate-range missiles for the purpose of 
their elimination, no less than 30 days in advance, of the scheduled date of the initiation of the elim-
ination of intermediate-range and shorter-range missiles, and stages of such missiles, and launch-
ers of such missiles and support structures and support equipment associated with such missiles and 
launchers, including:

(i) the number and type of items of missile systems to be eliminated; 
(ii) the elimination site; 
(iii) for intermediate-range missiles, the location from which such missiles, launchers of such mis-

siles and support equipment associated with such missiles and launchers are moved to the elimina-
tion facility; and

(iv) except in the case of support structures, the point of entry to be used by an inspection team 
conducting an inspection pursuant to paragraph 7 of Article XI of this Treaty and the estimated time 
of departure of an inspection team from the point of entry to the elimination facility; 
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(d) notification, no less than ten days in advance, of the scheduled date of the launch, or the sched-
uled date of the initiation of a series of launches, of intermediate-range missiles for the purpose of 
their elimination, including:

(i) the type of missiles to be eliminated; 
(ii)  the location of the launch, or, if elimination is by a series of launches, the location of such 

launches and the number of launches in the series; 
(iii)  the point of entry to be used by an inspection team conducting an inspection pursuant to 

paragraph 7 of Article XI of this Treaty; and
(iv) the estimated time of departure of an inspection team from the point of entry to the elimina-

tion facility; 
(e) notification, no later than 48 hours after they occur, of changes in the number of intermedi-

ate-range and shorter-range missiles, launchers of such missiles and support structures and support 
equipment associated with such missiles and launchers resulting from elimination as described in the 
Protocol on Elimination, including:

(i) the number and type of items of a missile system which were eliminated; and
(ii) the date and location of such elimination; and
(f)  notification of transit of intermediate-range or shorter-range missiles or launchers of such 

missiles, or the movement of training missiles or training launchers for such intermediate-range and 
shorter-range missiles, no later than 48 hours after it has been completed, including:

(i) the number of missiles or launchers; 
(ii) the points, dates, and times of departure and arrival; 
(iii) the mode of transport; and
(iv) the location and time at that location at least once every four days during the period of transit. 
6. Upon entry into force of this Treaty and thereafter, each Party shall notify the other Party, no 

less than ten days in advance, of the scheduled date and location of the launch of a research and de-
velopment booster system as described in paragraph 12 of Article VII of this Treaty. 

Article X
1. Each Party shall eliminate its intermediate-range and shorter-range missiles and launchers 

of such missiles and support structures and support equipment associated with such missiles and 
launchers in accordance with the procedures set forth in the Protocol on Elimination. 

2. Verification by on-site inspection of the elimination of items of missile systems specified in the 
Protocol on Elimination shall be carried out in accordance with Article XI of this Treaty, the Protocol 
on Elimination and the Protocol on Inspection. 

3. When a Party removes its intermediate-range missiles, launchers of such missiles and support 
equipment associated with such missiles and launchers from deployment areas to elimination facili-
ties for the purpose of their elimination, it shall do so in complete deployed organizational units. For 
the United States of America, these units shall be Pershing II batteries and BGM-109G flights. For the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, these units shall be SS-20 regiments composed of two or three 
battalions. 

4. Elimination of intermediate-range and shorter-range missiles and launchers of such missiles 
and support equipment associated with such missiles and launchers shall be carried out at the facili-
ties that are specified in the Memorandum of Understanding or notified in accordance with paragraph 
5(b) of Article IX of this Treaty, unless eliminated in accordance with Sections IV or V of the Protocol 
on Elimination. Support structures, associated with the missiles and launchers subject to this Treaty, 
that are subject to elimination shall be eliminated in situ. 

5. Each Party shall have the right, during the first six months after entry into force of this Treaty, to 
eliminate by means of launching no more than 100 of its intermediate-range missiles. 
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6. Intermediate-range and shorter-range missiles which have been tested prior to entry into force 
of this Treaty, but never deployed, and which are not existing types of intermediate-range or short-
er-range missiles listed in Article III of this Treaty, and launchers of such missiles, shall be eliminat-
ed within six months after entry into force of this Treaty in accordance with the procedures set forth 
in the Protocol on Elimination. Such missiles are:

(a) for the United States of America, missiles of the type designated by the United States of America 
as the Pershing IB, which is known to the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics by the same designa-
tion; and

(b)  for the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, missiles of the type designated by the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics as the RK-55, which is known to the United States of America as the 
SSC-X-4. 

7. Intermediate-range and shorter-range missiles and launchers of such missiles and support 
structures and support equipment associated with such missiles and launchers shall be considered to 
be eliminated after completion of the procedures set forth in the Protocol on Elimination and upon 
the notification provided for in paragraph 5(e) of Article IX of this Treaty. 

8. Each Party shall eliminate its deployment areas, missile operating bases and missile support fa-
cilities. A Party shall notify the other Party pursuant to paragraph 5(a) of Article IX of this Treaty once 
the conditions set forth below are fulfilled:

(a)  all intermediate-range and shorter-range missiles, launchers of such missiles and support 
equipment associated with such missiles and launchers located there have been removed; 

(b)  all support structures associated with such missiles and launchers located there have been 
eliminated; and

(c) all activity related to production, flight-testing, training, repair, storage or deployment of such 
missiles and launchers has ceased there. 

Such deployment areas, missile operating bases and missile support facilities shall be considered 
to be eliminated either when they have been inspected pursuant to paragraph 4 of Article XI of this 
Treaty or when 60 days have elapsed since the date of the scheduled elimination which was notified 
pursuant to paragraph 5(a) of Article IX of this Treaty. A deployment area, missile operating base or 
missile support facility listed in the Memorandum of Understanding that met the above conditions 
prior to entry into force of this Treaty, and is not included in the initial data exchange pursuant to 
paragraph 3 of Article IX of this Treaty, shall be considered to be eliminated. 

9. If a Party intends to convert a missile operating base listed in the Memorandum of Understanding 
for use as a base associated with GLBM or GLCM systems not subject to this Treaty, then that Party 
shall notify the other Party, no less than 30 days in advance of the scheduled date of the initiation of 
the conversion, of the scheduled date and the purpose for which the base will be converted. 

Article XI
1. For the purpose of ensuring verification of compliance with the provisions of this Treaty, each 

Party shall have the right to conduct on-site inspections. The Parties shall implement on-site inspec-
tions in accordance with this Article, the Protocol on Inspection and the Protocol on Elimination. 

2. Each Party shall have the right to conduct inspections provided for by this Article both within 
the territory of the other Party and within the territories of basing countries. 

3. Beginning 30 days after entry into force of this Treaty, each Party shall have the right to conduct 
inspections at all missile operating bases and missile support facilities specified in the Memorandum 
of Understanding other than missile production facilities, and at all elimination facilities included in 
the initial data update required by paragraph 3 of Article IX of this Treaty. These inspections shall be 
completed no later than 90 days after entry into force of this Treaty. The purpose of these inspections 
shall be to verify the number of missiles, launchers, support structures and support equipment and 
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other data, as of the date of entry into force of this Treaty, provided pursuant to paragraph 3 of Article 
IX of this Treaty. 

4. Each Party shall have the right to conduct inspections to verify the elimination, notified pursu-
ant to paragraph 5(a) of Article IX of this Treaty, of missile operating bases and missile support facil-
ities other than missile production facilities, which are thus no longer subject to inspections pursu-
ant to paragraph 5(a) of this Article. Such an inspection shall be carried out within 60 days after the 
scheduled date of the elimination of that facility. If a Party conducts an inspection at a particular fa-
cility pursuant to paragraph 3 of this Article after the scheduled date of the elimination of that facili-
ty, then no additional inspection of that facility pursuant to this paragraph shall be permitted. 

5. Each Party shall have the right to conduct inspections pursuant to this paragraph for 13 years 
after entry into force of this Treaty. Each Party shall have the right to conduct 20 such inspections 
per calendar year during the first three years after entry into force of this Treaty, 15 such inspec-
tions per calendar year during the subsequent five years, and ten such inspections per calendar year 
during the last five years. Neither Party shall use more than half of its total number of these inspec-
tions per calendar year within the territory of any one basing country. Each Party shall have the 
right to conduct:

(a) inspections, beginning 90 days after entry into force of this Treaty, of missile operating bases 
and missile support facilities other than elimination facilities and missile production facilities, to as-
certain, according to the categories of data specified in the Memorandum of Understanding, the num-
bers of missiles, launchers, support structures and support equipment located at each missile operat-
ing base or missile support facility at the time of the inspection; and

(b) inspections of former missile operating bases and former missile support facilities eliminat-
ed pursuant to paragraph 8 of Article X of this Treaty other than former missile production facilities. 

6. Beginning 30 days after entry into force of this Treaty, each Party shall have the right, for 13 
years after entry into force of this Treaty, to inspect by means of continuous monitoring:

(a) the portals of any facility of the other Party at which the final assembly of a GLBM using stag-
es, any of which is outwardly similar to a stage of a solid-propellant GLBM listed in Article III of this 
Treaty, is accomplished; or

(b)  if a Party has no such facility, the portals of an agreed former missile production facility at 
which existing types of intermediate-range or shorter-range GLBMs were produced. 

The Party whose facility is to be inspected pursuant to this paragraph shall ensure that the other 
Party is able to establish a permanent continuous monitoring system at that facility within six months 
after entry into force of this Treaty or within six months of initiation of the process of final assembly 
described in subparagraph (a) . If, after the end of the second year after entry into force of this Treaty, 
neither Party conducts the process of final assembly described in subparagraph (a) for a period of 12 
consecutive months, then neither Party shall have the right to inspect by means of continuous mon-
itoring any missile production facility of the other Party unless the process of final assembly as de-
scribed in subparagraph (a) is initiated again. Upon entry into force of this Treaty, the facilities to be 
inspected by continuous monitoring shall be: in accordance with subparagraph (b) , for the United 
States of America, Hercules Plant Number 1, at Magna, Utah; in accordance with subparagraph (a) , 
for the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the Votkinsk Machine Building Plant, Udmurt Autonomous 
Soviet Socialist Republic, Russian Soviet Federative Socialist Republic. 

7. Each Party shall conduct inspections of the process of elimination, including elimination of in-
termediate-range missiles by means of launching, of intermediate-range and shorter-range missiles 
and launchers of such missiles and support equipment associated with such missiles and launchers 
carried out at elimination facilities in accordance with Article X of this Treaty and the Protocol on 
Elimination. Inspectors conducting inspections provided for in this paragraph shall determine that 
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the processes specified for the elimination of the missiles, launchers and support equipment have 
been completed. 

8. Each Party shall have the right to conduct inspections to confirm the completion of the process 
of elimination of intermediate-range and shorter-range missiles and launchers of such missiles and 
support equipment associated with such missiles and launchers eliminated pursuant to Section V of 
the Protocol on Elimination, and of training missiles, training missile stages, training launch canisters 
and training launchers eliminated pursuant to Sections II, IV and V of the Protocol on Elimination. 

Article XII
1. For the purpose of ensuring verification of compliance with the provisions of this Treaty, each 

Party shall use national technical means of verification at its disposal in a manner consistent with 
generally recognized principles of international law. 

2. Neither Party shall:
(a) interfere with national technical means of verification of the other Party operating in accor-

dance with paragraph 1 of this Article; or
(b) use concealment measures which impede verification of compliance with the provisions of this 

Treaty by national technical means of verification carried out in accordance with paragraph 1 of this 
Article. This obligation does not apply to cover or concealment practices, within a deployment area, 
associated with normal training, maintenance and operations, including the use of environmental 
shelters to protect missiles and launchers. 

3. To enhance observation by national technical means of verification, each Party shall have the 
right until a Treaty between the Parties reducing and limiting strategic offensive arms enters into 
force, but in any event for no more than three years after entry into force of this Treaty, to request the 
implementation of cooperative measures at deployment bases for road-mobile GLBMs with a range 
capability in excess of 5500 kilometers, which are not former missile operating bases eliminated pur-
suant to paragraph 8 of Article X of this Treaty. The Party making such a request shall inform the other 
Party of the deployment base at which cooperative measures shall be implemented. The Party whose 
base is to be observed shall carry out the following cooperative measures:

(a) no later than six hours after such a request, the Party shall have opened the roofs of all fixed 
structures for launchers located at the base, removed completely all missiles on launchers from such 
fixed structures for launchers and displayed such missiles on launchers in the open without using con-
cealment measures; and

(b) the Party shall leave the roofs open and the missiles on launchers in place until twelve hours 
have elapsed from the time of the receipt of a request for such an observation. 

Each Party shall have the right to make six such requests per calendar year. Only one deployment 
base shall be subject to these cooperative measures at any one time. 

Article XIII
1. To promote the objectives and implementation of the provisions of this Treaty, the Parties here-

by establish the Special Verification Commission. The Parties agree that, if either Party so requests, 
they shall meet within the framework of the Special Verification Commission to:

(a) resolve questions relating to compliance with the obligations assumed; and
(b) agree upon such measures as may be necessary to improve the viability and effectiveness of 

this Treaty. 
2. The Parties shall use the Nuclear Risk Reduction Centers, which provide for continuous commu-

nication between the Parties, to:
(a) exchange data and provide notifications as required by paragraphs 3, 4, 5 and 6 of Article IX of 

this Treaty and the Protocol on Elimination; 
(b) provide and receive the information required by paragraph 9 of Article X of this Treaty; 
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(c) provide and receive notifications of inspections as required by Article XI of this Treaty and the 
Protocol on Inspection; and

(d) provide and receive requests for cooperative measures as provided for in paragraph 3 of Article 
XII of this Treaty. 

Article XIV
The Parties shall comply with this Treaty and shall not assume any international obligations or 

undertakings which would conflict with its provisions. 
Article XV
1. This Treaty shall be of unlimited duration. 
2. Each Party shall, in exercising its national sovereignty, have the right to withdraw from this 

Treaty if it decides that extraordinary events related to the subject matter of this Treaty have jeop-
ardized its supreme interests. It shall give notice of its decision to withdraw to the other Party six 
months prior to withdrawal from this Treaty. Such notice shall include a statement of the extraordi-
nary events the notifying Party regards as having jeopardized its supreme interests. 

Article XVI
Each Party may propose amendments to this Treaty. Agreed amendments shall enter into force in 

accordance with the procedures set forth in Article XVII governing the entry into force of this Treaty. 
Article XVII
1. This Treaty, including the Memorandum of Understanding and Protocols, which form an inte-

gral part thereof, shall be subject to ratification in accordance with the constitutional procedures of 
each Party. This Treaty shall enter into force on the date of the exchange of instruments of ratification. 

2. This Treaty shall be registered pursuant to Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations. 
DONE at Washington on December 8, 1987, in two copies, each in the English and Russian languag-

es, both texts being equally authentic. 
FOR THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA:
Ronald Reagan
President of the United States of America
FOR THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS:
Mikhail Gorbachev
General Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU

Source: https://2009-2017. state. gov/t/avc/trty/102360. htm#text
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Treaty between the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
and the United States of America on the reduction and 
limitation of strategic offensive arms. May 23, 1992 

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, hereinafter referred to 
as the Parties, 

CONSCIOUS that nuclear war would have devastating consequences for all humanity, that it can-
not be won and must never be fought, 

CONVINCED that the measures for the reduction and limitation of strategic offensive arms and 
the other obligations set forth in this Treaty will help to reduce the risk of outbreak of nuclear war and 
strengthen international peace and security, 

RECOGNIZING that the interests of the Parties and the interests of international security require 
the strengthening of strategic stability, 

MINDFUL of their undertakings with regard to strategic offensive arms in Article VI of the Treaty on the 
Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons of July 1, 1968; Article XI of the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-
Ballistic Missile Systems of May 26, 1972; and the Washington Summit Joint Statement of June 1, 1990, 

HAVE AGREED as follows: 

ARTICLE I. 
Each Party shall reduce and limit its strategic offensive arms in accordance with the provisions of 

this Treaty, and shall carry out the other obligations set forth in this Treaty and its Annexes, Protocols, 
and Memorandum of Understanding. 

ARTICLE II. 
1. Each Party shall reduce and limit its ICBMs andICBM launchers, SLBMs and SLBM launch-

ers, heavy bombers, ICBM warheads, SLBM warheads, and heavy bomber armaments, so that seven 
yearsafter entry into force of this Treaty and thereafter, theaggregate numbers, as counted in accor-
dance with Article III of this Treaty, do not exceed: 

(a) 1600, for deployed ICBMs and their associatedlaunchers, deployed SLBMs and their associat-
edlaunchers, and deployed heavy bombers, including154 for deployed heavy ICBMs and their associ-
atedlaunchers; 

(b) 6000, for warheads attributed to deployed ICBMs, deployed SLBMs, and deployed heavy bomb-
ers, including:

(i) 4900, for warheads attributed to deployed ICBMsand deployed SLBMs; 
(ii) 1100, for warheads attributed to deployed ICBMson mobile launchers of ICBMs; 
(iii) 1540, for warheads attributed to deployed heavyICBMs. 
2. Each Party shall implement the reductionspursuant to paragraph 1 of this Article in three 

phases, so that its strategic offensive arms do not exceed:
(a) by the end of the first phase, that is, no later than36 months after entry into force of this Treaty, 

andthereafter, the following aggregate numbers:
(i) 2100, for deployed ICBMs and their associatedlaunchers, deployed SLBMs and their associated-

launchers, and deployed heavy bombers; 
(ii) 9150, for warheads attributed to deployed ICBMs, deployed SLBMs, and deployed heavy bombers; 
(iii) 8050, for warheads attributed to deployedICBMs and deployed SLBMs; 
(b) by the end of the second phase, that is, no laterthan 60 months after entry into force of this 

Treaty, and thereafter, the following aggregate numbers:
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(i) 1900, for deployed ICBMs and their associatedlaunchers, deployed SLBMs and their associated-
launchers, and deployed heavy bombers; 

(ii) 7950, for warheads attributed to deployed ICBMs, deployed SLBMs, and deployed heavy bombers; 
 (iii) 6750, for warheads attributed to deployedICBMs and deployed SLBMs; 
(c) by the end of the third phase, that is, no later than84 months after entry into force of this 

Treaty: theaggregate numbers provided for in paragraph 1 ofthis Article. 3. Each Party shall limit the 
aggregate throw-weightof its deployed ICBMs and deployed SLBMs so thatseven years after entry into 
force of this Treaty andthereafter such aggregate throw-weight does notexceed 3600 metric tons. 

ARTICLE III. 
1. For the purposes of counting toward the maximumaggregate limits provided for in subpara-

graphs 1(a) , 2(a) (i) , and 2(b) (i) of Article II of this Treaty:
(a) Each deployed ICBM and its associated launchershall be counted as one unit; each deployed 

SLBMand its associated launcher shall be counted as oneunit. 
(b) Each deployed heavy bomber shall be counted asone unit. 
2. For the purposes of counting deployed ICBMs and their associated launchers and deployed 

SLBMs and their associated launchers:
(a) Each deployed launcher of ICBMs and eachdeployed launcher of SLBMs shall be considered to-

contain one deployed ICBM or one deployed SLBM, respectively. 
(b) If a deployed ICBM has been removed from itslauncher and another missile has not been in-

stalled inthat launcher, such an ICBM removed from itslauncher and located at that ICBM base shall-
continue to be considered to be contained in thatlauncher. 

(c) If a deployed SLBM has been removed from itslauncher and another missile has not been in-
stalled inthat launcher, such an SLBM removed from itslauncher shall be considered to be contained 
in thatlauncher. Such an SLBM removed from its launchershall be located only at a facility at which 
non-deployed SLBMs may be located pursuant tosubparagraph 9(a) of Article IV of this Treaty or bein 
movement to such a facility. 

3. For the purposes of this Treaty, including counting ICBMs and SLBMs: 
(a) For ICBMs or SLBMs that are maintained, stored, and transported in stages, the first stage of an 

ICBMor SLBM of a particular type shall be considered tobe an ICBM or SLBM of that type. 
(b) For ICBMs or SLBMs that are maintained, stored, and transported as assembled missiles with-

out launchcanisters, an assembled missile of a particular typeshall be considered to be an ICBM or 
SLBM of thattype. 

(c) For ICBMs that are maintained, stored, andtransported as assembled missiles in launch canis-
ters, an assembled missile of a particular type, in itslaunch canister, shall be considered to be an ICBM 
ofthat type. 

(d) Each launch canister shall be considered tocontain an ICBM from the time it first leaves afacili-
ty at which an ICBM is installed in it until anICBM has been launched from it or until an ICBMhas been 
removed from it for elimination. A launchcanister shall not be considered to contain an ICBMif it con-
tains a training model of a missile or has beenplaced on static display. Launch canisters for ICBMsof 
a particular type shall be distinguishable fromlaunch canisters for ICBMs of a different type. 

4. For the purposes of counting warheads:
(a) The number of warheads attributed to an ICBM or SLBM of each existing type shall be the num-

ber specified in the Memorandum of Understanding on the Establishment of the Data Base Relating to 
this Treaty, hereinafter referred to as the Memorandum of Understanding. 

(b) The number of warheads that will be attributed to an ICBM or SLBM of a new type shall be the 
maximum number of reentry vehicles with which an ICBM or SLBM of that type has been flight-test-
ed. The number of warheads that will be attributed to an ICBM or SLBM of a new type with a front 
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section of an existing design with multiple reentry vehicles, or to an ICBM or SLBM of a new type 
with one reentry vehicle, shall be no less than the nearest integer that is smaller than the result 
of dividing 40 percent of the accountable throw-weight of the ICBM or SLBM by the weight of the 
lightest reentry vehicle flight-tested on an ICBM or SLBM of that type. In the case of an ICBM or 
SLBM of a new type with a front section of a fundamentally new design, the question of the appli-
cability of the 40-percent rule to such an ICBM or SLBM shall be subject to agreement within the 
framework of the Joint Compliance and Inspection Commission. Until agreement has been reached 
regarding the rule that will apply to such an ICBM or SLBM, the number of warheads that will be 
attributed to such an ICBM or SLBM shall be the maximum number of reentry vehicles with which 
an ICBM or SLBM of that type has been flight-tested. The number of new types of ICBMs or SLBMs 
with a front section of a fundamentally new design shall not exceed two for each Party as long as 
this Treaty remains in force. 

(c) The number of reentry vehicles with which anICBM or SLBM has been flight-tested shall becon-
sidered to be the sum of the number of reentryvehicles actually released during the flight test, plusthe 
number of procedures for dispensing reentryvehicles performed during that same flight test whenno 
reentry vehicle was released. A procedure fordispensing penetration aids shall not be considered tobe 
a procedure for dispensing reentry vehicles, provided that the procedure for dispensingpenetration 
aids differs from a procedure fordispensing reentry vehicles. 

(d) Each reentry vehicle of an ICBM or SLBM shallbe considered to be one warhead. 
(e) For the United States of America, each heavybomber equipped for long-range nuclear ALCMs, 

upto a  total of 150 such heavy bombers, shall beattributed with ten warheads. Each heavy bomb-
erequipped for long-range nuclear ALCMs in excess of150 such heavy bombers shall be attributed 
with anumber of warheads equal to the number of long-range nuclear ALCMs for which it is actually-
equipped. The United States of America shall specifythe heavy bombers equipped for long-range nu-
clearALCMs that are in excess of 150 such heavybombers by number, type, variant, and the air basesat 
which they are based. The number of long-rangenuclear ALCMs for which each heavy bombereq-
uipped for long-range nuclear ALCMs in excess of150 such heavy bombers is considered to be actu-
allyequipped shall be the maximum number of long-range nuclear ALCMs for which a heavy bomber 
ofthe same type and variant is actually equipped. 

(f) For the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, eachheavy bomber equipped for long-range nu-
clearALCMs, up to a total of 180 such heavy bombers, shall be attributed with eight warheads. Each 
heavybomber equipped for long-range nuclear ALCMs inexcess of 180 such heavy bombers shall be 
attributedwith a number of warheads equal to the number oflong-range nuclear ALCMs for which it is 
actually equipped. The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics shall specify the heavy bombers equipped 
for long-range nuclear ALCMs that are in excess of 180 such heavy bombers by number, type, variant, 
and the air bases at which they are based. The number of long-range nuclear ALCMs for which each 
heavy bomber equipped for long-range nuclear ALCMs in excess of 180 such heavy bombers is consid-
ered to be actually equipped shall be the maximum number of long-range nuclear ALCMs for which 
a heavy bomber of the same type and variant is actually equipped. 

(g) Each heavy bomber equipped for nucleararmaments other than long-range nuclear ALCMsshall 
be attributed with one warhead. All heavybombers not equipped for long-range nuclearALCMs shall 
be considered to be heavy bombersequipped for nuclear armaments other than long-range nuclear 
ALCMs, with the exception of heavybombers equipped for non-nuclear armaments, testheavy bomb-
ers, and training heavy bombers. 

5. Each Party shall have the right to reduce thenumber of warheads attributed to ICBMs and 
SLBMsonly of existing types, up to an aggregate number of1250 at any one time. 

(a) Such aggregate number shall consist of thefollowing:
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(i) for the United States of America, the reduction in the number of warheads attributed to the type 
of ICBM designated by the United States of America as, and known to the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics as, Minuteman III, plus the reduction in the number of warheads attributed to ICBMs and 
SLBMs of no more than two other existing types; 

(ii) for the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, four multiplied by the number of deployed SLBMs 
designated by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics as RSM-50, which is known to the United States 
of America as SS-N-18, plus the reduction in the number of warheads attributed to ICBMs and SLBMs 
of no more than two other existing types. 

(b) Reductions in the number of warheads attributed to Minuteman III ICBMs shall be carried out 
subject to the following:

(i) Minuteman III ICBMs to which different numbers of warheads are attributed shall not be de-
ployed at the same ICBM base. 

(ii) Any such reductions shall be carried out no laterthan seven years after entry into force of this 
Treaty. 

(iii) The reentry vehicle platform of eachMinuteman III ICBM to which a reduced number ofwar-
heads is attributed shall be destroyed and replacedby a new reentry vehicle platform. 

(c)  Reductions in the number of warheads attributedto ICBMs and SLBMs of types other than 
MinutemanIII shall be carried out subject to the following:

(i) Such reductions shall not exceed 500 warheads atany one time for each Party. 
(ii) After a Party has reduced the number ofwarheads attributed to ICBMs or SLBMs of twoexist-

ing types, that Party shall not have the right toreduce the number of warheads attributed to ICBMsor 
SLBMs of any additional type. 

(iii) The number of warheads attributed to an ICBMor SLBM shall be reduced by no more than four-
below the number attributed as of the date ofsignature of this Treaty. 

(iv) ICBMs of the same type, but to which differentnumbers of warheads are attributed, shall not 
bedeployed at the same ICBM base. 

(v) SLBMs of the same type, but to which differentnumbers of warheads are attributed, shall not 
bedeployed on submarines based at submarine basesadjacent to the waters of the same ocean. 

(vi) If the number of warheads attributed to anICBM or SLBM of a particular type is reduced by-
more than two, the reentry vehicle platform of eachICBM or SLBM to which such a reduced number of-
warheads is attributed shall be destroyed and replacedby a new reentry vehicle platform. 

(d) A Party shall not have the right to attribute toICBMs of a new type a number of warheads great-
erthan the smallest number of warheads attributed toany ICBM to which that Party has attributed 
areduced number of warheads pursuant tosubparagraph 

(c) of this paragraph. A Party shall nothave the right to attribute to SLBMs of a new type anumber 
of warheads greater than the smallest numberof warheads attributed to any SLBM to which thatParty 
has attributed a reduced number of warheadspursuant to subparagraph (c) of this paragraph. 

6. Newly constructed strategic offensive arms shallbegin to be subject to the limitations provided 
for inthis Treaty as follows:

(a) an ICBM, when it first leaves a production facility; 
(b) a mobile launcher of ICBMs, when it first leaves aproduction facility for mobile launchers of ICBMs; 
(c) a silo launcher of ICBMs, when excavation for thatlauncher has been completed and the pour-

ing ofconcrete for the silo has been completed, or 12 monthsafter the excavation begins, whichever 
occurs earlier; 

(d) for the purpose of counting a deployed ICBM and its associated launcher, a silo launcher of 
ICBMs shallbe considered to contain a deployed ICBM whenexcavation for that launcher has been 
completed andt he pouring of concrete for the silo has beencompleted, or 12 months after the exca-
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vation begins, whichever occurs earlier, and a mobile launcher ofICBMs shall be considered to contain 
a deployedICBM when it arrives at a maintenance facility, exceptfor the non-deployed mobile launch-
ers of ICBMsprovided for in subparagraph 2(b) of Article IV of thisTreaty, or when it leaves an ICBM 
loading facility; 

(e) an SLBM, when it first leaves a production facility; 
(f) an SLBM launcher, when the submarine on whichthat launcher is installed is first launched; 
(g)  for the purpose of counting a deployed SLBM andits associated launcher, an SLBM launch-

er shall beconsidered to contain a deployed SLBM when thesubmarine on which that launcher is in-
stalled is firstlaunched; 

(h) a heavy bomber or former heavy bomber, when itsairframe is first brought out of the shop, 
plant, orbuilding in which components of a heavy bomber orformer heavy bomber are assembled to 
producecomplete airframes; or when its airframe is firstbrought out of the shop, plant, or building in 
whichexisting bomber airframes are converted to heavybomber or former heavy bomber airframes. 

7. ICBM launchers and SLBM launchers that have been converted to launch an ICBM or SLBM, re-
spectively, of a different type shall not be capable oflaunching an ICBM or SLBM of the previous type. 

Such converted launchers shall be considered to be launchers of ICBMs or SLBMs of that differ-
ent type as follows: 

(a) a silo launcher of ICBMs, when an ICBM of adifferent type or a training model of a missile of adif-
ferent type is first installed in that launcher, orwhen the silo door is reinstalled, whichever occursfirst; 

(b)  a  mobile launcher of ICBMs, as agreed within theframework of the Joint Compliance and 
InspectionCommission; 

(c) an SLBM launcher, when all launchers on thesubmarine on which that launcher is installed 
havebeen converted to launch an SLBM of that differenttype and that submarine begins sea trials, that 
is, when that submarine first operates under its ownpower away from the harbor or port in which the-
conversion of launchers was performed. 

8. Heavy bombers that have been converted intoheavy bombers of a  different category or into 
formerheavy bombers shall be considered to be heavybombers of that different category or former 
heavybombers as follows:

(a) a heavy bomber equipped for nuclear armamentsother than long-range nuclear ALCMs con-
verted intoa heavy bomber equipped for long-range nuclearALCMs, when it is first brought out of the 
shop, plant, or building where it was equipped for long-range nuclear ALCMs; 

(b) a heavy bomber of one category converted into aheavy bomber of another category provided for 
inparagraph 9 of Section VI of the Protocol onProcedures Governing the Conversion or Eliminationof 
the Items Subject to this Treaty, hereinafterreferred to as the Conversion or Elimination Protocol, 
or into a former heavy bomber, when the inspectionconducted pursuant to paragraph 13 of Section 
VI ofthe Conversion or Elimination Protocol is completedor, if such an inspection is not conducted, 
when the20-day period provided for in paragraph 13 ofSection VI of the Conversion or Elimination 
Protocolexpires. 9. For the purposes of this Treaty:(a)  A ballistic missile of a  type developed and 
testedsolely to intercept and counter objects not located onthe surface of the Earth shall not be con-
sidered to bea ballistic missile to which the limitations providedfor in this Treaty apply. 

(b) If a ballistic missile has been flight-tested or deployed for weapon delivery, all ballistic missiles 
of that type shall be considered to be weapon-delivery vehicles. 

(c) If a cruise missile has been flight-tested or deployed for weapon delivery, all cruise missiles of 
that type shall be considered to be weapon-delivery vehicles. 

(d) If a launcher, other than a soft-site launcher, has contained an ICBM or SLBM of a particu-
lar type, it shall be considered to be a launcher of ICBMs or SLBMs of that type. If a launcher, oth-
er than a soft-site launcher, has been converted into a launcher of ICBMs or SLBMs of a different 
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type, it shall be considered to be a launcher of ICBMs or SLBMs of the type for which it has been 
converted. 

(e)  If a  heavy bomber is equipped for long-range nuclear ALCMs, all heavy bombers of that 
type shall be considered to be equipped for long-range nuclear ALCMs, except those that are not so 
equipped and are distinguishable from heavy bombers of the same type equipped for long-range nu-
clear ALCMs. If long-range nuclear ALCMs have not been flight-tested from any heavy bomber of 
a particular type, no heavy bomber of that type shall be considered to be equipped for long-range nu-
clear ALCMs. Within the same type, a heavy bomber equipped for long-range nuclear ALCMs, a heavy 
bomber equipped for nuclear armaments other than long-range nuclear ALCMs, a  heavy bomber 
equipped for non-nuclear armaments, a training heavy bomber, and a former heavy bomber shall be 
distinguishable from one another. 

(f) Any long-range ALCM of a type, any one of which has been initially flight-tested from a heavy 
bomber on or before December 31, 1988, shall be considered to be a long-range nuclear ALCM. Any 
long-range ALCM of a type, any one of which has been initially flight-tested from a heavy bomber af-
ter December 31, 1988, shall not be considered to be a long-range nuclear ALCM if it is a long-range 
non-nuclear ALCM and is distinguishable from long-range nuclear ALCMs. Long-range non-nuclear 
ALCMs not so distinguishable shall be considered to be long-range nuclear ALCMs. 

(g) Mobile launchers of ICBMs of each new type of ICBM shall be distinguishable from mobile 
launchers of ICBMs of existing types of ICBMs and from mobile launchers of ICBMs of other new 
types of ICBMs. Such new launchers, with their associated missiles installed, shall be distinguish-
able from mobile launchers of ICBMs of existing types of ICBMs with their associated missiles in-
stalled, and from mobile launchers of ICBMs of other new types of ICBMs with their associated mis-
siles installed. 

(h) Mobile launchers of ICBMs converted intolaunchers of ICBMs of another type of ICBM shall be-
distinguishable from mobile launchers of ICBMs ofthe previous type of ICBM. Such converted launch-
ers, with their associated missiles installed, shall bedistinguishable from mobile launchers of ICBMs 
ofthe previous type of ICBM with their associatedmissiles installed. Conversion of mobile launchers 
ofICBMs shall be carried out in accordance withprocedures to be agreed within the framework of the-
Joint Compliance and Inspection Commission. 10. As of the date of signature of this Treaty: 

(a) Existing types of ICBMs and SLBMs are:
(i) for the United States of America, the types ofmissiles designated by the United States ofAmeri-

ca as Minuteman II, Minuteman III, Peacekeeper, Poseidon, Trident I, and Trident II, which are known 
to the Union of Soviet SocialistRepublics as Minuteman II, Minuteman III, MX, Poseidon, Trident I, 
and Trident II, respectively; 

(ii) for the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the types of missiles designated by the Union ofSo-
viet Socialist Republics as RS-10, RS-12, RS-16, RS-20, RS-18, RS-22, RS-12M, RSM-25, RSM-40, RSM-
50, RSM-52, and RSM-54, whichare known to the United States of America asSS-11, SS-13, SS-17, SS-
18, SS-19, SS-24, SS-25, SS-N-6, SS-N-8, SS-N-18, SS-N-20, and SS-N-23, respectively. 

(b) Existing types of ICBMs for mobile launchers ofICBMs are:
(i) for the United States of America, the type ofmissile designated by the United States ofAmerica 

as Peacekeeper, which is known to theUnion of Soviet Socialist Republics as MX; 
(ii) for the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the types of missiles designated by the Union ofSo-

viet Socialist Republics as RS-22 and RS-12M, which are known to the United States of Americaas SS-
24 and SS-25, respectively. 

(c) Former types of ICBMs and SLBMs are the typesof missiles designated by the United States 
of America ofAmerica as, and known to the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics as, Minuteman I and 
Polaris A-3. (d) Existing types of heavy bombers are:
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(i) for the United States of America, the types ofbombers designated by the United States ofAmer-
ica as, and known to the Union of SovietSocialist Republics as, B-52, B-1, and B-2; 

(ii) for the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the types of bombers designated by the Union ofSo-
viet Socialist Republics as Tu-95 and Tu-160, which are known to the United States of Americaas Bear 
and Blackjack, respectively. (e) Existing types of long-range nuclear ALCMs are:

(i) for the United States of America, the types oflong-range nuclear ALCMs designated by theUnited 
States of America as, and known to theUnion of Soviet Socialist Republics as, AGM-86Band AGM-129; 

(ii) for the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the types of long-range nuclear ALCMs designated-
by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics asRKV-500A and RKV-500B, which are known tothe United 
States of America as AS-15 A andAS-15 B, respectively. ARTICLE IV 1. For ICBMs and SLBMs:

(a) Each Party shall limit the aggregate number ofnon-deployed ICBMs for mobile launchers of 
ICBMsto no more than 250. Within this limit, the number ofnon-deployed ICBMs for rail-mobile 
launchers ofICBMs shall not exceed 125. 

(b) Each Party shall limit the number of non-deployed ICBMs at a maintenance facility of anICBM 
base for mobile launchers of ICBMs to nomore than two ICBMs of each type specified for thatICBM 
base. Non-deployed ICBMs for mobilelaunchers of ICBMs located at a maintenance facilityshall be 
stored separately from non-deployed mobilelaunchers of ICBMs located at that maintenancefacility. 

(c) Each Party shall limit the number of non-deployed ICBMs and sets of ICBM emplacemente-
quipment at an ICBM base for silo launchers ofICBMs to no more than:

(i) two ICBMs of each type specified for that ICBMbase and six sets of ICBM emplacement equip-
ment for each type of ICBM specified for that ICBM base; or 

(ii) four ICBMs of each type specified for that ICBMbase and two sets of ICBM emplacement equip-
mentfor each type of ICBM specified for that ICBM base. 

(d) Each Party shall limit the aggregate number ofICBMs and SLBMs located at test ranges to no 
morethan 35 during the seven-year period after entry intoforce of this Treaty. Thereafter, the aggre-
gate numberof ICBMs and SLBMs located at test ranges shall notexceed 25. 

2. For ICBM launchers and SLBM launchers:
(a) Each Party shall limit the aggregate number ofnon-deployed mobile launchers of ICBMs to no 

morethan 110. Within this limit, the number of non-deployed rail-mobile launchers of ICBMs shall 
notexceed 18. 

(b) Each Party shall limit the number of non-deployed mobile launchers of ICBMs located at the-
maintenance facility of each ICBM base for mobilelaunchers of ICBMs to no more than two such 
ICBMlaunchers of each type of ICBM specified for thatICBM base. 

(c) Each Party shall limit the number of non-deployed mobile launchers of ICBMs located attrain-
ing facilities for ICBMs to no more than 40. Each such launcher may contain only a trainingmodel of 
a missile. Non-deployed mobile launchersof ICBMs that contain training models of missilesshall not 
be located outside a training facility. 

(d) Each Party shall limit the aggregate number oftest launchers to no more than 45 during the 
seven-year period after entry into force of this Treaty. Within this limit, the number of fixed test 
launchersshall not exceed 25, and the number of mobile testlaunchers shall not exceed 20. Thereafter, 
theaggregate number of test launchers shall not exceed40. Within this limit, the number of fixed test-
launchers shall not exceed 20, and the number ofmobile test launchers shall not exceed 20. 

(e)  Each Party shall limit the aggregate number ofsilo training launchers and mobile training 
launchersto no more than 60. ICBMs shall not be launchedfrom training launchers. Each such launch-
er maycontain only a training model of a missile. Mobiletraining launchers shall not be capable of 
launchingICBMs, and shall differ from mobile launchers ofICBMs and other road vehicles or railcars 
on thebasis of differences that are observable by national technical means of verification. 
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3. For heavy bombers and former heavy bombers:
(a) Each Party shall limit the aggregate number ofheavy bombers equipped for non-nuclear arma-

ments, former heavy bombers, and training heavy bombersto no more than 75. 
(b) Each Party shall limit the number of test heavybombers to no more than 20. 
4. For ICBMs and SLBMs used for delivering objectsinto the upper atmosphere or space:
(a) Each Party shall limit the number of space launchfacilities to no more than five, unless other-

wiseagreed. Space launch facilities shall not overlapICBM bases. 
(b)  Each Party shall limit the aggregate number ofICBM launchers and SLBM launchers locat-

ed atspace launch facilities to no more than 20, unlessotherwise agreed. Within this limit, the ag-
gregatenumber of silo launchers of ICBMs and mobilelaunchers of ICBMs located at space launch fa-
cilitiesshall not exceed, unless otherwise agreed. (JCICAgreement No. 45, Article 1, of July 17, 2001 
raisedthe limit of silo launchers and moblile launchers ofICBMs located at space launch facilities to 
12. Withinthis limit, the number of mobile launchers of ICBMslocated at space launch facilities shall 
not exceed ten. ) 

(c) Each Party shall limit the aggregate number ofICBMs and SLBMs located at a space launch fa-
cilityto no more than the number of ICBM launchers and SLBM launchers located at that facility. 

5. Each Party shall limit the number of transporter-loaders for ICBMs for road-mobile launchers 
ofICBMs located at each deployment area or test rangeto no more than two for each type of ICBM for 
road-mobile launchers of ICBMs that is attributed with onewarhead and that is specified for that de-
ployment areaor test range, and shall limit the number of suchtransporter-loaders located outside de-
ployment areasand test ranges to no more than six. The aggregatenumber of transporter-loaders for 
ICBMs for road-mobile launchers of ICBMs shall not exceed 30. 

6. Each Party shall limit the number of ballisticmissile submarines in dry dock within five kilome-
tersof the boundary of each submarine base to no morethan two. 

7. For static displays and ground trainers:
(a) Each Party shall limit the number of ICBMlaunchers and SLBM launchers placed on staticdis-

play after signature of this Treaty to no more than20, the number of ICBMs and SLBMs placed on-
static display after signature of this Treaty to no morethan 20, the number of launch canisters placed 
onstatic display after signature of this Treaty to no morethan 20, and the number of heavy bombers 
andformer heavy bombers placed on static display aftersignature of this Treaty to no more than 20. 
Suchitems placed on static display prior to signature ofthis Treaty shall be specified in Annex I to the-
Memorandum of Understanding, but shall not besubject to the limitations provided for in this Treaty. 

(b) Each Party shall limit the aggregate number ofheavy bombers converted after signature of this-
Treaty for use as ground trainers and former heavybombers converted after signature of this Treaty fo-
ruse as ground trainers to no more than five. Suchitems converted prior to signature of this Treaty fo-
ruse as ground trainers shall be specified in Annex I tothe Memorandum of Understanding, but shall 
not besubject to the limitations provided for in this Treaty. 

8. Each Party shall limit the aggregate number of storage facilities for ICBMs or SLBMs and repair 
facilities for ICBMs or SLBMs to no more than 50. 

9. With respect to locational and related restrictions on strategic offensive arms: 
(a)  Each Party shall locate non-deployed ICBMs andnon-deployed SLBMs only at maintenance 

facilitiesof ICBM bases; submarine bases; ICBM loadingfacilities; SLBM loading facilities; produc-
tionfacilities for ICBMs or SLBMs; repair facilities forICBMs or SLBMs; storage facilities for ICBMs 
orSLBMs; conversion or elimination facilities forICBMs or SLBMs; test ranges; or space launchfa-
cilities. Prototype ICBMs and prototype SLBMs, however, shall not be located at maintenancefacil-
ities of ICBM bases or at submarine bases. Non-deployed ICBMs and non-deployed SLBMs may al-
sobe in transit. Non-deployed ICBMs for silo launchersof ICBMs may also be transferred within an 
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ICBMbase for silo launchers of ICBMs. Non-deployedSLBMs that are located on missile tenders and-
storage cranes shall be considered to be located at thesubmarine base at which such missile tenders 
andstorage cranes are specified as based. 

(b) Each Party shall locate non-deployed mobilelaunchers of ICBMs only at maintenance facilities 
of ICBM bases for mobile launchers of ICBMs, production facilities for mobile launchers of ICBMs, re-
pair facilities for mobile launchers of ICBMs, storage facilities for mobile launchers of ICBMs, ICBM 
loading facilities, training facilities for ICBMs, conversion or elimination facilities for mobile launch-
ers of ICBMs, test ranges, or space launch facilities. Mobile launchers of prototype ICBMs, howev-
er, shall not be located at maintenance facilities of ICBM bases for mobile launchers of ICBMs. Non-
deployed mobile launchers of ICBMs may also be in transit. 

(c) Each Party shall locate test launchers only at test ranges, except that rail-mobile test launchers 
may conduct movements for the purpose of testing outside a test range, provided that:

(i) each such movement is completed no later than 30 days after it begins; 
(ii) each such movement begins and ends at the same test range and does not involve movement 

to any other facility; 
(iii) movements of no more than six rail-mobile launchers of ICBMs are conducted in each calen-

dar year; and
(iv) no more than one train containing no more than three rail-mobile test launchers is located 

outside test ranges at any one time. 
(d) A deployed mobile launcher of ICBMs and itsassociated missile that relocates to a test range 

may, at the discretion of the testing Party, either continueto be counted toward the maximum aggre-
gate limitsprovided for in Article II of this Treaty, or be countedas a mobile test launcher pursuant to 
paragraph 2

(d) of this Article. If a deployed mobile launcher ofICBMs and its associated missile that relocates to 
atest range continues to be counted toward themaximum aggregate limits provided for in Article IIof this 
Treaty, the period of time during which itcontinuously remains at a test range shall not exceed45 days. The 
number of such deployed road-mobilelaunchers of ICBMs and their associated missileslocated at a test 
range at any one time shall notexceed three, and the number of such deployed rail-mobile launchers of 
ICBMs and their associatedmissiles located at a test range at any one time shallnot exceed three. 

(e) Each Party shall locate silo training launchersonly at ICBM bases for silo launchers of ICBMs 
and training facilities for ICBMs. The number of silo training launchers located at each ICBM base for 
silo launchers of ICBMs shall not exceed one for each type of ICBM specified for that ICBM base. 

(f) Test heavy bombers shall be based only at heavybomber flight test centers and at production 
facilitiesfor heavy bombers. Training heavy bombers shall bebased only at training facilities for heavy 
bombers. 

10. Each Party shall locate solid rocket motors forfirst stages of ICBMs for mobile launchers of 
ICBMsonly at locations where production and storage, ortesting of such motors occurs and at produc-
tionfacilities for ICBMs for mobile launchers of ICBMs. Such solid rocket motors may also be moved 
betweenthese locations. Solid rocket motors with nozzlesattached for the first stages of ICBMs for 
mobilelaunchers of ICBMs shall only be located atproduction facilities for ICBMs for mobile launch-
ersof ICBMs and at locations where testing of such solidrocket motors occurs. Locations where such 
solidrocket motors are permitted shall be specified inAnnex I to the Memorandum of Understanding. 

11. With respect to locational restrictions onfacilities:
(a)  Each Party shall locate production facilities for ICBMs of a  particular type, repair facilities 

for ICBMs of a particular type, storage facilities for ICBMs of a particular type, ICBM loading facil-
ities for ICBMs of a particular type, and conversion or elimination facilities for ICBMs of a particu-
lar type no less than 100 kilometers from any ICBM base for silo launchers of ICBMs of that type of 
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ICBM, anyICBM base for rail-mobile launchers of ICBMs ofthat type of ICBM, any deployment area for 
road-mobile launchers of ICBMs of that type of ICBM, any test range from which ICBMs of that type 
areflight-tested, any production facility for mobilelaunchers of ICBMs of that type of ICBM, any re-
pairfacility for mobile launchers of ICBMs of that type ofICBM, any storage facility for mobile launch-
ers ofICBMs of that type of ICBM, and any trainingfacility for ICBMs at which non-deployed mo-
bilelaunchers of ICBMs are located. New facilities at which non-deployed ICBMs for silolaunchers of 
ICBMs of any type of ICBM may belocated, and new storage facilities for ICBMemplacement equip-
ment, shall be located no less than100 kilometers from any ICBM base for silolaunchers of ICBMs, ex-
cept that existing storagefacilities for intermediate-range missiles, located lessthan 100 kilometers 
from an ICBM base for silolaunchers of ICBMs or from a test range, may beconverted into storage fa-
cilities for ICBMs not specified for that ICBM base or that test range. 

(b) Each Party shall locate production facilities formobile launchers of ICBMs of a particular type 
ofICBM, repair facilities for mobile launchers ofICBMs of a particular type of ICBM, and storagefacil-
ities for mobile launchers of ICBMs of aparticular type of ICBM no less than 100 kilometersfrom any 
ICBM base for mobile launchers of ICBMsof that type of ICBM and any test range from whichICBMs 
of that type are flight-tested. 

(c) Each Party shall locate test ranges and spacelaunch facilities no less than 100 kilometers from 
anyICBM base for silo launchers of ICBMs, any ICBMbase for rail-mobile launchers of ICBMs, and any-
deployment area. 

(d)  Each Party shall locate training facilities forICBMs no less than 100 kilometers from any 
testrange

(e) Each Party shall locate storage areas for heavybomber nuclear armaments no less than 100ki-
lometers from any air base for heavy bombersequipped for non-nuclear armaments and any train-
ingfacility for heavy bombers. Each Party shall locatestorage areas for long-range nuclear ALCMs no 
lessthan 100 kilometers from any air base for heavybombers equipped for nuclear armaments other 
thanlong-range nuclear ALCMs, any air base for heavybombers equipped for non-nuclear armaments, 
andany training facility for heavy bombers. 

12. Each Party shall limit the duration of each transit to no more than 30 days. 
ARTICLE V. 
1. Except as prohibited by the provisions of this Treaty, modernization and replacement of strate-

gic offensive arms may be carried out. 
2. Each Party undertakes not to: 
(a) produce, flight-test, or deploy heavy ICBMs of a new type, or increase the launch weight or 

throw-weight of heavy ICBMs of an existing type; 
(b) produce, flight-test, or deploy heavy SLBMs; 
(c ) produce, test, or deploy mobile launchers of heavy ICBMs; 
(d) produce, test, or deploy additional silo launchers of heavy ICBMs, except for silo launchers of 

heavy ICBMs that replace silo launchers of heavy ICBMs that have been eliminated in accordance with 
Section II of the Conversion or Elimination Protocol, provided that the limits provided for in Article II 
of this Treaty are not exceeded; 

(e) convert launchers that are not launchers of heavy ICBMs into launchers of heavy ICBMs; 
(f) produce, test, or deploy launchers of heavy SLBMs; 
(g) reduce the number of warheads attributed to a heavy ICBM of an existing type. 
3. Each Party undertakes not to deploy ICBMs otherthan in silo launchers of ICBMs, on road-mobile-

launchers of ICBMs, or on rail-mobile launchers ofICBMs. Each Party undertakes not to produce, test, or 
deploy ICBM launchers other than silo launchersof ICBMs, road-mobile launchers of ICBMs, or rail-mo-
bile launchers of ICBMs. 4. Each Party undertakes not to deploy on a mobilelauncher of ICBMs an ICBM 
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of a type that was notspecified as a type of ICBM for mobile launchers ofICBMs in accordance with para-
graph 2 of SectionVII of the Protocol on Notifications Relating to thisTreaty, hereinafter referred to as 
the NotificationProtocol, unless it is an ICBM to which no more thanone warhead is attributed and the 
Parties have agreedwithin the framework of the Joint Compliance andInspection Commission to permit 
deployment of suchICBMs on mobile launchers of ICBMs. A new typeof ICBM for mobile launchers of 
ICBMs may ceaseto be considered to be a type of ICBM for mobilelaunchers of ICBMs if no ICBM of that 
type has beencontained on, or flight-tested from, a mobile launcherof ICBMs. 

5. Each Party undertakes not to deploy ICBMlaunchers of a new type of ICBM and not to deployS-
LBM launchers of a new type of SLBM if suchlaunchers are capable of launching ICBMs or SLBMs, re-
spectively, of other types. ICBM launchers ofexisting types of ICBMs and SLBM launchers ofexisting 
types of SLBMs shall be incapable, withoutconversion, of launching ICBMs or SLBMs, respectively, of 
other types. 

6. Each Party undertakes not to convert SLBMs intoICBMs for mobile launchers of ICBMs, or to 
loadSLBMs on, or launch SLBMs from, mobile launchersof ICBMs. 

7. Each Party undertakes not to produce, test, ordeploy transporter-loaders other than transport-
er-loaders for ICBMs for road-mobile launchers ofICBMs attributed with one warhead. 

8. Each Party undertakes not to locate deployed silolaunchers of ICBMs outside ICBM bases for si-
lolaunchers of ICBMs. 9. Each Party undertakes not to locate soft-sitelaunchers except at test ranges 
and space launchfacilities. All existing soft-site launchers not at testranges or space launch facilities 
shall be eliminatedin accordance with the procedures provided for in theConversion or Elimination 
Protocol no later than 60days after entry into force of this Treaty. 

10. Each Party undertakes not to:
(a) flight-test ICBMs or SLBMs of a retired or formertype from other than test launchers specified 

for suchuse or launchers at space launch facilities. Except forsoft-site launchers, test launchers speci-
fied for suchuse shall not be used to flight-test ICBMs or SLBMsof a type, any one of which is deployed; 

(b) produce ICBMs for mobile launchers of ICBMsof a retired type. 
11. Each Party undertakes not to convert silos used aslaunch control centers into silo launchers 

of ICBMs. 
12. Each Party undertakes not to:
(a) produce, flight-test, or deploy an ICBM or SLBMwith more than ten reentry vehicles; 
(b) flight-test an ICBM or SLBM with a number ofreentry vehicles greater than the number of war-

headsattributed to it, or, for an ICBM or SLBM of a  retiredtype, with a number of reentry vehicles 
greater thanthe largest number of warheads that was attributed toany ICBM or SLBM of that type; 

(c) deploy an ICBM or SLBM with a number ofreentry vehicles greater than the number of war-
headsattributed to it; 

(d) increase the number of warheads attributed to anICBM or SLBM of an existing or new type. 
13. Each Party undertakes not to flight-test or deployan ICBM or SLBM with a number of reentry 

vehiclesgreater than the number of warheads attributed to it. 
14. Each Party undertakes not to flight-test from space launch facilities ICBMs or SLBMs equipped 

with reentry vehicles. 
15. Each Party undertakes not to use ICBMs or SLBMs for delivering objects into the upper atmo-

sphere or space for purposes inconsistent with existing international obligations undertaken by the 
Parties. 

16. Each Party undertakes not to produce, test, or deploy systems for rapid reload and not to con-
duct rapid reload. 

17. Each Party undertakes not to install SLBM launchers on submarines that were not originally 
constructed as ballistic missile submarines. 
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18. Each Party undertakes not to produce, test, or deploy: (a) ballistic missiles with a range in 
excess of 600kilometers, or launchers of such missiles, forinstallation on waterborne vehicles, in-
cluding free-floating launchers, other than submarines. Thisobligation shall not require chang-
es in currentballistic missile storage, transport, loading, orunloading practices; (b) launchers of 
ballistic or cruise missiles foremplacement on or for tethering to the ocean floor, the seabed, or 
the beds of internal waters and inlandwaters, or for emplacement in or for tethering to thesubsoil 
thereof, or mobile launchers of such missilesthat move only in contact with the ocean floor, the-
seabed, or the beds of internal waters and inlandwaters, or missiles for such launchers. This obli-
gationshall apply to all areas of the ocean floor and theseabed, including the seabed zone referred 
to inArticles I  and II of the Treaty on the Prohibition ofthe Emplacement of Nuclear Weapons 
and OtherWeapons of Mass Destruction on the Seabed and theOcean Floor and in the Subsoil 
Thereof of February11, 1971; (c) systems, including missiles, for placing nuclearweapons or any 
other kinds of weapons of massdestruction into Earth orbit or a fraction of an Earthorbit; (d) air-
to-surface ballistic missiles (ASBMs); (e) long-range nuclear ALCMs armed with two ormore nu-
clear weapons. 

19. Each Party undertakes not to:(a) flight-test with nuclear armaments an aircraft thatis not an 
airplane, but that has a range of 8000 kilometers or more; equip such an aircraft for nuclear arma-
ments; or deploy such an aircraft with nuclear armaments; (b) flight-test with nuclear armaments an 
airplane thatwas not initially constructed as a bomber, but that hasa range of 8000 kilometers or more, 
or an integratedplatform area in excess of 310 square meters; equipsuch an airplane for nuclear ar-
maments; or deploysuch an airplane with nuclear armaments; (c) flight-test with long-range nuclear 
ALCMs anaircraft that is not an airplane, or an airplane that wasnot initially constructed as a bomber; 
equip such anaircraft or such an airplane for long-range nuclearALCMs; or deploy such an aircraft or 
such anairplane with long-range nuclear ALCMs. 

20. The United States of America undertakes not toequip existing or future heavy bombers for 
more than20 long-range nuclear ALCMs. 

21. The Union of Soviet Socialist Republicsundertakes not to equip existing or future heavybomb-
ers for more than 16 long-range nuclearALCMs. 

22. Each Party undertakes not to locate long-rangenuclear ALCMs at air bases for heavy bomb-
ersequipped for nuclear armaments other than long-range nuclear ALCMs, air bases for heavy bomb-
ersequipped for non-nuclear armaments, air bases forformer heavy bombers, or training facilities for 
heavybombers. 

23. Each Party undertakes not to base heavy bombersequipped for long-range nuclear ALCMs, 
heavybombers equipped for nuclear armaments other thanlong-range nuclear ALCMs, or heavy 
bombersequipped for non-nuclear armaments at air bases atwhich heavy bombers of either of the 
other twocategories are based. 

24. Each Party undertakes not to convert:
(a) heavy bombers equipped for nuclear armaments other than long-range nuclear ALCMs into 

heavy bombers equipped for long-range nuclear ALCMs, if such heavy bombers were previously 
equipped for long-range nuclear ALCMs; 

(b) heavy bombers equipped for non-nuclear armaments into heavy bombers equipped for long-
range nuclear ALCMs or into heavy bombers equipped for nuclear armaments other than long- range 
nuclear ALCMs; 

(c) training heavy bombers into heavy bombers of another category; 
(d) former heavy bombers into heavy bombers. 
25. Each Party undertakes not to have undergroundfacilities accessible to ballistic missile subma-

rines. 
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26. Each Party undertakes not to locate railcars at thesite of a rail garrison that has been eliminat-
ed inaccordance with Section IX of the Conversion orElimination Protocol, unless such railcars have-
differences, observable by national technical meansof verification, in length, width, or height from 
rail-mobile launchers of ICBMs or launch-associatedrailcars. 

27. Each Party undertakes not to engage in anyactivities associated with strategic offensive arms 
ateliminated facilities, notification of the elimination ofwhich has been provided in accordance with-
paragraph 3 of Section I of the Notification Protocol, unless notification of a new facility at the samelo-
cation has been provided in accordance withparagraph 3 of Section I  of the Notification Protocol. 
Strategic offensive arms and support equipment shallnot be located at eliminated facilities except 
duringtheir movement through such facilities and duringvisits of heavy bombers or former heavy 
bombers atsuch facilities. Missile tenders may be located ateliminated facilities only for purposes not 
associatedwith strategic offensive arms. 

28. Each Party undertakes not to base strategicoffensive arms subject to the limitations of this-
Treaty outside its national territory. 

29. Each Party undertakes not to use naval vesselsthat were formerly declared as missile tenders 
totransport, store, or load SLBMs. Such naval vesselsshall not be tied to a ballistic missile submarine 
forthe purpose of supporting such a submarine if such asubmarine is located within five kilometers of 
asubmarine base. 

30. Each Party undertakes not to remove fromproduction facilities for ICBMs for mobile launcher-
sof ICBMs, solid rocket motors with attached nozzlesfor the first stages of ICBMs for mobile launch-
ers ofICBMs, except for:(a) the removal of such motors as part of assembledfirst stages of ICBMs for 
mobile launchers of ICBMsthat are maintained, stored, and transported in stages; (b) the removal of 
such motors as part of assembledICBMs for mobile launchers of ICBMs that aremaintained, stored, 
and transported as assembledmissiles in launch canisters or without launchcanisters; and(c) the re-
moval of such motors as part of assembledfirst stages of ICBMs for mobile launchers of ICBMsthat are 
maintained, stored, and transported asassembled missiles in launch canisters or withoutlaunch can-
isters, for the purpose of technicalcharacteristics exhibitions. 

ARTICLE VI. 
 1. Deployed road-mobile launchers of ICBMs andtheir associated missiles shall be based only in-

restricted areas. A restricted area shall not exceedfive square kilometers in size and shall not overla-
panother restricted area. No more than ten deployedroad-mobile launchers of ICBMs and their associ-
atedmissiles may be based or located in a restricted area. A restricted area shall not contain deployed 
ICBMsfor road-mobile launchers of ICBMs of more thanone type of ICBM. 

2. Each Party shall limit the number of fixedstructures for road-mobile launchers of ICBMswithin 
each restricted area so that these structuresshall not be capable of containing more road-mobile-
launchers of ICBMs than the number of road-mobilelaunchers of ICBMs specified for that restrict-
ed area. 

3. Each restricted area shall be located within adeployment area. A deployment area shall not ex-
ceed125, 000 square kilometers in size and shall notoverlap another deployment area. A deployment 
areashall contain no more than one ICBM base for road-mobile launchers of ICBMs. 

4. Deployed rail-mobile launchers of ICBMs andtheir associated missiles shall be based only in 
railgarrisons. Each Party shall have no more than sevenrail garrisons. No point on a portion of track 
locatedinside a rail garrison shall be more than 20 kilometersfrom any entrance/exit for that rail gar-
rison. Thisdistance shall be measured along the tracks. A railgarrison shall not overlap another rail 
garrison. 

5. Each rail garrison shall have no more than two railentrances/exits. Each such entrance/exit shall 
have nomore than two separate sets of tracks passing throughit (a total of four rails) . 
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6. Each Party shall limit the number of parking sites in each rail garrison to no more than the num-
ber of trains of standard configuration specified for that rail garrison. Each rail garrison shall have no 
more than five parking sites. 

7. Each Party shall limit the number of fixedstructures for rail-mobile launchers of ICBMs in 
eachrail garrison to no more than the number of trains ofstandard configuration specified for that rail 
garrison. Each such structure shall contain no more than onetrain of standard configuration. 

8. Each rail garrison shall contain no more than onemaintenance facility. 
9. Deployed mobile launchers of ICBMs and theirassociated missiles may leave restricted areas or rail-

garrisons only for routine movements, relocations, ordispersals. Deployed road-mobile launchers ofICBMs 
and their associated missiles may leavedeployment areas only for relocations or operationaldispersals. 

10. Relocations shall be completed within 25 days. No more than 15 percent of the total number 
ofdeployed road-mobile launchers of ICBMs and theirassociated missiles or five such launchers and 
theirassociated missiles, whichever is greater, may beoutside restricted areas at any one time for the-
purpose of relocation. No more than 20 percent of thetotal number of deployed rail-mobile launchers 
ofICBMs and their associated missiles or five suchlaunchers and their associated missiles, whichever 
isgreater, may be outside rail garrisons at any one timefor the purpose of relocation. 

11. No more than 50 percent of the total number ofdeployed rail-mobile launchers of ICBMs and 
theirassociated missiles may be engaged in routinemovements at any one time. 

12. All trains with deployed rail-mobile launchers ofICBMs and their associated missiles of a par-
ticulartype shall be of one standard configuration. All suchtrains shall conform to that standard con-
figurationexcept those taking part in routine movements, relocations, or dispersals, and except that 
portion of atrain remaining within a rail garrison after the otherportion of such a train has departed 
for themaintenance facility associated with that rail garrison, has been relocated to another facility, 
or has departedthe rail garrison for routine movement. Except fordispersals, notification of variations 
from standardconfiguration shall be provided in accordance withparagraphs 13, 14, and 15 of Section 
II of theNotification Protocol. 

ARTICLE VII. 
1. Conversion and elimination of strategic offensivearms, fixed structures for mobile launchers of 

ICBMs, and facilities shall be carried out pursuant to this Article and in accordance with procedures 
providedfor in the Conversion or Elimination Protocol. Conversion and elimination shall be verified 
bynational technical means of verification and byinspection as provided for in Articles IX and XI ofthis 
Treaty; in the Conversion or EliminationProtocol; and in the Protocol on Inspections andContinuous 
Monitoring Activities Relating to thisTreaty, hereinafter referred to as the InspectionProtocol. 

2. ICBMs for mobile launchers of ICBMs, ICBMlaunchers, SLBM launchers, heavy bombers, 
formerheavy bombers, and support equipment shall besubject to the limitations provided for in this 
Treatyuntil they have been eliminated, or otherwise cease tobe subject to the limitations provided for 
in thisTreaty, in accordance with procedures provided for inthe Conversion or Elimination Protocol. 

3. ICBMs for silo launchers of ICBMs and SLBMsshall be subject to the limitations provided for 
in thisTreaty until they have been eliminated by renderingthem inoperable, precluding their use for 
theiroriginal purpose, using procedures at the discretion ofthe Party possessing the ICBMs or SLBMs. 4. 
The elimination of ICBMs for mobile launchers ofICBMs, mobile launchers of ICBMs, SLBMlaunchers, 
heavy bombers, and former heavybombers shall be carried out at conversion orelimination facilities, 
except as provided for inSections VII and VIII of the Conversion orElimination Protocol. Fixed launch-
ers of ICBMs andfixed structures for mobile launchers of ICBMssubject to elimination shall be elimi-
nated in situ. Alaunch canister remaining at a test range or ICBMbase after the flight test of an ICBM 
for mobilelaunchers of ICBMs shall be eliminated in the openin situ, or at a conversion or elimination 
facility, inaccordance with procedures provided for in theConversion or Elimination Protocol. 
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ARTICLE VIII. 
 1. A data base pertaining to the obligations under this Treaty is set forth in the Memorandum 

of Understanding, in which data with respect to items subject to the limitations provided for in this 
Treaty are listed according to categories of data. 

2. In order to ensure the fulfillment of its obligationswith respect to this Treaty, each Party shall 
notify theother Party of changes in data, as provided for insubparagraph 3(a)  of this Article, and 
shall alsoprovide other notifications required by paragraph 3 ofthis Article, in accordance with the 
proceduresprovided for in paragraphs 4, 5, and 6 of this Article, the Notification Protocol, and the 
InspectionProtocol. 

3. Each Party shall provide to the other Party, inaccordance with the Notification Protocol, and, 
forsubparagraph (i) of this paragraph, in accordancewith Section III of the Inspection Protocol:(a) no-
tifications concerning data with respect to items subject to the limitations provided for in this Treaty, 
according to categories of data contained in the Memorandum of Understanding and other agreed cat-
egories of data; (b) notifications concerning movement of items subject to the limitations provided 
for in this Treaty; (c) notifications concerning data on ICBM and SLBM throw-weight in connection 
with the Protocol on ICBM and SLBM Throw-weight Relating to this Treaty, hereinafter referred to as 
the Throw-weight Protocol; (d) notifications concerning conversion or elimination of items subject to 
the limitations provided for in this Treaty or elimination of facilities subject to this Treaty; (e) noti-
fications concerning cooperative measures to enhance the effectiveness of national technical means 
of verification; (f) notifications concerning flight tests of ICBMs or SLBMs and notifications concern-
ing telemetric information; (g) notifications concerning strategic offensive arms of new types and new 
kinds; (h) notifications concerning changes in the content of information provided pursuant to this 
paragraph, including the rescheduling of activities; (i) notifications concerning inspections and con-
tinuous monitoring activities; and(j) notifications concerning operational dispersals. 

4. Each Party shall use the Nuclear Risk Reduction Centers, which provide for continuous commu-
nication between the Parties, to provide and receive notifications in accordance with the Notification 
Protocol and the Inspection Protocol, unless otherwise provided for in this Treaty, and to acknowledge 
receipt of such notifications no later than one hour after receipt. 

5. If a time is to be specified in a notification provided pursuant to this Article, that time shall be ex-
pressed in Greenwich Mean Time. If only a date is to be specified in a notification, that date shall be spec-
ified as the 24-hour period that corresponds to the date in local time, expressed in Greenwich Mean Time. 

6. Except as otherwise provided in this Article, each Party shall have the right to release to the pub-
lic all data current as of September 1, 1990, that are listed in the Memorandum of Understanding, as 
well as the photographs that are appended thereto. Geographic coordinates and site diagrams that are 
received pursuant to the Agreement Between the Government of the United States of America and the 
Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on Exchange of Geographic Coordinates and 
Site Diagrams Relating to the Treaty of July 31, 1991, shall not be released to the public unless other-
wise agreed. The Parties shall hold consultations on releasing to the public data and other information 
provided pursuant to this Article or received otherwise in fulfilling the obligations provided for in this 
Treaty. The provisions of this Article shall not affect the rights and obligations of the Parties with re-
spect to the communication of such data and other information to those individuals who, because of 
their official responsibilities, require such data or other information to carry out activities related to 
the fulfillment of the obligations provided for in this Treaty. 

ARTICLE IX. 
1. For the purpose of ensuring verification ofcompliance with the provisions of this Treaty, each-

Party shall use national technical means ofverification at its disposal in a manner consistent withgen-
erally recognized principles of international law. 
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2. Each Party undertakes not to interfere with thenational technical means of verification of the 
otherParty operating in accordance with paragraph l of thisArticle. 

3. Each Party undertakes not to use concealmentmeasures that impede verification, by national-
technical means of verification, of compliance withthe provisions of this Treaty. In this connection, 
theobligation not to use concealment measures includesthe obligation not to use them at test rang-
es, including measures that result in the concealment ofICBMs, SLBMs, mobile launchers of ICBMs, 
or theassociation between ICBMs or SLBMs and theirlaunchers during testing. The obligation not to 
useconcealment measures shall not apply to cover orconcealment practices at ICBM bases anddeploy-
ment areas, or to the use of environmentalshelters for strategic offensive arms. 

4. To aid verification, each ICBM for mobilelaunchers of ICBMs shall have a unique identifier as-
provided for in the Inspection Protocol. 

ARTICLE X. 
1. During each flight test of an ICBM or SLBM, theParty conducting the flight test shall make 

on-boardtechnical measurements and shall broadcast alltelemetric information obtained from such-
measurements. The Party conducting the flight testshall determine which technical parameters are 
to bemeasured during such flight test, as well as themethods of processing and transmitting telemet-
ricinformation. 

2. During each flight test of an ICBM or SLBM, theParty conducting the flight test undertakes not 
toengage in any activity that denies full access totelemetric information, including: (a) the use of en-
cryption; (b) the use of jamming; (c) broadcasting telemetric information from anICBM or SLBM us-
ing narrow directional beaming; and (d) encapsulation of telemetric information, includingthe use of 
ejectable capsules or recoverable reentryvehicles. 

3. During each flight test of an ICBM or SLBM, theParty conducting the flight test undertakes not 
tobroadcast from a reentry vehicle telemetricinformation that pertains to the functioning of thestag-
es or the self-contained dispensing mechanism ofthe ICBM or SLBM. 

4. After each flight test of an ICBM or SLBM, theParty conducting the flight test shall provide, in-
accordance with Section I of the Protocol onTelemetric Information Relating to the Treaty, hereinaf-
ter referred to as the Telemetry Protocol, tapes that contain a recording of all telemetricinformation 
that is broadcast during the flight test. 

5. After each flight test of an ICBM or SLBM, theParty conducting the flight test shall provide, in-
accordance with Section II of the Telemetry Protocol, data associated with the analysis of the telemet-
ricinformation. 

6. Notwithstanding the provisions of paragraphs 1and 2 of this Article, each Party shall have the 
right toencapsulate and encrypt on-board technicalmeasurements during no more than a  total of 
elevenflight tests of ICBMs or SLBMs each year. Of theseeleven flight tests each year, no more than 
four shallbe flight tests of ICBMs or SLBMs of each type, anymissile of which has been flight-tested 
with a self-contained dispensing mechanism. Such encapsulationshall be carried out in accordance 
with Section I andparagraph 1 of Section III of the Telemetry Protocol, and such encryption shall be 
carried out in accordancewith paragraph 2 of Section III of the TelemetryProtocol. Encapsulation and 
encryption that arecarried out on the same flight test of an ICBM orSLBM shall count as two flight 
tests against thequotas specified in this paragraph. 

ARTICLE XI. 
1. For the purpose of ensuring verification of compliance with the provisions of this Treaty, each 

Party shall have the right to conduct inspections and continuous monitoring activities and shall con-
duct exhibitions pursuant to this Article and the Inspection Protocol. Inspections, continuous moni-
toring activities, and exhibitions shall be conducted in accordance with the procedures provided for in 
the Inspection Protocol and the Conversion or Elimination Protocol. 
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2. Each Party shall have the right to conduct baseline data inspections at facilities to confirm the 
accuracy of data on the numbers and types of items specified for such facilities in the initial exchange 
of data provided in accordance with paragraph 1 of Section I of the Notification Protocol. 

3. Each Party shall have the right to conduct data update inspections at facilities to confirm the ac-
curacy of data on the numbers and types of items specified for such facilities in the notifications and 
regular exchanges of updated data provided in accordance with paragraphs 2 and 3 of Section I of the 
Notification Protocol. 

4. Each Party shall have the right to conduct new facility inspections to confirm the accuracy of 
data on the numbers and types of items specified in the notifications of new facilities provided in ac-
cordance with paragraph 3 of Section I of the Notification Protocol. 

5. Each Party shall have the right to conduct suspectsite inspections to confirm that covert assem-
bly of ICBMs for mobile launchers of ICBMs or covert assembly of first stages of such ICBMs is not oc-
curring. 

6. Each Party shall have the right to conduct reentry vehicle inspections of deployed ICBMs and 
SLBMs to confirm that such ballistic missiles contain no more reentry vehicles than the number of 
warheads attributed to them. 

7. Each Party shall have the right to conduct post-exercise dispersal inspections of deployed mo-
bile launchers of ICBMs and their associated missiles to confirm that the number of mobile launch-
ers of ICBMs and their associated missiles that are located at the inspected ICBM base and those that 
have not returned to it after completion of the dispersal does not exceed the number specified for that 
ICBM base. 

8. Each Party shall conduct or shall have the right to conduct conversion or elimination inspec-
tions to confirm the conversion or elimination of strategic offensive arms. 

9. Each Party shall have the right to conduct close-out inspections to confirm that the elimination 
of facilities has been completed. 

10. Each Party shall have the right to conduct formerly declared facility inspections to confirm that 
facilities, notification of the elimination of which has been provided in accordance with paragraph 3 
of Section I of the Notification Protocol, are not being used for purposes inconsistent with this Treaty. 

11. Each Party shall conduct technical characteristics exhibitions, and shall have the right during 
such exhibitions by the other Party to conduct inspections of an ICBM and an SLBM of each type, and 
each variant thereof, and of a mobile launcher of ICBMs and each version of such launcher for each 
type of ICBM for mobile launchers of ICBMs. The purpose of such exhibitions shall be to permit the 
inspecting Party to confirm that technical characteristics correspond to the data specified for these 
items. 

12. Each Party shall conduct distinguishability exhibitions for heavy bombers, former heavy 
bombers, and long-range nuclear ALCMs, and shall have the right during such exhibitions by the oth-
er Party to conduct inspections, of:(a) heavy bombers equipped for long-range nuclearALCMs. The 
purpose of such exhibitions shall be topermit the inspecting Party to confirm that thetechnical char-
acteristics of each type and each variantof such heavy bombers correspond to the dataspecified for 
these items in Annex G to theMemorandum of Understanding; to demonstrate themaximum num-
ber of long-range nuclear ALCMs forwhich a heavy bomber of each type and each variantis actually 
equipped; and to demonstrate that thisnumber does not exceed the number provided for inparagraph 
20 or 21 of Article V of this Treaty, asapplicable; (b) for each type of heavy bomber from any one of-
which a long-range nuclear ALCM has been flight-tested, heavy bombers equipped for nucleararma-
ments other than long-range nuclear ALCMs, heavy bombers equipped for non-nuclear armaments, 
training heavy bombers, and former heavy bombers. If, for such a type of heavy bomber, there are no-
heavy bombers equipped for long-range nuclearALCMs, a test heavy bomber from which a long-range 
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nuclear ALCM has been flight-tested shall beexhibited. The purpose of such exhibitions shall be to-
demonstrate to the inspecting Party that, for eachexhibited type of heavy bomber, each variant of-
heavy bombers equipped for nuclear armaments otherthan long-range nuclear ALCMs, each variant 
ofheavy bombers equipped for non-nuclear armaments, each variant of training heavy bombers, and 
a formerheavy bomber are distinguishable from one anotherand from each variant of heavy bomb-
ers of the sametype equipped for long-range nuclear ALCMs; and(c) long-range nuclear ALCMs. The 
purpose of suchexhibitions shall be to permit the inspecting Party toconfirm that the technical char-
acteristics of each typeand each variant of such long-range ALCMscorrespond to the data specified 
for these items inAnnex H to the Memorandum of Understanding. Thefurther purpose of such exhibi-
tions shall be todemonstrate differences, notification of which hasbeen provided in accordance with 
paragraph 13, 14, or 15 of Section VII of the Notification Protocol, thatmake long-range non-nuclear 
ALCMsdistinguishable from long-range nuclear ALCMs. 

13. Each Party shall conduct baseline exhibitions, and shall have the right during such exhibi-
tions by the other Party to conduct inspections, of all heavy bombers equipped for non-nuclear ar-
maments, all training heavy bombers, and all former heavy bombers specified in the initial exchange 
of data provided in accordance with paragraph 1 of Section I of the Notification Protocol. The pur-
pose of these exhibitions shall be to demonstrate to the inspecting Party that such airplanes satis-
fy the requirements for conversion in accordance with the Conversion or Elimination Protocol. After 
a long-range nuclear ALCM has been flight-tested from a heavy bomber of a type, from none of which 
a  long-range nuclear ALCM had previously been flight-tested, the Party conducting the flight test 
shall conduct baseline exhibitions, and the other Party shall have the right during such exhibitions 
to conduct inspections, of 30 percent of the heavy bombers of such type equipped for nuclear arma-
ments other than long-range nuclear ALCMs at each air base specified for such heavy bombers. The 
purpose of these exhibitions shall be to demonstrate to the inspecting Party the presence of speci-
fied features that make each exhibited heavy bomber distinguishable from heavy bombers of the same 
type equipped for long-range nuclear ALCMs. 

14. Each Party shall have the right to conduct continuous monitoring activities at production fa-
cilities for ICBMs for mobile launchers of ICBMs to confirm the number of ICBMs for mobile launch-
ers of ICBMs produced. 

ARTICLE XII. 
1. To enhance the effectiveness of national technical means of verification, each Party shall, if the 

other Party makes a request in accordance with paragraph 1 of Section V of the Notification Protocol, 
carry out the following cooperative measures:(a) a display in the open of the road-mobile launchers 
of ICBMs located within restricted areas specified by the requesting Party. The number of road-mo-
bile launchers of ICBMs based at the restricted areas specified in each such request shall not exceed 
ten percent of the total number of deployed road-mobile launchers of ICBMs of the requested Party, 
and such launchers shall be contained within one ICBM base for road-mobile launchers of ICBMs. For 
each specified restricted area, the roofs of fixed structures for road-mobile launchers of ICBMs shall 
be open for the duration of a display. The road-mobilelaunchers of ICBMs located within the restricted 
area shall be displayed either located next to or moved halfway out of such fixed structures; (b) a dis-
play in the open of the rail-mobile launchersof ICBMs located at parking sites specified by therequest-
ing Party. Such launchers shall be displayedby removing the entire train from its fixed structureand 
locating the train within the rail garrison. Thenumber of rail-mobile launchers of ICBMs subject to-
display pursuant to each such request shall include allsuch launchers located at no more than eight 
parkingsites, provided that no more than two parking sitesmay be requested within any one rail gar-
rison in anyone request. Requests concerning specific parkingsites shall include the designation for 
each parkingsite as provided for in Annex A to the Memorandumof Understanding; and (c) a display 
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in the open of all heavy bombers andformer heavy bombers located within one air basespecified by 
the requesting Party, except those heavybombers and former heavy bombers that are notreadily mov-
able due to maintenance or operations. Such heavy bombers and former heavy bombers shallbe dis-
played by removing the entire airplane from itsfixed structure, if any, and locating the airplanewithin 
the air base. Those heavy bombers and formerheavy bombers at the air base specified by therequest-
ing Party that are not readily movable due tomaintenance or operations shall be specified by there-
quested Party in a notification provided inaccordance with paragraph 2 of Section V of theNotifica-
tion Protocol. Such a notification shall beprovided no later than 12 hours after the request fordisplay 
has been made. 

2. Road-mobile launchers of ICBMs, rail-mobilelaunchers of ICBMs, heavy bombers, and former-
heavy bombers subject to each request pursuant toparagraph 1 of this Article shall be displayed in 
openview without using concealment measures. EachParty shall have the right to make seven such re-
questseach year, but shall not request a display at anyparticular ICBM base for road-mobile launchers 
ofICBMs, any particular parking site, or any particularair base more than two times each year. A Party 
shallhave the right to request, in any single request, only adisplay of road-mobile launchers of ICBMs, 
a displayof rail-mobile launchers of ICBMs, or a display ofheavy bombers and former heavy bomb-
ers. A displayshall begin no later than 12 hours after the request ismade and shall continue until 18 
hours have elapsedfrom the time that the request was made. If therequested Party cannot conduct 
a display due tocircumstances brought about by force majeure, it shall provide notification to the re-
questing Party in accordance with paragraph 3 of Section V of the Notification Protocol, and the dis-
play shall be cancelled. In such a case, the number of requests to which the requesting Party is enti-
tled shall not be reduced. 

3. A request for cooperative measures shall not bemade for a facility that has been designated fo-
rinspection until such an inspection has beencompleted and the inspectors have departed thefacility. 
A facility for which cooperative measureshave been requested shall not be designated forinspection 
until the cooperative measures have beencompleted or until notification has been provided inaccor-
dance with paragraph 3 of Section V of theNotification Protocol. 

ARTICLE XIII 
1. Each Party shall have the right to conduct exercisedispersals of deployed mobile launchers of 

ICBMsand their associated missiles from restricted areas orrail garrisons. Such an exercise disper-
sal may involveeither road-mobile launchers of ICBMs or rail-mobilelaunchers of ICBMs, or both 
road-mobile launchersof ICBMs and rail-mobile launchers of ICBMs. Exercise dispersals of de-
ployed mobile launchers ofICBMs and their associated missiles shall beconducted as provided for be-
low:(a) An exercise dispersal shall be considered to have begun as of the date and time specified in the 
notification provided in accordance with paragraph 11 of Section II of the Notification Protocol. (b) An 
exercise dispersal shall be considered to be completed as of the date and time specified in the notifi-
cation provided in accordance with paragraph 12 of Section II of the Notification Protocol. (c) Those 
ICBM bases for mobile launchers of ICBMs specified in the notification provided in accordance with 
paragraph 11 of Section II of the Notification Protocol shall be considered to be involved in an exercise 
dispersal. (d) When an exercise dispersal begins, deployed mobile launchers of ICBMs and their asso-
ciated missiles engaged in a routine movement from a restricted area or rail garrison of an ICBM base 
for mobile launchers of ICBMs that is involved in such a dispersal shall be considered to be part of the 
dispersal. (e) When an exercise dispersal begins, deployed mobile launchers of ICBMs and their asso-
ciated missiles engaged in a relocation from a restricted area or rail garrison of an ICBM base for mo-
bile launchers of ICBMs that is involved in such a dispersal shall continue to be considered to be en-
gaged in a relocation. Notification of the completion of the relocation shall be provided in accordance 
with paragraph 10 of Section II of the Notification Protocol, unless notification of the completion of 
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the relocation was provided in accordance with paragraph 12 of Section II of the Notification Protocol. 
(f) During an exercise dispersal, all deployed mobile launchers of ICBMs and their associated missiles 
that depart a restricted area or rail garrison of an ICBM base for mobile launchers of ICBMs involved 
in such a dispersal shall be considered to be part of the dispersal, except for such launchers and mis-
siles that relocate to a facility outside their associated ICBM base during such a dispersal. (g) An exer-
cise dispersal shall be completed no later than 30 days after it begins. (h) Exercise dispersals shall not 
be conducted:(i) more than two times in any period of two calendar years; (ii) during the entire peri-
od of time provided for baseline data inspections; (iii) from a new ICBM base for mobile launchers of 
ICBMs until a new facility inspection has been conducted or until the period of time provided for such 
an inspection has expired; or(iv) from an ICBM base for mobile launchers of ICBMs that has been des-
ignated for a data update inspection or reentry vehicle inspection, until completion of such an inspec-
tion. (i) If a notification of an exercise dispersal has beenprovided in accordance with paragraph 11 
of SectionII of the Notification Protocol, the other Party shallnot have the right to designate for data 
updateinspection or reentry vehicle inspection an ICBMbase for mobile launchers of ICBMs involved 
in sucha dispersal, or to request cooperative measures forsuch an ICBM base, until the completion of 
such adispersal. (j) When an exercise dispersal is completed, deployed mobile launchers of ICBMs and 
their associated missiles involved in such a dispersal shall be located at their restricted areas or rail 
garrisons, except for those otherwise accounted for in accordance with paragraph 12 of Section II of 
the Notification Protocol. 

 2. A major strategic exercise involving heavy bombers, about which a notification has been pro-
vided pursuant to the Agreement Between the Government of the United States of America and the 
Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on Reciprocal Advance Notification of Major 
Strategic Exercises of September 23, 1989, shall be conducted as provided for below:(a) Such exercise 
shall be considered to have begunas of the date and time specified in the notificationprovided in ac-
cordance with paragraph 16 of SectionII of the Notification Protocol. (b) Such exercise shall be consid-
ered to be completedas of the date and time specified in the notificationprovided in accordance with 
paragraph 17 of SectionII of the Notification Protocol. (c) The air bases for heavy bombers and air bas-
es forformer heavy bombers specified in the notificationprovided in accordance with paragraph 16 of 
SectionII of the Notification Protocol shall be considered tobe involved in such exercise. (d) Such ex-
ercise shall begin no more than one timein any calendar year, and shall be completed no laterthan 30 
days after it begins. (e) Such exercise shall not be conducted during theentire period of time provid-
ed for baseline datainspections. (f) During such exercise by a Party, the other Partyshall not have the 
right to conduct inspections of theair bases for heavy bombers and air bases for formerheavy bombers 
involved in the exercise. The right toconduct inspections of such air bases shall resumethree days af-
ter notification of the completion of amajor strategic exercise involving heavy bombers hasbeen pro-
vided in accordance with paragraph 17 of Section II of the Notification Protocol. (g) Within the 30-day 
period following the receipt ofthe notification of the completion of such exercise, the receiving Party 
may make a request forcooperative measures to be carried out in accordancewith subparagraph 1(c) of 
Article XII of this Treatyat one of the air bases involved in the exercise. Sucha request shall not be 
counted toward the quotaprovided for in paragraph 2 of Article XII of this Treaty. 

ARTICLE XIV. 
1. Each Party shall have the right to conductoperational dispersals of deployed mobile launchersof 

ICBMs and their associated missiles, ballisticmissile submarines, and heavy bombers. There shallbe 
no limit on the number and duration of operationaldispersals, and there shall be no limit on the num-
berof deployed mobile launchers of ICBMs and theirassociated missiles, ballistic missile submarines, 
orheavy bombers involved in such dispersals. When anoperational dispersal begins, all strategic of-
fensivearms of a Party shall be considered to be part of thedispersal. Operational dispersals shall be 
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conductedas provided for below:(a) An operational dispersal shall be considered to have begun as of 
the date and time specified in the notification provided in accordance with paragraph 1 of Section X 
of the Notification Protocol. (b) An operational dispersal shall be considered to be completed as of the 
date and time specified in the notification provided in accordance with paragraph 2 of Section X of the 
Notification Protocol. 

2. During an operational dispersal each Party shall have the right to:(a) suspend notifications 
that it would otherwise provide in accordance with the Notification Protocol except for notification 
of flight tests provided under the Agreement Between the United States of America and the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics on Notifications of Launches of Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles and 
Submarine-Launched Ballistic Missiles of May 31, 1988; provided that, if any conversion or elimina-
tion processes are not suspended pursuant to subparagraph (d) of this paragraph, the relevant no-
tifications shall be provided in accordance with Section IV of the Notification Protocol; (b) suspend 
the right of the other Party to conduct inspections; (c) suspend the right of the other Party to re-
quest cooperative measures; and(d) suspend conversion and elimination processes for its strategic 
offensive arms. In such case, the number of converted and eliminated items shall correspond to the 
number that has actually been converted and eliminated as of the date and time of the beginning 
of the operational dispersal specified in the notification provided in accordance with paragraph 1 of 
Section X of the Notification Protocol. 

 3. Notifications suspended pursuant to paragraph 2 ofthis Article shall resume no later than three 
days afternotification of the completion of the operationaldispersal has been provided in accordance 
withparagraph 2 of Section X of the Notification Protocol. The right to conduct inspections and to re-
questcooperative measures suspended pursuant toparagraph 2 of this Article shall resume four day-
safter notification of the completion of the operationaldispersal has been provided in accordance 
withparagraph 2 of Section X of the Notification Protocol. Inspections or cooperative measures being 
conductedat the time a Party provides notification that itsuspends inspections or cooperative mea-
sures duringan operational dispersal shall not count towardthe appropriate annual quotas provided 
for by thisTreaty. 

4. When an operational dispersal is completed:(a) All deployed road-mobile launchers of ICBMs 
and their associated missiles shall be located within their deployment areas or shall be engaged in re-
locations. (b) All deployed rail-mobile launchers of ICBMs and their associated missiles shall be locat-
ed within their rail garrisons or shall be engaged in routine movements or relocations. (c) All heavy 
bombers shall be located within national territory and shall have resumed normal operations. If it is 
necessary for heavy bombers to be located outside national territory for purposes not inconsistent 
with this Treaty, the Parties will immediately engage in diplomatic consultations so that appropriate 
assurances can be provided. 

 5. Within the 30 day period after the completion of anoperational dispersal, the Party not con-
ducting theoperational dispersal shall have the right to make nomore than two requests for coopera-
tive measures, subject to the provisions of Article XII of this Treaty, for ICBM bases for mobile launch-
ers of ICBMs or airbases. Such requests shall not count toward the quotaof requests provided for in 
paragraph 2 of Article XIIof this Treaty. 

ARTICLE XV 
To promote the objectives and implementation of the provisions of this Treaty, the Parties hereby 

establish the Joint Compliance and Inspection Commission. The Parties agree that, if either Party so 
requests, they shall meet within the framework of the Joint Compliance and Inspection Commission 
to: (a) resolve questions relating to compliance with the obligations assumed; (b) agree upon such 
additional measures as may be necessary to improve the viability and effectiveness of this Treaty; 
and(c) resolve questions related to the application of relevant provisions of this Treaty to a new kind 
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of strategic offensive arm, after notification has been provided in accordance with paragraph 16 of 
Section VII of the Notification Protocol. 

ARTICLE XVI 
To ensure the viability and effectiveness of this Treaty, each Party shall not assume any interna-

tional obligations or undertakings that would conflict with its provisions. The Parties shall hold con-
sultations in accordance with Article XV of this Treaty in order to resolve any ambiguities that may 
arise in this regard. The Parties agree that this provision does not apply to any patterns of coopera-
tion, including obligations, in the area of strategic offensive arms, existing at the time of signature of 
this Treaty, between a Party and a third State. 

ARTICLE XVII 
1. This Treaty, including its Annexes, Protocols, andMemorandum of Understanding, all of which 

formintegral parts thereof, shall be subject to ratificationin accordance with the constitutional pro-
cedures ofeach Party. This Treaty shall enter into force on thedate of the exchange of instruments of 
ratification. 

2. This Treaty shall remain in force for 15 yearsunless superseded earlier by a subsequent agree-
menton the reduction and limitation of strategic offensivearms. No later than one year before the ex-
piration ofthe 15-year period, the Parties shall meet to considerwhether this Treaty will be extended. 
If the Parties sodecide, this Treaty will be extended for a period offive years unless it is superseded be-
fore theexpiration of that period by a subsequent agreementon the reduction and limitation of strate-
gic offensive arms. This Treaty shall be extended for successive five-year periods, if the Parties so de-
cide, in accordance with the procedures governing the initial extension, and it shall remain in force for 
each agreed five-year period of extension unless it is superseded by a subsequent agreement on the 
reduction and limitation of strategic offensive arms. 

3. Each Party shall, in exercising its nationalsovereignty, have the right to withdraw from this-
Treaty if it decides that extraordinary events relatedto the subject matter of this Treaty have jeop-
ardizedits supreme interests. It shall give notice of itsdecision to the other Party six months prior 
towithdrawal from this Treaty. Such notice shallinclude a statement of the extraordinary events the-
notifying Party regards as having jeopardized itssupreme interests. 

ARTICLE XVIII 
Each Party may propose amendments to this Treaty. Agreed amendments shall enter into force in 

accordance with the procedures governing entry into force of this Treaty. 
ARTICLE XIX 
This Treaty shall be registered pursuant to Article 102 of the Charter of the United Nations. Done 

at Moscow on July 31, 1991, in two copies, each in the English and Russian languages, both texts be-
ing equally authentic. 

FOR THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA: George Bush President of the United States of America 
FOR THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS: M. Gorbachev President of the Union of 

Soviet Socialist Republics

Source: https://www. nti. org/learn/treaties-and-regimes/treaties-between-united-states-ameri-
ca-and-union-soviet-socialist-republics-strategic-offensive-reductions-start-i-start-ii/ 
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Part 3.  
On the Path to a Sustainable 
Multipolar World Order 
(Yalta World – 2)

3.1. THE DESTRUCTION OF THE YALTA WORLD

3.2. Dialogue Among Civilizations

3.3. Laying the Foundations of a Sustainable Multipolar World Order

3.4. The Scientific Platform for the Formation of Yalta World - 2
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UN Security Council resolution 1244. June 10, 1999
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Military technical agreement between the international security 
forces (KFOR) and the Governments of the Federal Republic 
of Yugoslavia and the Republic of Serbia. June 15, 1999
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Resolution 1973 (2011). Adopted by the Security Council 
at its 6498th meeting, on March 17, 2011

The Security Council,
Recalling its resolution 1970 (2011) of 26 February 2011,
Deploring the failure of the Libyan authorities to comply with resolution 1970 (2011),
Expressing grave concern at the deteriorating situation, the escalation of violence, and the heavy 

civilian casualties, 
Reiterating the responsibility of the Libyan authorities to protect the Libyan population and reaf-

firming that parties to armed conflicts bear the primary responsibility to take all feasible steps to en-
sure the protection of civilians,

Condemning the gross and systematic violation of human rights, including arbitrary detentions, 
enforced disappearances, torture and summary executions,

Further condemning acts of violence and intimidation committed by the Libyan authorities against 
journalists, media professionals and associated personnel and urging these authorities to comply with 
their obligations under international humanitarian law as outlined in resolution 1738 (2006),

Considering that the widespread and systematic attacks currently taking place in the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya against the civilian population may amount to crimes against humanity,

Recalling paragraph 26 of resolution 1970 (2011) in which the Council expressed its readiness to 
consider taking additional appropriate measures, as necessary, to facilitate and support the return of 
humanitarian agencies and make available humanitarian and related assistance in the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya,

Expressing its determination to ensure the protection of civilians and civilian populated areas and 
the rapid and unimpeded passage of humanitarian assistance and the safety of humanitarian personnel,

Recalling the condemnation by the League of Arab States, the African Union, and the Secretary 
General of the Organization of the Islamic Conference of the serious violations of human rights and in-
ternational humanitarian law that have been and are being committed in the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,

Taking note of the final communiqué of the Organisation of the Islamic Conference of 8 March 
2011, and the communiqué of the Peace and Security Council of the African Union of 10 March 2011 
which established an ad hoc High Level Committee on Libya,

Taking note also of the decision of the Council of the League of Arab States of 12 March 2011 to 
call for the imposition of a no-fly zone on Libyan military aviation, and to establish safe areas in plac-
es exposed to shelling as a precautionary measure that allows the protection of the Libyan people and 
foreign nationals residing in the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,

Taking note further of the Secretary-General’s call on 16 March 2011 for an immediate cease-fire,
Recalling its decision to refer the situation in the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya since 15 February 2011 to 

the Prosecutor of the International Criminal Court, and stressing that those responsible for or complicit 
in attacks targeting the civilian population, including aerial and naval attacks, must be held to account,

Reiterating its concern at the plight of refugees and foreign workers forced to flee the violence in 
the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, welcoming the response of neighbouring States, in particular Tunisia and 
Egypt, to address the needs of those refugees and foreign workers, and calling on the international 
community to support those efforts,

Deploring the continuing use of mercenaries by the Libyan authorities,
Considering that the establishment of a ban on all flights in the airspace of the Libyan Arab 

Jamahiriya constitutes an important element for the protection of civilians as well as the safety of the 
delivery of humanitarian assistance and a decisive step for the cessation of hostilities in Libya,
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Expressing concern also for the safety of foreign nationals and their rights in the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya,

Welcoming the appointment by the Secretary General of his Special Envoy to Libya, Mr. Abdel-Elah 
Mohamed Al-Khatib and supporting his efforts to find a sustainable and peaceful solution to the cri-
sis in the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,

Reaffirming its strong commitment to the sovereignty, independence, territorial integrity and na-
tional unity of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya,

Determining that the situation in the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya continues to constitute a threat to 
international peace and security,

Acting under Chapter VII of the Charter of the United Nations,
1. Demands the immediate establishment of a cease-fire and a complete end to violence and all 

attacks against, and abuses of, civilians;
2. Stresses the need to intensify efforts to find a solution to the crisis which responds to the le-

gitimate demands of the Libyan people and notes the decisions of the Secretary-General to send his 
Special Envoy to Libya and of the Peace and Security Council of the African Union to send its ad hoc 
High Level Committee to Libya with the aim of facilitating dialogue to lead to the political reforms 
necessary to find a peaceful and sustainable solution;

3. Demands that the Libyan authorities comply with their obligations under international law, in-
cluding international humanitarian law, human rights and refugee law and take all measures to pro-
tect civilians and meet their basic needs, and to ensure the rapid and unimpeded passage of human-
itarian assistance;

Protection of civilians

4. Authorizes Member States that have notified the Secretary-General, acting nationally or 
through regional organizations or arrangements, and acting in cooperation with the Secretary-
General, to take all necessary measures, notwithstanding paragraph 9 of resolution 1970 (2011), to 
protect civilians and civilian populated areas under threat of attack in the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, in-
cluding Benghazi, while excluding a foreign occupation force of any form on any part of Libyan terri-
tory, and requests the Member States concerned to inform the Secretary-General immediately of the 
measures they take pursuant to the authorization conferred by this paragraph which shall be immedi-
ately reported to the Security Council;

5. Recognizes the important role of the League of Arab States in matters relating to the main-
tenance of international peace and security in the region, and bearing in mind Chapter VIII of the 
Charter of the United Nations, requests the Member States of the League of Arab States to cooperate 
with other Member States in the implementation of paragraph 4;

No Fly Zone

6. Decides to establish a ban on all flights in the airspace of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya in order 
to help protect civilians;

7. Decides further that the ban imposed by paragraph 6 shall not apply to flights whose sole pur-
pose is humanitarian, such as delivering or facilitating the delivery of assistance, including medical 
supplies, food, humanitarian workers and related assistance, or evacuating foreign nationals from the 
Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, nor shall it apply to flights authorised by paragraphs 4 or 8, nor other flights 
which are deemed necessary by States acting under the authorisation conferred in paragraph 8 to be 
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for the benefit of the Libyan people, and that these flights shall be coordinated with any mechanism 
established under paragraph 8;

8. Authorizes Member States that have notified the Secretary-General and the Secretary-General 
of the League of Arab States, acting nationally or through regional organizations or arrangements, 
to take all necessary measures to enforce compliance with the ban on flights imposed by paragraph 6 
above, as necessary, and requests the States concerned in cooperation with the League of Arab States 
to coordinate closely with the Secretary General on the measures they are taking to implement this 
ban, including by establishing an appropriate mechanism for implementing the provisions of para-
graphs 6 and 7 above, 

9. Calls upon all Member States, acting nationally or through regional organizations or arrange-
ments, to provide assistance, including any necessary over-flight approvals, for the purposes of imple-
menting paragraphs 4, 6, 7 and 8 above;

10. Requests the Member States concerned to coordinate closely with each other and the Secretary-
General on the measures they are taking to implement paragraphs 4, 6, 7 and 8 above, including prac-
tical measures for the monitoring and approval of authorised humanitarian or evacuation flights;

11. Decides that the Member States concerned shall inform the Secretary-General and the 
Secretary-General of the League of Arab States immediately of measures taken in exercise of the au-
thority conferred by paragraph 8 above, including to supply a concept of operations;

12. Requests the Secretary-General to inform the Council immediately of any actions taken by the 
Member States concerned in exercise of the authority conferred by paragraph 8 above and to report to 
the Council within 7 days and every month thereafter on the implementation of this resolution, in-
cluding information on any violations of the flight ban imposed by paragraph 6 above;

Enforcement of the arms embargo

13. Decides that paragraph 11 of resolution 1970 (2011) shall be replaced by the following para-
graph : “Calls upon all Member States, in particular States of the region, acting nationally or through 
regional organisations or arrangements, in order to ensure strict implementation of the arms embar-
go established by paragraphs 9 and 10 of resolution 1970 (2011), to inspect in their territory, includ-
ing seaports and airports, and on the high seas, vessels and aircraft bound to or from the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya, if the State concerned has information that provides reasonable grounds to believe that 
the cargo contains items the supply, sale, transfer or export of which is prohibited by paragraphs 9 or 
10 of resolution 1970 (2011) as modified by this resolution, including the provision of armed merce-
nary personnel, calls upon all flag States of such vessels and aircraft to cooperate with such inspec-
tions and authorises Member States to use all measures commensurate to the specific circumstances 
to carry out such inspections”;

14. Requests Member States which are taking action under paragraph 13 above on the high seas 
to coordinate closely with each other and the Secretary-General and further requests the States con-
cerned to inform the Secretary-General and the Committee established pursuant to paragraph 24 of 
resolution 1970 (2011) (“the Committee”) immediately of measures taken in the exercise of the au-
thority conferred by paragraph 13 above;

15. Requires any Member State whether acting nationally or through regional organisations or ar-
rangements, when it undertakes an inspection pursuant to paragraph 13 above, to submit promptly 
an initial written report to the Committee containing, in particular, explanation of the grounds for the 
inspection, the results of such inspection, and whether or not cooperation was provided, and, if pro-
hibited items for transfer are found, further requires such Member States to submit to the Committee, 
at a later stage, a subsequent written report containing relevant details on the inspection, seizure, and 
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disposal, and relevant details of the transfer, including a description of the items, their origin and in-
tended destination, if this information is not in the initial report;

16. Deplores the continuing flows of mercenaries into the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya and calls upon 
all Member States to comply strictly with their obligations under paragraph 9 of resolution 1970 
(2011) to prevent the provision of armed mercenary personnel to the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya;

Ban on flights

17. Decides that all States shall deny permission to any aircraft registered in the Libyan Arab 
Jamahiriya or owned or operated by Libyan nationals or companies to take off from, land in or overfly 
their territory unless the particular flight has been approved in advance by the Committee, or in the 
case of an emergency landing;

18. Decides that all States shall deny permission to any aircraft to take off from, land in or over-
fly their territory, if they have information that provides reasonable grounds to believe that the air-
craft contains items the supply, sale, transfer, or export of which is prohibited by paragraphs 9 and 10 
of resolution 1970 (2011) as modified by this resolution, including the provision of armed mercenary 
personnel, except in the case of an emergency landing;

Asset freeze 

19. Decides that the asset freeze imposed by paragraph 17, 19, 20 and 21 of resolution 1970 (2011) 
shall apply to all funds, other financial assets and economic resources which are on their territo-
ries, which are owned or controlled, directly or indirectly, by the Libyan authorities, as designated by 
the Committee, or by individuals or entities acting on their behalf or at their direction, or by entities 
owned or controlled by them, as designated by the Committee, and decides further that all States shall 
ensure that any funds, financial assets or economic resources are prevented from being made available 
by their nationals or by any individuals or entities within their territories, to or for the benefit of the 
Libyan authorities, as designated by the Committee, or individuals or entities acting on their behalf 
or at their direction, or entities owned or controlled by them, as designated by the Committee, and di-
rects the Committee to designate such Libyan authorities, individuals or entities within 30 days of the 
date of the adoption of this resolution and as appropriate thereafter;

20. Affirms its determination to ensure that assets frozen pursuant to paragraph 17 of resolution 
1970 (2011) shall, at a later stage, as soon as possible be made available to and for the benefit of the 
people of the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya;

21. Decides that all States shall require their nationals, persons subject to their jurisdiction and 
firms incorporated in their territory or subject to their jurisdiction to exercise vigilance when doing 
business with entities incorporated in the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya or subject to its jurisdiction, and 
any individuals or entities acting on their behalf or at their direction, and entities owned or controlled 
by them, if the States have information that provides reasonable grounds to believe that such business 
could contribute to violence and use of force against civilians;

Designations 

22. Decides that the individuals listed in Annex I shall be subject to the travel restrictions imposed 
in paragraphs 15 and 16 of resolution 1970 (2011), and decides further that the individuals and enti-
ties listed in Annex II shall be subject to the asset freeze imposed in paragraphs 17, 19, 20 and 21 of 
resolution 1970 (2011);
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23. Decides that the measures specified in paragraphs 15, 16, 17, 19, 20 and 21 of resolution 1970 
(2011) shall apply also to individuals and entities determined by the Council or the Committee to have 
violated the provisions of resolution 1970 (2011), particularly paragraphs 9 and 10 thereof, or to have 
assisted others in doing so;

 
Panel of Experts

24. Requests the Secretary-General to create for an initial period of one year, in consultation 
with the Committee, a group of up to eight experts (“Panel of Experts”), under the direction of the 
Committee to carry out the following tasks:

(a) Assist the Committee in carrying out its mandate as specified in paragraph 24 of resolution 
1970 (2011) and this resolution;

(b) Gather, examine and analyse information from States, relevant United Nations bodies, region-
al organisations and other interested parties regarding the implementation of the measures decided 
in resolution 1970 (2011) and this resolution, in particular incidents of non-compliance;

(c) Make recommendations on actions the Council, or the Committee or State, may consider to 
improve implementation of the relevant measures; 

(d) Provide to the Council an interim report on its work no later than 90 days after the Panel’s ap-
pointment, and a final report to the Council no later than 30 days prior to the termination of its man-
date with its findings and recommendations;

25. Urges all States, relevant United Nations bodies and other interested parties, to cooperate fully 
with the Committee and the Panel of Experts, in particular by supplying any information at their dis-
posal on the implementation of the measures decided in resolution 1970 (2011) and this resolution, in 
particular incidents of non-compliance;

26. Decides that the mandate of the Committee as set out in paragraph 24 of resolution 1970 
(2011) shall also apply to the measures decided in this resolution;

27. Decides that all States, including the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, shall take the necessary mea-
sures to ensure that no claim shall lie at the instance of the Libyan authorities, or of any person or 
body in the Libyan Arab Jamahiriya, or of any person claiming through or for the benefit of any such 
person or body, in connection with any contract or other transaction where its performance was af-
fected by reason of the measures taken by the Security Council in resolution 1970 (2011), this resolu-
tion and related resolutions;

28. Reaffirms its intention to keep the actions of the Libyan authorities under continuous review 
and underlines its readiness to review at any time the measures imposed by this resolution and res-
olution 1970 (2011), including by strengthening, suspending or lifting those measures, as appropri-
ate, based on compliance by the Libyan authorities with this resolution and resolution 1970 (2011). 

29. Decides to remain actively seized of the matter.
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Libya: UNSCR proposed designations

Number Name Justification Identifiers
Annex I: Travel Ban

1 QUREN SALIH 
QUREN  
AL QADHAFI

Libyan Ambassador to Chad. Has left 
Chad for Sabha. Involved directly in 
recruiting and coordinating merce-
naries for the regime.

2 Colonel AMID 
HUSAIN  
AL KUNI 

Governor of Ghat (South Libya). 
Directly involved in recruiting mer-
cenaries.

Annex II: Asset Freeze
Dorda, Abu Zayd 
Umar

Position: Director, External Security 
Organisation 

Jabir, Major General 
Abu Bakr Yunis

Position: Defence Minister  Title: Major General DOB: --/--
/1952. POB: Jalo, Libya

Matuq, Matuq 
Mohammed

Position: Secretary for Utilities  DOB: --/--/1956. POB: Khoms 

Qadhafi, Mohammed 
Muammar

Son of Muammar Qadhafi. Closeness 
of association with regime

DOB: --/--/1970. POB: Tripoli, Libya 

Qadhafi, Saadi Commander Special Forces. Son of 
Muammar Qadhafi. Closeness of as-
sociation with regime. Command of 
military units involved in repression 
of demonstrations

DOB: 25/05/1973. POB: Tripoli, Libya 

Qadhafi, Saif al-Arab Son of Muammar Qadhafi. Closeness 
of association with regime

DOB: --/--/1982. POB: Tripoli, Libya 

Al-Senussi, Colonel 
Abdullah

Position: Director Military 
Intelligence 

Title: Colonel DOB: --/--/1949. 
POB: Sudan 

Entities
Central Bank of Libya Under control of Muammar Qadhafi 

and his family, and potential source of 
funding for his regime.

Libyan Investment 
Authority

Under control of Muammar Qadhafi 
and his family, and potential source of 
funding for his regime.

a.k.a: Libyan Arab Foreign 
Investment Company 
(LAFICO) Address: 1 Fateh Tower 
Office, No 99 22nd Floor, Borgaida 
Street, Tripoli, Libya, 1103

Libyan Foreign Bank Under control of Muammar Qadhafi 
and his family and a potential source 
of funding for his regime.

Libyan Africa 
Investment Portfolio

Under control of Muammar Qadhafi 
and his family, and potential source of 
funding for his regime.

Address: Jamahiriya Street, LAP 
Building, PO Box 91330, Tripoli, 
Libya 

Libyan National Oil 
Corporation 

Under control of Muammar Qadhafi 
and his family, and potential source of 
funding for his regime.

Address: Bashir Saadwi Street, 
Tripoli, Tarabulus, Libya

Source: https://undocs.org/en/S/RES/1973(2011) 
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Resolution 2254 (2015). Adopted by the Security Council 
at its 7588th meeting, on December 18, 2015

The Security Council, 
Recalling its resolutions 2042 (2012), 2043 (2012), 2118 (2013), 2139 (2014), 2165 (2014), 2170 

(2014), 2175 (2014), 2178 (2014), 2191 (2014), 2199 (2015), 2235 (2015), and 2249 (2015) and 
Presidential Statements of 3 August 2011 (S/PRST/2011/16), 21 March 2012 (S/PRST/2012/6), 5 April 
2012 (S/PRST/2012/10), 2 October 2013 (S/PRST/2013/15), 24 April 2015 (S/PRST/2015/10) and 17 
August 2015 (S/PRST/2015/15), 

Reaffirming its strong commitment to the sovereignty, independence, unity and territorial integri-
ty of the Syrian Arab Republic, and to the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations, 

Expressing its gravest concern at the continued suffering of the Syrian people, the dire and dete-
riorating humanitarian situation, the ongoing conflict and its persistent and brutal violence, the neg-
ative impact of terrorism and violent extremist ideology in support of terrorism, the destabilizing ef-
fect of the crisis on the region and beyond, including the resulting increase in terrorists drawn to the 
fighting in Syria, the physical destruction in the country, and increasing sectarianism, and underscor-
ing that the situation will continue to deteriorate in the absence of a political solution, 

Recalling its demand that all parties take all appropriate steps to protect civilians, including mem-
bers of ethnic, religious and confessional communities, and stresses that, in this regard, the primary 
responsibility to protect its population lies with the Syrian authorities,

Reiterating that the only sustainable solution to the current crisis in Syria is through an inclu-
sive and Syrian-led political process that meets the legitimate aspirations of the Syrian people, with 
a view to full implementation of the Geneva Communiqué of 30 June 2012 as endorsed by resolution 
2118 (2013), including through the establishment of an inclusive transitional governing body with full 
executive powers, which shall be formed on the basis of mutual consent while ensuring continuity of 
governmental institutions, 

Encouraging, in this regard, the diplomatic efforts of the International Syria Support Group (ISSG) 
to help bring an end to the conflict in Syria, 

Commending the commitment of the ISSG, as set forth in the Joint Statement on the outcome 
of the multilateral talks on Syria in Vienna of 30 October 2015 and the Statement of the ISSG of 14 
November 2015 (hereinafter the “Vienna Statements”), to ensure a Syrian-led and Syrian-owned po-
litical transition based on the Geneva Communiqué in its entirety, and emphasizing the urgency for 
all parties in Syria to work diligently and constructively towards this goal, 

Urging all parties to the UN-facilitated political process to adhere to the principles identified by 
the ISSG, including commitments to Syria’s unity, independence, territorial integrity, and non-sec-
tarian character, to ensuring continuity of governmental institutions, to protecting the rights of 
all Syrians, regardless of ethnicity or religious denomination, and to ensuring humanitarian access 
throughout the country, 

Encouraging the meaningful participation of women in the UN-facilitated political process for 
Syria, 

Bearing in mind the goal to bring together the broadest possible spectrum of the opposition, cho-
sen by Syrians, who will decide their negotiation representatives and define their negotiation posi-
tions so as to enable the political process to begin, taking note of the meetings in Moscow and Cairo 
and other initiatives to this end, and noting in particular the usefulness of the meeting in Riyadh on 
9-11 December 2015, whose outcomes contribute to the preparation of negotiations under UN aus-
pices on a political settlement of the conflict, in accordance with the Geneva Communique and the 
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“Vienna Statements”, and looking forward to the Secretary-General’s Special Envoy for Syria finaliz-
ing efforts to this end,

1. Reconfirms its endorsement of the Geneva Communiqué of 30 June 2012, endorses the “Vienna 
Statements” in pursuit of the full implementation of the Geneva Communiqué, as the basis for a 
Syrian-led and Syrian-owned political transition in order to end the conflict in Syria, and stresses that 
the Syrian people will decide the future of Syria; 

2. Requests the Secretary-General, through his good offices and the efforts of his Special Envoy for 
Syria, to convene representatives of the Syrian government and the opposition to engage in formal ne-
gotiations on a political transition process on an urgent basis, with a target of early January 2016 for 
the initiation of talks, pursuant to the Geneva Communiqué, consistent with the 14 November 2015 
ISSG Statement, with a view to a lasting political settlement of the crisis; 

3. Acknowledges the role of the ISSG as the central platform to facilitate the United Nations’ ef-
forts to achieve a lasting political settlement in Syria;

4. Expresses its support, in this regard, for a Syrian-led political process that is facilitated by 
the United Nations and, within a target of six months, establishes credible, inclusive and non-sec-
tarian governance and sets a schedule and process for drafting a new constitution, and further ex-
presses its support for free and fair elections, pursuant to the new constitution, to be held with-
in 18 months and administered under supervision of the United Nations, to the satisfaction of the 
governance and to the highest international standards of transparency and accountability, with all 
Syrians, including members of the diaspora, eligible to participate, as set forth in the 14 November 
2015 ISSG Statement; 

5. Acknowledges the close linkage between a ceasefire and a parallel political process, pursuant to 
the 2012 Geneva Communiqué, and that both initiatives should move ahead expeditiously, and in this 
regard expresses its support for a nationwide ceasefire in Syria, which the ISSG has committed to sup-
port and assist in implementing, to come into effect as soon as the representatives of the Syrian gov-
ernment and the opposition have begun initial steps towards a political transition under UN auspices, 
on the basis of the Geneva Communiqué, as set forth in the 14 November 2015 ISSG Statement, and 
to do so on an urgent basis; 

6. Requests the Secretary-General to lead the effort, through the office of his Special Envoy and 
in consultation with relevant parties, to determine the modalities and requirements of a ceasefire as 
well as continue planning for the support of ceasefire implementation, and urges Member States, in 
particular members of the ISSG, to support and accelerate all efforts to achieve a ceasefire, including 
through pressing all relevant parties to agree and adhere to such a ceasefire; 

7. Emphasizes the need for a ceasefire monitoring, verification and reporting mechanism, requests 
the Secretary-General to report to the Security Council on options for such a mechanism that it can 
support, as soon as possible and no later than one month after the adoption of this resolution, and en-
courages Member States, including members of the Security Council, to provide assistance, including 
through expertise and in-kind contributions, to support such a mechanism; 

8. Reiterates its call in resolution 2249 (2015) for Member States to prevent and suppress terror-
ist acts committed specifically by Islamic State in Iraq and the Levant (ISIL, also known as Da’esh), 
Al-Nusra Front (ANF), and all other individuals, groups, undertakings, and entities associated with Al 
Qaeda or ISIL, and other terrorist groups, as designated by the Security Council, and as may further 
be agreed by the ISSG and determined by the Security Council, pursuant to the Statement of the ISSG 
of 14 November 2015, and to eradicate the safe haven they have established over significant parts of 
Syria, and notes that the aforementioned ceasefire will not apply to offensive or defensive actions 
against these individuals, groups, undertakings and entities, as set forth in the 14 November 2015 
ISSG Statement; 
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9. Welcomes the effort that was conducted by the government of Jordan to help develop a com-
mon understanding within the ISSG of individuals and groups for possible determination as terror-
ists and will consider expeditiously the recommendation of the ISSG for the purpose of determining 
terrorist groups; 

10. Emphasizes the need for all parties in Syria to take confidence building measures to contrib-
ute to the viability of a political process and a lasting ceasefire, and calls on all states to use their in-
fluence with the government of Syria and the Syrian opposition to advance the peace process, confi-
dence building measures and steps towards a ceasefire; 

11. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Council, as soon as possible and no lat-
er than one month after the adoption of this resolution, on options for further confidence building 
measures; 

12. Calls on the parties to immediately allow humanitarian agencies rapid, safe and unhindered 
access throughout Syria by most direct routes, allow immediate, humanitarian assistance to reach all 
people in need, in particular in all besieged and hard-to-reach areas, release any arbitrarily detained 
persons, particularly women and children, calls on ISSG states to use their influence immediately to 
these ends, and demands the full implementation of resolutions 2139 (2014), 2165 (2014), 2191 (2014) 
and any other applicable resolutions; 

13. Demands that all parties immediately cease any attacks against civilians and civilian objects 
as such, including attacks against medical facilities and personnel, and any indiscriminate use of 
weapons, including through shelling and aerial bombardment, welcomes the commitment by the ISSG 
to press the parties in this regard, and further demands that all parties immediately comply with their 
obligations under international law, including international humanitarian law and international hu-
man rights law as applicable; 

14. Underscores the critical need to build conditions for the safe and voluntary return of refugees 
and internally displaced persons to their home areas and the rehabilitation of affected areas, in accor-
dance with international law, including applicable provisions of the Convention and Protocol Relating 
to the Status of Refugees, and taking into account the interests of those countries hosting refugees, 
urges Member States to provide assistance in this regard, looks forward to the London Conference 
on Syria in February 2016, hosted by the United Kingdom, Germany, Kuwait, Norway and the United 
Nations, as an important contribution to this endeavour, and further expresses its support to the 
post-conflict reconstruction and rehabilitation of Syria; 

15. Requests that the Secretary-General report back to the Security Council on the implementa-
tion of this resolution, including on progress of the UN-facilitated political process, within 60 days; 

16. Decides to remain actively seized of the matter.

Source: https://undocs.org/S/RES/2254(2015)
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Resolution 2268 (2016). Adopted by the Security Council 
at its 7634th meeting, on February 26, 2016

The Security Council,
Recalling its resolutions 2042 (2012), 2043 (2012), 2118 (2013), 2139 (2014), 2165 (2014), 2170 

(2014), 2175 (2014), 2178 (2014), 2191 (2014), 2199 (2015), 2235 (2015), 2249 (2015), 2253 (2015), 2254 
(2015), and 2258 (2015) and Presidential Statements of 3 August 2011 (S/PRST/2011/16), 21 March 
2012 (S/PRST/2012/6), 5 April 2012 (S/PRST/2012/10), 2 October 2013 (S/PRST/2013/15), 24 April 2015 
(S/PRST/2015/10) and 17 August 2015 (S/PRST/2015/15), 

Reaffirming its strong commitment to the sovereignty, independence, unity and territorial integri-
ty of the Syrian Arab Republic, and to the purposes and principles of the Charter of the United Nations, 

Recognizing the efforts of the Secretary-General in implementing resolution 2254 (2015) and not-
ing, through his good offices and by his Special Envoy for Syria, the launch of the formal negotiations on 
a political transition process, consistent with paragraph 2 of resolution 2254 (2015), on 29 January 2016, 

Commending the commitment of the International Syria Support Group (ISSG) to ensure a Syrian-
led and Syrian-owned political transition based on the Geneva Communiqué of 30 June 2012 in its en-
tirety and to immediately facilitate the full implementation of resolution 2254 (2015), and emphasiz-
ing the urgency for all parties in Syria to work diligently and constructively towards this goal, 

Welcoming the ISSG statement of 11 February 2016, including the establishment of an ISSG hu-
manitarian task force and an ISSG ceasefire task force, 

1. Endorses in full the Joint Statement of the United States and the Russian Federation, as Co-
Chairs of the ISSG, on Cessation of Hostilities in Syria of 22 February 2016 and the Terms for the 
Cessation of Hostilities in Syria (hereafter referred to as “the Annex”) attached to the Statement, and 
demands the cessation of hostilities to begin at 00:00 (Damascus time) on 27 February 2016; 

2. Demands the full and immediate implementation of resolution 2254 (2015) to facilitate a 
Syrian-led and Syrian-owned political transition, in accordance with the Geneva Communiqué as set 
forth in the ISSG Statements, in order to end the conflict in Syria, and stresses again that the Syrian 
people will decide the future of Syria; 

3. Demands that all parties to whom the cessation of hostilities applies as set forth in the Annex 
(hereafter referred to as the “parties to the cessation of hostilities”) fulfil their commitments laid out 
in the Annex, and urges all Member States, especially ISSG members, to use their influence with the 
parties to the cessation of hostilities to ensure fulfillment of those commitments and to support ef-
forts to create conditions for a durable and lasting ceasefire; 

4. Recognizes the efforts of the Russian Federation and the United States to reach understand-
ing on the Terms of the Cessation of Hostilities, and acknowledges and welcomes that the forces of 
the Syrian government and those supporting it, as communicated to the Russian Federation, and the 
Syrian armed opposition groups, as communicated to the Russian Federation or the United States, 
have accepted and committed to abide by the Terms of the Cessation of Hostilities, and as such are 
now parties to it; 

5. Reiterates its call on the parties to immediately allow humanitarian agencies rapid, safe and 
unhindered access throughout Syria by most direct routes, allow immediate, humanitarian assistance 
to reach all people in need, in particular in all besieged and hard-to-reach areas, and immediately 
comply with their obligations under international law, including international humanitarian law and 
international human rights law as applicable; 

6. Expresses support for the ISSG initiative, coordinated through the ISSG humanitarian working 
group, to accelerate the urgent delivery of humanitarian aid, with the view towards the full, sustained, 
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and unimpeded access throughout the country, including to Deir ez Zor, Foah, Kafraya, Az-Zabadani, 
Madaya/Bqin, Darayya, Madamiyet Elsham, Duma, East Harasta, Arbin, Zamalka, Kafr Batna, Ein 
Terma, Hammuria, Jisrein, Saqba, Zabadin, Yarmuk, eastern and western rural Aleppo, Azaz, Afrin, 
At Tall, Rastan, Talbiseh, Al Houle, Tier Malah/Al Gantho/Der Kabira, Al Waer, Yalda, Babila and Beit 
Saham; 

7. Reaffirms its support for a Syrian-led political process facilitated by the United Nations, re-
quests the Secretary-General, through his good offices and the efforts of his Special Envoy for Syria, 
to resume the formal negotiations between the representatives of the Syrian government and the op-
position, under the auspices of the United Nations, as soon as possible, and urges the representatives 
of the Syrian government and the Syrian opposition to engage in good faith in these negotiations; 

8. Welcomes the cessation of hostilities as a step towards a lasting ceasefire and reaffirms the close 
linkage between a ceasefire and a parallel political process, pursuant to the 2012 Geneva Communique, 
and that both initiatives should move ahead expeditiously as expressed in resolution 2254 (2015); 

9. Calls on all states to use their influence with the government of Syria and the Syrian opposi-
tion to advance the peace process, confidence building measures, including the early release of any 
arbitrarily detained persons, particularly women and children, and implementation of the cessation 
of hostilities; 

10. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Council on the implementation of this resolu-
tion, including by drawing on information provided by the ISSG ceasefire taskforce, and on resolution 
2254 (2015), within 15 days of the adoption of this resolution and every 30 days thereafter; 

11. Decides to remain actively seized of the matter.

Source: https://undocs.org/S/RES/2268(2016)
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Part 3.  
On the Path to a Sustainable 
Multipolar World Order 
(Yalta World – 2)

3.1. The Destruction Of The Yalta World
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3.3. Laying the Foundations of a Sustainable Multipolar World Order

3.4. The Scientific Platform for the Formation of Yalta World - 2
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United Nations Year of Dialogue among Civilizations. November, 1998
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United Nations Millennium Declaration. September 15, 2000



577

Y A L T A  С O N F E R E N C E  A N D  Y A L T A  P E A C E  C o l l e c t i o n  o f  a r c h i v a l  m a t e r i a l s



578

Y A L T A  С O N F E R E N C E  A N D  Y A L T A  P E A C E  C o l l e c t i o n  o f  a r c h i v a l  m a t e r i a l s



579

Y A L T A  С O N F E R E N C E  A N D  Y A L T A  P E A C E  C o l l e c t i o n  o f  a r c h i v a l  m a t e r i a l s



580

Y A L T A  С O N F E R E N C E  A N D  Y A L T A  P E A C E  C o l l e c t i o n  o f  a r c h i v a l  m a t e r i a l s



581

Y A L T A  С O N F E R E N C E  A N D  Y A L T A  P E A C E  C o l l e c t i o n  o f  a r c h i v a l  m a t e r i a l s



582

Y A L T A  С O N F E R E N C E  A N D  Y A L T A  P E A C E  C o l l e c t i o n  o f  a r c h i v a l  m a t e r i a l s



583

Y A L T A  С O N F E R E N C E  A N D  Y A L T A  P E A C E  C o l l e c t i o n  o f  a r c h i v a l  m a t e r i a l s



584

Y A L T A  С O N F E R E N C E  A N D  Y A L T A  P E A C E  C o l l e c t i o n  o f  a r c h i v a l  m a t e r i a l s

Source: http://unscr.com/en/resolutions?y=2000 
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56/6. Global Agenda for Dialogue among 
Civilizations. November 9, 2001 года 

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolutions 53/22 of 4 November 1998, 54/113 of 10 December 1999 and 55/23 of 13 

November 2000 entitled “United Nations Year of Dialogue among Civilizations”,
Reaffirming the purposes and principles embodied in the Charter of the United Nations, which 

are, inter alia, to  develop friendly relations among nations based on respect for the  principle 
of equal rights and self-determination of peoples, to take other appropriate measures to strength-
en universal peace, and to achieve international cooperation in solving international problems 
of an economic, social, cultural or humanitarian character, and in promoting and encouraging re-
spect for human rights and for fundamental freedoms for all without distinction as to race, sex, 
language or religion,

Underlining that all Members have undertaken to  refrain in their international relations from 
the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political independence of any State, or in 
any other manner inconsistent with the purposes of the United Nations,

Reaffirming their commitment to the fulfilment of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights/1 
as a common standard of achievement for all peoples and all nations and as a source of inspiration for 
the further promotion and protection of all human rights and fundamental freedoms – political, so-
cial, economic, civil and cultural – including the right to development,

Underlining that all civilizations celebrate the unity and diversity of humankind and are enriched 
and have evolved through dialogue with other civilizations and that, despite obstacles of intolerance 
and aggression, there has been constructive interaction throughout history among various civiliza-
tions,

Emphasizing that a common humanity unites all civilizations and allows for the celebration of the 
variegated splendour of the highest attainments of this civilizational diversity, and reaffirming that 
the civilizational achievements constitute the collective heritage of humankind,

Recalling the  United Nations Millennium Declaration of  8 September 2000,/2 which consid-
ers, inter alia, that tolerance is one of the fundamental values essential to international relations in 
the twenty-first century and should include the active promotion of a culture of peace and dialogue 
among civilizations, with human beings respecting one another, in all their diversity of belief, culture 
and language, neither fearing nor repressing differences within and between societies but cherishing 
them as a precious asset of humanity,

Noting that globalization brings greater interrelatedness among people and increased interac-
tion among cultures and civilizations, and encouraged by the fact that the celebration of the United 
Nations Year of Dialogue among Civilizations, at the beginning of the twenty-first century, has under-
scored that globalization is not only an economic, financial and technological process which could of-
fer great benefit but that it also presents the challenge of preserving and celebrating the rich intellec-
tual and cultural diversity of humankind and of civilization,

Bearing in mind the valuable contribution that dialogue among civilizations can make to an im-
proved awareness and understanding of the common values shared by all humankind,

Recognizing that human rights and fundamental freedoms derive from the dignity and worth in-
herent in the human person and are thus universal, indivisible, interdependent and interrelated, and 
that the human person is the central subject of human rights and fundamental freedoms and, conse-
quently, should be the principal beneficiary and should participate actively in the realization of these 
rights and freedoms,
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Reaffirming that all peoples have the  right of  self-determination, by virtue of which they free-
ly determine their political status and freely pursue their economic, social and cultural development,

Emphasizing that promotion and protection of freedom of opinion and expression and a collective 
commitment to listen to and learn from each other and to respect cultural heritage and diversity are 
essential for dialogue, progress and human advancement,

Underlining the fact that tolerance and respect for diversity and universal promotion and protec-
tion of human rights are mutually supportive, and recognizing that tolerance and respect for diversity 
effectively promote and are supported by, inter alia, the empowerment of women,

Recalling its resolution 55/254 of 31 May 2001, which calls upon all States to exert their utmost ef-
forts to ensure that religious sites are fully respected and protected,

Emphasizing the  need to  acknowledge and respect the  richness of  all civilizations and to  seek 
common ground among civilizations in order to address comprehensively common challenges fac-
ing humanity,

Welcoming the endeavours of Governments, international organizations, civil society organiza-
tions and countless individuals to enhance understanding through constructive dialogue among civ-
ilizations,

Welcoming also the efforts of the Personal Representative of the Secretary-General for the United 
Nations Year of Dialogue among Civilizations and of the Group of Eminent Persons established by the 
Secretary-General,

Expressing its firm determination to facilitate and promote dialogue among civilizations,
Proclaims the Global Agenda for Dialogue among Civilizations:

A. Objectives, principles and participants

Article 1
Dialogue among civilizations is a process between and within civilizations, founded on inclusion, 

and a collective desire to learn, uncover and examine assumptions, unfold shared meaning and core 
values and integrate multiple perspectives through dialogue.

Article 2
Dialogue among civilizations constitutes a process to attain, inter alia, the following objectives:

Promotion of inclusion, equity, equality, justice and tolerance in human interactions;
Enhancement of mutual understanding and respect through interaction among civilizations;
Mutual enrichment and advancement of knowledge and appreciation of the richness and wisdom 

found in all civilizations;
Identification and promotion of common ground among civilizations in order to address common 

challenges threatening shared values, universal human rights and achievements of human society in 
various fields;

Promotion and protection of all human rights and fundamental freedoms and enrichment of com-
mon understanding of human rights;

Development of a better understanding of common ethical standards and universal human values;
Enhancement of respect for cultural diversity and cultural heritage.

Article 3
Pursuit of the above-mentioned objectives will be enhanced by collective commitment to the fol-

lowing principles:
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Faith in fundamental human rights, in the dignity and worth of the human person, in the equal 
rights of men and women and of nations large and small;

Fulfilment in good faith of the obligations under the Charter of the United Nations and the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights;

Respect for fundamental principles of justice and international law;
Recognition of  diversified sources of  knowledge and cultural diversity as fundamental features 

of human society and as indispensable and cherished assets for the advancement and material and 
spiritual welfare of humanity at large;

Recognition of the right of members of all civilizations to preserve and develop their cultural her-
itage within their own societies;

Commitment to inclusion, cooperation and the search for understanding as the mechanisms for 
the promotion of common values;

Enhancement of participation by all individuals, peoples and nations in local, national and inter-
national decision-making processes.

Article 4
Dialogue among civilizations provides important contributions to progress in the following areas:
Promotion of confidence-building at local, national, regional and international levels;
Enhancing mutual understanding and knowledge among different social groups, cultures and civi-

lizations in various areas, including culture, religion, education, information, science and technology;
Addressing threats to peace and security;
Promotion and protection of human rights;
Elaboration of common ethical standards.

Article 5
Participation in dialogue among civilizations shall be global in scope and shall be open to all, in-

cluding:
People from all civilizations;
Scholars, thinkers, intellectuals, writers, scientists, people of arts, culture and media and the youth, 

who play an instrumental role in initiation and sustainment of dialogue among civilizations;
Individuals from civil society and representatives of non-governmental organizations, as instru-

mental partners in promoting dialogue among civilizations.

Article 6
Governments shall promote, encourage and facilitate dialogue among civilizations.

Article 7
Regional and international organizations should take appropriate steps and initiatives to  pro-

mote, facilitate and sustain dialogue among civilizations.

Article 8
The media has an indispensable and instrumental role in the promotion of dialogue among civili-

zations and in the fostering of greater understanding among various civilizations and cultures.

Article 9
The United Nations should continue to promote and strengthen the culture of dialogue among 

civilizations.



589

Y A L T A  С O N F E R E N C E  A N D  Y A L T A  P E A C E  C o l l e c t i o n  o f  a r c h i v a l  m a t e r i a l s

B. Programme of Action
1. States, the United Nations system and other international and regional organizations and civil 

society, including non-governmental organizations, are invited to consider the following as a means 
of promoting dialogue among civilizations in all domains, within existing resources and also drawing 
upon voluntary contributions:

Facilitating and encouraging interaction and exchange among all individuals, inter alia, intellec-
tuals, thinkers and artists of various societies and civilizations;

Promoting of mutual visits and meetings of experts in various fields from different civilizations, 
cultures and backgrounds, which provide an opportunity for discovering commonalities among vari-
ous civilizations and cultures;

Exchange of visits among representatives of the arts and culture and the organization of cultural 
festivals through which people will have a chance of getting acquainted with other cultures;

Sponsorship of conferences, symposiums and workshops to enhance mutual understanding, toler-
ance and dialogue among civilizations;

Planning sports competitions, Olympiads and scientific competitions, with a view to encouraging 
positive interaction among youth from different backgrounds and cultures;

Reinvigorating and encouraging translation and dissemination of  basic manuscripts and books 
and studies representing different cultures and civilizations;

Promotion of historical and cultural tourism;
Incorporation of programmes to study various cultures and civilizations in educational cur-

riculums, including the teaching of languages, history and socio-political thoughts of various 
civilizations, as well as the  exchange of  knowledge, information and scholarship among aca-
demia;

Advancement of research and scholarship to achieve an objective understanding of the character-
istics of each civilization and the differences, as well as ways and means to enhance constructive in-
teraction and understanding among them;

Utilization of communication technologies, including audio, video, printed press, multimedia 
and the Internet, to disseminate the message of dialogue and understanding throughout the globe 
and depict and publicize historical instances of constructive interaction among different civiliza-
tions;

Provision of equitable opportunities for participation in the dissemination of information, with 
a view to achieving an objective understanding of all civilizations and enhancing constructive inter-
action and cooperative engagement among civilizations;

Implementation of programmes to enhance the spirit of dialogue, understanding and rejection 
of intolerance, violence and racism among people, particularly the youth;

Utilizing the existence of migrants in various societies in bridging the gap of understanding be-
tween cultures;

Consultation to articulate effective mechanisms to protect the  rights of all people to maintain 
their cultural identity, while facilitating their integration into their social environment.

2. States should encourage and support initiatives taken by civil society and non-governmental or-
ganizations for the promotion of dialogue among civilizations.

3. States, international and regional organizations and civil society, including non-governmental 
organizations, are invited to develop appropriate ways and means at the local, national, regional and 
international levels to further promote dialogue and mutual understanding among civilizations, and 
to report their activities to the Secretary-General of the United Nations.



590

Y A L T A  С O N F E R E N C E  A N D  Y A L T A  P E A C E  C o l l e c t i o n  o f  a r c h i v a l  m a t e r i a l s

4. Governments, funding institutions, civil society organizations and the private sector are invited 
to mobilize the necessary resources to promote dialogue among civilizations, including by contribut-
ing to the Trust Fund established by the Secretary-General in 1999 for that purpose.

5. The United Nations system, including, in particular, the  Personal Representative of  the 
Secretary-General for the United Nations Year of Dialogue among Civilizations and the United Nations 
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization, are invited to continue to encourage and facilitate 
dialogue among civilizations and formulate ways and means to promote dialogue among civilizations 
in the activities of the United Nations in various fields.

6. The Secretary-General is requested to report to the General Assembly at its sixtieth session on 
the implementation of this Global Agenda and Programme of Action.

43rd plenary meeting
9 November 2001

/1 Resolution 217 A (III).
/2 See resolution 55/2.

Source: http://www.un-documents.net/a56r6.htm  



591

Y A L T A  С O N F E R E N C E  A N D  Y A L T A  P E A C E  C o l l e c t i o n  o f  a r c h i v a l  m a t e r i a l s

UNESCO Universal Declaration on Cultural Diversity. November 2, 2001 

The General Conference,
Committed to the full implementation of the human rights and fundamental freedoms proclaimed 

in the  Universal Declaration of  Human Rights and other universally recognized legal instruments, 
such as the two International Covenants of 1966 relating respectively to civil and political rights and 
to economic, social and cultural rights,

Recalling that the Preamble to the Constitution of UNESCO affirms “that the wide diffusion of cul-
ture, and the education of humanity for justice and liberty and peace are indispensable to the digni-
ty of man

and constitute a sacred duty which all the nations must fulfil in a spirit of mutual assistance and 
concern”,

Further recalling Article I of the Constitution, which assigns to UNESCO among other purposes 
that of recommending “such international agreements as may be necessary to promote the free flow 
of ideas by word and image”,

Referring to  the provisions relating to  cultural diversity and the  exercise of  cultural rights in 
the international instruments enacted by UNESCO,(1)

Reaffirming that culture should be regarded as the set of distinctive spiritual, material, intellectu-
al and emotional features of society or a social group, and that it encompasses, in addition to art and 
literature, lifestyles, ways of living together, value systems, traditions and beliefs, (2)

Noting that culture is at the heart of contemporary debates about identity, social cohesion, and 
the development of a knowledge-based economy,

Affirming that respect for the diversity of cultures, tolerance, dialogue and cooperation, in a cli-
mate of mutual trust and understanding are among the best guarantees of international peace and se-
curity,

Aspiring to greater solidarity on the basis of recognition of cultural diversity, of awareness of the 
unity of humankind, and of the development of intercultural exchanges,

Considering that the process of globalization, facilitated by the rapid development of new infor-
mation and communication technologies, though representing a challenge for cultural diversity, cre-
ates the conditions for renewed dialogue among cultures and civilizations,

Aware of the specific mandate which has been entrusted to UNESCO, within the United Nations 
system, to ensure the preservation and promotion of the fruitful diversity of cultures,

Proclaims the following principles and adopts the present Declaration:

IDENTITY, DIVERSITY AND PLURALISM

Article 1 – Cultural diversity: the common heritage of humanity
Culture takes diverse forms across time and space. This diversity is embodied in the uniqueness 

and plurality of the identities of the groups and societies making up humankind. As a source of ex-
change, innovation and creativity, cultural diversity is as necessary for humankind as biodiversity is 
for nature. In this sense, it is the common heritage of humanity and should be recognized and affirmed 
for the benefit of present and future generations.

Article 2 – From cultural diversity to cultural pluralism
In our increasingly diverse societies, it is essential to ensure harmonious interaction among peo-

ple and groups with plural, varied and dynamic cultural identities as well as their willingness to live 
together. Policies for the inclusion and participation of all citizens are guarantees of social cohesion, 
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the vitality of civil society and peace. Thus defined, cultural pluralism gives policy expression to the 
reality of cultural diversity. Indissociable from a democratic framework, cultural pluralism is condu-
cive to cultural exchange and to the flourishing of creative capacities that sustain public life.

Article 3 – Cultural diversity as a factor in development
Cultural diversity widens the range of options open to everyone; it is one of the roots of develop-

ment, understood not simply in terms of economic growth, but also as a means to achieve a more sat-
isfactory intellectual, emotional, moral and spiritual existence.

CULTURAL DIVERSITY AND HUMAN RIGHTS

Article 4 – Human rights as guarantees of cultural diversity
The defence of cultural diversity is an ethical imperative, inseparable from respect for human dig-

nity. It implies a commitment to human rights and fundamental freedoms, in particular the rights 
of persons belonging to minorities and those of indigenous peoples. No one may invoke cultural di-
versity to infringe upon human rights guaranteed by international law, nor to limit their scope.

Article 5 – Cultural rights as an enabling environment for cultural diversity
Cultural rights are an integral part of human rights, which are universal, indivisible and interdepen-

dent. The flourishing of creative diversity requires the full implementation of cultural rights as defined 
in Article 27 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and in Articles 13 and 15 of the International 
Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights. All persons have therefore the right to express them-
selves and to create and disseminate their work in the language of their choice, and particularly in their 
mother tongue; all persons are entitled to quality education and training that fully respect their cultural 
identity; and all persons have the right to participate in the cultural life of their choice and conduct their 
own cultural practices, subject to respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms.

Article 6 – Towards access for all to cultural diversity
While ensuring the free flow of ideas by word and image care should be exercised so that all cul-

tures can express themselves and make themselves known. Freedom of expression, media pluralism, 
multilingualism, equal access to art and to scientific and technological knowledge, including in digi-
tal form, and the possibility for all cultures to have access to the means of expression and dissemina-
tion are the guarantees of cultural diversity.

CULTURAL DIVERSITY AND CREATIVITY

Article 7 – Cultural heritage as the wellspring of creativity
Creation draws on the roots of cultural tradition, but flourishes in contact with other cultures. For 

this reason, heritage in all its forms must be preserved, enhanced and handed on to future generations 
as a record of human experience and aspirations, so as to foster creativity in all its diversity and to in-
spire genuine dialogue among cultures.

Article 8 – Cultural goods and services: commodities of a unique kind
In the face of present-day economic and technological change, opening up vast prospects for cre-

ation and innovation, particular attention must be paid to the diversity of the supply of creative work, 
to due recognition of the rights of authors and artists and to the specificity of cultural goods and ser-
vices which, as vectors of identity, values and meaning, must not be treated as mere commodities or 
consumer goods.

Article 9 – Cultural policies as catalysts of creativity
While ensuring the free circulation of ideas and works, cultural policies must create conditions 

conducive to the production and dissemination of diversified cultural goods and services through cul-
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tural industries that have the means to assert themselves at the local and global level. It is for each 
State, with due regard to its international obligations, to define its cultural policy and to implement it 
through the means it considers fit, whether by operational support or appropriate regulations.

CULTURAL DIVERSITY AND INTERNATIONAL SOLIDARITY

Article 10 – Strengthening capacities for creation and dissemination worldwide
In the face of current imbalances in flows and exchanges of cultural goods at the global level, it is 

necessary to reinforce international cooperation and solidarity aimed at enabling all countries, espe-
cially developing countries and countries in transition, to establish cultural industries that are viable 
and competitive at national and international level.

Article 11 – Building partnerships between the public sector, the private sector and civil 
society
Market forces alone cannot guarantee the preservation and promotion of cultural diversity, which 

is the key to sustainable human development. From this perspective, the pre-eminence of public pol-
icy, in partnership with the private sector and civil society, must be reaffirmed.

Article 12 – The role of UNESCO
UNESCO, by virtue of its mandate and functions, has the responsibility to:
(a) promote the incorporation of the principles set out in the present Declaration into the devel-

opment strategies drawn up within the various intergovernmental bodies;
(b) serve as a reference point and a forum where States, international governmental and nongov-

ernmental organizations, civil society and the private sector may join together in elaborating con-
cepts, objectives and policies in favour of cultural diversity;

(c) pursue its activities in standard-setting, awareness raising and capacity-building in the areas 
related to the present Declaration within its fields of competence;

(d) facilitate the implementation of the Action Plan, the main lines of which are appended to the 
present Declaration.

 (1) Including, in particular, the  Florence Agreement of  1950 and its Nairobi Protocol of  1976, 
the Universal Copyright Convention of 1952, the Declaration of the Principles of International Cultural 
Cooperation of 1966, the Convention on the Means of Prohibiting and Preventing the Illicit Import, 
Export and Transfer of Ownership of Cultural Property of 1970, the Convention for the Protection 
of  the World Cultural and Natural Heritage of  1972, the  Declaration on Race and Racial Prejudice 
of 1978, the Recommendation concerning the Status of the Artist of 1980, and the Recommendation 
on the Safeguarding of Traditional Culture and Folklore of 1989.

(2) This definition is in line with the conclusions of  the World Conference on Cultural Policies 
(MONDIACULT, Mexico City, 1982), of the World Commission on Culture and Development Our Creative 
Diversity, 1995), and of  the Intergovernmental Conference on Cultural Policies for Development 
(Stockholm, 1998)

Annex II Main lines of an action plan for the implementation of the UNESCO Universal Declaration 
on Cultural Diversity

The Member States commit themselves to  taking appropriate steps to  disseminate widely 
the “UNESCO Universal Declaration on Cultural Diversity” and to encourage its effective application, 
in particular by cooperating with a view to achieving the following objectives:

1. Deepening the international debate on questions relating to cultural diversity, particularly in 
respect of its links with development and its impact on policy-making, at both national and interna-
tional level; taking forward notably consideration of the advisability of an international legal instru-
ment on cultural diversity.
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2. Advancing in the  definition of  principles, standards and practices, on both the  national and 
the international levels, as well as of awareness-raising modalities and patterns of cooperation, that 
are most conducive to the safeguarding and promotion of cultural diversity.

3. Fostering the exchange of knowledge and best practices in regard to cultural pluralism with 
a view to facilitating, in diversified societies, the inclusion and participation of persons and groups 
from varied cultural backgrounds.

4. Making further headway in understanding and clarifying the content of cultural rights as an in-
tegral part of human rights.

5. Safeguarding the linguistic heritage of humanity and giving support to expression, creation and 
dissemination in the greatest possible number of languages.

6. Encouraging linguistic diversity – while respecting the mother tongue – at all levels of educa-
tion, wherever possible, and fostering the learning of several languages from the earliest age.

7. Promoting through education an awareness of the positive value of cultural diversity and im-
proving to this end both curriculum design and teacher education.

8. Incorporating, where appropriate, traditional pedagogies into the education process with a view 
to preserving and making full use of culturally appropriate methods of communication and transmis-
sion of knowledge.

9. Encouraging “digital literacy” and ensuring greater mastery of the new information and com-
munication technologies, which should be seen both as educational disciplines and as pedagogical 
tools capable of enhancing the effectiveness of educational services.

10. Promoting linguistic diversity in cyberspace and encouraging universal access through 
the global network to all information in the public domain.

11. Countering the digital divide, in close cooperation in relevant United Nations system orga-
nizations, by fostering access by the developing countries to the new technologies, by helping them 
to master information technologies and by facilitating the digital dissemination of endogenous cul-
tural products and access by those

countries to the educational, cultural and scientific digital resources available worldwide.
12. Encouraging the production, safeguarding and dissemination of diversified contents in the me-

dia and global information networks and, to that end, promoting the role of public radio and televi-
sion services in the development of audiovisual productions of good quality, in particular by fostering 
the establishment of cooperative mechanisms to facilitate their distribution.

13. Formulating policies and strategies for the preservation and enhancement of the cultural and 
natural heritage, notably the oral and intangible cultural heritage, and combating illicit traffic in cul-
tural goods and services.

14. Respecting and protecting traditional knowledge, in particular that of indigenous peoples; rec-
ognizing the contribution of traditional knowledge, particularly with regard to environmental protec-
tion and the management

of natural resources, and fostering synergies between modern science and local knowledge.
15. Fostering the mobility of creators, artists, researchers, scientists and intellectuals and the de-

velopment of international research programmes and partnerships, while striving to preserve and en-
hance the creative capacity of developing countries and countries in transition.

16. Ensuring protection of copyright and related rights in the interest of the development of con-
temporary creativity and fair remuneration for creative work, whileat the same time upholding a pub-
lic right of access to culture, in accordance with Article 27 of  the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights.

17. Assisting in the emergence or consolidation of cultural industries in the developing countries 
and countries in transition and, to  this end, cooperating in the  development of  the necessary in-
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frastructures and skills, fostering the emergence of viable local markets, and facilitating access for 
the cultural products of those countries to the global market and international distribution networks.

18. Developing cultural policies, including operational support arrangements and/or appropriate 
regulatory frameworks, designed to promote the principles enshrined in this Declaration, in accor-
dance with the international obligations incumbent upon each State.

19. Involving the various sections of civil society closely in the framing of public policies aimed at 
safeguarding and promoting cultural diversity.

20. Recognizing and encouraging the contribution that the private sector can make to enhanc-
ing cultural diversity and facilitating, to that end, the establishment of forums for dialogue between 
the public sector and the private sector.

The Member States recommend that the Director- General take the objectives set forth in this 
Action Plan into account in the implementation of UNESCO’s programmes and communicate it to in-
stitutions of the United Nations system and to other intergovernmental and non-governmental or-
ganizations concerned with a view to enhancing the synergy of actions in favour of cultural diversity.

Source: http://portal.unesco.org/en/ev.php-URL_ID=13179&URL_DO=DO_TOPIC&URL_SECTION=201.html  
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General assembly resolution. International cooperation 
on humanitarian assistance in the field of natural 
disasters, from relief to development. March 3, 2003
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The Future of Civilizations and a Strategy 
of Civilizational Partnership. October 27, 2009
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Putin’s speech at the Munich conference. February 10, 2007

Vladimir Putin: Thank you very much dear Madam Federal Chancellor, Mr Teltschik, ladies and 
gentlemen!

I am truly grateful to be invited to such a representative conference that has assembled politicians, 
military officials, entrepreneurs and experts from more than 40 nations.

This conference’s structure allows me to avoid excessive politeness and the need to speak in round-
about, pleasant but empty diplomatic terms. This conference’s format will allow me to say what I re-
ally think about international security problems. And if my comments seem unduly polemical, point-
ed or inexact to our colleagues, then I would ask you not to get angry with me. After all, this is only 
a conference. And I hope that after the first two or three minutes of my speech Mr Teltschik will not 
turn on the red light over there.

Therefore. It is well known that international security comprises much more than issues relating 
to military and political stability. It involves the stability of the global economy, overcoming poverty, 
economic security and developing a dialogue between civilisations.

This universal, indivisible character of security is expressed as the basic principle that “securi-
ty for one is security for all”. As Franklin D. Roosevelt said during the first few days that the Second 
World War was breaking out: “When peace has been broken anywhere, the peace of all countries ev-
erywhere is in danger.”

These words remain topical today. Incidentally, the theme of our conference – global crises, glob-
al responsibility – exemplifies this.

Only two decades ago the world was ideologically and economically divided and it was the huge 
strategic potential of two superpowers that ensured global security.

This global stand-off pushed the sharpest economic and social problems to the margins of the in-
ternational community’s and the world’s agenda. And, just like any war, the Cold War left us with live 
ammunition, figuratively speaking. I am referring to  ideological stereotypes, double standards and 
other typical aspects of Cold War bloc thinking.

The unipolar world that had been proposed after the Cold War did not take place either.
The history of humanity certainly has gone through unipolar periods and seen aspirations to world 

supremacy. And what hasn’t happened in world history?
However, what is a unipolar world? However one might embellish this term, at the end of the day 

it refers to one type of situation, namely one centre of authority, one centre of force, one centre of de-
cision-making.

It is world in which there is one master, one sovereign. And at the end of the day this is perni-
cious not only for all those within this system, but also for the sovereign itself because it destroys it-
self from within.

And this certainly has nothing in common with democracy. Because, as you know,democracy is 
the power of the majority in light of the interests and opinions of the minority.

Incidentally, Russia – we – are constantly being taught about democracy. But for some reason 
those who teach us do not want to learn themselves.

I consider that the unipolar model is not only unacceptable but also impossible in today’s world. 
And this is not only because if there was individual leadership in today’s – and precisely in today’s – 
world, then the military, political and economic resources would not suffice. What is even more im-
portant is that the model itself is flawed because at its basis there is and can be no moral foundations 
for modern civilisation.
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Along with this, what is happening in today’s world – and we just started to discuss this – is a ten-
tative to introduce precisely this concept into international affairs, the concept of a unipolar world.

And with which results?
Unilateral and frequently illegitimate actions have not resolved any problems. Moreover, they 

have caused new human tragedies and created new centres of tension. Judge for yourselves: wars as 
well as local and regional conflicts have not diminished. Mr Teltschik mentioned this very gently. And 
no less people perish in these conflicts – even more are dying than before. Significantly more, signifi-
cantly more!

Today we are witnessing an almost uncontained hyper use of force – military force – in interna-
tional relations, force that is plunging the world into an abyss of permanent conflicts. As a result we 
do not have sufficient strength to find a comprehensive solution to any one of these conflicts. Finding 
a political settlement also becomes impossible.

We are seeing a greater and greater disdain for the basic principles of international law. And in-
dependent legal norms are, as a matter of fact, coming increasingly closer to one state’s legal system. 
One state and, of course, first and foremost the United States, has overstepped its national borders in 
every way. This is visible in the economic, political, cultural and educational policies it imposes on 
other nations. Well, who likes this? Who is happy about this?

In international relations we increasingly see the  desire to  resolve a  given question according 
to so-called issues of political expediency, based on the current political climate.

And of course this is extremely dangerous. It results in the fact that no one feels safe. I want to em-
phasise this – no one feels safe! Because no one can feel that international law is like a stone wall that 
will protect them. Of course such a policy stimulates an arms race.

The force’s dominance inevitably encourages a number of countries to acquire weapons of mass 
destruction. Moreover, significantly new threats – though they were also well-known before – have ap-
peared, and today threats such as terrorism have taken on a global character.

I am convinced that we have reached that decisive moment when we must seriously think about 
the architecture of global security.

And we must proceed by searching for a reasonable balance between the interests of all partic-
ipants in the  international dialogue. Especially since the  international landscape is so varied and 
changes so quickly – changes in light of the dynamic development in a whole number of countries 
and regions.

Madam Federal Chancellor already mentioned this. The combined GDP measured in purchasing 
power parity of countries such as India and China is already greater than that of the United States. And 
a similar calculation with the GDP of the BRIC countries – Brazil, Russia, India and China – surpass-
es the cumulative GDP of the EU. And according to experts this gap will only increase in the future.

There is no reason to doubt that the economic potential of the new centres of global economic 
growth will inevitably be converted into political influence and will strengthen multipolarity.

In connection with this the role of multilateral diplomacy is significantly increasing. The need for 
principles such as openness, transparency and predictability in politics is uncontested and the use 
of force should be a really exceptional measure, comparable to using the death penalty in the judicial 
systems of certain states.

However, today we are witnessing the opposite tendency, namely a situation in which countries 
that forbid the death penalty even for murderers and other, dangerous criminals are airily participat-
ing in military operations that are difficult to consider legitimate. And as a matter of fact, these con-
flicts are killing people – hundreds and thousands of civilians!

But at the same time the question arises of whether we should be indifferent and aloof to vari-
ous internal conflicts inside countries, to authoritarian regimes, to tyrants, and to the proliferation 
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of weapons of mass destruction? As a matter of fact, this was also at the centre of the question that 
our dear colleague Mr Lieberman asked the Federal Chancellor. If I correctly understood your question 
(addressing Mr Lieberman), then of course it is a serious one! Can we be indifferent observers in view 
of what is happening? I will try to answer your question as well: of course not.

But do we have the means to counter these threats? Certainly we do. It is sufficient to  look at 
recent history. Did not our country have a peaceful transition to democracy? Indeed, we witnessed 
a peaceful transformation of the Soviet regime – a peaceful transformation! And what a regime! With 
what a number of weapons, including nuclear weapons! Why should we start bombing and shooting 
now at every available opportunity? Is it the case when without the threat of mutual destruction we 
do not have enough political culture, respect for democratic values and for the law?

I am convinced that the only mechanism that can make decisions about using military force as 
a last resort is the Charter of the United Nations. And in connection with this, either I did not under-
stand what our colleague, the Italian Defence Minister, just said or what he said was inexact. In any 
case, I understood that the use of force can only be legitimate when the decision is taken by NATO, 
the EU, or the UN. If he really does think so, then we have different points of view. Or I didn’t hear cor-
rectly. The use of force can only be considered legitimate if the decision is sanctioned by the UN. And 
we do not need to substitute NATO or the EU for the UN. When the UN will truly unite the forces of the 
international community and can really react to events in various countries, when we will leave be-
hind this disdain for international law, then the situation will be able to change. Otherwise the situa-
tion will simply result in a dead end, and the number of serious mistakes will be multiplied. Along with 
this, it is necessary to make sure that international law have a universal character both in the concep-
tion and application of its norms.

And one must not forget that democratic political actions necessarily go along with discussion and 
a laborious decision-making process.

Dear ladies and gentlemen!
The potential danger of the destabilisation of international relations is connected with obvious 

stagnation in the disarmament issue.
Russia supports the renewal of dialogue on this important question.
It is important to conserve the international legal framework relating to weapons destruction and 

therefore ensure continuity in the process of reducing nuclear weapons.
Together with the United States of America we agreed to reduce our nuclear strategic missile ca-

pabilities to up to 1700–2000 nuclear warheads by 31 December 2012. Russia intends to strictly fulfil 
the obligations it has taken on. We hope that our partners will also act in a transparent way and will 
refrain from laying aside a couple of hundred superfluous nuclear warheads for a rainy day. And if to-
day the new American Defence Minister declares that the United States will not hide these superflu-
ous weapons in warehouse or, as one might say, under a pillow or under the blanket, then I suggest 
that we all rise and greet this declaration standing. It would be a very important declaration.

Russia strictly adheres to and intends to further adhere to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation 
of Nuclear Weapons as well as the multilateral supervision regime for missile technologies. The prin-
ciples incorporated in these documents are universal ones.

In connection with this I would like to recall that in the 1980s the USSR and the United States 
signed an agreement on destroying a whole range of small- and medium-range missiles but these doc-
uments do not have a universal character.

Today many other countries have these missiles, including the  Democratic People’s Republic 
of Korea, the Republic of Korea, India, Iran, Pakistan and Israel. Many countries are working on these 
systems and plan to incorporate them as part of their weapons arsenals. And only the United States 
and Russia bear the responsibility to not create such weapons systems.
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It is obvious that in these conditions we must think about ensuring our own security.
At the same time, it is impossible to sanction the appearance of new, destabilising high-tech weap-

ons. Needless to say it refers to measures to prevent a new area of confrontation, especially in outer 
space. Star wars is no longer a fantasy – it is a reality. In the middle of the 1980s our American part-
ners were already able to intercept their own satellite.

In Russia’s opinion, the militarisation of outer space could have unpredictable consequences for 
the international community, and provoke nothing less than the beginning of a nuclear era. And we 
have come forward more than once with initiatives designed to prevent the use of weapons in out-
er space.

Today I would like to tell you that we have prepared a project for an agreement on the prevention 
of deploying weapons in outer space. And in the near future it will be sent to our partners as an offi-
cial proposal. Let’s work on this together.

Plans to expand certain elements of the anti-missile defence system to Europe cannot help but 
disturb us. Who needs the next step of what would be, in this case, an inevitable arms race? I deeply 
doubt that Europeans themselves do.

Missile weapons with a range of about five to eight thousand kilometres that really pose a threat 
to Europe do not exist in any of the so-called problem countries. And in the near future and prospects, 
this will not happen and is not even foreseeable. And any hypothetical launch of, for example, a North 
Korean rocket to American territory through western Europe obviously contradicts the laws of ballis-
tics. As we say in Russia, it would be like using the right hand to reach the left ear.

And here in Germany I cannot help but mention the pitiable condition of the Treaty on Conventional 
Armed Forces in Europe.

The Adapted Treaty on Conventional Armed Forces in Europe was signed in 1999. It took into ac-
count a new geopolitical reality, namely the elimination of the Warsaw bloc. Seven years have passed 
and only four states have ratified this document, including the Russian Federation.

NATO countries openly declared that they will not ratify this treaty, including the provisions on 
flank restrictions (on deploying a certain number of armed forces in the flank zones), until Russia re-
moved its military bases from Georgia and Moldova. Our army is leaving Georgia, even according to an 
accelerated schedule. We resolved the problems we had with our Georgian colleagues, as everybody 
knows. There are still 1,500 servicemen in Moldova that are carrying out peacekeeping operations and 
protecting warehouses with ammunition left over from Soviet times. We constantly discuss this issue 
with Mr Solana and he knows our position. We are ready to further work in this direction.

But what is happening at the  same time? Simultaneously the  so-called flexible frontline 
American bases with up to five thousand men in each. It turns out that NATO has put its front-
line forces on our borders, and we continue to strictly fulfil the treaty obligations and do not react 
to these actions at all.

I think it is obvious that NATO expansion does not have any relation with the modernisation of the 
Alliance itself or with ensuring security in Europe. On the contrary, it represents a serious provoca-
tion that reduces the level of mutual trust. And we have the right to ask: against whom is this expan-
sion intended? And what happened to the assurances our western partners made after the dissolution 
of the Warsaw Pact? Where are those declarations today? No one even remembers them. But I will al-
low myself to remind this audience what was said. I would like to quote the speech of NATO General 
Secretary Mr Woerner in Brussels on 17 May 1990. He said at the time that: “the fact that we are ready 
not to place a NATO army outside of German territory gives the Soviet Union a firm security guaran-
tee”. Where are these guarantees?

The stones and concrete blocks of the Berlin Wall have long been distributed as souvenirs. But we 
should not forget that the fall of the Berlin Wall was possible thanks to a historic choice – one that was 
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also made by our people, the people of Russia – a choice in favour of democracy, freedom, openness 
and a sincere partnership with all the members of the big European family.

And now they are trying to impose new dividing lines and walls on us – these walls may be virtual 
but they are nevertheless dividing, ones that cut through our continent. And is it possible that we will 
once again require many years and decades, as well as several generations of politicians, to dissemble 
and dismantle these new walls?

Dear ladies and gentlemen!
We are unequivocally in favour of strengthening the regime of non-proliferation. The present in-

ternational legal principles allow us to develop technologies to manufacture nuclear fuel for peaceful 
purposes. And many countries with all good reasons want to create their own nuclear energy as a basis 
for their energy independence. But we also understand that these technologies can be quickly trans-
formed into nuclear weapons.

This creates serious international tensions. The situation surrounding the Iranian nuclear pro-
gramme acts as a clear example. And if the international community does not find a reasonable solu-
tion for resolving this conflict of interests, the world will continue to suffer similar, destabilising crises 
because there are more threshold countries than simply Iran. We both know this. We are going to con-
stantly fight against the threat of the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.

Last year Russia put forward the initiative to establish international centres for the enrichment 
of uranium. We are open to the possibility that such centres not only be created in Russia, but also in 
other countries where there is a legitimate basis for using civil nuclear energy. Countries that want 
to develop their nuclear energy could guarantee that they will receive fuel through direct participation 
in these centres. And the centres would, of course, operate under strict IAEA supervision.

The latest initiatives put forward by American President George W. Bush are in conformity with 
the Russian proposals. I consider that Russia and the USA are objectively and equally interested in 
strengthening the regime of the non-proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their deploy-
ment. It is precisely our countries, with leading nuclear and missile capabilities, that must act as lead-
ers in developing new, stricter non-proliferation measures. Russia is ready for such work. We are en-
gaged in consultations with our American friends.

In general, we should talk about establishing a whole system of political incentives and econom-
ic stimuli whereby it would not be in states’ interests to establish their own capabilities in the nucle-
ar fuel cycle but they would still have the opportunity to develop nuclear energy and strengthen their 
energy capabilities.

In connection with this I shall talk about international energy cooperation in more detail. Madam 
Federal Chancellor also spoke about this briefly – she mentioned, touched on this theme. In the ener-
gy sector Russia intends to create uniform market principles and transparent conditions for all. It is 
obvious that energy prices must be determined by the market instead of being the subject of political 
speculation, economic pressure or blackmail.

We are open to  cooperation. Foreign companies participate in all our major energy projects. 
According to different estimates, up to 26 percent of the oil extraction in Russia – and please think 
about this figure – up to 26 percent of the oil extraction in Russia is done by foreign capital. Try, try 
to find me a similar example where Russian business participates extensively in key economic sectors 
in western countries. Such examples do not exist! There are no such examples.

I would also recall the parity of foreign investments in Russia and those Russia makes abroad. The 
parity is about fifteen to one. And here you have an obvious example of the openness and stability 
of the Russian economy.

Economic security is the  sector in which all must adhere to  uniform principles. We are ready 
to compete fairly.
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For that reason more and more opportunities are appearing in the Russian economy. Experts and 
our western partners are objectively evaluating these changes. As such, Russia’s OECD sovereign cred-
it rating improved and Russia passed from the fourth to the third group. And today in Munich I would 
like to use this occasion to thank our German colleagues for their help in the above decision.

Furthermore. As you know, the process of Russia joining the WTO has reached its final stages. I 
would point out that during long, difficult talks we heard words about freedom of speech, free trade, 
and equal possibilities more than once but, for some reason, exclusively in reference to the Russian 
market.

And there is still one more important theme that directly affects global security. Today many talk 
about the struggle against poverty. What is actually happening in this sphere? On the one hand, fi-
nancial resources are allocated for programmes to help the world’s poorest countries – and at times 
substantial financial resources. But to be honest – and many here also know this – linked with the de-
velopment of that same donor country’s companies. And on the other hand, developed countries si-
multaneously keep their agricultural subsidies and limit some countries’ access to high-tech products.

And let’s say things as they are – one hand distributes charitable help and the other hand not 
only preserves economic backwardness but also reaps the profits thereof. The increasing social ten-
sion in depressed regions inevitably results in the growth of radicalism, extremism, feeds terrorism 
and local conflicts. And if all this happens in, shall we say, a region such as the Middle East where 
there is increasingly the sense that the world at large is unfair, then there is the risk of global de-
stabilisation.

It is obvious that the world’s leading countries should see this threat. And that they should there-
fore build a more democratic, fairer system of global economic relations, a system that would give ev-
eryone the chance and the possibility to develop.

Dear ladies and gentlemen, speaking at the Conference on Security Policy, it is impossible not 
to mention the activities of the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE). As is 
well-known, this organisation was created to examine all – I shall emphasise this – all aspects of secu-
rity: military, political, economic, humanitarian and, especially, the relations between these spheres.

What do we see happening today? We see that this balance is clearly destroyed. People are try-
ing to transform the OSCE into a vulgar instrument designed to promote the foreign policy interests 
of one or a group of countries. And this task is also being accomplished by the OSCE’s bureaucratic ap-
paratus which is absolutely not connected with the state founders in any way. Decision-making pro-
cedures and the involvement of so-called non-governmental organisations are tailored for this task. 
These organisations are formally independent but they are purposefully financed and therefore un-
der control.

According to the founding documents, in the humanitarian sphere the OSCE is designed to as-
sist country members in observing international human rights norms at their request. This is an im-
portant task. We support this. But this does not mean interfering in the internal affairs of other coun-
tries, and especially not imposing a regime that determines how these states should live and develop.

It is obvious that such interference does not promote the development of democratic states at all. 
On the contrary, it makes them dependent and, as a consequence, politically and economically un-
stable.

We expect that the OSCE be guided by its primary tasks and build relations with sovereign states 
based on respect, trust and transparency.

Dear ladies and gentlemen!
In conclusion I would like to note the following. We very often – and personally, I very often – hear 

appeals by our partners, including our European partners, to the effect that Russia should play an in-
creasingly active role in world affairs.
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In connection with this I would allow myself to make one small remark. It is hardly necessary to in-
cite us to do so. Russia is a country with a history that spans more than a thousand years and has prac-
tically always used the privilege to carry out an independent foreign policy.

We are not going to  change this tradition today. At the  same time, we are well aware of  how 
the  world has changed and we have a  realistic sense of  our own opportunities and potential. And 
of course we would like to interact with responsible and independent partners with whom we could 
work together in constructing a fair and democratic world order that would ensure security and pros-
perity not only for a select few, but for all.

Thank you for your attention.
Horst Teltschik: Thank you very much for your important speech. We heard new themes, includ-

ing the issue of global security architecture – one was not in the foreground over the last few years – 
disarmament, arms control, the  issue of  the NATO-Russian relations, and cooperation in the  field 
of technology.

There are still a whole number of questions and Mr President is ready to answer.
Question: Dear Mr President, thank you for your speech. I would like to emphasise that the German 

Bundestag is convinced of Russia’s importance as Europe’s partner and of the importance of the role 
you play. The Federal Chancellor said this in her speech.

Proceeding from experience, I would like to mention two issues in your speech. First of all, on your 
opinion of NATO and NATO expansion, a phenomenon that you consider dangerous for Russia. Would 
you acknowledge that this phenomenon is, in practice, not expansion but rather the self-determina-
tion of democratic states who want this? And that NATO finds it difficult to accept states that do not 
declare this readiness? You could admit that thanks to NATO expansion eastern borders have become 
more reliable, more secure. Why are you afraid of democracy? I am convinced that only democratic 
states can become members of NATO. This stabilises neighbours.

About what is happening inside your country. The murder of Anna Politkovskaya was a symbol. 
One can say that this affects many journalists, makes everybody afraid, and the law on non-govern-
mental organisations also causes alarm.

Question: I well understand your comments about non-proliferation. Especially at the end of the 
Cold War we saw a reduction of the deployment of nuclear weapons, but we also saw increased terror-
ism. Nuclear materials must be kept away from terrorists.

Question: Coming back to the question that was also asked to the Federal Chancellor. What does 
the future hold for Kosovo and Serbia? What is your opinion of Mr Ahtisaari? How will Russia influ-
ence resolving this problem?

Question: Can you comment on the experiences of Russian servicemen in Chechnya? And about 
your comments on energy: you briefly mentioned the market role energy plays in politics. The EU is 
interested in reaching a partnership agreement that contains fixed policy principles. Are you ready 
to guarantee reliable energy deliveries, including in the agreement?

Question: Mr President, your speech was both sincere and frank. I hope that you understand my 
frank and direct question. In the 1990s Russian experts actively helped Iran develop missile technol-
ogies. Iran now has advanced medium- and long-range missiles that would enable it to strike Russia 
and part of Europe. They are also working towards placing nuclear warheads on these missiles. Your 
country has made efforts to negotiate with Iran on this issue and supported the UN Security Council 
resolution to prevent Iran from carrying out such a policy.

My question is as follows: what efforts will Russia make – through the UN or otherwise – to stop 
these very serious events in Iran?

Question: I am confident that the historians of the future will not describe our conference as one 
in which the Second Cold War was declared. But they could. You said that it is necessary to put pres-
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sure on Iran and to provide positive incentives. But is it not true that Russia is interfering with the pro-
cess of applying strong pressure through sanctions? Secondly, with regards to deliveries of weapons, 
Russia is encouraging Iran, especially since these weapons appeared in Lebanon and in Gaza. What 
are your comments on this?

Question: I understand your sincerity and I hope that you will accept our sincerity. First of all, 
about arms control. Who needs a new arms race? I want to point out that the USA has not developed 
a new strategic weapon in more than two decades and that you recently tested the Topol-M missile, 
and that it is already deployed in silos and on mobile installations. You criticised the USA for unilater-
al actions and said twice that military actions can only be legitimate if they receive UN approval. The 
USA is carrying out military actions in Iraq and in Afghanistan according to UN decisions and today in 
Kosovo the majority of troops are supporting peace-making operations in this country.

My question is the following: are you saying that independently of how Russia perceives a threat 
to its international interests, it will not undertake military operations without UN approval?

Question: You talked about the danger of a unipolar world in which one sovereign makes a deci-
sion without consulting anyone else. In many people’s opinion, in Russia we are seeing an increasing-
ly unipolar government where competing centres of influence are forced to tow the party line, whether 
it be in the State Duma, the regional leadership, the media, business communities or non-governmen-
tal organisations. Would a unipolar government be such a reliable partner when the issue of energy 
security is at stake?

President Vladimir Putin: First of all I would like to thank you for your questions. Very interesting. 
It is a shame that we have little time left because I would be pleased to have a separate discussion with 
all of you. I very much enjoy this, I like it.

I will begin with the last question about the unipolar nature of the Russian government. Today 
the Communist Party of the Russian Federation, the United Russia Party, the Liberal Democratic Party 
and other political forces as well sit in the Russian parliament. And their basic positions differ sig-
nificantly. If you aren’t aware of this then just have a talk with the leadership of the Communist Party 
of the Russian Federation and then with the leader of our liberal democrats, Mr Zhirinovsky. You will 
see the difference at once. If you cannot see it now, then have a talk with them. There is no problem 
here, simply go to Moscow and talk to them.

About our future plans. We would like to have a mature political system, a multi-party system 
with responsible politicians who can anticipate the country’s development and not only work respon-
sibly before elections and immediately after, but in a long-term future as well. That is what we as-
pire to. And this system will certainly be a multi-party one. All our actions within Russia, including 
changing the State Duma election regime, the election regime in the Russian parliament, are designed 
to strengthen a multi-party system in Russia.

And now about whether our government cabinet is able to operate responsibly in resolving issues 
linked to energy deliveries and ensuring energy security. Of course it can! Moreover, all that we have 
done and are doing is designed to achieve only one goal, namely to transfer our relations with con-
sumers and countries that transport our energy to market-based, transparent principles and long-
term contracts.

I will remind you and my colleague, the President of Ukraine, who is sitting opposite from me, 
also knows this. For fifteen years prior to 2006, as long as we did not make the corresponding deci-
sions during our difficult talks, deliveries of Russian energy and, first and foremost, of gas to Europe 
depended on the conditions and prices for the deliveries of Russian gas to Ukraine itself. And this was 
something that Ukraine and Russia agreed among themselves. And if we reached no agreement, then 
all European consumers would sit there with no gas. Would you like to see this happen? I don’t think 
so. And despite all the scandals, the protection of interests, and differences of opinion we were able 
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to agree with President Yushchenko. I consider that he made a responsible, absolutely correct and 
market-oriented decision. We signed separate contracts for the delivery of our gas to Ukraine and for 
delivering Russian gas to Europe for the next five years. You should thank us, both Russia and Ukraine, 
for this decision. And thank you also for your question.

It would have been better if I answered your questions at once.
Regarding our perception of NATO’s eastern expansion, I already mentioned the guarantees that 

were made and that are not being observed today. Do you happen to think that this is normal prac-
tice in international affairs? But all right, forget it. Forget these guarantees. With respect to democ-
racy and NATO expansion. NATO is not a universal organisation, as opposed to the UN. It is first and 
foremost a military and political alliance, military and political! Well, ensuring one’s own security is 
the right of any sovereign state. We are not arguing against this. Of course we are not objecting to this. 
But why is it necessary to put military infrastructure on our borders during this expansion? Can some-
one answer this question? Unless the expansion of military infrastructure is connected with fighting 
against today’s global threats? Let’s put it this way, what is the most important of these threats for 
us today – the most important for Russia, for the USA and for Europe – it is terrorism and the fight 
against it.

Does one need Russia to fight against terrorism? Of course! Does one need India to fight against 
terrorism! Of course! But we are not members of NATO and other countries aren’t either. But we can 
only work on this issue effectively by joining our forces. As such, expanding infrastructure, especially 
military infrastructure, to our borders is not connected in any way with the democratic choices of in-
dividual states. And I would ask that we not mix these two concepts.

You know, I wrote so illegibly here that even I cannot read my own writing. I will therefore answer 
what I can read and if I do not answer something, please remind me of the question.

What will happen with Kosovo and with Serbia? Only Kosovars and Serbs can know. And let’s not 
tell them how they should live their lives. There is no need to play God and resolve all of these peo-
ples’ problems. Together we can only create certain necessary conditions and help people resolve their 
own problems. Create the necessary conditions and act as the guarantors of certain agreements. But 
we should not impose these agreements. Otherwise, we shall simply put the situation into a dead end. 
And if one of the participants in this difficult process feels offended or humiliated, then the problem 
will last for centuries. We will only create a dead end.

What does our position consist in? Our position consists in adhering precisely to this principle. 
And if we see that one party is clearly dissatisfied with the proposals to resolve the situation then we 
are not going to support this option.

I did not exactly understand what you meant when you asked about our servicemen’s experience in 
Chechnya. Their experience is not pleasant, but it is extensive. And if you are interested in the gener-
al situation in Chechnya, then I can tell you that a parliament and a president have been elected, and 
that the government is functioning. All the bodies of authority and administration have been formed. 
Practically all the political forces in Chechnya have been involved in work in the Republic. As an exam-
ple, the former Defence Minister of Aslan Maskhadov’s government is now a member of parliament in 
Chechnya. And we made a whole series of decisions that would allow former insurgents to return not 
only to normal life, but also to the Republic’s political activities. As such, today we prefer to act by us-
ing economic and political means and, in practice, we have transferred the responsibility for ensuring 
security almost 100 percent to the Chechen people. Because the agencies of law and order that were 
formed in Chechnya are almost 100 percent composed of local citizens, from those living in Chechnya 
on a permanent basis – from Chechens.
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As to Lebanon, I also did not quite understand what you meant. But, yes, the fact that we sent 
military construction workers to Lebanon to  restore bridges and infrastructure that was destroyed 
in the conflict with Israel is a confirmation of a well-known situation, the one I described just now. 
And military units protecting these builders were made up of servicemen from Chechnya and with 
Chechen origins. We recognised that if our servicemen must operate in regions inhabited by Muslims, 
sending a contingent of Muslim servicemen would be no bad thing. And we were not mistaken. The lo-
cal population really gave a warm welcome to our military builders.

Now about the energy agreement with the European Union, since this is how I understood the ques-
tion. We have said many times that we are not against agreeing on the principles underlying our ener-
gy relations with the EU. Moreover, the principles contained in the Charter are generally comprehen-
sible. But the Charter itself is not so acceptable to us. Because not only Russia but also our European 
partners do not adhere to its principles. It is enough to remember that the market for nuclear materi-
als remains closed for us. Nobody has opened this market to us.

There are also other moments which I simply do not want to draw attention to now. But as to the 
principles themselves, we are already using these principles in our work with German companies. I 
shall remind you of the transaction that took place between Gazprom and BASF. As a matter of fact, 
this was an asset swap. We are ready to continue to work this way. We are ready. But in each concrete 
instance we must understand what we give, what our partners give, calculate, have an independent 
international expert evaluation, and then make a decision. We are ready to engage in this work. We 
have actually just recently done something similar with our Italian partners, with the company ENI. 
And we did more than simply sign an agreement about deliveries until 2035 – I think – we also talked 
about swapping assets. And we are studying this same type of cooperation with our Ukrainian friends. 
This is going ahead.

And is it necessary to fix these principles in a possible future fundamental text between Russia and 
the EU? It is possible to have different opinions on this issue. I consider that it is not necessary be-
cause, in addition to energy, we have other spheres in which we cooperate with the EU, including ag-
riculture, high-tech and transportation. And all of this is very important and very interesting. And we 
cannot put all of this in one fundamental act that should act as a framework document. Or would you 
want us to put only what you need in the document and leave what we need outside of the framework? 
Let’s discuss things honestly with one another and take mutually acceptable decisions.

“In the 1990s Russia helped Iran develop missile technologies”. I think that you asked me this 
question. “Today Iran wants to put nuclear warheads on these missiles that could reach Europe. What 
is Russia going to do about the Iranian nuclear programme?” Is that so?

Well first of all, I do not have data that in the 1990s Russia helped Iran create its own missile tech-
nologies. It was other countries that worked very actively towards this. And technology was trans-
ferred through different channels. And we have proof of this. At the time I gave these proofs directly 
to the President of the United States. And technology also came from Europe and from Asian coun-
tries.

So Russia is hardly at fault here. I assure you. Russia is the country least involved here. Least of all. 
If it is involved at all. At the time I was still working in St Petersburg, but we were not involved with 
this. I can assure you of this. But you know that at the business level something could have happened. 
We trained experts in institutes and so on. And at the request and according to the information of our 
American partners we reacted harshly to this. Immediately and harshly. We did not observe such a re-
action from our other partners, including European partners. Moreover, I do not know whether you are 
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aware of this or not but you should know that military technology and special equipment is still com-
ing from the United States. Until now. Until now spare parts for F-14 planes come from the armed forc-
es and the Pentagon. As far as I know, there is even an investigation taking place in the United States 
on this account. And despite the fact that this investigation is proceeding and that these spare parts 
were seized at the border and then sent back, after a certain amount of time, according to the data I 
have – and if they are not correct then check them – those same cargos were again seized at the bor-
der. Even bearing a tag ‘material evidence’.

You know, this stream is really hard to stop. We need to work together to do so.
About whether or not Iran has missiles that threaten Europe. You are mistaken. Today Iran has – 

Mr Gates is here today and certainly knows this data better than I do, and the Russian Defence Minister 
is also here – missiles with a range of 2000 kilometres.

Russian Defence Minister Sergei Ivanov: 1600–1700 kilometres.
Vladimir Putin: 1600–1700 kilometres. Only. Well, count how many kilometres there are between 

Munich and the Iranian border. Iran has no such missiles. They plan to develop some with a range 
of  2400 kilometres. It is not known whether they have the  technology to  do so. And with respect 
to 4000, 5000 or 6000 kilometres, then I think that this would simply require a different economy. So, 
it is improbable in general. And Iran is not threatening Europe. With regard to the idea that they are 
preparing to use nuclear warheads then we do not have such data. We do not have this data about nu-
clear warheads.

North Korea has tested a nuclear device. Iranians are constantly saying that their nuclear pro-
gramme has a peaceful character. But I agree with you that the  international community has con-
cerns about the character and quality of Iran’s nuclear programmes. And Mr ElBaradai recently stat-
ed these concerns in what I think were six or seven points. I agree with you about this. And I do not 
understand why the Iranian party has still not reacted in a positive and constructive way to the con-
cerns that Mr ElBaradai stated and therefore assuaged these concerns. I do not understand this just as 
you do not understand it.

What are we going to do? I think that together we need to work patiently and carefully. And, that’s 
right, to create incentives and show the Iranian leadership that cooperation with the international 
community is much better than confrontation.

Yes, and again about the deliveries of weapons to Iran. You know that there has been more talk 
than deliveries. Our military and technical cooperation with Iran is minimal. Simply minimal. I am 
not sure what minimal figures it is estimated at. In general we deliver much less arms to the Middle 
East than other countries, including the United States. No comparison is possible there. We recently 
delivered an anti-aircraft weapon system to Iran – that is true – with a medium range, approximate-
ly 30 to 50 kilometres. That is true. Why did we do this? I can explain why. We did this so that Iran did 
not feel it had been driven into a corner. So that it didn’t feel that it was in some kind of hostile envi-
ronment. Rather that Iran could understand that it had channels of communication and friends that it 
could trust. We very much expect that the Iranian party will understand and hear our signals.

As to our weapons in Lebanon and in the Gaza strip. I am not aware of our weapons in the Gaza 
strip. I have not heard of such examples. Well, Kalashnikovs are in general the most widely used small 
arms in the world. They are probably everywhere. And probably there are still automatic Kalashnikovs 
in Germany or, in any case, some that have still not been destroyed. That is one hundred percent cer-
tain.

In Lebanon it is true. Elements of our anti-tank systems really have been seen there. That is true. 
Our Israeli partners told me about this at once. We carried out a thorough investigation into what 
happened. And we determined that these systems had remained in Lebanese territory after the Syrian 
army left. We carried out the corresponding work with our Syrian partners. We determined that our 
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future military and technical cooperation with Syria would exclude the possibility that weapons could 
fall into any hands other than the ones they were destined for. We developed such a system. Among 
other things, we agreed on a system of possible warehouse inspections, at any time that is convenient 
for Russian experts. Inspections in warehouses after deliveries of Russian weapons systems to Syria.

“The USA are not developing strategic weapons but Russia is. Will Russia use force in the future if 
it is not sanctioned by the UN? Russia is developing a system of strategic weapons”.

Fine question, excellent! I am very grateful to you for this question. It will give me the opportuni-
ty to talk about the essence of what is happening. What are we indebted to in the past decades if there 
was a stand-off between two superpowers and two systems but nevertheless a big war did not take 
place? We are indebted to the balance of powers between these two superpowers. There was an equi-
librium and a fear of mutual destruction. And in those days one party was afraid to make an extra step 
without consulting the other. And this was certainly a fragile peace and a frightening one. But as we 
see today, it was reliable enough. Today, it seems that the peace is not so reliable.

Yes, the United States is ostensibly not developing an offensive weapon. In any case, the public 
does not know about this. Even though they are certainly developing them. But we aren’t even going 
to ask about this now. We know that these developments are proceeding. But we pretend that we don’t 
know, so we say that they aren’t developing new weapons. But what do we know? That the United 
States is actively developing and already strengthening an anti-missile defence system. Today this 
system is ineffective but we do not know exactly whether it will one day be effective. But in theory 
it is being created for that purpose. So hypothetically we recognise that when this moment arrives, 
the possible threat from our nuclear forces will be completely neutralised. Russia’s present nuclear ca-
pabilities, that is. The balance of powers will be absolutely destroyed and one of the parties will ben-
efit from the feeling of complete security. This means that its hands will be free not only in local but 
eventually also in global conflicts.

We are discussing this with you now. I would not want anyone to suspect any aggressive inten-
tions on our part. But the system of international relations is just like mathematics. There are no per-
sonal dimensions. And of course we should react to this. How? Either the same as you and therefore 
by building a multi-billion dollar anti-missile system or, in view of our present economic and financial 
possibilities, by developing an asymmetrical answer. So that everybody can understand that the an-
ti-missile defence system is useless against Russia because we have certain weapons that easily over-
come it. And we are proceeding in this direction. It is cheaper for us. And this is in no way directed 
against the United States themselves.

I completely agree if you say that the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) is not directed against us, 
just as our new weapons are not directed against you. And I fully agree with my colleague and my 
friend about another thing. Do you know – and I will not be afraid of the word – that in spite of all 
our disagreements I consider the President of the United States my friend. He is a decent person and 
I know that today the wolves can blame the United States for everything that is being done on the in-
ternational arena and internally. But I know that he is a decent person and it is possible to talk and 
reach agreements with him. And when I talked to him he said: “I proceed from the fact that Russia 
and the USA will never be opponents and enemies again”. I agree with him. But I repeat once again 
that there are symmetries and asymmetries here, there is nothing personal. It is simply a calculation.

And now about whether Russia will use military force without the sanction of the UN. We will al-
ways operate strictly within the international legal framework. My basic education is in law and I will 
allow myself to remind both myself and my colleagues that according to the UN Charter peace-keep-
ing operations require the sanction of both the UN and the UN Security Council. This is in the case 
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of peace-keeping operations. But in the UN Charter there is also an article about self-defence. And no 
sanctions are required in this case.

So, what have I forgotten?
Question: My question was about multipolarity in Russia itself and about the attitude of the in-

ternational community towards Russia if Russia does not observe these principles, in reference to the 
murder of journalists, fears, anxieties, the absence of freedom and non-governmental organisations.

Vladimir Putin: I will say a couple of words. I already answered part of the question when I talk-
ed about the structure of the Russian parliament. Look at who is represented there, the political 
views of  the people who have leadership positions in parliament, the  legitimate parties. Now, as 
to non-governmental organisations, they are working actively in Russia. Yes, we introduced a new 
system for registering these organisations. But it is not that different from registration systems in 
other countries. And we have not yet seen any complaints from non-governmental organisations 
themselves. We have not refused registration to almost any organisations. There were two or three 
cases that were refused on simply formal grounds and these organisations are working on correct-
ing certain provisions in their charters and so on. Nobody has been refused registration based on 
substantial, fundamental issues. All are continuing to work in the most active possible way and will 
continue to do so in the future.

What bothers us? I can say and I think that it is clear for all, that when these non-governmental 
organisations are financed by foreign governments, we see them as an instrument that foreign states 
use to carry out their Russian policies. That is the first thing. The second. In every country there are 
certain rules for financing, shall we say, election campaigns. Financing from foreign governments, 
including within governmental campaigns, proceeds through non-governmental organisations. And 
who is happy about this? Is this normal democracy? It is secret financing. Hidden from society. Where 
is the democracy here? Can you tell me? No! You can’t tell me and you never will be able to. Because 
there is no democracy here, there is simply one state exerting influence on another.

But we are interested in developing civil society in Russia, so that it scolds and criticises the au-
thorities, helps them determine their own mistakes, and correct their policies in Russian citizens’ in-
terests. We are certainly interested in this and we will support civil society and non-governmental or-
ganisations.

As to fears and so on, are you aware that today Russians have fewer fears than citizens in many 
other countries? Because in the last few years we made cardinal changes to improve the economic 
well-being of our citizens. We still have a great many problems. And we still have a great many unre-
solved problems. Including problems linked with poverty. And I can tell you that fears basically come 
from this source.

As to  journalists then yes, this represents an important and difficult problem. And, incidental-
ly, journalists are not only killed in Russia, but in other countries as well. Where are most journalists 
killed? You are an expert and probably know in which country the most journalists died in, say, the last 
year and a half? The largest number of journalists were killed in Iraq.

As to tragedies within Russia, we will certainly struggle with these phenomena in the most thor-
ough way possible and sternly punish all criminals who try to undermine trust in Russia and damage 
our political system.

Thank you for your attention.

Source: http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/transcripts/page/327 
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Speech by Russian President Vladimir Putin at the plenary 
session of the 70th anniversary session of the UN General 
Assembly in new York. September 26, 2015 

President of Russia Vladimir Putin: Mr. President,
Mr. Secretary General,
Distinguished heads of state and government,
Ladies and gentlemen,
The 70th anniversary of the United Nations is a good occasion to both take stock of history and talk 

about our common future. In 1945, the countries that defeated Nazism joined their efforts to lay a sol-
id foundation for the postwar world order. Let me remind you that key decisions on the principles de-
fining interaction between states, as well as the decision to establish the UN, were made in our coun-
try, at the Yalta Conference of the leaders of the anti-Hitler coalition.

The Yalta system was truly born in travail. It was born at the cost of tens of millions of lives and 
two world wars that swept through the planet in the 20th century. Let’s be fair: it helped humankind 
pass through turbulent, and at times dramatic, events of the last seven decades. It saved the world 
from large-scale upheavals.

The United Nations is unique in terms of legitimacy, representation and universality. True, the UN 
has been criticized lately for being inefficient or for the fact that decision-making on fundamental is-
sues stalls due to insurmountable differences, especially among Security Council members.

However, I’d like to  point out that there have always been differences  in the  UN through-
out the 70 years of its history, and that the veto right has been regularly used by the United States, 
the United Kingdom, France, China and the Soviet Union, and later Russia. It is only natural for such 
a diverse and representative organization. When the UN was first established, nobody expected that 
there would always be unanimity. The mission of the organization is to seek and reach compromises, 
and its strength comes from taking different views and opinions into consideration. The decisions de-
bated within the UN are either taken in the form of resolutions or not. As diplomats say, they either 
pass or they don’t. Any action taken by circumventing this procedure is illegitimate and constitutes 
a violation of the UN Charter and contemporary international law.

We all know that after the end of the Cold War the world was left with one center of dominance, 
and those who found themselves at the top of the pyramid were tempted to think that, since they 
are so powerful and exceptional, they know best what needs to be done and thus they don’t need 
to  reckon with the  UN, which, instead of  rubber-stamping the  decisions they need, often stands 
in their way.

That’s why they say that the UN has run its course and is now obsolete and outdated. Of course, 
the world changes, and the UN should also undergo natural transformation. Russia is ready to work 
together with its partners to develop the UN further on the basis of a broad consensus, but we consid-
er any attempts to undermine the legitimacy of the United Nations as extremely dangerous. They may 
result in the collapse of the entire architecture of international relations, and then indeed there will 
be no rules left except for the rule of force. The world will be dominated by selfishness rather than col-
lective effort, by dictate rather than equality and liberty, and instead of truly independent states we 
will have protectorates controlled from outside.

What is the  meaning of  state sovereignty, the  term which has been mentioned by  our col-
leagues here? It basically means freedom, every person and every state being free to choose their 
future.
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70th session of the UN General Assembly.

By the way, this brings us to the issue of the so-called legitimacy of state authorities. You shouldn’t 
play with words and manipulate them. In international law, international affairs, every term has to be 
clearly defined, transparent and interpreted the same way by one and all.

We are all different, and  we should respect that. Nations shouldn’t be forced to  all conform 
to the same development model that somebody has declared the only appropriate one.

We should all remember the lessons of the past. For example, we remember examples from our 
Soviet past, when the Soviet Union exported social experiments, pushing for changes in other coun-
tries for ideological reasons, and this often led to tragic consequences and caused degradation instead 
of progress.

It seems, however, that instead of  learning from other people’s mistakes, some prefer to repeat 
them and  continue to  export revolutions, only now these are “democratic” revolutions. Just look 
at the situation in the Middle East and Northern Africa already mentioned by the previous speaker. 
Of course, political and social problems have been piling up for a long time in this region, and people 
there wanted change. But what was the actual outcome? Instead of bringing about reforms, aggressive 
intervention rashly destroyed government institutions and the local way of life. Instead of democracy 
and progress, there is now violence, poverty, social disasters and total disregard for human rights, in-
cluding even the right to life.

I’m urged to ask those who created this situation: do you at least realize now what you’ve done? 
But I’m afraid that this question will remain unanswered, because they have never abandoned their 
policy, which is based on arrogance, exceptionalism and impunity.

Power vacuum in  some countries in  the  Middle East and  Northern Africa obviously resulted 
in the emergence of areas of anarchy, which were quickly filled with extremists and terrorists. The so-
called Islamic State has tens of thousands of militants fighting for it, including former Iraqi soldiers 
who were left on the street after the 2003 invasion. Many recruits come from Libya whose statehood 
was destroyed as a result of a gross violation of UN Security Council Resolution 1973. And now radical 
groups are joined by members of the so-called “moderate” Syrian opposition backed by the West. They 
get weapons and training, and then they defect and join the so-called Islamic State.

In fact, the Islamic State itself did not come out of nowhere. It was initially developed as a weapon 
against undesirable secular regimes. Having established control over parts of Syria and Iraq, Islamic 
State now aggressively expands into other regions. It seeks dominance in the Muslim world and be-
yond. Their plans go further.
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70th session of the UN General Assembly.

The situation is extremely dangerous. In these circumstances, it is hypocritical and irresponsible 
to make declarations about the threat of terrorism and at the same time turn a blind eye to the chan-
nels used to finance and support terrorists, including revenues from drug trafficking, the illegal oil 
trade and the arms trade.

It is equally irresponsible to manipulate extremist groups and use them to achieve your political 
goals, hoping that later you’ll find a way to get rid of them or somehow eliminate them.

I’d like to  tell those who engage in  this: Gentlemen, the people you are dealing with are cruel 
but they are not dumb. They are as smart as you are. So, it’s a big question: who’s playing who here? 
The recent incident where the most “moderate” opposition group handed over their weapons to ter-
rorists is a vivid example of that.

We consider that any attempts to flirt with terrorists, let alone arm them, are short-sighted and ex-
tremely dangerous. This may make the global terrorist threat much worse, spreading it to new re-
gions around the globe, especially since there are fighters from many different countries, including 
European ones, gaining combat experience with Islamic State. Unfortunately, Russia is no exception.

Now that those thugs have tasted blood, we can’t allow them to return home and continue with 
their criminal activities. Nobody wants that, right?

Russia has consistently opposed terrorism in all its forms. Today, we provide military-technical as-
sistance to Iraq, Syria and other regional countries fighting terrorist groups. We think it’s a big mis-
take to refuse to cooperate with the Syrian authorities and government forces who valiantly fight ter-
rorists on the ground.

We should finally admit that President Assad’s government forces and  the  Kurdish militia are 
the only forces really fighting terrorists in Syria. Yes, we are aware of all the problems and conflicts 
in the region, but we definitely have to consider the actual situation on the ground.

Dear colleagues, I must note that such an honest and frank approach on Russia’s part has been re-
cently used as a pretext for accusing it of its growing ambitions — as if those who say that have no am-
bitions at all. However, it is not about Russia’s ambitions, dear colleagues, but about the recognition 
of the fact that we can no longer tolerate the current state of affairs in the world.

What we actually propose is to be guided by common values and common interests rather than 
by ambitions. Relying on international law, we must join efforts to address the problems that all of us 
are facing, and create a genuinely broad international coalition against terrorism. Similar to the an-
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ti-Hitler coalition, it could unite a broad range of parties willing to stand firm against those who, just 
like the Nazis, sow evil and hatred of humankind. And of course, Muslim nations should play a key role 
in such a coalition, since Islamic State not only poses a direct threat to them, but also tarnishes one 
of the greatest world religions with its atrocities. The ideologues of these extremists make a mockery 
of Islam and subvert its true humanist values.

I would also like to address Muslim spiritual leaders: Your authority and your guidance are of great 
importance right now. It is essential to prevent people targeted for recruitment by extremists from 
making hasty decisions, and those who have already been deceived and, due to various circumstances, 
found themselves among terrorists, must be assisted in finding a way back to normal life, laying down 
arms and putting an end to fratricide.

70th session of the UN General Assembly.

In  the days to come, Russia, as  the current President of  the UN Security Council, will convene 
a ministerial meeting to carry out a comprehensive analysis of the threats in the Middle East. First 
of all, we propose exploring opportunities for adopting a resolution that would serve to coordinate 
the efforts of all parties that oppose Islamic State and other terrorist groups. Once again, such coordi-
nation should be based upon the principles of the UN Charter.

We hope that the international community will be able to develop a comprehensive strategy of po-
litical stabilization, as well as social and economic recovery in the Middle East. Then, dear friends, 
there would be no need for setting up more refugee camps. Today, the flow of people forced to leave 
their native land has literally engulfed, first, the neighbouring countries, and then Europe. There are 
hundreds of thousands of them now, and before long, there might be millions. It is, essentially, a new, 
tragic Migration Period, and a harsh lesson for all of us, including Europe.

I  would like to  stress that refugees undoubtedly need our compassion and  support. However, 
the  only way to  solve this problem for  good is to  restore statehood where it has been destroyed, 
to  strengthen government institutions where they still exist, or  are being re-established, to  pro-
vide comprehensive military, economic and material assistance to countries in a difficult situation, 
and certainly to people who, despite all their ordeals, did not abandon their homes. Of course, any as-
sistance to sovereign nations can, and should, be offered rather than imposed, in strict compliance 
with the UN Charter. In other words, our Organisation should support any measures that have been, 
or will be, taken in this regard in accordance with international law, and reject any actions that are 
in breach of the UN Charter. Above all, I believe it is of utmost importance to help restore govern-
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ment institutions in Libya, support the new government of Iraq, and provide comprehensive assis-
tance to the legitimate government of Syria.

Dear colleagues, ensuring peace and global and regional stability remains a key task for the inter-
national community guided by the United Nations. We believe this means creating an equal and indi-
visible security environment that would not serve a privileged few, but everyone. Indeed, it is a chal-
lenging, complicated and time-consuming task, but there is simply no alternative.

Sadly, some of  our counterparts are still dominated by  their Cold War-era bloc mentality 
and the ambition to conquer new geopolitical areas. First, they continued their policy of expanding 
NATO – one should wonder why, considering that the Warsaw Pact had ceased to exist and the Soviet 
Union had disintegrated.

Nevertheless, NATO has kept on  expanding, together with its military infrastructure. Next, 
the post-Soviet states were forced to face a false choice between joining the West and carrying on with 
the East. Sooner or later, this logic of confrontation was bound to spark off a major geopolitical crisis. 
And that is exactly what happened in Ukraine, where the people’s widespread frustration with the gov-
ernment was used for instigating a coup d’état from abroad. This has triggered a civil war. We are con-
vinced that the only way out of this dead end lies through comprehensive and diligent implementa-
tion of the Minsk agreements of February 12th, 2015. Ukraine’s territorial integrity cannot be secured 
through the use of threats or military force, but it must be secured. The people of Donbas should have 
their rights and  interests genuinely  considered, and  their choice respected; they should be engaged 
in devising the key elements of the country’s political system, in line with the provisions of the Minsk 
agreements. Such steps would guarantee that Ukraine will develop as a civilized state, and a vital link 
in creating a common space of security and economic cooperation, both in Europe and in Eurasia.

Ladies and gentlemen, I have deliberately mentioned a common space for economic cooperation. 
Until quite recently, it seemed that we would learn to do without dividing lines in the area of the econ-
omy with its objective market laws, and act based on transparent and jointly formulated rules, includ-
ing the WTO principles, which embrace free trade and investment and fair competition. However, uni-
laterally imposed sanctions circumventing the UN Charter have all but become commonplace today. 
They not only serve political objectives, but are also used for eliminating market competition.

I would like to note one more sign of rising economic selfishness. A number of nations have chosen 
to create exclusive economic associations, with their establishment being negotiated behind closed 
doors, secretly from those very nations’ own public and business communities, as well as from the rest 
of the world. Other states, whose interests may be affected, have not been informed of anything, ei-
ther. It seems that someone would like to impose upon us some new game rules, deliberately tailored 
to accommodate the interests of a privileged few, with the WTO having no say in it. This is fraught 
with utterly unbalancing global trade and splitting up the global economic space.

These issues affect the interests of all nations and influence the future of the entire global econ-
omy. That is why we propose discussing those issues within the  framework of  the United Nations, 
the WTO and the G20. Contrary to the policy of exclusion, Russia advocates harmonizing regional 
economic projects. I am referring to the so-called ”integration of integrations“ based on the univer-
sal and transparent rules of international trade. As an example, I would like to cite our plans to in-
terconnect the Eurasian Economic Union with China’s initiative for creating a Silk Road economic 
belt. We continue to see great promise in harmonizing the integration vehicles between the Eurasian 
Economic Union and the European Union.

Ladies and gentlemen, one more issue that shall affect the future of the entire humankind is climate 
change. It is in our interest to ensure that the coming UN Climate Change Conference that will take place 
in Paris in December this year should deliver some feasible results. As part of our national contribution, 
we plan to limit greenhouse gas emissions to 70–75 percent of the 1990 levels by the year 2030.
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70th session of the UN General Assembly.

However, I suggest that we take a broader look at the issue. Admittedly, we may be able to defuse 
it for a while by introducing emission quotas and using other tactical measures, but we certainly will 
not solve it for good that way. What we need is an essentially different approach, one that would in-
volve introducing new, groundbreaking, nature-like technologies that would not damage the environ-
ment, but rather work in harmony with it, enabling us to restore the balance between the biosphere 
and technology upset by human activities.

It is indeed a challenge of global proportions. And I am confident that humanity does have the nec-
essary intellectual capacity to respond to  it. We need to  join our efforts, primarily engaging coun-
tries that possess strong research and development capabilities, and have made significant advances 
in fundamental research. We propose convening a special forum under the auspices of the UN to com-
prehensively address issues related to the depletion of natural resources, habitat destruction, and cli-
mate change. Russia is willing to co-sponsor such a forum.

Ladies and gentlemen, dear colleagues. On January 10th, 1946, the UN General Assembly convened 
for its first meeting in London. Chairman of the Preparatory Commission Dr. Zuleta Angel, a Colombian 
diplomat, opened the session by offering what I see as a very concise definition of the principles that 
the United Nations should be based upon, which are good will, disdain for  scheming and  trickery, 
and a spirit of cooperation. Today, his words sound like guidance for all of us.

Russia is confident of the United Nations’ enormous potential, which should help us avoid a new 
confrontation and embrace a strategy of cooperation. Hand in hand with other nations, we will con-
sistently work to strengthen the UN’s central, coordinating role. I am convinced that by working to-
gether, we will make the world stable and safe, and provide an enabling environment for the develop-
ment of all nations and peoples.

Thank you.
 

Source: http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/news/50385
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Speech by Xi Jinping at 70th UN General Assembly. September 28, 2015 

Mr. President,
Dear Colleagues,
Seventy years ago, the earlier generation of mankind fought heroically and secured the victory 

of the World Anti-Fascist War, closing a dark page in the annals of human history. That victory was 
hard won.

Seventy years ago, the  earlier generation of  mankind, with vision  and foresight, established 
the United Nations. This universal and most representative and authoritative international organiza-
tion has can°ied’ÿmankind’s hope for a new future and ushered in a new era of cooperation.

It was a pioneering initiative never undertaken before.
Seventy years ago, the earlier generation o£ mankind pooled together their wisdom and adopt-

ed the Charter of the United Nations, laying the cornerstone of the contemporary international or-
der, and establishing the fundamental principles of contemporary international relations. This wag an 
achievement of profund impact.

Mr. President,
Dear Colleagues,
On the third of September, the Chinese people, together with the world’s people, solemnly com-

memorated the  70th anniversary of  the victory of  the Chinese People’s War of  Resistance Against 
Japanese Aggression and the World Anti-Fascist War. As the main theater in the East, China made 
a national sacrifice of over 35 million casualties in its fight against the majority troops of Japanese 
militarism, h not only saved itself and its people from subjugation, but also gave strong support to the 
forces against aggression in the European and Pacific theaters, thus making a historic contribution 
to the victory of the World Anti-Fascist War.

History is a mirror. Only by drawing lessons from history can the world avoid repeating past calam-
ity. We should view history with awe and human conscience. The past cannot be changed, but the fu-
ture can be shaped. Bearing history in mind is not to perpetuate hatred. Rather, it is for mankind not 
to forget its lessor/. Remembering history does not mean being obsessed with the past. Rather, in do-
ing so, we aim to create a better furore and pass the torch of peace from generation to generation.

Mr. President,
Dear Colleagues,
The United Nations has gone through the  test of  time over the past seven decades. It has wit-

nessed efforts made by all countries to uphold peace, build homeland and pursue cooperation. Having 
reached a new historical starting point, the United Nations needs to address the central issue of how 
to better promote world peace and development in the 21st century.

The world is going trough a historical process of accelerated evolution: The-surÿshineÿ of peace; 
development and progress will be  powerful enough to penetrate the clouds Of war, poverty and back-
wardness. The movement toward a multi-polar world, and the rise of emerging markets and devel-
oping countries have become an irresistible trend of history. Economic globalization and the advent 
of an information age have vastly unleashed and boosted sociai productive forces. They have both cre-
ated unprecedented development opportunities and given rise to new threats and: challenges which 
we must face squarely.

As an ancient Chinese adage goes, “The greatest ideal is to create a world truly shared by all.” 
Peace, development, equity, justice, democracy and freedom are.common values of all mankind and 
the lofty goals of the United Nations. Yet these goals are far from being achieved, and we must con-
tinue our endeavor to meet them. In today’s world, all countries are interdependent and share a com-
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mon future. We Should renew our commitment to  the purposes and principles of  the UN Charter, 
build a new type of international relations featuring win-win cooperation, .and create a community 
of shared future for mankind. To achieve this goal, we need to make the following efforts:

We should build partnerships in which countries treat each other as equals, engage in mutual 
consultation and show mutual understanding. The principle of sovereign equality underpins the UN 
Charter. The future of the world must be shaped by all countries. All countries are equals. The big, 
strong and rich should not bully the small, weak and poor, The principle of sovereignty not only means 
that the sovereignty and territorial integrity of all countries are inviolable and their internal affairs 
are not subjected to interference. It also means that all countries’ right to independently choose social 
systems and development paths should be upheld, and that all countries’ endeavors to promote eco-
nomic and social development and improve their people’s lives should be respected:

We should be committed to multilateralism and reject unilateralism.
We should adopt a new vision of seeking win-win outcomes for all, and reject the outdated mind-

set that one’s gain means the other’s loss or that the winner shall take all. Consultation is an import-
ant form of democracy, and it should also become an important means of exercising contemporary 
international governance. We should resolve disputes and differences through dialogue and consul-
tation. We should forge a global partnership at both international and regional levels, and embrace 
a new approach to state-to-state relations, one that features dialogue rather than confrontation, and 
seeks partnership rather than alliance. Major countries should, follow the principles of no-conflict, 
no confrontation, mutual  respect and win-win cooperation in handling their relations.  Big coun-
tries should treat small countries as equals, and take a right approach to justice and interests by put-
ting justice before interests.

We should create a security architecture featuring fairness, justice, joint contribution and shared 
benefits. In the age of economic globalization, the security of all countries is interlinked and has im-
pact on one another. No country can maintain absolute security with its own effort, and no coun-
try can achieve stability out of other countries’ instability. The law of the jungle leaves the weak at-
the mercy of the strong; it is not the way for countries to conduct their relations. Those who adopli 
the high-handed approach of using force will fred that they are only lifting a rock to drop on their own 
feet.

We should abandon Cold War mentality in all its manifestation, and foster a new vision of com-
mon, comprehensive, cooperative and  sustainable security.  We should give full play to  the central 
role of the United Nations and its Security Council in ending conflict and keeping peace, and adopt 
the dual approach of seeking peaceful solution to disputes and taking mandatory actions, so as to mm 
hostility into amity.

We should advance international cooperation in both economic and social elds and take a holis-
tic approach-to addressing traditional and non-traditional security threats, so as to prevent conflicts 
from breaking out in the first place.

We should promote open, innovative and inclusive development that benefits all. The 2008 inter-
nationa! financial crisis has taught us that allowing capital to blindly pursue profit can only create 
a crisis and that global prosperity cannot be built on the shaky foundation of a market without moral 
constraints. The growing gap between rich and poor is both unsustainable and unfair. It is important 
for us to use both the invisible hand and the visible hand to form synergy between market forces and 
government function and strive to achieve both efficiency and fairness.

Development is meaningful only when it is inclusive and sustainable.
To achieve such development requires openness, mutual assistance and win-win cooperation. In 

the world today, close to 800 miiliori people still live in extreme poverty, nearly six million kids die be-
fore the age of five each year and nearly 60 million children are unable to go to school. The just con-
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cluded UN Sustainable Development Summit adopted the Post-2015 Development Agenda. We must 
translate our commitments into actidns and vc0rk together to ensure that eveiÿyone is free from want, 
has access to development and lives witli dignity.

We should, increase inter-civilization exchanges to promote harmony, inclusiveness and respect 
for’differences. The world is simply more colorful as a result of its cultural diversity. Diversity breeds 
exchanges, exchanges create integration, and integration makes progress possible.

In their interactions, civilizations must accept their differences. Only through mutual respect, mu-
tual learning and harmonious coexistence can the world maintain its diversity and thrive. Each civ-
ilization represents the unique vision and contribution of its people, and no civilization is superior 
to others. Different civilizations should have dialogue and exchanges instead of trying to exclude or 
replace each other. The history of mankind is a process of active exchanges, interactions and integra-
tion among different civilizations. We should respect all civilizations and treat each other as equals. 
We should draw inspirations from each other to boost the creative development of human civilization.

We should build an ecosystem that puts mother nature and green development first. Mankind 
may utilize nature and even try to transform it..But we are after all a part of nature. We should care 
for nature and not place ourselves above it. We should reconcile industrial development with nature 
and pursue harmony between man and nature to achieve sustainable-development of the world and 
the all-round development of man.

To build a sound ecology is vital for mankind’s future. Al! members of the international commu-
nity should work together to build a sound global eco-environment. We should respect nature, fol-
low nature’s ways and protect nature. We should firmly pursue green, low-carbon, circular and ,sus-
tainable development. China will shoulder its share of responsibility and continue to play its part in 
this common endeavor. We also urge developed countries to fulfill their historical responsibility, hon-
or their emission reduction commitments and help developing countries mitigate and adapt to cli-
mate change.

Mr. President,
Dear Colleagues,
The over 1.3 billion and more Chinese people are endeavoring to realize the Chinese cireamlof 

great national renewal. The dream of the Chinese people is closely connected with the dreams of oth-
er peoples of the world. We. cannot realize the Chinese dream without a peaceful international envi-
ronment, a stable international order and the understanding, support and help from the rest of the 
world. The realization of the Chinese dream will bring more opportunities to other countries and con-
tribute to global peace and development. China will continue to participate in building world peace. 
We are committed to peaceful development. No matter how the international landscape may evolve 
and how strong it may become, China will never pursue hegemony, expansion or sphere of influence.

China will continue to contribute to global development. We will continue to pursue common de-
velopment and the win-win strategy of opening-up. We are ready to share our development experi-
ence and opportunities with other countries and welcome them to board China’s express train of de-
velopment so that all of us will achieve common development.

China will continue to uphold the international order. We will stay committed to the path of devel-
opment through cooperation. China was the first country to put its signature on the UN Charter. We 
will continue to uphold the international order and system underpinned by the purposes and prin-
ciples of the UN Charten China will continue to stand together with other developing  countries. We 
firmly support greater representation and say of developing countries, especially African countries, in 
the international governance system. China’s vote in the United Nations will always belong to the de-
veloping countries.
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I wish to take this opportunity to announce China’s decision to establish a 10-year, US$1 billion 
China-UN peace and development fund to support the UN’s work, advance multilateral cooperation 
and contribute more to world peace and development. I wish to announce that China will join the new 
UN Peacekeeping Capability Readiness System and has thus decided to take the  lead in setting up 
a permanent peacekeepÿng police squad and build a peacekeeping standby force of 8,000 troops. I also 
wish to announce that China will provide a total of US$100 million of free military assistance to the 
African Union in the next five years to support the establishment of the African Standby Force and 
the African Capacity for Immediate Response to Crisis.

Mr. President,
Dear Colleagues,
As the United Nations enters a new decade, let us unite ever more closely to forge a new partner-

ship of win-win cooperation and a community of shared future for mankind. Let the vision of a world 
free of war and with lasting peace take root in our hearts. Let the aspiration of development, prosper-
ity, fairness and justice spread across the world!

Thank you.

Source: https://www.voltairenet.org/article188880.html
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Paris agreement. April 22, 2016 

The Parties to this Agreement,
Being Parties to the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, hereinafter re-

ferred to as “the Convention”,
Pursuant  to the  Durban Platform for Enhanced Action established by  decision 1/CP.17 of  the 

Conference of the Parties to the Convention at its seventeenth session,
In pursuit of the objective of the Convention, and being guided by its principles, including the prin-

ciple of equity and common but differentiated responsibilities and respective capabilities, in the light 
of different national circumstances,

Recognizing  the need for an effective and progressive response to  the urgent threat of  climate 
change on the basis of the best available scientific knowledge,

Also recognizing the specific needs and special circumstances of developing country Parties, espe-
cially those that are particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change, as provided for 
in the Convention,

Taking full account of the specific needs and special situations of the least developed countries with 
regard to funding and transfer of technology,

Recognizing that Parties may be affected not only by climate change, but also by the impacts of the 
measures taken in response to it,

Emphasizing the intrinsic relationship that climate change actions, responses and impacts have 
with equitable access to sustainable development and eradication of poverty,

Recognizing the fundamental priority of safeguarding food security and ending hunger, and the par-
ticular vulnerabilities of food production systems to the adverse impacts of climate change,

Taking into account the imperatives of a just transition of the workforce and the creation of decent 
work and quality jobs in accordance with nationally defined development priorities,

Acknowledging  that climate change is a  common concern of  humankind, Parties should, 
when taking action to address climate change, respect, promote and consider their respective 
obligations on human rights, the right to health, the rights of indigenous peoples, local com-
munities, migrants, children, persons with disabilities and people in vulnerable situations and 
the right to development, as well as gender equality, empowerment of women and intergener-
ational equity,

Recognizing  the importance of  the conservation and enhancement, as appropriate, of sinks and 
reservoirs of the greenhouse gases referred to in the Convention,

Noting  the importance of  ensuring the  integrity of  all ecosystems, including oceans, and 
the protection of biodiversity, recognized by some cultures as Mother Earth, and noting the im-
portance for some of  the concept of “climate justice”, when taking action to  address climate 
change,

Affirming the importance of education, training, public awareness, public participation, public ac-
cess to information and cooperation at all levels on the matters addressed in this Agreement,

Recognizing the importance of the engagements of all levels of government and various actors, in 
accordance with respective national legislations of Parties, in addressing climate change,

Also recognizing that sustainable lifestyles and sustainable patterns of consumption and produc-
tion, with developed country Parties taking the  lead, play an important role in addressing climate 
change,

Have agreed as follows:
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Article 1
For the purpose of this Agreement, the definitions contained in Article 1 of the Convention shall 

apply. In addition:
1. “Convention” means the United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, adopted in 

New York on 9 May 1992.
2. “Conference of the Parties” means the Conference of the Parties to the Convention.
3. “Party” means a Party to this Agreement.

Article 2
1. This Agreement, in enhancing the implementation of the Convention, including its objective, 

aims to strengthen the global response to the threat of climate change, in the context of sustainable 
development and efforts to eradicate poverty, including by:

(a) Holding the increase in the global average temperature to well below 2 °C above pre-industrial 
levels and to pursue efforts to limit the temperature increase to 1.5 °C above pre-industrial levels, rec-
ognizing that this would significantly reduce the risks and impacts of climate change;

(b) Increasing the ability to adapt to the adverse impacts of climate change and foster climate re-
silience and low greenhouse gas emissions development, in a manner that does not threaten food pro-
duction;

(c) Making finance flows consistent with a pathway towards low greenhouse gas emissions and cli-
mate- resilient development.

2. This Agreement will be implemented to reflect equity and the principle of common but dif-
ferentiated responsibilities and respective capabilities, in the light of different national circum-
stances.

Article 3
As nationally determined contributions to the global response to climate change, all Parties are 

to  undertake and communicate ambitious efforts as defined in Articles 4, 7, 9, 10, 11 and 13 with 
the view to achieving the purpose of this Agreement as set out in Article 2. The efforts of all Parties 
will represent a  progression over time, while recognizing the  need to  support developing country 
Parties for the effective implementation of this Agreement.

Article 4
1. In order to achieve the long-term temperature goal set out in Article 2, Parties aim to reach 

global peaking of greenhouse gas emissions as soon as possible, recognizing that peaking will take 
longer for developing country Parties, and to undertake rapid reductions thereafter in accordance with 
best available science, so as to achieve a balance between anthropogenic emissions by sources and re-
movals by sinks of greenhouse gases in the second half of this century, on the basis of equity, and in 
the context of sustainable development and efforts to eradicate poverty.

2. Each Party shall prepare, communicate and maintain successive nationally determined contri-
butions that it intends to achieve. Parties shall pursue domestic mitigation measures, with the aim 
of achieving the objectives of such contributions.

3. Each Party’s successive nationally determined contribution will represent a progression beyond 
the Party’s then current nationally determined contribution and reflect its highest possible ambition, 
reflecting its common but differentiated responsibilities and respective capabilities, in the light of dif-
ferent national circumstances.

4. Developed country Parties should continue taking the lead by undertaking economy-wide abso-
lute emission reduction targets. Developing country Parties should continue enhancing their mitiga-
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tion efforts, and are encouraged to move over time towards economy-wide emission reduction or lim-
itation targets in the light of different national circumstances.

5. Support shall be provided to developing country Parties for the implementation of this Article, 
in accordance with Articles 9, 10 and 11, recognizing that enhanced support for developing country 
Parties will allow for higher ambition in their actions.

6. The least developed countries and small island developing States may prepare and communi-
cate strategies, plans and actions for low greenhouse gas emissions development reflecting their spe-
cial circumstances.

7. Mitigation co-benefits resulting from Parties’ adaptation actions and/or economic diversifica-
tion plans can contribute to mitigation outcomes under this Article.

8. In communicating their nationally determined contributions, all Parties shall provide the in-
formation necessary for clarity, transparency and understanding in accordance with decision 1/CP.21 
and any relevant decisions of the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the 
Paris Agreement.

9. Each Party shall communicate a nationally determined contribution every five years in accor-
dance with decision 1/CP.21 and any relevant decisions of the Conference of the Parties serving as 
the meeting of  the Parties to  the Paris Agreement and be informed by  the outcomes of  the global 
stocktake referred to in Article 14.

10. The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement 
shall consider common time frames for nationally determined contributions at its first session.

11. A Party may at any time adjust its existing nationally determined contribution with a view 
to  enhancing its level of  ambition, in accordance with guidance adopted by  the Conference of  the 
Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement.

12. Nationally determined contributions communicated by Parties shall be recorded in a public 
registry maintained by the secretariat.

13. Parties shall account for their nationally determined contributions. In accounting for anthro-
pogenic emissions and removals corresponding to their nationally determined contributions, Parties 
shall promote environmental integrity, transparency, accuracy, completeness, comparability and con-
sistency, and ensure the avoidance of double counting, in accordance with guidance adopted by the 
Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement.

14. In the context of their nationally determined contributions, when recognizing and implement-
ing mitigation actions with respect to anthropogenic emissions and removals, Parties should take into 
account, as appropriate, existing methods and guidance under the Convention, in the light of the pro-
visions of paragraph 13 of this Article.

15. Parties shall take into consideration in the implementation of this Agreement the concerns 
of Parties with economies most affected by the impacts of response measures, particularly develop-
ing country Parties.

16. Parties, including regional economic integration organizations and their member States, that 
have reached an agreement to act jointly under paragraph 2 of this Article shall notify the secretari-
at of the terms of that agreement, including the emission level allocated to each Party within the rel-
evant time period, when they communicate their nationally determined contributions. The secretar-
iat shall in turn inform the Parties and signatories to the Convention of the terms of that agreement.

17. Each party to  such an agreement shall be responsible for its emission level as set out in 
the agreement referred to  in paragraph 16 above in accordance with paragraphs 13 and 14 of  this 
Article and Articles 13 and 15.

18. If Parties acting jointly do so in the framework of, and together with, a regional economic integra-
tion organization which is itself a Party to this Agreement, each member State of that regional economic 
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integration organization individually, and together with the regional economic integration organization, 
shall be responsible for its emission level as set out in the agreement communicated under paragraph 16 
of this Article in accordance with paragraphs 13 and 14 of this Article and Articles 13 and 15.

19. All Parties should strive to formulate and communicate long-term low greenhouse gas emis-
sion development strategies, mindful of Article 2 taking into account their common but differentiated 
responsibilities and respective capabilities, in the light of different national circumstances.

Article 5
1. Parties should take action to conserve and enhance, as appropriate, sinks and reservoirs of green-

house gases as referred to in Article 4, paragraph 1(d), of the Convention, including forests.
2. Parties are encouraged to take action to implement and support, including through results-based 

payments, the existing framework as set out in related guidance and decisions already agreed under 
the Convention for: policy approaches and positive incentives for activities relating to reducing emis-
sions from deforestation and forest degradation, and the role of conservation, sustainable manage-
ment of forests and enhancement of forest carbon stocks in developing countries; and alternative pol-
icy approaches, such as joint mitigation and adaptation approaches for the integral and sustainable 
management of forests, while reaffirming the importance of incentivizing, as appropriate, non-carbon 
benefits associated with such approaches.

Article 6
1. Parties recognize that some Parties choose to pursue voluntary cooperation in the implementa-

tion of their nationally determined contributions to allow for higher ambition in their mitigation and 
adaptation actions and to promote sustainable development and environmental integrity.

2. Parties shall, where engaging on a  voluntary basis in cooperative approaches that involve 
the use of internationally transferred mitigation outcomes towards nationally determined contribu-
tions, promote sustainable development and ensure environmental integrity and transparency, in-
cluding in governance, and shall apply robust accounting to ensure, inter alia, the avoidance of double 
counting, consistent with guidance adopted by the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting 
of the Parties to the Paris Agreement.

3. The use of  internationally transferred mitigation outcomes to achieve nationally determined 
contributions under this Agreement shall be voluntary and authorized by participating Parties.

4. A mechanism to contribute to the mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions and support sustain-
able development is hereby established under the authority and guidance of the Conference of the 
Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement for use by Parties on a voluntary 
basis. It shall be supervised by a body designated by the Conference of the Parties serving as the meet-
ing of the Parties to the Paris Agreement, and shall aim:

(a) To promote the mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions while fostering sustainable develop-
ment;

(b) To incentivize and facilitate participation in the  mitigation of  greenhouse gas emissions 
by public and private entities authorized by a Party;

(c) To contribute to the reduction of emission levels in the host Party, which will benefit from mit-
igation activities resulting in emission reductions that can also be used by another Party to fulfil its 
nationally determined contribution; and

(d) To deliver an overall mitigation in global emissions.
5. Emission reductions resulting from the mechanism referred to  in paragraph 4 of  this Article 

shall not be used to demonstrate achievement of  the host Party’s nationally determined contribu-
tion if used by another Party to demonstrate achievement of its nationally determined contribution.
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6. The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement shall 
ensure that a share of  the proceeds from activities under the mechanism referred to  in paragraph 4 
of this Article is used to cover administrative expenses as well as to assist developing country Parties 
that are particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change to meet the costs of adaptation.

7. The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement shall 
adopt rules, modalities and procedures for the mechanism referred to in paragraph 4 of this Article at 
its first session.

8. Parties recognize the  importance of  integrated, holistic and balanced non-market approach-
es being available to Parties to assist in the implementation of their nationally determined contribu-
tions, in the context of sustainable development and poverty eradication, in a coordinated and effec-
tive manner, including through, inter alia, mitigation, adaptation, finance, technology transfer and 
capacity-building, as appropriate. These approaches shall aim to:

(a) Promote mitigation and adaptation ambition;
(b) Enhance public and private sector participation in the  implementation of  nationally deter-

mined contributions; and
(c) Enable opportunities for coordination across instruments and relevant institutional arrange-

ments.
9. A framework for non-market approaches to sustainable development is hereby defined to pro-

mote the non- market approaches referred to in paragraph 8 of this Article.

Article 7
1. Parties hereby establish the global goal on adaptation of enhancing adaptive capacity, strength-

ening resilience and reducing vulnerability to climate change, with a view to contributing to sustain-
able development and ensuring an adequate adaptation response in the context of the temperature 
goal referred to in Article 2.

2. Parties recognize that adaptation is a global challenge faced by all with local, subnational, na-
tional, regional and international dimensions, and that it is a key component of and makes a contri-
bution to the long-term global response to climate change to protect people, livelihoods and ecosys-
tems, taking into account the urgent and immediate needs of those developing country Parties that 
are particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change.

3. The adaptation efforts of developing country Parties shall be recognized, in accordance with 
the modalities to be adopted by the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties 
to the Paris Agreement at its first session.

4. Parties recognize that the  current need for adaptation is significant and that greater levels 
of mitigation can reduce the need for additional adaptation efforts, and that greater adaptation needs 
can involve greater adaptation costs.

5. Parties acknowledge that adaptation action should follow a country-driven, gender-responsive, 
participatory and fully transparent approach, taking into consideration vulnerable groups, communi-
ties and ecosystems, and should be based on and guided by the best available science and, as appro-
priate, traditional knowledge, knowledge of  indigenous peoples and local knowledge systems, with 
a view to integrating adaptation into relevant socioeconomic and environmental policies and actions, 
where appropriate.

6. Parties recognize the importance of support for and international cooperation on adaptation ef-
forts and the importance of taking into account the needs of developing country Parties, especially 
those that are particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change.

7. Parties should strengthen their cooperation on enhancing action on adaptation, taking into ac-
count the Cancun Adaptation Framework, including with regard to:
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(a) Sharing information, good practices, experiences and lessons learned, including, as appropri-
ate, as these relate to science, planning, policies and implementation in relation to adaptation ac-
tions;

(b) Strengthening institutional arrangements, including those under the Convention that serve 
this Agreement, to support the synthesis of relevant information and knowledge, and the provision 
of technical support and guidance to Parties;

(c) Strengthening scientific knowledge on climate, including research, systematic observation 
of the climate system and early warning systems, in a manner that informs climate services and sup-
ports decision- making;

(d) Assisting developing country Parties in identifying effective adaptation practices, adaptation 
needs, priorities, support provided and received for adaptation actions and efforts, and challenges and 
gaps, in a manner consistent with encouraging good practices;

(e) Improving the effectiveness and durability of adaptation actions.
8. United Nations specialized organizations and agencies are encouraged to support the efforts 

of  Parties to  implement the  actions referred to  in paragraph 7 of  this Article, taking into account 
the provisions of paragraph 5 of this Article.

9. Each Party shall, as appropriate, engage in adaptation planning processes and the implementa-
tion of actions, including the development or enhancement of relevant plans, policies and/or contri-
butions, which may include:

(a) The implementation of adaptation actions, undertakings and/or efforts;
(b) The process to formulate and implement national adaptation plans;
(c) The assessment of climate change impacts and vulnerability, with a view to formulating na-

tionally determined prioritized actions, taking into account vulnerable people, places and ecosystems;
(d) Monitoring and evaluating and learning from adaptation plans, policies, programmes and ac-

tions; and
(e) Building the resilience of socioeconomic and ecological systems, including through economic 

diversification and sustainable management of natural resources.
10. Each Party should, as appropriate, submit and update periodically an adaptation communica-

tion, which may include its priorities, implementation and support needs, plans and actions, without 
creating any additional burden for developing country Parties.

11. The adaptation communication referred to in paragraph 10 of this Article shall be, as appropri-
ate, submitted and updated periodically, as a component of or in conjunction with other communica-
tions or documents, including a national adaptation plan, a nationally determined contribution as re-
ferred to in Article 4, paragraph 2, and/or a national communication.

12. The adaptation communications referred to in paragraph 10 of this Article shall be recorded in 
a public registry maintained by the secretariat.

13. Continuous and enhanced international support shall be provided to  developing country 
Parties for the implementation of paragraphs 7, 9, 10 and 11 of this Article, in accordance with the pro-
visions of Articles 9, 10 and 11.

14. The global stocktake referred to in Article 14 shall, inter alia:
(a) Recognize adaptation efforts of developing country Parties;
(b) Enhance the implementation of adaptation action taking into account the adaptation commu-

nication referred to in paragraph 10 of this Article;
(c) Review the adequacy and effectiveness of adaptation and support provided for adaptation; and
(d) Review the overall progress made in achieving the global goal on adaptation referred to in para-

graph 1 of this Article.
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Article 8
1. Parties recognize the importance of averting, minimizing and addressing loss and damage as-

sociated with the adverse effects of climate change, including extreme weather events and slow onset 
events, and the role of sustainable development in reducing the risk of loss and damage.

2. The Warsaw International Mechanism for Loss and Damage associated with Climate Change 
Impacts shall be subject to the authority and guidance of  the Conference of  the Parties serving as 
the meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement and may be enhanced and strengthened, as deter-
mined by the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement.

3. Parties should enhance understanding, action and support, including through the  Warsaw 
International Mechanism, as appropriate, on a cooperative and facilitative basis with respect to loss 
and damage associated with the adverse effects of climate change.

4. Accordingly, areas of cooperation and facilitation to enhance understanding, action and sup-
port may include:

(a) Early warning systems;
(b) Emergency preparedness;
(c) Slow onset events;
(d) Events that may involve irreversible and permanent loss and damage;
(e) Comprehensive risk assessment and management;
(f) Risk insurance facilities, climate risk pooling and other insurance solutions;
(g) Non-economic losses;
(h) Resilience of communities, livelihoods and ecosystems.
5. The Warsaw International Mechanism shall collaborate with existing bodies and expert groups 

under the Agreement, as well as relevant organizations and expert bodies outside the Agreement.

Article 9
1. Developed country Parties shall provide financial resources to assist developing country Parties 

with respect to both mitigation and adaptation in continuation of  their existing obligations under 
the Convention.

2. Other Parties are encouraged to provide or continue to provide such support voluntarily.
3. As part of a global effort, developed country Parties should continue to take the lead in mobiliz-

ing climate finance from a wide variety of sources, instruments and channels, noting the significant 
role of public funds, through a variety of actions, including supporting country-driven strategies, and 
taking into account the needs and priorities of developing country Parties. Such mobilization of cli-
mate finance should represent a progression beyond previous efforts.

4. The provision of scaled-up financial resources should aim to achieve a balance between adapta-
tion and mitigation, taking into account country-driven strategies, and the priorities and needs of de-
veloping country Parties, especially those that are particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of cli-
mate change and have significant capacity constraints, such as the least developed countries and small 
island developing States, considering the need for public and grant-based resources for adaptation.

5. Developed country Parties shall biennially communicate indicative quantitative and qualitative 
information related to paragraphs 1 and 3 of this Article, as applicable, including, as available, pro-
jected levels of public financial resources to be provided to developing country Parties. Other Parties 
providing resources are encouraged to communicate biennially such information on a voluntary basis.

6. The global stocktake referred to in Article 14 shall take into account the relevant information 
provided by developed country Parties and/or Agreement bodies on efforts related to climate finance.

7. Developed country Parties shall provide transparent and consistent information on support for 
developing country Parties provided and mobilized through public interventions biennially in accor-
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dance with the modalities, procedures and guidelines to be adopted by the Conference of the Parties 
serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement, at its first session, as stipulated in Article 
13, paragraph 13. Other Parties are encouraged to do so.

8. The Financial Mechanism of  the Convention, including its operating entities, shall serve as 
the financial mechanism of this Agreement.

9. The institutions serving this Agreement, including the  operating entities of  the Financial 
Mechanism of the Convention, shall aim to ensure efficient access to financial resources through sim-
plified approval procedures and enhanced readiness support for developing country Parties, in partic-
ular for the least developed countries and small island developing States, in the context of their na-
tional climate strategies and plans.

Article 10
1. Parties share a long-term vision on the importance of fully realizing technology development 

and transfer in order to improve resilience to climate change and to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.
2. Parties, noting the importance of technology for the implementation of mitigation and adapta-

tion actions under this Agreement and recognizing existing technology deployment and dissemina-
tion efforts, shall strengthen cooperative action on technology development and transfer.

3. The Technology Mechanism established under the Convention shall serve this Agreement.
4. A technology framework is hereby established to  provide overarching guidance to  the work 

of the Technology Mechanism in promoting and facilitating enhanced action on technology develop-
ment and transfer in order to support the implementation of this Agreement, in pursuit of the long-
term vision referred to in paragraph 1 of this Article.

5. Accelerating, encouraging and enabling innovation is critical for an effective, long-term global 
response to climate change and promoting economic growth and sustainable development. Such ef-
fort shall be, as appropriate, supported, including by the Technology Mechanism and, through finan-
cial means, by the Financial Mechanism of the Convention, for collaborative approaches to research 
and development, and facilitating access to technology, in particular for early stages of the technolo-
gy cycle, to developing country Parties.

6. Support, including financial support, shall be provided to developing country Parties for the im-
plementation of  this Article, including for strengthening cooperative action on technology devel-
opment and transfer at different stages of the technology cycle, with a view to achieving a balance 
between support for mitigation and adaptation. The global stocktake referred to in Article 14 shall 
take into account available information on efforts related to support on technology development and 
transfer for developing country Parties.

Article 11
1. Capacity-building under this Agreement should enhance the capacity and ability of de-

veloping country Parties, in particular countries with the least capacity, such as the least de-
veloped countries, and those that are particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate 
change, such as small island developing States, to take effective climate change action, includ-
ing, inter alia, to implement adaptation and mitigation actions, and should facilitate technol-
ogy development, dissemination and deployment, access to  climate finance, relevant aspects 
of education, training and public awareness, and the transparent, timely and accurate commu-
nication of information.

2. Capacity-building should be country-driven, based on and responsive to national needs, and 
foster country ownership of Parties, in particular, for developing country Parties, including at the na-
tional, subnational and local levels. Capacity-building should be guided by lessons learned, includ-
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ing those from capacity-building activities under the Convention, and should be an effective, iterative 
process that is participatory, cross-cutting and gender-responsive.

3. All Parties should cooperate to enhance the capacity of developing country Parties to imple-
ment this Agreement. Developed country Parties should enhance support for capacity-building ac-
tions in developing country Parties.

4. All Parties enhancing the capacity of developing country Parties to implement this Agreement, 
including through regional, bilateral and multilateral approaches, shall regularly communicate on 
these actions or measures on capacity-building. Developing country Parties should regularly commu-
nicate progress made on implementing capacity-building plans, policies, actions or measures to im-
plement this Agreement.

5. Capacity-building activities shall be enhanced through appropriate institutional arrangements 
to support the implementation of this Agreement, including the appropriate institutional arrange-
ments established under the Convention that serve this Agreement. The Conference of  the Parties 
serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement shall, at its first session, consider and 
adopt a decision on the initial institutional arrangements for capacity-building.

Article 12
Parties shall cooperate in taking measures, as appropriate, to enhance climate change education, 

training, public awareness, public participation and public access to information, recognizing the im-
portance of these steps with respect to enhancing actions under this Agreement.

Article 13
1. In order to build mutual trust and confidence and to promote effective implementation, an en-

hanced transparency framework for action and support, with built-in flexibility which takes into ac-
count Parties’ different capacities and builds upon collective experience is hereby established.

2. The transparency framework shall provide flexibility in the implementation of the provisions 
of this Article to those developing country Parties that need it in the light of their capacities. The mo-
dalities, procedures and guidelines referred to in paragraph 13 of this Article shall reflect such flexi-
bility.

3. The transparency framework shall build on and enhance the transparency arrangements under 
the Convention, recognizing the special circumstances of the least developed countries and small is-
land developing States, and be implemented in a facilitative, non-intrusive, non-punitive manner, re-
spectful of national sovereignty, and avoid placing undue burden on Parties.

4. The transparency arrangements under the Convention, including national communications, bi-
ennial reports and biennial update reports, international assessment and review and international 
consultation and analysis, shall form part of the experience drawn upon for the development of the 
modalities, procedures and guidelines under paragraph 13 of this Article.

5. The purpose of the framework for transparency of action is to provide a clear understanding 
of climate change action in the light of the objective of the Convention as set out in its Article 2, in-
cluding clarity and tracking of progress towards achieving Parties’ individual nationally determined 
contributions under Article 4, and Parties’ adaptation actions under Article 7, including good practic-
es, priorities, needs and gaps, to inform the global stocktake under Article 14.

6. The purpose of the framework for transparency of support is to provide clarity on support pro-
vided and received by  relevant individual Parties in the  context of  climate change actions under 
Articles 4, 7, 9, 10 and 11, and, to the extent possible, to provide a full overview of aggregate financial 
support provided, to inform the global stocktake under Article 14.

7. Each Party shall regularly provide the following information:
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(a) A national inventory report of  anthropogenic emissions by  sources and removals by  sinks 
of greenhouse gases, prepared using good practice methodologies accepted by the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change and agreed upon by the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting 
of the Parties to the Paris Agreement;

(b) Information necessary to track progress made in implementing and achieving its nationally de-
termined contribution under Article 4.

8. Each Party should also provide information related to climate change impacts and adaptation 
under Article 7, as appropriate.

9. Developed country Parties shall, and other Parties that provide support should, provide infor-
mation on financial, technology transfer and capacity-building support provided to developing coun-
try Parties under Article 9, 10 and 11.

10. Developing country Parties should provide information on financial, technology transfer and 
capacity-building support needed and received under Articles 9, 10 and 11.

11. Information submitted by each Party under paragraphs 7 and 9 of this Article shall undergo 
a technical expert review, in accordance with decision 1/CP.21. For those developing country Parties 
that need it in the light of their capacities, the review process shall include assistance in identifying 
capacity-building needs. In addition, each Party shall participate in a facilitative, multilateral con-
sideration of progress with respect to efforts under Article 9, and its respective implementation and 
achievement of its nationally determined contribution.

12. The technical expert review under this paragraph shall consist of a consideration of the Party’s 
support provided, as relevant, and its implementation and achievement of its nationally determined 
contribution. The review shall also identify areas of improvement for the Party, and include a review 
of the consistency of the information with the modalities, procedures and guidelines referred to in 
paragraph 13 of this Article, taking into account the flexibility accorded to the Party under paragraph 
2 of this Article. The review shall pay particular attention to the respective national capabilities and 
circumstances of developing country Parties.

13. The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement 
shall, at its first session, building on experience from the arrangements related to transparency under 
the Convention, and elaborating on the provisions in this Article, adopt common modalities, proce-
dures and guidelines, as appropriate, for the transparency of action and support.

14. Support shall be provided to developing countries for the implementation of this Article.
15. Support shall also be provided for the building of transparency-related capacity of developing 

country Parties on a continuous basis.

Article 14
1. The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement shall 

periodically take stock of the implementation of this Agreement to assess the collective progress to-
wards achieving the purpose of  this Agreement and its long-term goals (referred to as the “global 
stocktake”). It shall do so in a comprehensive and facilitative manner, considering mitigation, adap-
tation and the means of implementation and support, and in the light of equity and the best avail-
able science.

2. The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement shall 
undertake its first global stocktake in 2023 and every five years thereafter unless otherwise decided 
by the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement.

3. The outcome of the global stocktake shall inform Parties in updating and enhancing, in a na-
tionally determined manner, their actions and support in accordance with the  relevant provisions 
of this Agreement, as well as in enhancing international cooperation for climate action.
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Article 15
1. A mechanism to  facilitate implementation of  and promote compliance with the  provisions 

of this Agreement is hereby established.
2. The mechanism referred to in paragraph 1 of this Article shall consist of a committee that shall 

be expert-based and facilitative in nature and function in a manner that is transparent, non-adversar-
ial and non-punitive. The committee shall pay particular attention to the respective national capabil-
ities and circumstances of Parties.

3. The committee shall operate under the modalities and procedures adopted by the Conference 
of  the Parties serving as the meeting of  the Parties to  the Paris Agreement at its first session and 
report annually to the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Paris 
Agreement.

Article 16
1. The Conference of the Parties, the supreme body of the Convention, shall serve as the meeting 

of the Parties to this Agreement.
2. Parties to  the Convention that are not Parties to  this Agreement may participate as observ-

ers in the proceedings of any session of the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the 
Parties to this Agreement. When the Conference of the Parties serves as the meeting of the Parties 
to this Agreement, decisions under this Agreement shall be taken only by those that are Parties to this 
Agreement.

3. When the Conference of the Parties serves as the meeting of the Parties to this Agreement, any 
member of the Bureau of the Conference of the Parties representing a Party to the Convention but, 
at that time, not a Party to this Agreement, shall be replaced by an additional member to be elected 
by and from amongst the Parties to this Agreement.

4. The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement shall 
keep under regular review the implementation of this Agreement and shall make, within its mandate, 
the decisions necessary to promote its effective implementation. It shall perform the functions as-
signed to it by this Agreement and shall:

(a) Establish such subsidiary bodies as deemed necessary for the implementation of this Agreement; 
and

(b) Exercise such other functions as may be required for the implementation of this Agreement.
5. The rules of procedure of the Conference of the Parties and the financial procedures applied un-

der the Convention shall be applied mutatis mutandis under this Agreement, except as may be oth-
erwise decided by consensus by the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties 
to the Paris Agreement.

6. The first session of the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Paris 
Agreement shall be convened by the secretariat in conjunction with the first session of the Conference 
of the Parties that is scheduled after the date of entry into force of this Agreement. Subsequent or-
dinary sessions of  the Conference of  the Parties serving as the meeting of  the Parties to  the Paris 
Agreement shall be held in conjunction with ordinary sessions of the Conference of the Parties, un-
less otherwise decided by the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the 
Paris Agreement.

7. Extraordinary sessions of the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties 
to the Paris Agreement shall be held at such other times as may be deemed necessary by the Conference 
of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement or at the written request 
of any Party, provided that, within six months of the request being communicated to the Parties by the 
secretariat, it is supported by at least one third of the Parties.
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8. The United Nations and its specialized agencies and the International Atomic Energy Agency, 
as well as any State member thereof or observers thereto not party to the Convention, may be rep-
resented at sessions of  the Conference of  the Parties serving as the  meeting of  the Parties to  the 
Paris Agreement as observers. Anybody or agency, whether national or international, governmental or 
non-governmental, which is qualified in matters covered by this Agreement and which has informed 
the secretariat of its wish to be represented at a session of the Conference of the Parties serving as 
the meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement as an observer, may be so admitted unless at least 
one third of the Parties present object. The admission and participation of observers shall be subject 
to the rules of procedure referred to in paragraph 5 of this Article.

Article 17
1. The secretariat established by Article 8 of the Convention shall serve as the secretariat of this 

Agreement.
2. Article 8, paragraph 2, of the Convention on the functions of the secretariat, and Article 8, para-

graph 3, of the Convention, on the arrangements made for the functioning of the secretariat, shall ap-
ply mutatis mutandis to this Agreement. The secretariat shall, in addition, exercise the functions as-
signed to it under this Agreement and by the Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the 
Parties to the Paris Agreement.

Article 18
1. The Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice and the  Subsidiary Body for 

Implementation established by  Articles 9 and 10 of  the Convention shall serve, respective-
ly, as the  Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice and the  Subsidiary Body for 
Implementation of this Agreement. The provisions of the Convention relating to the functioning 
of these two bodies shall apply mutatis mutandis to this Agreement. Sessions of the meetings of the 
Subsidiary Body for Scientific and Technological Advice and the Subsidiary Body for Implementation 
of this Agreement shall be held in conjunction with the meetings of, respectively, the Subsidiary 
Body for Scientific and Technological Advice and the Subsidiary Body for Implementation of  the 
Convention.

2. Parties to the Convention that are not Parties to this Agreement may participate as observers in 
the proceedings of any session of the subsidiary bodies. When the subsidiary bodies serve as the sub-
sidiary bodies of this Agreement, decisions under this Agreement shall be taken only by those that are 
Parties to this Agreement.

3. When the subsidiary bodies established by Articles 9 and 10 of the Convention exercise their 
functions with regard to matters concerning this Agreement, any member of the bureaux of those sub-
sidiary bodies representing a Party to the Convention but, at that time, not a Party to this Agreement, 
shall be replaced by  an additional member to  be elected by  and from amongst the  Parties to  this 
Agreement.

Article 19
1. Subsidiary bodies or other institutional arrangements established by or under the Convention, 

other than those referred to  in this Agreement, shall serve this Agreement upon a decision of  the 
Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement. The Conference 
of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement shall specify the functions 
to be exercised by such subsidiary bodies or arrangements.

2. The Conference of the Parties serving as the meeting of the Parties to the Paris Agreement may 
provide further guidance to such subsidiary bodies and institutional arrangements.
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Article 20
1. This Agreement shall be open for signature and subject to ratification, acceptance or approval 

by States and regional economic integration organizations that are Parties to the Convention. It shall 
be open for signature at the United Nations Headquarters in New York from 22 April 2016 to 21 April 
2017. Thereafter, this Agreement shall be open for accession from the day following the date on which 
it is closed for signature. Instruments of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession shall be depos-
ited with the Depositary.

2. Any regional economic integration organization that becomes a Party to this Agreement with-
out any of its member States being a Party shall be bound by all the obligations under this Agreement. 
In the case of regional economic integration organizations with one or more member States that are 
Parties to this Agreement, the organization and its member States shall decide on their respective re-
sponsibilities for the performance of their obligations under this Agreement. In such cases, the orga-
nization and the member States shall not be entitled to exercise rights under this Agreement concur-
rently.

3. In their instruments of ratification, acceptance, approval or accession, regional economic inte-
gration organizations shall declare the extent of their competence with respect to the matters gov-
erned by this Agreement. These organizations shall also inform the Depositary, who shall in turn in-
form the Parties, of any substantial modification in the extent of their competence.

Article 21
1. This Agreement shall enter into force on the thirtieth day after the date on which at least 55 

Parties to the Convention accounting in total for at least an estimated 55 percent of the total glob-
al greenhouse gas emissions have deposited their instruments of ratification, acceptance, approval or 
accession.

2. Solely for the limited purpose of paragraph 1 of this Article, “total global greenhouse gas emis-
sions” means the most up-to-date amount communicated on or before the date of adoption of this 
Agreement by the Parties to the Convention.

3. For each State or regional economic integration organization that ratifies, accepts or approves 
this Agreement or accedes thereto after the conditions set out in paragraph 1 of this Article for entry 
into force have been fulfilled, this Agreement shall enter into force on the thirtieth day after the date 
of deposit by such State or regional economic integration organization of its instrument of ratifica-
tion, acceptance, approval or accession.

4. For the purposes of paragraph 1 of this Article, any instrument deposited by a regional econom-
ic integration organization shall not be counted as additional to those deposited by its member States.

Article 22
The provisions of Article 15 of the Convention on the adoption of amendments to the Convention 

shall apply mutatis mutandis to this Agreement.

Article 23
1. The provisions of Article 16 of  the Convention on the adoption and amendment of annexes 

to the Convention shall apply mutatis mutandis to this Agreement.
2. Annexes to this Agreement shall form an integral part thereof and, unless otherwise express-

ly provided for, a reference to this Agreement constitutes at the same time a reference to any annexes 
thereto. Such annexes shall be restricted to lists, forms and any other material of a descriptive nature 
that is of a scientific, technical, procedural or administrative character.
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Article 24
The provisions of Article 14 of the Convention on settlement of disputes shall apply mutatis mu-

tandis to this Agreement.

Article 25
1. Each Party shall have one vote, except as provided for paragraph 2 of this Article.
2. Regional economic integration organizations, in matters within their competence, shall exercise 

their right to vote with a number of votes equal to the number of their member States that are Parties 
to this Agreement. Such an organization shall not exercise its right to vote if any of its member States 
exercises its right, and vice versa.

Article 26
The Secretary-General of the United Nations shall be the Depositary of this Agreement.

Article 27
No reservations may be made to this Agreement.

Article 28
1. At any time after three years from the date on which this Agreement has entered into force for 

a Party, that Party may withdraw from this Agreement by giving written notification to the Depositary.
2. Any such withdrawal shall take effect upon expiry of one year from the date of receipt by the 

Depositary of the notification of withdrawal, or on such later date as may be specified in the notifica-
tion of withdrawal. 

3. Any Party that withdraws from the Convention shall be considered as also having withdrawn 
from this Agreement.

Article 29
The original of this Agreement, of which the Arabic, Chinese, English, French, Russian and Spanish 

texts are equally authentic, shall be deposited with the Secretary-General of the United Nations.

DONE at Paris this twelfth day of December two thousand and fifteen.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned, being duly authorized to that effect, have signed this 
Agreement.

Source: https://en.wikisource.org/wiki/Paris_Agreement
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Joint statement of the Russian Federation and the People’s Assembly 
of the Russian Federation Republic of China on strengthening 
global strategic stability in the world modern era. June 5, 2019

The Russian Federation and the People’s Republic of China, based on the  relations of compre-
hensive, equal and trustful partnership and strategic cooperation between the two states, conscious 
of their responsibilities for ensuring international security and considering the importance of main-
taining global and regional strategic stability, state the following: 

Recognizing that nowadays international security is facing serious challenges, the two sides in-
tend to deepen mutual trust and strengthen cooperation in the strategic sphere, as well as persistent-
ly protect global and regional strategic stability.

The two sides intend to continue to act in the spirit of the Joint Statement by the President of the 
Russian Federation and the  President of  the People’s Republic of  China on Strengthening Global 
Strategic Stability signed in Beijing on June 25, 2016, and confirm the importance of the principles set 
forth therein.

Russia and China note with concern the extremely dangerous actions of certain state that demol-
ish or alter the existing architecture of arms control and non-proliferation  of weapons of mass de-
struction (WMD) to suit its geopolitical and even commercial needs. In pursuit of strategic advantage 
in the military sphere and “absolute security”, and in order to gain unlimited capabilities of exerting 
military and political pressure on opponents, such state unceremoniously sabotages the mechanisms 
instrumental for maintaining stability.

The two sides stress the importance of preserving good relations between the major powers in re-
solving global strategic issues. Nuclear-weapon States bear great responsibility for maintaining in-
ternational security and global strategic stability. They should resolve problems of mutual concerns 
through dialogue and consultations, enhance mutual trust, strengthen common security, as well as 
avoid misunderstandings and misguided strategic decisions. 

The two sides emphasize that the nuclear powers should move away from the Cold War mentali-
ty and zero-sum games, stop the unrestricted development of global missile defense (MD) system, di-
minish the role of nuclear weapons in national security policy and earnestly reduce the threat of nu-
clear war. The denunciation by the United States of America of the Treaty Between the United States 
of America   and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Systems in 2001, that had been one of the pillars of the system maintaining strategic stability for three 
decades, was a prelude to the building-up of the U.S. global MD system. Actions of the U.S., particular-
ly its plans to develop and deploy strategic missile defense assets in various regions of the world and 
in outer space, continue to have an extremely negative impact on international and regional strategic 
balance, as well as security and stability. 

The decision by the United States of America to withdraw from the Treaty Between the Union 
of  Soviet Socialist Republics and the  United States of  America on the  Elimination of  Their 
Intermediate-Range and Shorter-Range Missiles (the INF Treaty) would undermine strategic stabil-
ity, heighten tensions and mistrust, drastically reduce predictability in the nuclear and missile field, 
lead to an arms race and increase potential risks of conflict in many regions of the world. Russia 
and China advocate resolving differences between the Parties to the INF Treaty through dialogues 
and consultations, restoring the viability of the INF Treaty and pre venting developments towards 
the above-mentioned scenarios. The two sides intend to maintain close dialogues and coordination 
in this regard.
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The collapse of the INF Treaty system can have a negative impact on the prospects of the Treaty 
Between the Russian Federation and the United States of America on Measures for Further Reduction 
and Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms, that expires in February 2021 Thus, for the first time in 
decades, mechanisms of mutual supervision and transparency within the two major nuclear powers 
are at risk of total destruction with an extremely negative impact on efforts to create prerequisites for 
multilateral nuclear disarmament. This already complicates the situation in the world and affects in-
ternational security.

The two sides underline that the Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) is one of the pillars of the mod-
ern international security system, a unique international Treaty that harmoniously combines nucle-
ar non-proliferation, nuclear disarmament and equal cooperation in the field of peaceful use of nucle-
ar energy. The two sides advocate strengthening the non-proliferation regime, call on all state parties 
to the NPT to actively implement provisions of the final documents adopted at the previous Review 
Conferences and actively promote the three pillars of the Treaty: nuclear disarmament, non-prolifer-
ation of nuclear weapons and peaceful uses of nuclear energy, so as to contribute to a successful out-
come of the 2020 NPT Review Conference.

The two sides are of  the view that the  irresponsible approach of some states to the fulfillment 
of their NPT obligations is unacceptable. Such states should renounce the nuclear sharing policy and 
repatriate all nuclear weapons deployed outside the territory of the nuclear-weapon states.

The two sides underscore the  significance of  the Joint Comprehensive Plan of  Action (JCPOA) 
and reaffirm their irrevocable commitment to  the continuous and unconditional implementation 
of the agreement in conformity with the UN Security Council resolution 2231 and article 25 of the 
UN Charter. The two sides note with satisfaction the repeated confirmation in the IAEA reports of the 
Iranian side ’s strict compliance with its JCPOA obligations and declare that the unilateral U.S. sanc-
tions against the Islamic Republic of Iran are unacceptable. The two sides call on Iran to refrain from 
further steps to  cease the  fulfillment of  its JCPOA obligations and urge other JCPOA participants 
to fulfill their commitments.

The two sides believe that ban on nuclear tests is an important step towards a comprehensive 
and complete nuclear disarmament and is of great importance to international security and stabili-
ty. The two sides strongly support the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT) as well. Russia 
and China note that the U.S. statements on not seeking the CTBT ratification and start preparations 
of their nuclear-test site for potential resumption of nuclear tests undermine the CTBT. The two sides 
will continue to make every effort to facilitate the early entry into force of the CTBT. 

The two sides believe that arms control is an essential tool for strengthening international se-
curity and stability. The UN and its multilateral disarmament machinery shall play a central role in 
the arms control process. The two sides advocate strengthening collective efforts towards multilat-
eralism and deem it necessary to  resume substantive multilateral work on the most topical issues 
of the arms control agenda with no politicization. Any measures in this sphere should be regula ted 
by fundamental principles of the Final Document of the First Special Session of the United Nations 
General Assembly devoted to Disarmament (1978). In particular, measures for reduction and limita-
tion of arms should be equitable, balanced and conducive to strengthening the security of each state.

The realistic prospect of an arms race in outer space and it being turned into an arena for mili-
tary confrontation that would undermine strategic stability has become a serious concern. Prohibition 
of the placement of weapons of any kind in outer space could avert a grave threat to international 
peace and security. All states should, above all, strictly comply with international law that provides for 
the peaceful use of outer space, including to maintain international peace and security, promote in-
ternational cooperation and understanding among states. The international community should im-
prove the relevant legal system by joint efforts.
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Russia and China welcome the work of the UN Group of Governmental Experts, established to con-
sider and make recommendations on substantial elements of an international legally binding instru-
ment on the prevention of an arms race in outer space, including, inter alia, on the prevention of the 
placement of weapons in outer space, and express regrets that the US has blocked the adoption of the 
report of the Group.

The two sides advocate that the  international community should negotiate a  multilateral le-
gally binding instrument that would provide for reliable safeguards against an arms race in outer 
space and the placement of weapons in outer space, based on the Russian-Chinese Draft Treaty on 
the Prevention of the Placement of Weapons in Outer Space and of the Threat or Use of Force against 
Outer Space Objects. The Conference on Disarmament as the single multilateral disarmament nego-
tiating forum has the primary role in negotiating an international agreement on the prevention of an 
arms race in outer space in all its aspects. Transparency and  confidence-building measures contribute 
to the prevention of the placement of weapons in outer space. Russia and China believe that the in-
ternational community should actively promote the international initiative/political commitment not 
to be  the first to place weapons in outer space.

It is important to  comply with and strengthen the  Convention on the  Prohibition of 
the Development, Production and Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and 
on their Destruction (BTWC), including by adopting the  Protocol to the Convention providing for, in-
ter alia, an efficient BTWC’s compliance verification mechanism, as well as by joint efforts to counter-
act activities raising questions in the context of the BTWC. It is unacceptable to establish internation-
al mechanisms that duplicate the functions of the BTWC and bypass the UN Security Council.

The two sides highly appreciate the  contribution that the  Organization for the Prohibition 
of  Chemical Weapons makes towards construction of  a  chemical weapon-free world, and stress 
that the  integrity, effectiveness and universalization of  the Convention on the  Prohibition of  the 
Development, Production, Stockpiling and Use of Chemical Weapons and on their Destruction are 
of great relevance to preserving the purposes of and achieving the objectives of the Treaty, as well 
as to maintaining peace and security. The international community should deal with incidents of al-
leged uses of chemical weapons by observing the principle of depoliticization within the framework 
of the Convention.

The ongoing use of chemical weapons in terrorist activities and provocative behaviours, as well 
as extremist organizations’ capacity to  produce such weapons cause serious concerns. To address 
the  threat of  chemical and biological terrorism, the International Convention for the  Suppression 
of Acts of Chemical and Biological Terrorism should be negotiated in the Conference on Disarmament.
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WORLD AT A CROSSROADS AND A SYSTEM OF 
INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS FOR THE FUTURE. 2019

These days, the 74th session of the United Nations General Assembly opens up. So does a new in-
ternational “political season”.

The session begins at a highly symbolic historical moment. Next year we will celebrate two great 
and interconnected anniversaries – the 75th Anniversary of  the Victory in the Great Patriotic and 
Second World Wars, and the establishment of the UN.

Reflecting on the spiritual and moral significance of these landmark events, one needs to bear in 
mind the enormous political meaning of the Victory that ended one of the most brutal wars in the his-
tory of mankind.

The defeat of fascism in 1945 had fundamentally affected the further course of world history and 
created conditions for establishing a post-war world order. The UN Charter became its bearing frame 
and a key source of international law to this day. The UN-centric system still preserves its sustainabil-
ity and has a great degree of resilience. It actually is kind of a safety net that ensures peaceful devel-
opment of mankind amid largely natural divergence of interests and rivalries among leading powers. 
The War-time experience of ideology-free cooperation of states with different socioeconomic and po-
litical systems is still highly relevant.

It is regrettable that these obvious truths are being deliberately silenced or ignored by  certain 
influential forces in the West. Moreover, some have intensified attempts at privatizing the Victory, 
expunging from memory the  Soviet Union’s role in the  defeat of  Nazism, condemning to  oblivion 
the Red Army’s feat of sacrifice and liberation, forgetting the many millions of Soviet citizens who 
perished during the War, wiping out from history the consequences of the ruinous policy of appease-
ment. From this perspective, it is easy to grasp the essence of the concept of expounding the equality 
of the totalitarian regimes. Its purpose is not just to belittle the Soviet contribution to the Victory, but 
also to retrospectively strip our country of its historic role as an architect and guarantor of the post-
war world order, and label it a “revisionist power” that is posing a threat to the well-being of the so-
called free world.

Interpreting the past in such a manner also means that some of our partners see the establishment 
of a transatlantic link and the permanent implanting of the US military presence in Europe as a ma-
jor achievement of the post-war system of international relations. This is definitely not the scenario 
the Allies had in mind while creating the United Nations.

The Soviet Union disintegrated; the  Berlin Wall, which had symbolically separated the  two 
“camps,” fell; the irreconcilable ideological stand-off that defined the framework of world politics in 
virtually all spheres and regions became a thing of the past – yet, these tectonic shifts unfortunate-
ly failed to bring the triumph of a unifying agenda. Instead, all we could hear were triumphant pro-
nouncements that the “end of history” had come and that from now on there would be only one glob-
al  decision-making center.

It is obvious today that efforts to establish a unipolar model have failed. The transformation of the 
world order has become irreversible. New major players wielding a sustainable economic base seek to in-
crease their influence on regional and global developments; they are fully entitled to claim a greater 
role in the decision-making process. There is a growing demand for more just and inclusive system. The 
overwhelming majority of members of the international community reject arrogant neocolonial policies 
that are employed all over again to empower certain countries to impose their will on others.

All that is greatly disturbing to those who for centuries have been accustomed to setting the pat-
terns of global development by employing exclusive advantages. While the majority of states aspire 
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to a more just system of international relations and genuine rather than declarative respect for the UN 
Charter principles, these demands come up against the policies desighned to preserve an order al-
lowing a narrow group of countries and transnational corporations to reap from the fruits of global-
ization. The West’s response to the ongoing developments reveals true worldview of its proponents. 
Their rhetoric on liberalism, democracy and human rights goes hand in hand with the policies of in-
equality, injustice, selfishness and a belief in their own exceptionalism.

“Liberalism”, that the West claims to defend, focuses on individuals and their rights and freedoms. 
This begs the question: how does this correlate with the policy of sanctions, economic strangulation 
and overt military threats against a number of independent countries such as Cuba, Iran, Venezuela, 
North Korea or Syria? Sanctions directly strike at ordinary people and their well-being and violate 
their social and economic rights. How does the bombing of sovereign nations, the deliberate poli-
cy of destroying their statehood leading to the loss of hundreds of thousands of lives and condemn-
ing millions of Iraqis, Libyans, Syrians and representatives of other peoples to innumerable suffer-
ing add up to the imperative of protecting human rights? The reckless Arab Spring gamble destroyed 
the unique ethnic and religious mosaic in the Middle East and North Africa.

In Europe, the proponents of liberal concepts get along quite well with massive violations of the 
Russian-speaking population rights in a number of EU and EU-neighboring countries. Those coun-
tries violate multilateral international conventions by adopting laws that infringe language and edu-
cation rights of ethnic minorities.

What is “liberal” about visa denials and other sanctions imposed by  the West on residents 
of Russia’s Crimea? They are punished for their democratic vote in favour of reunification with their 
historical homeland. Does this not contradict the basic right of the people to free self-determina-
tion, let alone the right of the citizens to freedom of movement enshrined in international conven-
tions?

Liberalism, or rather its real undistorted essence, has always been an important component of po-
litical philosophy both in Russia and worldwide. However, the multiplicity of development models 
does not allow us to say that the Western “basket” of liberal values has no alternative. And, of course, 
these values cannot be carried “on bayonets” – ignoring the history of states, their cultural and polit-
ical identities. Grief and destruction caused by “liberal” aerial bombings are a clear indication of what 
this can lead to.

The West’s unwillingness to accept today’s realities, when after centuries of economic, political 
and military domination it is losing the prerogative of being the only one to shape the global agenda, 
gave rise to the concept of a “rules-based order.” These “rules” are being invented and selectively com-
bined depending on the fleeting needs of the people behind it, and the West persistently introduces 
this language into everyday usage. The concept is by no means abstract and is actively being imple-
mented. Its purpose is to replace the universally agreed international legal instruments and mecha-
nisms with narrow formats, where alternative, non-consensual methods for resolving various inter-
national problems are developed in circumvention of a legitimate multilateral framework. In other 
words, the expectation is to usurp the decision-making process on key issues.

The intentions of those who initiated this “rules-based order” concept affect the exceptional 
powers of the UN Security Council. A recent example: when the United States and its allies failed 
to convince the Security Council to approve politicized decisions that accused, without any proof, 
the Syrian government of using prohibited toxic substances, they started to promote the “rules” 
they needed through the Organization for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW). By ma-
nipulating the existing procedures in flagrant violation of the Chemical Weapons Convention, 
they managed (with the votes of a minority of  the countries participating in this Convention) 
to license the OPCW Technical Secretariat to identify those responsible for the use of chemical 
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weapons, which was a direct intrusion in the prerogatives of the UN Security Council. One can 
also observe similar attempts to “privatize” the secretariats of international organizations in or-
der to advance interests outside of the framework of universal intergovernmental mechanisms 
in such areas as biological non-proliferation, peacekeeping, prevention of doping in sports and 
others.

The initiatives to  regulate journalism seeking to  suppress media freedom in an arbitrary way, 
the interventionist ideology of “responsibility to protect”, which justifies violent “humanitarian in-
terventions” without UN Security Council approval under the pretext of an imminent threat to the 
safety of civilians are part of the same policy.

Separately, attention should be paid to the controversial concept of “countering violent extrem-
ism”, which lays the blame for the dissemination of radical ideologies and expansion of the social base 
of terrorism on political regimes that the West has proclaimed undemocratic, illiberal or authoritari-
an. This concept provides for direct outreach to civil society over the head of legitimate governments. 
Obviously, the true goal is to withdraw counterterrorism efforts from beneath the UN umbrella and 
to obtain a tool of interference in the internal affairs of states.

The introduction of such new concepts is a dangerous phenomenon of revisionism, which rejects 
the principles of international law embodied in the UN Charter and paves the way back to the times 
of confrontation and antagonism. It is for a reason that the West is openly discussing a new divide be-
tween “the rules-based liberal order” and “authoritarian powers.”

Revisionism clearly manifests itself in the  area of  strategic stability. The US torpedoing first 
the ABM Treaty and now the INF Treaty (a decision that enjoys unanimous NATO members’ support) 
have generated risks of dismantling the entire architecture of nuclear arms control agreements. The 
prospects of the Treaty on Measures for the Further Reduction and Limitation of Strategic Offensive 
Arms (The New START) are vague – because the US has not given a clear answer to the Russian pro-
posal to agree to extend the New START beyond its expiry date in February 2021.

Now we are witnessing alarming signs that a  media campaign in the  United States is being 
launched to lay the groundwork for abandoning the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty (which 
has not been ratified by the United States). This calls into question the future of this treaty, which is 
vital for international peace and security. Washington has embarked upon the implementation of its 
plans to deploy weapons in outer space, rejecting proposals to agree on a universal moratorium on 
such activities.

There is one more example of introducing revisionist “rules”: the US withdrawal from the  Joint 
Comprehensive Plan of Action on Iran’s nuclear program, a multilateral agreement approved by the 
UN Security Council that is of key importance for the nuclear non-proliferation.

Yet another example is Washington’s open refusal to implement unanimous UN Security Council 
resolutions on the settlement of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.

In the economic field, the “rules” consist of protectionist barriers, sanctions, abuse of the status 
of the US dollar as the principle means of payment, ensuring competitive advantages by non-market 
methods, and extraterritorial use of US laws, even towards the United States’ closest allies.

At the same time, our American colleagues are persistently trying to mobilise all of their foreign 
partners to contain Russia and China. Simultaneously they do not conceal their wish to sow discord 
between Moscow and Beijing and undermine multilateral alliances and regional integration projects 
in Eurasia and Asia-Pacific that are operating outside of the US oversight. Pressure is exerted on those 
countries that do not play by the rules imposed on them and dare make the “wrong choice” of coop-
erating with US “adversaries”.

So, what do we have as a result? In politics, erosion of the international legal basis, growth of in-
stability and unsustainability, chaotic fragmentation of the global landscape and deepening mistrust 
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between those involved in the international life. In the area of security, blurring of the dividing line 
between military and non-military means of achieving foreign policy goals, militarization of interna-
tional relations, increased reliance on nuclear weapons in US security doctrines, lowering the thresh-
old for the use of such armaments, the emergence of new hotbeds of armed conflicts, the persistence 
of the global terrorist threat, and militarization of the cyberspace. In the world economy, increased 
volatility, tougher competition for markets, energy resources and their supply routes, trade wars and 
undermining the multilateral trade system. We can add a surge of migration and deepening of ethnic 
and religious strife. Do we need such a “rules-based” world order?

Against this background, attempts by Western liberal ideologues to portray Russia as a “revision-
ist force” are simply absurd. We were among the first to draw attention to the transformation of the 
global political and economic systems that cannot remain static due to the objective march of history. 
It would be appropriate to mention here that the concept of multipolarity in international relations 
that accurately reflects emerging economic and geopolitical realities was formulated two decades ago 
by  the outstanding Russian statesman Yevgeny Primakov. His intellectual legacy remains relevant 
now as we mark the 90th anniversary of his birth.

As is evident from the experience of recent years, using unilateral tools to address global prob-
lems is doomed to failure. The West-promoted “order” does not meet the needs of humankind’s har-
monious development. This “order” is non-inclusive, aims to revise the key international legal mech-
anisms, rejects the principle of  collective action in the  relations between states, and by definition 
cannot generate solutions to global problems that would be viable and stable in the long term rather 
than seek a propaganda effect within an electoral cycle in this or that country.

What is being proposed by Russia? First of all, it is necessary to keep abreast of the times and rec-
ognise the obvious: the emergence of a polycentric world architecture is an irreversible process, no 
matter how hard anyone tries to artificially hold it back (let alone send it in reverse). Most countries 
don’t want to be held hostage to someone else’s geopolitical calculations and are determined to con-
duct nationally oriented domestic and foreign policies. It is our common interest to ensure that mul-
tipolarity is not based on a stark balance of power like it was at the earlier stages of human history (for 
example, in the 19th and the first half of the 20th century), but rather bears a just, democratic and uni-
fying nature, takes into account the approaches and concerns of all those taking part in the interna-
tional relations without an exception, and ensures a stable and secure future.

There are some people in the  West who often speculate that polycentric world order inevita-
bly leads to more chaos and confrontation because the “centers of power” will fail to come to terms 
among themselves and take responsible decisions. But, firstly, why not try? What if it works? For this, 
all that is necessary is to start talks on the understanding that the parties should seek a balance of in-
terests. Attempts to  invent ones’ own “rules” and impose them on all others as the absolute truth  
should be stopped. From now on, all parties should strictly comply with the principles enshrined in 
the UN Charter, starting with the respect for the sovereign equality of states regardless of their size, 
system of  government or development model. Paradoxically, countries that portray themselves as 
paragons of democracy actually care about it only as they demand from other countries to “put their 
house in order” on a West-inspired pattern. But as soon as the need arises for democracy in intergov-
ernmental relations, they immediately evade honest talk or attempt to interpret international legal 
norms at their own discretion.

No doubt, life does not stand still. While taking good care of the post-WWII system of interna-
tional relations that relies on the United Nations, it is also necessary to cautiously though gradu-
ally adjust it to the realities of the current geopolitical landscape. This is completely relevant for 
the UN Security Council, where, judging by today’s standards, the West is unfairly overrepresented. 
We are confident that reforming the Security Council shall take into account interests of the Asian, 
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the African and the Latin American nations whilst any such design must rest upon the principle 
of the broadest consensus among the UN member states. The same approach should apply to refin-
ing the world trade system, with special attention paid to harmonizing the integration projects in 
various regions.

We should use to the fullest the potential of the G20, an ambitious, all-encompassing global gov-
ernance body that represents the interests of all key players and takes unanimous decisions. Other as-
sociations are playing a growing role as well, alliances projecting the spirit of a true and democratic 
multipolarity, based on voluntary participation, consensus, values of equality and sound pragmatism, 
and refraining from confrontation and bloc approaches. These include BRICS and the SCO, which our 
country is an active member of and which Russia will chair in 2020.

It is evident that without collective effort and without unbiased partnership under the central 
coordinating role of the UN it is impossible to curb confrontational tendencies, build up trust and 
cope with common threats and challenges. It is high time to come to terms on uniform interpreta-
tion of the principles and norms of international law rather than try to follow the old saying “might 
goes before right”. It is more difficult to broker deals than to put forward demands. But patiently 
negotiated trade-offs will be a much more reliable vehicle for predictable handling of internation-
al affairs. Such an approach is badly needed to launch substantive talks on the terms and conditions 
of a reliable and just system of equal and indivisible security in the Euro-Atlantic and Eurasia. This 
objective has been declared multiple times at the top level in the OSCE documents. It is necessary 
to move from words to deeds. The Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) and the Collective 
Security Treaty Organisation (CSTO) have repeatedly expressed their readiness to  contribute 
to such efforts.

It is important to increase our assistance to the peaceful resolution of numerous conflicts, be 
it in the Middle East, Africa, Asia, Latin America or the post-Soviet space. The main point is to live 
up to the earlier arrangements rather than to invent pretexts for refusing to adhere to the obli-
gations.

As of today, it is especially relevant to counter religious and ethnic intolerance. We urge all the na-
tions to work together to prepare for the World Conference on Interfaith and Inter-Ethnic Dialogue 
that will be held in Russia in May 2022 under the  auspices of  the Inter-Parliamentary Union and 
the UN. The OSCE that has formulated a principled position condemning anti-Semitism should act 
with equal resolve toward Christianophobia and Islamophobia.

Our unconditional priority is to continue providing assistance to the unhindered formation of the 
Greater Eurasian Partnership, a broad integration framework stretching from the Atlantic to the Pacific 
that involves the member states of the Eurasian Economic Union (EAEU), the Shanghai Cooperation 
Organization (SCO), the  Association of  Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) and all other countries 
of the Eurasian continent, including the EU countries. It would be unwise to contain the unifying pro-
cesses or, worse still, to put up fences. It would be a mistake to reject the obvious strategic advantag-
es of the common Eurasian region in an increasingly competitive world.

Consistent movement towards this constructive goal will allow us not only to keep up the dynam-
ic development of the national economies and to remove obstacles to the movement of goods, cap-
ital, labor and services, but it will also create a solid foundation of security and stability throughout 
the vast region from Lisbon to Jakarta.

Will the multipolar world continue to take shape through cooperation and harmonization of inter-
ests or through confrontation and rivalry? This depends on all of us. Russia will continue to promote 
a positive and unifying agenda aimed at removing the old dividing lines and preventing the appear-
ance of new ones. Russia has advanced initiatives to prevent an arms race in outer space, establish effi-
cient mechanisms for combating terrorism, including chemical and biological terrorism, and to agree 
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upon practical measures to prevent the use of cyberspace for undermining national security or for 
other criminal purposes.

Our proposals to launch a serious discussion on all aspects of strategic stability in the modern era 
are still on the table.

There have been ideas floated recently to modify the agenda and update the terms. The proposed 
subjects for discussion vary between “strategic rivalry” and “multilateral deterrence.” Terminology 
is negotiable, but it is not terms but the essence that really matters. It is now much more important 
to start a strategic dialogue on the existing threats and risks and to seek consensus on a commonly 
acceptable agenda. Yet another outstanding statesman from our country, Andrey Gromyko (his 110th 
birth anniversary we mark this year) said wisely: “Better to have ten years of negotiations than one 
day of war.” 

Source: https://eng.globalaffairs.ru/articles/world-at-a-crossroads-and-a-system-of-international-relations-for-
the-future/ 
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Vladimir Putin at the forum “Preserving the memory  
of the Holocaust, fighting anti-Semitism”,  
held at the Yad Vashem memorial complex. January 23, 2020

The international forum held in Jerusalem on January 22–23 is timed to coincide with the 75th an-
niversary of the liberation of the Auschwitz-Birkenau Nazi death camp and International Holocaust 
Remembrance Day marked on January 27. On this day in 1945, Soviet troops, which made a crucial 
contribution to the Victory over Nazi Germany, liberated Auschwitz.

The Yad Vashem memorial complex underwent major renovations in 2005. A new display features 
documents and exhibits dedicated to the life of European Jews on the eve of World War II and the in-
human suffering inflicted upon them by the Nazis.

* * *
President of Russia Vladimir Putin: Mr President, Mr Prime Minister, colleagues, friends, ladies 

and gentlemen,
Today we are brought together at the international forum to honour the victims of the Holocaust 

by a shared responsibility, our duty to the past and the future.
We mourn all the victims of the Nazis, including the six million Jews tortured in ghettos and death 

camps and killed cruelly during raids. Forty percent of  them were citizens of  the Soviet Union, so 
the Holocaust has always been a deep wound for us, a tragedy we will always remember.

Before visiting Jerusalem, I looked through original documents, reports by Red Army officers af-
ter the liberation of Auschwitz. I must tell you, colleagues, it is very difficult, unbearable to read these 
military reports, documents describing in detail how the camp was set up, how the cold-blooded kill-
ing machine worked.

Many of them were hand-written by soldiers and officers of the Red Army on the second or third day 
after the liberation of the prisoners and convey the shock that the Red Army soldiers and officers ex-
perienced from what they saw there, from testimonies that caused pain, indignation and compassion.

Red Army Field Marshal Konev, who then led the military operation to capture the densely pop-
ulated Silesian industrial region of Germany, used tactics to spare as many civilians as possible and, 
having received a report about the atrocities committed at Auschwitz, forbade himself from even see-
ing this camp. Later he wrote in his memoirs that he had no right to lose his moral strength, so that 
a fair sense of revenge would not have blinded him during military operations and would not have 
caused additional suffering and casualties among the civilian population of Germany.

January 27 marks the 75th anniversary of the liberation of Auschwitz. In this hell, where people 
from different countries were brought for torture, monstrous experiments and mass killing, hundreds 
of thousands of people of different ethnicities died. More than half of them were Jews.

The crimes committed by  the Nazis, their deliberate, planned, and as they said, ”final solution 
to the Jewish issue,“ is one of the darkest and most shameful pages of modern world history.

But we should not forget that this crime also had accomplices. They were often crueler than their 
masters. Death factories and concentration camps were served not only by the Nazis, but also by their 
accomplices in many European countries.

In the occupied territories of the Soviet Union, where these criminals were operating, the largest 
number of Jews were killed. Thus, about 1.4 million Jews were killed in Ukraine, and 220,000 people 
were killed in Lithuania. I draw your attention, friends, to the fact that this is 95 percent of the pre-
war Jewish population of this country. In Latvia, 77,000 Jewish people were killed. Only a few hundred 
Latvian Jews survived the Holocaust.
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The Holocaust was deliberate annihilation of people. But we must remember that the Nazis in-
tended the same fate for many other peoples. Russians, Belarusians, Ukrainians, Poles and many other 
peoples were declared Untermensch. Their land was meant to serve as living space for the Nazis, pro-
viding for their prosperous existence, while the Slavs and other peoples were meant either to be exter-
minated or to become slaves without rights, culture, historical memory and language.

Back in 1945, it was first of all the Soviet people who put an end to these barbaric plans. As it has 
just been said, they protected their Fatherland and liberated Europe from Nazism. We paid a price no 
nation could even imagine in their worst dreams: a toll of 27 million deaths.

We will never forget this. The memory of the Holocaust will serve as a lesson and a warning only if 
it remains fully intact, without any omissions. Unfortunately, today the memory of war and its lessons 
and legacy often fall subject to the immediate political situation. This is completely unacceptable. It 
is the duty of current and future politicians, state and public figures to protect the good name of the 
living and fallen heroes, civilians and victims of the Nazis and their allies.

We must use everything we have – our informational, political and cultural capabilities as well as the rep-
utation and influence our countries have in the world – to this end. I am sure that everyone present here to-
day, in this audience, shares these concerns and is ready to protect truth and justice together with us.

We are all responsible for making sure that the  terrible tragedies of  this war will not happen 
again, that the generations to come will remember the horrors of the Holocaust, the death camps and 
the siege of Leningrad – Prime Minister Netanyahu has just said that today a monument to the victims 
of the siege was unveiled here in Jerusalem – Babi Yar, and the burned-down village of Khatyn, re-
member that we must remain alert and must not overlook when the first seeds of hate, chauvinism and 
antisemitism take root, or when people start to indulge in xenophobia or other similar manifestations.

Destruction of the past and lack of unity in the face of threats can lead to terrible consequences. 
We must have the courage to be straight about this and do everything to defend peace.

I think an example could and should be set by  the founding countries of  the United Nations, 
the five powers that bear special responsibility for the preservation of civilisation.

We have discussed this with several of our colleagues and, as far as I know, have received a gener-
ally positive response to holding a meeting of the heads of state of the five permanent members of the 
UN Security Council: Russia, China, the United States, France and Britain. We can hold it in any coun-
try, in any place that our colleagues would find convenient. Russia is ready for such a serious discus-
sion. We intend to send this proposal to the leaders of the Five without delay.

We are faced with many challenges. We discussed one of them recently at the initiative of German 
Chancellor Angela Merkel. This is about Libya. But we will have to return to this issue at the Security 
Council and adopt a relevant resolution.

There are many other problems as well. I consider it important and symbolic to hold the proposed 
meeting this year. After all, we are celebrating 75 years since the end of World War II and the founda-
tion of the United Nations.

A summit of the states that made the main contribution to the routing of the aggressor and the for-
mation of  the postwar world order can play a big role in searching for collective ways of respond-
ing to current challenges and threats and would demonstrate our common commitment to the spirit 
of allied relations, historical memory and the lofty ideals and values for which our predecessors, our 
grandfathers and fathers fought shoulder to shoulder.

In conclusion, I would like to thank our Israeli colleagues for a warm, very hospitable reception 
here in Jerusalem, and to wish peace, prosperity and all the best to everyone at the conference, and, 
of course, to the citizens of Israel.

Thank you.
Source: http://en.kremlin.ru/events/president/news/62646



652

Y A L T A  С O N F E R E N C E  A N D  Y A L T A  P E A C E  C o l l e c t i o n  o f  a r c h i v a l  m a t e r i a l s

Part 3.  
On the Path to a Sustainable 
Multipolar World Order 
(Yalta World – 2)

3.1. The Destruction Of The Yalta World

3.2. Dialogue Among Civilizations

3.3. Laying the Foundations of a Sustainable Multipolar World Order

3.4. THE SCIENTIFIC PLATFORM FOR THE FORMATION  
OF YALTA WORLD – 2
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On a Long-Term Strategy for Sustainable Development Based 
on a Partnership of Civilizations. December 11, 2011 
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A Long-term Strategy for Global Sustainable Development 
Based on Partnership of Civilizations: Concepts, 
Strategies, Programs and Projects. June 13-17, 2012
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Source: Partnership of Civilizations. 2012. No 4
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The Moscow Declaration of Intellectuals “To Prevent 
a Global Catastrophe, To Ensure the Preservation 
and Prosperity of Civilization”. December 5, 2012
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Source: PARTNERSHIP OF CIVILIZATIONS. 2014. No 1-2
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On the Path to the Noospheric Civilization Recommendations  
of the 4th World Congress of Global Civilization. December 3–5, 2013
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Joint statement by President of the Russian Federation Vladimir Putin 
and President of the United States of America Donald Trump  
commemorating the 75th Anniversary of the meeting on the Elbe.  
April 25, 2020

April 25, 2020, marks the 75th Anniversary of the historic meeting between Soviet and American 
soldiers, who shook hands on the damaged bridge over the Elbe River. This event heralded the deci-
sive defeat of the Nazi regime.

The meeting on the Elbe represented a culmination of tremendous efforts by the many countries 
and peoples that joined forces under the framework of the United Nations Declaration of 1942. This 
common struggle required enormous sacrifice by millions of soldiers, sailors, and citizens in multi-
ple theaters of war.

We also recognize the contributions from millions of men and women on the home front, who 
forged vast quantities of war materials for use around the world. Workers and manufacturers played 
a crucial role in supplying the allied forces with the tools necessary for victory.

The “Spirit of the Elbe” is an example of how our countries can put aside differences, build trust, 
and cooperate in pursuit of a greater cause. As we work today to confront the most important chal-
lenges of the 21st century, we pay tribute to the valor and courage of all those who fought together to 
defeat fascism. Their heroic feat will never be forgotten.

Source: http://www.kremlin.ru/events/president/news/63277 
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