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FOREWORD

The present publication is the latest in a series of volumes 
that have been issued annually since 1960. These volumes 
contain basic documents on disarmament, arms control, and 
related matters. The work of the United States Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency during 1966 is described in the 
Agency’s annual report, which is printed at the end of the 
documentary material.

The documents are arranged in chronological order. They 
are preceded by a topical list of documents and followed by a 
chronological list. Other reference aids include lists of abbrevia
tions, international organizations and conferences, and persons. 
The volume also includes a bibliography and an index.

The papers were compiled and annotated by Robert W. 
Lambert, with the assistance of Ruth Ihara, Jean Mayer, and 
Jacqueline S. Mithun. Other oiKcers of the United States Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency also made useful suggestions.

Technical editing was done in the Publishing and Repro
duction Services Division, Department of State, by Mary V. 
BuUick and Anne K. Pond of the Editorial Services Branch, 
under the direction of Dorothy M. Hine, Chief, Legal Editing 
Section.
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2 France has not participated in the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee.
3 Has not met since 1962.
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ACDA Report on Worldwide Defense Expenditures and 
Selected Economic Data for Calendar Year 1964 {Ex
tract}, January 1966 ^

DEFENSE EXPENDITURES''

World-wide. In  1964 global defense expenditures appear to have 
exceeded $130 billion, an average of more than $40 per capita. This 
suggests some increase in total defense spending since the estimate 
of $120 billion was made by United Nations (UN) specialists in 1962. 
Although available national figures bear out this rise in the world 
total, direct comparisons with the UN study cannot be made since 
it did not contain a breakdown by countries in dollar equivalents.

Major Powers a/nd Military AUia/rvces. One characteristic of the 
1964 pattern of defense expenditures (and for prior years as well) 
is its essentially bi-polar nature. Defense expenditures of the two 
major powers, the United States and the Soviet Union, accounted 
for nearly $90 billion, or close to two-thirds of the world total.

The two major military alliances, the North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization (NATO) and the Warsaw Pact, accounted for an esti
mated 85 percent of world total expenditures. NATO defense ex
penditures amounted to $73 billion, whereas Warsaw Pact expendi
tures are estimated to have exceeded $40 billion in terms of equivalent 
purchasing power.

Less Developed Oomitries.^ Total defense expenditures in 1964

^AODA Research Report 06-1 (Jan. 1966), pp. 2-6. The statistical annexes 
are not printed here.

^‘‘Defense expenditures” are defined in this paper to mean total military 
expenditures of national defense agencies, as weU as the military component of 
mixed civilian-military activities such as atomic energy. Excluded are expend
itures for civilian space activities and civil defense. Except for the Warsaw 
Pact countries (for which rough purchasing power equivalents are used) 
defense expenditures in national currencies are generally converted into dollars 
at official exchange rates.

®For this report, “less developed” countries include the following: Albania, 
Bulgaria, Greece, Portugal, Spain, Turkey, Yugoslavia, all of the Near East 
and South Asia, aU of the Far East except Japan, all of Latin America, and 
all of Africa except the RepubUc of South Africa. (Mainland Ohina, with an

1
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for the economically less developed countries (LDC’s) amounted to 
roughly $16 billion, or 12 percent of the world total.

Available evidence indicates that in recent years defense expendi
tures among the LDC’s have risen at much faster rate than those 
of the developed countries. Since 1960 the total increase in defense 
expenditures by LDC’s is estimated at more than 50 percent, com
pared to less than 30 percent for the developed countries. Statistics 
on recent trends in gross national product and defense expenditures 
for selected LDC’s are shown in Table 4 of this study.

ECONOMIC COST OF DEFENSE

Gross National Product.^ One measure of the economic cost of 
defense is the relation of military expenditures to gross national 
product (GNP). Defense expenditures absorbed about 7 percent of 
the world’s total output of goods and services in 1964.

Among individual countries, the ratio of defense expenditures to 
GNP ranged from less than 1 percent to more than 16 percent. 
Without reference to the level of economic development in a country, 
these ratios are inadequate as measures of comparative economic cost.

In the less developed countries, average per capita incomes were 
less than $1(50, compared to over $1,700 in the developed countries. 
Relative to per capita income, the cost of defense per person was 
almost as large in the LDC’s as it was in the developed countries. 
I t  is particularly in countries with relatively low per capita incomes 
that the diversion of scarce resources from nondefense to defense 
sectors may be expected to affect adversely the attainment of economic 
goals.

Domestic Inmestment.^ Domestic investment is one economic sector 
competing with defense for the allocation of national economic 
resources. I t  is also an important factor in stimulating future 
economic growth. Though detailed national data are not available 
at this time for inclusion in the statistical tables, rough estimates 
suggest that about 20 percent of the world’s output goes to invest

estimated i>er capita income of about $95, is among the LDC’s.) All other 
countries as a group are referred to as “developed.” These are all NATO 
members excluding Greece, Portugal, and Turkey; all Warsaw Pact members 
excluding Albania and Bulgaria; Australia, Japan, New Zealand, and the 
Republic of South Africa.

“Gross national product” is defined as an economy’s total output of goods and 
services, valued at current market prices paid by the ultimate consumer.

* “Domestic investment” is defined in this report as the value of purchases 
and own account construction of fixed assets by enterprises, nonprofit organiza
tions, anid government. Expenditures of a capital nature by governments for 
defense (excluding civil defense) are treated as government consumption ex
penditures. Generally, the value of physical changes in stocks is included.
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ment in fixed assets such as roads, port facilities, and industrial 
equipment. This compares to about 7 percent of the world’s output 
going to defense. In many of the less developed countries private 
consumption and defense take a high proportion of total output, 
leaving relatively little of the national product for investment in 
development. Some of the LDC’s, such as Indonesia, Jordan, and 
the Syrian Arab Republic, allocate unusually large shares of their 
national product to defense and are able to allocate relatively few 
resources to public investment.

OTHER COMPARATIVE ECONOMIC DATA

Foreign Economic Aid} The amount of official foreign economic 
aid extended in 1964 was relatively small compared to the world’s 
expenditures on defense. Donor countries, including the Communist 
countries, and international agencies spent less than $8 billion for 
foreign economic assistance to all less developed countries in the free 
world. This is equivalent to about 6 percent of the world’s defense 
expenditures. NATO accounted for about 75 percent of the official 
aid extended to the free world LDC’s.

In 1964, total official economic assistance received was roughly one- 
half of the defense expenditures of the LDC’s. With an external 
debt amounting to more than 15 percent of their combined output 
of goods and services, the LDC’s paid out debt service charges of 
over $4 billion in 1964, or about one-half of all the new economic aid 
extended to them in that year.

Expenditures on Pvhlic Ednication and Health. World-wide ex
penditures on public education and health in 1964 were equivalent 
to $125 billion, or close to total defense expenditures for the same 
year. Taking public education alone, world outlays were only two- 
thirds of those for defense.

Except for the United States and the Soviet Union, reported na
tional expenditures on public education and health somewhat under
state actual public outlays for these services because spending by 
provuicial and local governments, which in most countries is con
siderable, is excluded. Private outlays for education and health, 
which are significant in some Western countries, are also not included.

^Foreign economic aid is defined as combined oflScial bilateral and multi
lateral assistance, and excludes assistance from nongovernment sources.
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Letter From Pope Paul VI to Secretary-General Thant, 
January 24, 1966 ^

Mr. S e c r e t a r y - G e n e r a l ,

You are aware how closely We follow the efforts of the United 
Nations to promote peace. Now that the Eighteen-Nation Commit
tee on Disarmament is to resume its work at Geneva, We wish to 
address to you an urgent appeal, inspired by the desire to see the work 
of this Committee culminate in positive and concrete results, and thus 
mark a new advance towards the achievement of disarmament, which 
is so unanimously awaited and desired. In taking this step, We are 
encouraged by the position recently adopted by over 2,000 Catholic 
bishops assembled at Rome at the Oecumenical Council. We are also 
encouraged by the response in the Disarmament Commission to the 
appeal We made in Bombay  ̂ and by the favourable reception by 
world opinion of Our address to the United Nations.^ In speaking 
to advocate the great cause of disarmament. We are conscious that We 
are faithfully following in the path traced by Our predecessors. To 
quote only the more recent of these predecessors, you are aware of the 
lucid approach which Pius X II adopted to the problem from the 
first War Christmas of his Pontificate. In  praying for the advent of 
an order based on law to succeed the ruins of war, he said that, if the 
order so established was to enjoy tranquility and permanence, which 
were the foundations of a true peace, the nations must be delivered 
from the onerous enslavement of the armaments race and from the 
danger that material force, instead of serving to guarantee right, 
might become, on the contrary, a tyrannical instrument for the viola
tion of peace terms which did not attach fundamental importance to 
disarmament reached by mutual agreement, a disarmament that was 
organic and progressive, both from the practical and the spiritual 
point of view, and which, since they did not aim at its honest achieve
ment, would sooner or later reveal their inconsistency and precarious- 
ness.  ̂ Justice, right, reason and humanity. Pope John X X III pro
claimed in his memorable encyclical letter “Pacem in Terris”, demand 
that the arms race should cease, that a general agreement should be 
reached about disarmament and an effective method of control.®

In intervening in Our turn in this sphere. We certainly do not

 ̂ENDO/163, Jan. 26,1966.
® India News, Dec. 11,1964, p. 3.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 464r-465.
‘̂The Pope Speaks, The Words of Pius XII. (Rahway, N.J.: Harcourt, Brace 

and Company, Inc., 1940), p. 231.
Never Agwin War. (New York: UN OflSce of Public Information, 1965), 

pp. 108-110.
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pretend to ignore the complexity of the problem, or to be unaware 
of the vast difficulties which the United Nations bodies concerned 
have been facing since their foundation with a resolution and com
petence to which it is only right to pay a tribute.

There is, however, no denying that, with every day that passes, it 
is becoming more and more obvious that no lasting peace can be estab
lished among men until there has been an effective, general and con
trolled reduction in armaments. With every day that passes, the 
contrast also becomes more painful and acute between the huge sums 
being swallowed up by the manufacture of armaments and the im
mense and growing material distress of over half the human race, 
whose most elementary needs remain unsatisfied. We are confident 
that you will receive this intervention on Our part as a testimony of 
the esteem in which We hold the authority of the United Nations and 
the high qualifications of the members of the Eighteen-Nation Com
mittee. We would also ask you to see in it the echo of an ardent 
hope cherished by the men of today, whose views We believe We can 
and should convey to you on behalf of the Oecumenical Council that 
has just been held in Rome. I t  is in. this spirit that We express Our 
wishes for the complete success of the forthcoming discussions at 
Geneva and that We call for the blessing of Almighty God on these 
discussions and on those who are to take part in them.

(Signed) P aul VI
T h e  V atican

Message From President Johnson to the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee, January 27,1966 ^

The avoidance of war and particularly nuclear war is the central, 
common concern of all mankind.

My country is dedicated to this end. The effort to control, and 
reduce—and ultimately eliminate—modern engines of nuclear de
struction is fundamental to our policy. We have, with all mankind, 
a common interest in acting now to prevent nuclear spread, to halt the 
nuclear arms race, and to reduce nuclear stocks.

For this reason, we must press on with our work in Geneva. I t  is 
true that our meeting is shadowed by continuing aggression against 
the people and Government of South Viet-Nam. There are differences 
among the members of this Conference on Viet-Nam, but these differ
ences make our common interest in preventing nuclear spread and

" ENDC/165, Jan. 27,1966.
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curbing the nuclear arms race all the more important to pursue. Even 
while our own nation is engaged in necessary resistance to aggression 
in South-East Asia, it must continue to pursue every avenue for stable 
peace, both in Viet-Nam and throughout the world. That great gen
eral effort has no more important set of goals than those of disarma
ment, which are the business of this Conference.

I  have instructed the United States delegation to urge upon your 
meeting the following 7-point programme:

1. First, let us seek a non-proliferation treaty which, in the words 
of the United Nations General Assembly is “void of any loopholes 
which might permit nuclear or non-nuclear Powers to proliferate, di
rectly or indirectly, nuclear weapons in any form.”  ̂ We are pre
pared to sign such a treaty, making it applicable to nuclear and non
nuclear countries alike. We are prepared to work with other coun
tries to assure that no non-nuclear country acquires its own nuclear 
weapons, gains national control over nuclear weapons, achieves the 
power itself to fire nuclear weapons, or receives assistance in manu
facturing or testing nuclear weapons. We are prepared to agree that 
these things should not be done directly or indirectly, through third 
countries or groups of countries, or through units of the armed forces 
or military personnel under any military alliance.

2. Second, through a non-proliferation treaty and through efforts 
outside such a treaty, we must continue to secure application of In 
ternational Atomic Energy Agency or equivalent international safe
guards over peaceful nuclear activities. To this end, I  urge agreement 
that all transfers of nuclear materials or equipment for peaceful pur
poses to countries which do not have nuclear weapons be under IAEA 
or equivalent international safeguards. At the same time, the major 
nuclear powers should accept in increasing measure the same inter
national safeguards they recommend for other states.

Recently, many responsible members of both Houses of the Congress 
of the United States introduced resolutions dealing with measures 
to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons. These resolutions are an 
indication of the importance that the people of the United States 
attribute to such measures, and to the role that international safeguards 
should play in them. I  fully share these views.

3. Third, so that those who forswear nuclear weapons may forever 
refrain without fear from entering the nuclear arms race, let us strive 
to strengthen United Nations and other international security arrange
ments. Meanwhile, the nations that do not seek the nuclear path can 
be sure that they will have our strong support against threats of nu
clear blackmail.

Documents on Disarmament, 1965, p. 533.
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4. Fourth, my country persists in its belief that the perils of prolif
eration would be materially reduced by an extension of the limited test 
ban treaty  ̂ to cover underground nuclear tests. For such an exten
sion, the United States will require only that number and kind of in
spections which modern science shows to be necessary to assure that the 
treaty is being faithfully observed. We call upon those nations truly 
interested in such a ban to provide to this Committee any improve
ments in means for the detection and identification of seismic events 
which their research ejfforts may have developed.

5. Fifth, let us seek agreement not to increase, and indeed to reduce, 
nuclear materials in weapons stockpiles. The United States continues 
to urge a verified halt in the production of fissionable materials for use 
in weapons. We continue to urge that -such a halt be accompanied by 
the transfer of large quantities of fissionable material to peaceful pur
poses, under international safeguards. We continue to urge the 
demonstrated destruction of thousands of nuclear weapons by the 
United States and USSR to produce this fissionable material. We 
have also stated our willingness, if others cannot now agree to halting 
all production of fissionable material for use in weapons, to accept 
step-by-step reductions of such production by the shutting down of 
equivalent facilities on a plant-by-plant basis, with the same type of 
effective inspection applicable to all.

6. Sixth, as another step to reduce the dangers and burdens of nu
clear arms, let us direct our attention to modern, long-range, high
speed carriers of nuclear destruction. I  urge continued exploration of 
the terms and conditions which could make acceptable to all the pro
posal I  put before you in 1964 for a freeze on offensive and defensive 
strategic bombers and missiles designed to carry nuclear weapons.^ I f  
progress can be made here, the United States will be prepared to 
explore the possibility of significant reductions in the number of these 
delivery vehicles. To facilitate agreement, let us begin now to seek 
common understanding of some of the issues involved in both these 
proposals.

7. Seventh, as we focus on nuclear arms, let us not forget that re
sources are being devoted to non-nuclear arms races all around the 
world. These resources might better be spent on feeding the hungry, 
healing the sick and teaching the uneducated. The cost of acquiring 
and maintaining one squadron of supersonic aircraft diverts resources 
that would build and maintain a university. We suggest therefore 
that countries, on a regional basis, explore ways to limit competition 
among themselves for costly weapons often sought for reasons of

" Ilia., 1963, pp. 291-293.
1964, ppu 7-9.
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illusory prestige. The initiative for arrangements of this kind should, 
of course, come from the regions concerned. The interested countries 
should undertake not to acquire from any source, including production 
of their own as well as importation from others, military equipment 
which they proscribe. I f  such arrangements can be worked out and 
assurance can be given that they will be observed, the United States 
stands ready to respect them.

Each of these steps would contribute toward reducing the danger 
and destruction of war. Each of them would take us further down 
the path toward our ultimate goal of general and complete disarma
ment. Yet each of them is possible of achievement today if only all 
nations have the will.

The limited test ban treaty lit a candle of hope in the darkness. The 
gleam of that candle shows the way to a brighter tomorrow if we will 
but follow. We must move toward it quickly while there is yet time.

Message From Prime Minister Wilson to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee, January 27, 1966 ^

The Eighteen Nation Disarmament, Committee is resuming its ac
tivities at a time when, more than ever before, the world community 
stands in need of, and urgently expects, progress towards the great 
objective of arms control and disarmament. The British Government 
consequently welcomes the fact that the Committee has agreed to 
resume its work so soon after the conclusion of the disarmament 
debate in the United Nations General Assembly.

By the resolutions adopted at the recent session of the United Na
tions General Assembly, the nations demonstrated their support for 
and trust in the Committee. That they did so must be a matter 
of deep satisfaction to all delegations; it will also I  hope be a spur to 
renewed efforts in the months ahead. The British Government pledges 
itself to co-operate untiringly in the search for progress.

In accordance with the wishes expressed by the 20th General Assem
bly of the United Nations, the Committee will be giving urgent con
sideration to the working out of an agreement to prevent the further 
spread of nuclear weapons. This is by general agreement the most 
pressing need in the disarmament field. I  trust that the two draft

 ̂BNDOA66, Jan. 28,1966.
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non-proliferation treaties before the Committee  ̂will provide a basis 
for serious negotiation in order to resolve the differences that stand 
in the way of agreement.

The Committee will also continue its search for agreement on ar
rangements to ban nuclear tests in all environments. This would not 
only be a most valuable achievement in itself, but would also make a 
vital contribution to our efforts to prevent the further spread of 
nuclear weapons.

The coming session will, I  hope, be marked by fr^ h  efforts to find 
a basis for a start on real disarmament and also by progress towards 
a solution of the complex problems involved in an agreement for 
general and complete disarmament.

I  send the Disarmament Committee my best wishes for a construc
tive and fruitful session.

Message From Premier Kosygin to the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee, February 1,1966 ^

On behalf of the Soviet Government, I  convey our greetings and 
wishes for success to the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarma
ment on the occasion of the resumption of its work.

More than forty years ago, on the initiative of V. I. Lenin, the 
Soviet Union set as a pressing international aim the accomplishment 
of universal disarmament in order to ensure peace and friendship 
among nations. True to Lenin’s precepts, the Soviet Government 
has submitted for the Committee’s consideration a specific programme 
for general and complete disarmament, which provides for the com
plete elimination of armaments and armed forces.^ I t  was due to 
the initiative of the Soviet Union that the General Assembly of the 
United Nations adopted a resolution on an economic disarmament 
programme which would make it possible to increase the well-being 
of all the peoples of the world within a short period of history and 
would enable countries and peoples which are lagging behind as a 
result of colonialism to overcome their economic backwardness and 
to attain the level of modern civilization.^ That wide disarmament 
programme is still our programme today and we are sure that, in the

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 347-349, 443-446.
" ENDO/167, Feb. 3, 1966.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 77-102.
^lUd., 1962, vol. II, pp. 1236-1238.
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Struggle against the forces of militarism and aggression, it will become 
the banner of an ever-increasing number of people who really cherish 
peace and progress.

Unfortunately, the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament 
has not succeeded in achieving any serious results during the period 
of its existence. The States members of the NATO military-political 
bloc which are taking part in the Committee’s work have not given 
the Committee a chance to make any progress. However, this should 
not deprive the States which really want disarmament of their deter
mination to achieve this aim and to continue their struggle both 
for general and complete disarmament and for the implementation 
of collateral measures which would clear the way to disarmament.

The Soviet Government would like once again to draw the atten
tion of the members of the Committee to the severe ordeals which the 
world is undergoing at the present time. For a long time now, the 
flames of war have been raging in Vietnam, whose freedom-loving 
people have become the victims of imperialistic intervention which 
is also threatening the adjacent countries. The aggression in Vietnam 
is an aggression against all countries and peoples that are defending 
their freedom and independence and their sovereign right to build 
their lives according to their own wishes, without any outside inter
ference whatsoever.

The ideas of peace and disarmament are incompatible with a policy 
of armed interference in the affairs of other countries and peoples. 
Militarism turns to destructive purposes what might be used for 
the advancement of mankind and destroys the results of the labour 
of millions of people.

The Soviet Union, consistently pursuing a policy aimed at consoli
dating peace and achieving disarmament, has on this occasion also 
come to the Eighteen-Nation Committee with a specific programme 
of measures designed to free present and future generations from 
the burden of armaments.

In  the forefront of the work of the Eighteen-Nation Committee 
at present is the task of accomplishing a series of measures relating 
to nuclear disarmament.

The Soviet Government insists on the need for the immediate con
clusion of an agreement on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. 
Unless an end is put to the proliferation of nuclear weapons through
out the world, the danger of the outbreak of a nuclear war will in
crease many times over. Yet there are plans for such a proliferation, 
although they are camouflaged by professions of peaceful intentions. 
These plans provide for giving access to nuclear bombs to the mili
tarists and revanchists of the Federal Republic of Germany, which
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openly sets as the main object of its policy the revision of the exist
ing European frontiers and the annexation of the territory of other 
countries. The peoples, especially the peoples of Europe, are too 
well aware of the adventurist nature of the German militarists to 
reconcile themselves to these dangerous plans.

The draft agreement on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons 
which the Soviet Union has submitted to the Committee is permeated 
with a single aim, namely, to block all paths to the further spread 
of nuclear weapons.^ I t  is fully in keeping with the resolution 
which was adopted by the General Assembly of the United Nations 
and which expressed the will of the peoples.  ̂ In order to facilitate 
agreement on the conclusion of a treaty, the Soviet Government 
declares its willingness to include in the draft treaty a clause on the 
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear States 
parties to the treaty which have no nuclear weapons in their territory.

The Soviet Government fully supports the proposal of the Polish 
People’s Eepublic to establish a denuclearized zone in Central Europe ® 
and to freeze nuclear armaments in that area,^ as well as proposals to 
established denuclearized zones in other parts of the world. I t is 
prepared to assume an obligation to respect the status of any denu
clearized zones which may be established provided that other nuclear 
Powers assume similar obligations.

Three years will soon have passed since the conclusion of the inter
national Treaty Banning Nuclear Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer 
Space and Under Water.® The Soviet Government declares its will
ingness to reach agreement immediately on the prohibition of under
ground nuclear tests as well, on the basis of the use of national 
systems of detection for control over such prohibition.

The time has also come to outlaw the use of nuclear weapons. The 
General Assembly of the United Nations adopted such a resolution 
several years ago, when it condemned the u^e of nuclear weapons as 
a crime against humanity and called for the conclusion of a special 
convtotion.® The Soviet Union is prepared to assume immediately an 
obligation not to be the first to use nuclear weapons, provided that 
the other nuclear Powers do likewise.

The present world situation also urgently calls for solution of the 
problem of the elimination of foreign military bases and the with
drawal of foreign troops from the territories of other countries. The

"76M., 1965, pp. 443-446.
"*/6iU,pp. 532-534.
^ma., 1962, vol. I, pp. 201-205.
 ̂Ibid., 1964, pp. ^-55.

196S, pp. 201-293.
® 1961, pp. 648-650.
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events which are now taking place in the world convincingly show that 
foreign military bases and armed forces in the territories of other coun
tries represent a serious threat to world peace. These bases, which as 
a rule comprise nuclear weapons, greatly inciease the danger of the 
outbreak of a nuclear war. The establishment of these bases and the 
stationing of foreign troops in the territories of other countries are 
indissolubly linked with the preparation and carrying out of military 
adventures, with the suppression of national liberation movements and 
with attempt^ to stifle the freedom and independence of nations. The 
Soviet Union is of the opinion that the Eighteen-Nation Committee 
should consider the question of the complete elimination of foreign 
military bases and the withdrawal of troops from foreign territories, 
so as to rid the world of these dangerous hotbeds of war, colonialism 
and aggression.

In order really to put an end to the danger of a nuclear war and to 
the nuclear armaments race, the Soviet Government proposes that the 
nuclear Powers should consider the question of carrying out imme
diately the programme relating to nuclear disarmament. Such dis
armament must provide for the destruction, under appropriate inter
national control, of all stockpiles of nuclear weapons accumulated by 
States, the prohibition of their manufacture, the complete destruction 
of all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and the prohibition of their 
production, and the elimination of military bases in foreign territories. 
Only such measures, not the elimination of only a few atomic and 
hydrogen bombs from the vast stockpiles accumulated by States, can 
free the peoples from the threat of a nuclear war.

We must bear in mind the fact that the high-sounding phrases about 
disarmament uttered by certain governments are scarcely, if at all, 
compatible with the policy which they are actually carrying out. 
These governments speak of disarmament and at the same time are 
increasing their military budgets, fostering war psychosis and creating 
ever greater international tension in the world situation. The Soviet 
Government considers that one of the most important tasks of the 
Disarmament Committee should be to work out effective measures 
which would lead to the reduction of the military budgets of States and, 
in conjimction with other similar measures, would help to normalize 
relations between nations.

In submitting for the Committee’s consideration these constructive 
and thoroughly well-pondered proposals, the Soviet Government bases 
itself on the assumption that they could serve as a basis for further 
progress along the path towards disarmament.

The Soviet Union, like other peace-loving countries, is fully deter
mined to continue the struggle against aggression and for the strength-
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ening of peace, national freedom and independence and the peaceful 
co-existence of States, irrespective of their social systems. On this 
basis, we shall take an activiB part in the work of the Disarmament 
Committee. Our representatives have been instructed to defend the 
position of the Soviet Union firmly and to explain it patiently. A t 
the same time, they will be prepared to study and to take into con
sideration without prejudice the proposals of any other delegation, 
if these proposals are really aimed at furthering the case of 
disarmament.

Through joint efforts, the nations can and must succeed in putting 
an end to aggression, relaxing international tension, and solving the 
problems of disarmament.

Statement by the Indian Representative (Trivedi) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee {Extract}: 
Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, February 15, 
1966"

The most significant resolution adopted by the United Nations 
during the twentieth session was on non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons (A/EES/2028 (X X )) I t was, as I said earlier, an historic 
resolution laying down in clear terms the main principles on which 
an international treaty on non-proliferation should be based. Ear
lier, on 15 September 1965, during the last session of our Committee, 
the non-aligned delegations submitted a joint memorandum putting 
forward their basic approach to the question of non-proliferation.® 
The memorandum emphasized that a treaty on non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons was not an end in itself but only a means to an end, 
and the inescapable requirement that measures to prohibit the spread 
of nuclear weapons should be coupled with some tangible steps and 
followed by other tangible steps of halting the arms race and lim
iting, reducing and eventually eliminating the nuclear menace. The 
United Nations resolution was posited on this basic approach.

Resolution 2028 (XX) gives us our terms of reference. The in
ternational community has overwhelmingly instructed us to negotiate

 ̂BNDO/FV.240, pp. 10-20.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 532-5^. 

pp. 424-425.
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within a specific framework and in consonance with a specific set of 
principles, as it believes that only a faithful and precise implementa
tion of these principles can meet the approval of the peoples of the 
world and can really solve the problem of proliferation.

There appears to be a tendency, not so much among those who are 
familiar with the subject as among laymen, to think that the only 
proposals on the problem of non-proliferation are two draft treaties, 
one presented by the Soviet Union  ̂ and the other by the United 
States,^ that these are the only two documents which need to be rec
onciled in order to arrive at an intemationally-acceptable treaty. As 
the representative of Italy pointed out the other day,  ̂ the United 
Nations resolution specifically menitioned the two draft treaties, the 
joint memorandum of the eight non-aligned members of the Com
mittee, and the Italian proposal for a moratorium.^

The United Nations resolution, in fact, places all these documents 
in their proper perspective. In the first place, it notes with satis
faction the efforts made by the eight non-aligned members of the Com
mittee to achieve a solution of the problem of non-proliferation, as 
contained in their joint memorandum. I t  also notes the declarations 
adopted by the Organization of African Unity ® and the non-aligned 
Conference,® as well as the two draft treaties presented respectively 
by the United States and the Soviet Union and the draft moratorium 
declaration presented by Italy.

The Indian delegation believes that it is essential that the Committee 
examine in detail the framework of a treaty on non-proliferation, as 
prescribed by the United Nations. Unless this basic framework is 
kept constantly in view and adhered to faithfully, one is apt to con
centrate only on some aspects of the problem and ignore the other 
equally import<ant, if not more important, aspecfts.

We in this Committee are a group of negoitiators, and we have been 
given the terms of reference for our negotiations. The Committee is 
composed of eighteen members and was specifically enlarged from its 
old composition of ten, consisting of five members of the NATO group 
and five members of the Warsaw group, so as to include eight non- 
aligned members. The essence of negotiations in the Committee, 
therefore, is to negotiate among the entire group, representiug the gen
eral complexion of the world community, and not just to reconcile 
the views of the two alliances.

^lUd,, pp. 443^ 6.
pp. 347-349.

« ENDC/PV.236, p. 6.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 411—412.
‘ Ihid., 1964, pp. 294-295.
” m a .,  pp. 443-^8.
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In this conitext I  should like to refer to the sentiments expressed by 
the Nigerian delegation both in New York and in Genem. On 27 
January the representative of Nigeria advised us, and very rightly, 
thsift the pro^blem should not be viewed in a myopic or lopsided fashion, 
reflecting the anxieties and the needs of two Powers or ten Powers.’ 
All members of the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee have to 
look at the problem in a global context and in accordance with the 
directives given to them by the international community, as reflected 
in. the United Nations resolution.

We have been aware of three different approaches emerging ip. the 
discussions in New York and in Geneva on the question of non-pro- 
liferaition of nuclear weapons. As the Indian delegation pointed out 
during the discussions at the last session of the General Assembly, 
these three approaches broadly were: first, the non-aligned, non-nu
clear, approach; second, the interim approach as reflected in the 
Italian draft declaration of a moratorium; and third, the approach of 
the nuclear-weapon Powers and their partners in military alliances 
and others who feel that their security is safeguarded by the existing 
nuclear-weapon Powers. We appreciated that there were divergences 
of varying degree even among the delegations which favoured a par
ticular approach; but basically the discussions revealed these three 
general trends.

I  need not recount in deitail €iit this stage the elements of these three 
approaches. The non-aligned, non-nuclear naitions follow the guide
lines laid down at the summit conferences of their Heads of State or 
Government and sustain the understanding of the problems as given 
in the non-aligned memorandum of 15 September 1965—^namely, thait 
a trea^iy on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons is not an end in itself 
but a means to an end; that this end is the aychievement of general 
and complete disarmament and, more particularly, of nuclear disarma
ment; and that therefore measures to prohibit the spread of nuclear 
weapons sihould be coupled with, or followed by, tangible ^teps to halt 
the nuclear arms race and to limit, reduce and eliminate the stocks of 
nuclear weapons and the means of their delivery.

There is sometimes a misundersitanding in some minds in respect of 
this position, and it is alleged that what the non-nuclear, non-aligned 
countries want is to achieve general disarmament, or at least nuclear 
disarmament, as part of a treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. A comment of this nature reveals a complete misreading 
of the non-aligned position, as we see it. To be sure, the non-aligned 
nations are determined to continue to urge on all concerned the im
perative need to achieve general and complete disarmament; but they

 ̂BNDO/PV.235, p. 30.
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do not say that general and complete disarmament must form part of 
a non-proliferation treaty, or that there can be no treaty on non-pro
liferation miless there is comprehensive or even nuclear disarmament. 
They do not say that the nuclear-weapon Powers must reduce their 
existing stockpiles of these dreadful and much-multiplied nuclear 
weapons before the international community can agree on a treaty on 
non-proliferation.

They do not say any of these things; all tha;t they do say is that 
certain measures, integral and organic to the problem of the spread 
of nuclear weapons, must be taken. As the Indian delegation sees it, 
they go further and say that some measures of limitation and “un
armament”, if I  may be permitted to coin a word, should be coupled 
with measures to prevent proliferation, while other measures of limita
tion, control and disarmament can follow. Their view is that one 
cannot have a spurious treaty which heaps all the control, all the lim
itations and all the prohibitions on non-nuclear countries, while at the 
same time giving a license, even indirect encouragement, to the exist
ing nuclear-weapon Powers themselves to proliferate and to continue 
with their manufacture of nuclear weapons and delivery vehicles. 
The non-aligned and non-nuclear nations do not insist on complete 
and comprehensive equality in this field; all they want is that at least 
some measures be taken which are fimdamental and germane to this 
disease of proliferation and that the causes of proliferation be dealt 
with at the same time as its consequences.

The Indian delegation has had occasion in the past to explain in 
detail what it considers to be the real essence of the problem of pro
liferation. I f  one wishes to diagnose a disease one must see the history 
of the disease. We in this Committee are obliged to go into the details 
and the technicalities of the problem. We must therefore ask our
selves : Why is there a problem of proliferation at all ? Why is it 
that a third country has chosen to be a nuclear-weapon Power ? Why 
is it that a fourth country is developing nuclear weapons and missiles ? 
And why is it that a fifth country is embarking on a nuclear-weapon 
programme? Is it prestige? Is it security? Is it the menace of 
other nuclear-weapon Powers, incipient or otherwise? Is it the risk 
involved in the continuation of the existing nuclear menace, the risk 
of thermo-nuclear war by miscalculation, accident or design ? Or is 
it all this together ?

Surely the answers to these questions must furnish the answer to 
the problem of why there are debates in some countries on embarking 
on nuclear-weapon programmes. Above all, they must provide the 
real answer to the question of how the international community can 
help these countries—or, as the fashionable phrase is, further coun
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tries— t̂o stand firm in their determination to eschew for ever any 
thought of production of nuclear weapons.

I t  appears to the Indian delegation that, first of all, we must ensure 
that no prestige accrues to those misguided nations which have em
barked or which are embarking on nuclear-weapon programmes. 
There must be an end to all this talk of a high table or a top table, a 
select club, centres of nuclear power and a superior coterie or a group 
of four or five who could meet among themselves and work out the 
salvation of the world.

Then there is the question of security. As far as the non-aligned 
nations are concerned, security is not synonymous with protection, no 
matter how powerful the protector or how sincere. Eeal security 
lies in the elimination of the threat rather than in offering protection 
after the threat has been translated into actual aggression. We should 
like to add that what the non-nuclear, non-aligned countries urge in the 
context of a non-proliferation treaty is not the complete elimination 
of the nuclear menace here and now; all that they say is that at least 
a beginning should be made to halt an increase in that threat, to limit 
the circumference of that threat. That would not provide full security, 
but it would be an essential beginning.

In  this context the Indian delegation would like to welcome the 
recent message of 1 February from the Chairman of the Council of 
Ministers of the Union of Soviet Socialist Eepublics to our Committee, 
and in particular the willingness of the Soviet Government to include 
in the draft, treaty on non-proliferation a clause on the prohibition of 
the use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear States parties to the 
treaty which have no nuclear weapons in their territory.^ The Soviet 
draft treaty stipulates that the treaty ‘‘shall enter into force after its 
ratification by all Parties possessing nuclear weapons,” and this new 
clause would be a specific article in the treaty.

This is indeed a step forward in the direction of our endeavour to 
negotiate a treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, and meets 
one of the misgivings expressed by non-nuclear nations on the present 
state of affairs. The Indian delegation would like in particular to pay 
tribute to the Nigerian delegation, which has consistently put forward 
this idea as one of the essential features of any non-proliferation treaty.

To the Indian delegation the most heartening feature of this message 
and this willingness of the Soviet Government to amend its draft is 
their indication that the nuclear Powers appreciate the misgivings of 
the non-nuclear countries and are prepared to implement some of the 
ideas put forward by them in respect of a treaty on non-proliferation. 
We sincerely hope that the nuclear Powers will also take into account

 ̂Supra,
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the other considerations advanced by the non-aligned non-nuclear 
nations, and agree to incorporate appropriate provisions in the draft 
treaty so as to reflect the memorandum of the non-aligned members 
and resolution 2028 (XX) of the United Nations General Assembly.

I t  is the memorandum of the non-aligned members which reflects 
the approach of the non-aligned non-nuclear nations—an approach 
which received a wide measure of support from a vast number of 
delegations during the twentieth session of the United Nations 
General Assembly. On the other hand there is the approach of the 
nuclear Powers—the nuclear “haves’-—and their allies, and others 
who feel that their security is assured by the present nuclear-weapon 
Powers. The nuclear-weapon Powers and their allies believe that all 
that is necessary is to prevent others from joining the so-called nuclear 
club, and that the nuclear Powers themselves should continue with 
their own production, diversification and sophistication of nuclear 
weapons and delivery vehicles. I t is an approach similar to the 
example I quoted last August in this Committee of a Mogul emperor 
of India who was a drunkard himself but who prohibited drinking 
throughout his empire.^

The two draft treaties before us will, however, need to embody a 
more comprehensive approach, and a global approach. A non-prolif
eration treaty will need to deal with the disease, at least partially, 
instead of dealing merely with the symptoms. I t will need to deal 
with the cause rather than the consequence. As the Indian delegation 
has always maintained, the cause is the existing proliferation. The 
possibility of further proliferation is only the consequence.

This is also what resolution 2028 (XX) tells us. I t is necessary for 
the Committee, therefore, to examine carefully the five principles 
stipulated by the United Nations as the basis of a treaty on 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

There is the first principle: namely, that—

The treaty should be void of any loop-holes which might i)ennit nuclear or 
non-nuclear Powers to proliferate, directly or indirectly, nuclear weapons in 
any form.

The Indian delegation agrees with the Soviet delegation and others 
which have placed special emphasis on this principle. As we said in 
the twentieth session of the United Nations General Assembly, the 
treaty must prohibit all aspects of proliferation, direct or indirect, 
through military alliances or otherwise and in any form or shape. As a 
non-aligned nation we are unable to understand why members of mili
tary alliances should receive a special dispensation in the context of

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1965  ̂p. 335.
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non-proliferation. There cannot be three categories of nations: nu
clear nations, non-nuclear nations in alliance with nuclear nations, and 
non-nuclear non-aligned nations. Our eventual objective is to abolish 
all existing differences of this nature. That will, of course, take a long 
time; but we should not create a third category now and retard our 
progress towards the ultimate objective.

There is another element in this principle, which does not seem to 
have been commented upon so far. The principle, as adopted by the 
United Nations General Assembly, forbids not only non-nuclear 
Powers but also nuclear Powers to proliferate. I t says so specifically 
and categorically. I t does not say that the non-nuclear Powers shall 
not proliferate but the nuclear Powers may proliferate and the nuclear 
Powers will agree only not to disseminate weapons and weapons tech
nology. I t says that neither shall proliferate. This is a very impor
tant aspect of the first principle stipulated by the United Nations, and 
must be reflected in any draft which merits serious consideration.

This particular idea is carried forward in a concrete form in the 
second principle: that “The treaty should embody an acceptable bal
ance of mutual responsibilities and obligations of the nuclear and non
nuclear Powers”. To the non-aligned non-nuclear nations this is the 
supreme principle. I t  is not merely a question of sovereign nations 
rejecting, in the second half of the twentieth century, treaties imposed 
by powerful nations on weak nations. I t is not merely a question of 
rejection of unequal and discriminatory treaties. I t is a principle 
specifically related to the question of proliferation of nuclear weapons, 
and emphasizes that to effect a real solution of the problem we must 
deal with the single and organic issue of present as well as future 
proliferation.

This principle is very carefully drafted. I t says unambiguously that 
this balance of responsibilities and obligations of nuclear and non
nuclear Powers must be embodied— Î repeat, embodied—in the treaty. 
I t does not mean that the nuclear Powers may, separately and outside 
the actual text of the treaty, agree to assume some obligations. Those 
obligations must be embodied in the treaty.

The main emphasis of this principle is, of course, on the balance of 
mutual responsibilities and obligations of the nuclear and non-nuclear 
Powers. If  there is to be real equality the nuclear Powers should go 
completely non-nuclear; but that, alas, does not appear to be a practical 
proposition at the moment. The Eighteen-Nation Committee on Dis
armament has been established to achieve that final consummation, but 
the Indian delegation appreciates that it is not easy to achieve total nu
clear disarmament within a short time.

The second principle, as drafted, therefore talks of “an acceptable 
balance of mutual responsibilities and obligations of the nuclear and
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iion-nuclear Powers”. There has therefore to be a balance. I t  has to 
be an acceptable balance— t̂hat is, acceptable to all parties—, and it has 
to be a balance of mutual responsibilities and obligations. Apart from 
the non-aligned memorandum of 15 September 1965, no document be
fore us embodies this fundamental principle. The Indian delegation 
has urged on many occasions that the least that should be agreed upon, 
at least as a beginning, is that all countries, nuclear and non-nuclear, 
should forgo further production of nuclear weapons and delivery ve
hicles designed to carry those weapons. A provision of this nature 
must necessarily be incorporated—or, as the principle says, embodied— 
in the treaty.

There is not the same difficulty in the propositions before us in re
gard to mutuality of obligations and responsibilities on the question 
of dissemination of nuclear weapons and weapons technology, except 
of course in drafting these responsibilities. We must thus have the 
same agreement in regard to the principle of mutuality in the context 
of production of weapons which the drafts before us seek to cover as 
far as the non-nuclear nations are concerned. The Committee must 
therefore devote its special attention to this principle, otherwise we 
shall be acting contrary to the directives given to us by the United 
Nations.

Then there is the third principle: that “The treaty should be a step 
towards the achievement of general and complete disarmament and, 
more particularly, nuclear disarmament”. This reproduces the basic 
philosophy expressed in the non-aligned memorandum of 15 Septem
ber 1965. As I  said earlier, it is essential that we get away from the 
notion that all that is necessary is to ensure un-armament of unarmed 
countries and that we need do nothing towards disarmament. The 
formulation of this principle by the United Nations thus strengthens 
us in our conviction that while we are dealing with a non-proliferation 
treaty we must deal with the problem of reduction and eventual elimi
nation of the nuclear menace as well. I t  is most encouraging to note 
that the overwhelming majority of nations who cast an affirmative 
vote on this resolution in the Assembly desire this to be the basic 
principle of an international treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons.

The fourth principle stipulates that “There should be acceptable and 
workable provisions to ensure the effectiveness of the treaty”. We 
have the example of the Moscow test-ban Treaty,^ which is at the same 
time a beacon of hope and a warning signal. The arrogant refusal of 
China to subscribe to this Treaty has brought us to this sorry state of 
affairs today. The Indian delegation is particularly distressed to find 
that many people talk in terms of accepting the fait accompli^ of ac-

 ̂ma„ ms, pp. 291-293.
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cepting the evil. We must reject this attitude of mind unequivocally. 
Our great Master Mahatma Gandhi taught us one supreme principle : 
never to compromise with evil. The Indian delegation will have more 
to say on this fourth principle of the resolution when we have reached 
the stage of commenting on the detailed provisions of an acceptable 
treaty; for it will need to be borne in mind when we negotiate the 
question of the coming into force of the treaty and of the withdrawal 
clause.

Finally, the fifth principle rightly safeguards the special situation 
of the Latin-American States, the African States and any other States 
which are placed in a similar situation. I t is a matter of profound 
regret to the Indian delegation that an opportunity given to us in Asia 
has been denied, particularly since October 1964, when this hitherto 
non-nuclear area suddenly exploded into a nuclearizing area. In 
consonance with its ancient traditions of Buddha and Gandhi, Christ 
and Mohanmied, Confucius and Zoroaster, Asia had so much to offer 
to the world; but that was denied suddenly because the rulers of one 
country defied the world.

The Indian delegation hopes that the discussions in the Conmiittee 
will proceed on the firm and unflinching basis of these five principles, 
and that we shall soon have a balanced treaty, an effective treaty and a 
treaty without loop-holes— în fact, a treaty which solves the essential 
problem of proliferation: the problem of present as well of future 
proliferation. We are still hopeful, and that is why I  have not spoken 
this morning of what I  called the third approach, the approach under
lying the Italian appeal for a moratorium,^ with various suggestions 
of amendment—as, for example, the suggestion made by the represent
ative of Libya during the session of the General Assembly to the effect 
that a moratorium should apply equally and appropriately to the 
nuclear and non-nuclear nations.^

The Indian delegation will also have the opportunity of speaking in 
detail at some stage on the wise suggestion made by the representative 
of Nigeria: that, if a comprehensive non-proliferation treaty is likely 
to be delayed, the Committee might consider the question of negoti
ating a simple non-dissemination treaty which can embody mutual 
obligations and responsibilities on non-nuclear and nuclear nations 
alike not to receive or give nuclear weapons and technology. We com
mend that suggestion, as we did a similar suggestion made by the 
Prime Minister of Malta at the last session of the General Assembly.® 
As I  said, however, we all hope that we shall receive the unquestioned

1965, pp. 411-412. 
^A/O.l/PV.1356, pp. 33-35. 
® A/PV.1359 (prov.), p. 7.
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and unqualified support of all members for the five basic principles of 
the United Nations resolution, so that we can go ahead with our task of 
negotiating a genuine and comprehensive treaty on non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons.

The problem of negotiating a treaty on non-proliferation has impli
cations far beyond the realm of proliferation of nuclear weapons or 
even of general and complete disarmament. The attitudes that we 
take and the approaches we adopt on this will reflect our attitudes and 
approaches on international relations in general. I t is therefore im
perative that we take a global approach on this issue, take into account 
the needs and requirements of all members of the international com
munity, and follow an approach which reflects our firm adherence to 
the sovereign equality of all nations and to the principles of equality 
and mutual benefit. Otherwise we shall be repeating the failures of 
the League of Nations.

I  should like to conclude with a quotation from a letter written from 
prison by Jawaharlal Nehru on 2 August 1933 to his young daughter, 
who is now our Prime Minister:

Another great failure at world efforts at co-operation has been the Disarma
ment Conference. This Conference was the outcome of the Covenant of the 
League of Nations . . .

The World Disarmament Conference met at last early in 1932. Month after 
month, year after year, it went on, considering many proposals and rejecting 
them, reading innumerable reports, listening to interminable arguments. From 
being a disarmament conference, it almost became an armaments conference. 
No agreement could be reached, for no country was prepared to consider the 
question from a wider international point of view; for each country disarma
ment meant that other countries should disarm or lessen their armaments while 
it kept up its own strength.

Soviet Aide-Memoire to the United States: Crash of U.S. 
Bomber Near Spanish Coast, February 16, 1966 ^

According to official statements of the United States Government 
and reports in the Press, a United States B-52 bomber carrying nuclear 
weapons crashed on 17 January 1966 over the Spanish coast. As a 
result of this accident, four hydrogen bombs, each of them a hundred 
times more powerful than the bomb dropped on Hiroshima and 
Nagasaki, fell on Spanish territory and the coastal waters of the 
Mediterranean Sea. The detonator of at least one of these bombs

^BNDC/169, Feb. 17, 1966, and Corr. 1, Feb. 21, 1966. For the U.S. reply, see 
poatj pp. 59-60.
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exploded, and radioactive substances were released. There is a danger 
of radioactive contamination also from the other hydrogen bomb, 
which is lying at the bottom of the Mediterranean Sea. A large and 
densely populated area is threatened with radioactive contamination. 
Naturally, the peoples are profoundly perturbed by all these facts.

The Soviet Government draws attention to the fact that the ac
tivities which have resulted in the aforesaid events are at variance with 
the generally accepted principles and standards of international law 
and with those obligations which the United States Government has 
assumed under international treaties and agreements in force, and, in 
particular, under the 1963 Moscow Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapons 
Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under Water. As is 
well known, the principal aim of that Treaty was to prevent the radio
active contamination of the atmosphere, of outer space and of the 
waters of our planet. Accordingly, the parties to the Moscow Treaty, 
including the United States, declared their determination “to put an 
end to the contamination of man’s environment by radioactive sub
stances”.̂  Yet the southern coast of Spain, and also the adjacent 
maritime waters, have now been exposed to radioactive contamination 
from United States nuclear weapons.

The contamination of the sea cannot be confined to Spanish coastal 
waters, which are not isolated from the waters of the high seas. A 
very real threat of contamination of the high seas has been created, 
which is contrary to the principle governing the high seas long since 
established in international relations. Thus the 1958 Convention on 
the High Seas, signed and ratified by the United States, which requires 
each State to take measures “for the prevention of pollution of the seas 
or air space above, resulting from any activities with radioactive ma
terials or other harmful agents”,̂  has been violated. How did all this 
come about ? I t  may be said to have been a mere accident. But it is 
permissible to put the question: What kind of policy is this, what kind 
of activities of the military authorities are these, which lead to such 
dangerous accidents ? I t  is enough to put this question to perceive that 
the practice itself of flights by United States aircraft carrying nuclear 
weapons over the territory of other countries and over the high seas 
involves the possibility of such consequences. No one can guarantee 
that if such flights continue, similar consequences can be excluded in 
the future.

United States Government officials have themselves repeatedly re
ferred to the danger of a war breaking out as a result of miscalculation 
or an incident; yet the flights of United States bombers with nuclear

 ̂Documenia on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291—293.
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weapons on board involve the danger of precisely such a situation.
The Soviet Government has repeatedly warned the United States 

Government of the dangers connected with the flights of bombers car
rying nuclear weapons. The United States Government, however, has 
not heeded these warnings, and the flights of United States aircraft 
continue as before. What happened over Spain shows how well- 
founded were the warnings given by the Soviet Union.

What must be done in order to preclude any possibility of a 
repetition of such dangerous incidents ?

I t is quite clear that for this purpose it is necessary to put an end to 
flights by aircraft with nuclear and hydrogen bombs beyond the limits 
of national borders. These flights are a danger above all for the 
peoples of those countries whose governments permit the United States 
to use their air space for such purposes, countries which are enmeshed 
in the trammels of military obligations towards the United States. In  
addition, the activities of the United States create a threat to the 
safety also of the peoples of other countries. The fact that some 
governments are prepared to reconcile themselves to such flights does 
not alter the situation in the slightest. I t is inadmissible that the 
safety of many peoples, not to mention the peoples of their own 
countries, should depend on certain governments that give their 
consent to such flights.

In  drawing the United States Government’s attention to all the fore
going, the Soviet Gt)vernment considers that the immediate discontinu
ance of flights by aircraft carrying nuclear weapons beyond the limits 
of national borders and the strict observance of the international 
agreements prohibiting the radioactive contamination of man’s en
vironment answer to the interests of the prevention of dangerous 
accidents and incidents likely to involve grave consequences for 
peoples, and to the interests of peace.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Nonprolif
eration of Nuclear Weapons {Extract}, February 17, 
1966 ^

The West German leaders do not hide the fact that above all they 
need nuclear weapons. They speak of this openly, without scruple.

 ̂ENDC/PV.241, pp. 24-53.
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You are all undoubtedly well aware of the joint memorandum of a 
group of leading generals of the Bundeswehr^ which was much talked 
of in its time, in which the demand was put forward as early as 1960 
that the Western German army should be equipped with nuclear 
weapons. The Government of the Federal Eepublic of Germany did 
not remain deaf -to these appeals. At the Conference of the Christian 
Democratic Union in Kassel on 10 October 1964 Chancellor Erhard 
stated: “We must place at the disposal of our soldiers those weapons 
which our potential enemies possess.” I  do not think that this state
ment needs any comment. Everybody understands with what weapons 
the head of the West German Government wishes to equip the Bundes- 
wehr ; they are of course nuclear weapons.

During Chancellor Erhard’s December visit to Washington he 
openly insisted on the demand that the Federal German Eepublic 
should be regarded as having equal “rights” with all others in NATO, 
and that it should not be subjected to “unjust discrimination” in the 
sphere of nuclear weapons. These demands of the head of the West 
German Government recall to mind the clamour raised in pre-war 
Germany about the “Versailles humiliation” and the “right” of Ger
many to rebuild the Wehrmacht^ its right to equality with all others in 
respect of armaments. Everyone knows how all that ended.

The West German leaders realize, of course, that they cannot now 
acquire their own nuclear weapons in contravention of the Potsdam 
Agreements. They also realize that any attempt by the Federal Re
public of Germany to manufacture and test its own nuclear weapons 
or to acquire them as its own property will meet with a powerful and 
unanimous reaction of protest and opposition from the overwhelming 
majority of governments and peoples throughout the world. That is 
why they have now chosen a camouflaged and devious way of obtaining 
access to nuclear weapons within the framework of the NATO mili
tary alliance. This was the purpose of the visit to Washington at the 
end of last year of the emissary of Bonn, Mr. Birrenbach, and then 
of Chancellor Erhard himself.

In seeking to obtain access to nuclear weapons the revanchist circles 
of the Federal Republic of Germany naturally come out as the mosit 
militant opponents of an agreement on the non-proliferation of nu
clear weapons. Unfortunately the leading Western Powers, and first 
and foremost the United States, have apparently not so far decided in 
favour of an agreement on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. 
Their position is still ambivalent. As before, they try to combine the 
incompatible. They wish to sign a treaty which, in regard to national 
ownership, would apparently prevent the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons, but would at the same time leave to the Western Powers the
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possibility of making nuclear weapons available to their allies that do 
not possess them, through collective access to nuclear weapons within 
the framework of the NATO military bloc, or of carrying out some 
other plan that would satisfy the nuclear aspirations of Western 
Germany.

Is this not shown by the fact that, while conducting negotiations on 
the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, the leaders of the NATO 
Powers are at the same time making much ado about the alleged right 
of the Federal Kepu:blic of Germany to participate in the disposal of 
nuclear weapons within the framework of the NATO bloc, to have a 
share in the division of nuclear responsibility within the framework of 
this bloc ? Thus the Secretary-General of NATO, Mr. Manlio Brosio, 
has asserted that the right of Germany to determine its own fate 
should be reflected in NATO nuclear agreements.

In commenting on this statement at a press conference on 6 [5] 
November 1965 the United States Secretary of State, Mr. Dean Rusk, 
emphasized that the Germans were interested in nuclear agreements 
within NATO, interested in the nuclear defences of NATO and in
terested in nuclear policy.^ For this reason an endeavour was being 
made to work out a nuclear agreement within the framework of NATO 
which would satisfy all these elementary demands. In  the com
munique on President Johnson’s meeting with Chancellor Erhard in 
December of last year it was also acknowledged that the Federal Re
public of Germany and other interested partners in the alliance should 
have an appropriate part in nuclear defence.^

In  NATO and in bilateral meetings of representatives of the West
ern Powers various plans are still being discussed, the purport of 
which, whatever may be said, amounts essentially to one and the same 
thing— ĥow and to what extent to satisfy the increasing claims of West 
Germany to <>btain nuclear weapons.

I t is obvious that our common task is to agree on a comprehensive 
treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and thus put an 
end to all such claims and aspirations in regard to nuclear weapons. 
At the first meeting of the present session of the Committee the Soviet 
delegation expressed its readiness to proceed to a discussion, article 
by article, of a draft treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weap
ons.® Almost all the members of the Committee who have spoken 
here have welcomed this move by the Soviet delegation. Nobody 
has expressed any objection to our proposal. Apparently at present 
the most rational procedure for our work is precisely the examination

 ̂Docvments on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 514̂ -515.
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of a non-proliferation treaty article by article. We should like to 
begin this examination today.

Two draft treaties on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, a 
Soviet draft  ̂ and a United States draft,  ̂ have now been submitted 
for the consideration of the participants in the negotiations. I t  suf
fices to put these two treaty texts side by side and compare them article 
by article to see immediately both what there is in common in both 
treaties and the deep fundamental differences which separate the posi
tions of the sides. Outwardly the two draft treaties have much in 
common: both the Soviet and the United States drafts consist of a 
preamble and seven articles. Although the preambles of the two texts 
cannot be considered identical, they contain quite a number of common 
provisions proclaiming such aims as the lessening of international ten
sion, the achievement of general and complete disarmament and so on.

The texts of the Soviet and United States draft treaties also largely 
coincide on such questions as the permanent operation of the treaty 
and withdrawal from it, the order of signing, accession, ratification 
and so on, which are questions of a formal nature. On the whole they 
are drafted in similar terms, and their harmonization should not ap
parently entail any difficulties. But that part of the work should, in 
our opinion, be carried out in the final, so to speak, the finishing stage 
of negotiations on this question. At present it is important to con
centrate all our attention on the provisions forming the core of the 
treaty and defining the main commitments of the parties to it, com
mitments aimed at closing all ways, both direct and indirect, to the 
further proliferation of nuclear weapons.

I f  we are to begin with the main thing, we should first carry out an 
objective analysis and comparison of the first two articles of the Soviet 
and United States draft treaties and answer the question: which 
of them corresponds to the solution of the problem of the comprehen
sive prevention of the proliferation of nuclear weapons ?

First of all, it is as plain as a pikestaff that in the United States 
draft treaty—namely, in its first and second articles— t̂here is mani
fested the ambivalent approach of the United States to the solution 
of the problem of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. We 
agree that this draft closes a number of channels for the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons. I t  prohibits first, the direct manufacture of 
nuclear weapons by all non-nuclear States; second, the direct transfer 
of these weapons to non-nuclear States; third, the transfer of such 
weapons “into the national control” of non-nuclear States through

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 443-446. 
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military blocs; fourth, the rendering of assistance by nuclear States to 
non-nuclear States in the manufacture of these weapons.

However, the words “into . . . national control”, which are in
sistently repeated in these articles of the United States draft, in point 
of fact mean that the nuclear Powers, while undertaking not to trans
fer nuclear weapons directly or through military alliances into the 
hands of one or another non-nuclear State or group of States, may 
give control over these weapons to a multilateral nuclear force or other 
combined nuclear force of a military alliance. As a matter of fact 
Mr. Foster himself acknowledged at the last session of the Committee 
that this document does not prevent the creation of a NATO multi
lateral nuclear f orce.^

At the first meeting of the present session of the Committee we 
listened to the message of the President of the United States, Mr. 
Johnson, to the Committee,^ which was read out by Mr. Foster. Hav- 
mg carefully acquainted ourselves with this document, we should like 
to say frankly that we have not seen anything in it that would intro
duce modifications of principle into the United States position on the 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. In President Jolinson’s mes
sage there is a reference to prohibition of the transfer of nuclear 
weapons to non-nuclear States only into “national control.” But, I  
repeat, this is not enough. All channels through which nuclear 
weapons may find their way into the control of non-nuclear States 
must be closed.

I t  is impossible to solve the problem of non-proliferation by limiting 
ourselves to prohibition or to renunciation of the acquisition of nuclear 
weapons into national ownership, under national control or at national 
disposal, while on the other hand affording the possibility to one or 
another non-nuclear State or group of States to obtain access to nuclear 
weapons in one form or another within the framework of a military 
alliance. The prohibition of both the aforesaid forms of access to 
nuclear weapons by non-nuclear States is an integral part of the 
f>roblem of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

But this is precisely what the United States is attempting to ignore 
in proposing that an agreement on the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons should not cover the form of proliferation of nuclear weapons 
by which non-nuclear States would gain access to them within the 
framework of the NATO military alliance. This position of the 
United States shows that actually it is seeking to bring American 
nuclear weapons within the reach of the non-nuclear States that are 
its allies in the NATO military bloc. Herein also lies the fundamental

" lUd., pp. 418-421.
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difference in the United States approach to a non-proliferation treaty 
itself. Precisely in this point lies the most vulnerable spot in the 
United States position, which we certainly cannot accept if we really 
wish to solve the problem of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, 
and not to attempt to use a non-proliferation treaity to obtain a mili
tary advantage for the NATO bloc, for the non-nuclear Powers which 
are members of it.

The Soviet delegation would like once again to emphasize most 
strongly that the agreement on the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons must be comprehensive and must not be a legal basis or cover 
for some third category of non-nuclear States to obtain access to 
nuclear weapons through various kinds of within-bloc agreements on 
the gromid of the so-called sharing of nuclear responsibility among 
NATO members. I t was precisely to this aspect that the representa
tive of India, Mr. Trivedi, drew attention when, in his statement at 
the meeting of the Committee on 15 February, he said:
. . . the treaty must prohibit aU aspects of proliferation, direct or indirect, 
through military alliances or otherwise and in any form or shape. As a non- 
aligned nation we are unable to understand why members of military alliances 
should receive a special dispensation in the context of non-proliferation. There 
cannot be three categories of nations: nuclear nations, non-nuclear nations in 
alUance with nuclear nations, and non-nuclear non-aligned nations.^

Further Mr. Trivedi declared: “We should not create a third category 
now and retard our progress towards the ultimate objective.”

I  should like to state here quite categorically that, whatever may be 
the intentions of the United States and other Western Powers in con
nexion with the plans which are now being discussed in NATO, the 
Soviet Union will never agree to West Germany obtaining access to 
nuclear weapons. The policy pursued by the Federal Eepublic of 
Germany may be approached in different ways; but one thing is 
absolutely clear: access by West Germany to nuclear weapons would 
be a new source of increasing tension in Europe and would create a 
direct threat to European States. All this would nullify any attempts 
to conclude an effective international treaty on the non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons.

I  should like to recall that apprehensions of this kind have been ex
pressed not only by the Soviet delegation. At the last session of the 
United Nations General Assembly we repeatedly heard from the 
rostrum statements by the representatives of various States to the effect 
that plans for the creation of a NATO multilateral nuclear force 
hampered the solution of the problem of non-proliferation. Thus, for

 ̂Ante, pp. 18-19.
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example, the representative of Nigeria, Mr. Mbah, speaking in the First 
Committee of the Assembly, stated:
It seems that one at least of the obstacles to agreement is the military arrange
ments now being contemplated by the NATO Powers/

The representative of Kenya in the First Committee also gave a 
warning about the danger involved in the carrying-out of plans for 
the creation of a multilateral nuclear force:
Looking at the problem in its wider sense, we feel that the proposed NATO 
multilateral nuclear force, if it ever came into being, would hamper the implemen
tation of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons in Central Europe. . . ^

Being convinced of the need to close all channels to the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons, the majority of States Members of the United 
Nations voted in favour of concluding a treaty which—
. . . should be void of any loop-holes which might permit nuclear or non-nuclear 
Powers to proliferate, directly or indirectly, nuclear weapons in any form; . . .*

The draft treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons which 
was submitted by the Soviet delegation to the twentieth session of the 
United Nations General Assembly fully corresponds to the solution 
of this problem. The main provisions are set out in articles I  and I I  
of the Soviet draft treaty. The wording of the Soviet draft treaty 
is sufficiently clear and explicit, and the delegations of a number of 
States at the General Assembly asked that it be taken as the basis 
for discussion. In this connexion I  should like to recall the evaluation 
of the Soviet draft treaty which the representative of Syria made in 
his statement:
The important thing is not to obtain a consensus on no matter what tex t; the 
imiK)rtant thing is to agree on a text without ambiguity \7hich, by its very 
clarity, may command respect for its provisions. That is why the draft treaty 
proposed by the USSR seems to us, at this stage in our deliberations, to be the 
one more likely to mark the starting point for our efforts.*

Here in the Eighteen-Nation Committee the representatives of the 
Western Powers try to pretend that they do not understand what the 
Soviet Union has in mind when it speaks of access to nuclear weapons, 
of participation in regard to nuclear weapons. Today’s statement by 
the representative of Canada, Mr. Burns, provides evidence of these 
attempts of the representatives of the Western countries. I  think that 
the texts themselves of articles I  and I I  of the Soviet draft treaty 
make this question perfectly clear. I  shall now read them out in full
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SO as to dispel any ambiguities that may exist in the minds of the rep
resentatives of the Western Powers in regard to this question.

Article I, paragraph 1, reads:
1. Parties to the Treaty possessing nuclear weapons undertake not to transfer 

such weapons in any form—directly or indirectly, through third States or groups 
of States—to the ownership or control of States or groups of States not possess
ing nuclear weapons and not to accord to such States the right to participate 
in the ownership, control or use of nuclear weaj)ons.

The said Parties to the Treaty shall not transfer nuclear weapons, or control 
over them or over their emplacement and use, to units of the armed forces or 
military personnel of States not possessing nuclear weapons, even if such units 
or personnel are under the command of a miUtary alliance.

Article I, paragraph 2, reads:
2. Parties to the Treaty possessing nuclear weapons undertake not to provide 

assistance—directly or indirectly, through third States or groups of States— 
to States not at present possessing nuclear weapons in the manufacture, in 
preparations for the manufacture or in the testing of such weapons and not to 
transmit to them any kind of manufacturing, research or other information or 
documentation which can be employed for purposes of the manufacture or use 
of nuclear weapons.

Article II, paragraph 1, of the Soviet draft treaty reads:
1. Parties to the Treaty not possessing nuclear weapons undertake not to 

create, manufacture or prepare for the manufacture of nuclear weapons either 
independently or together with other States, in their own territory or in the 
territory of other States. They also undertake to refrain from obtaining nuclear 
weapons in any form—directly or indirectly, through third States or groups 
of States—for purposes of ownership, control or use and shall not participate 
in the ownership, control or use of such weapons or in testing them.

The said Parties to the Treaty shall not seek to acquire control over nuclear 
weapons or over their emplacement and use for units of their armed forces or 
personnel thereof, even if such units or personnel are under the command of a 
military alliance.

Article II , paragraph 2, reads:

2. Parties to the Treaty not possessing nuclear weapons undertake not to 
obtain or seek to obtain, from States possessing nuclear weapons, assistance in 
the manufacture of such weapons or relevant manufacturing, research or other 
information or documentation which can be employed for purposes of the manu
facture or use of nuclear weapons.

Article I I I  also relates to this. I t is brief, and I  shall take the liberty 
of reading it out as well:

The Parties to this Treaty shall refrain from offering any support, encourage
ment or inducement to States seeking to own, manufacture or exercise control 
over nuclear weapons.

Those are the basic articles of the Soviet draft treaty on the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons.

In  the message of the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the
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USSR to our Committee, paramount importance is given to the ques
tion of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. That document 
emphasizes that—

The draft agreement . . . which the Soviet Union has submitted to the Com
mittee is permeated with a single aim, namely, to block aU paths to the further 
spread of nuclear weapons/

The message contains a very important provision which, as may be 
judged from the favourable comments of many governments, fully 
answers to the desires of peace-loving States to put an end to the dan
gerous process of the proliferation of nuclear weapons and facilitates 
the achievement of an agreement on this question. We are referring 
to the willingness, expressed in the message, of the Soviet 
Government—
. . .  to include in the draft treaty a clause on the prohibition of the use of 
nuclear weapons against non-nuclear States parties to the treaty which have 
no nuclear weapons in their territory.

This willingness of the Soviet Union assumes all the more signifi
cance in the light of the fears expressed by the governments of a num
ber of non-nuclear States and, first and foremost, of non-aligned 
countries. These countries connected their fears with the possibility 
that their renunciation of the manufacture of their own nuclear weap
ons might be prejudicial to their national security. At the present 
time, as is quite obvious, if the aforesaid proposal of the Soviet Gov
ernment is adopted there will be no grounds for such fears. The ac
ceptance by all the nuclear Powers of this proposal of the Soviet 
Government would be an important and timely response to the com
mitment of non-nuclear States to refrain from manufacturing their 
own nuclear weapons.

Many members of the Committee have well understood the sense of 
the proposal submitted by the Soviet Government and have given it 
their full support. The representative of Nigeria, Mr. Ijewere, stated :

My delegation is accordingly very interested in this new Soviet proi>osal, which 
we welcome. We are also convinced that the proposal, if acceptable to the 
other nuclear Powers, would go a long way towards facilitating the conclusion 
of a comprehensive treaty which would prevent the spread of nuclear weapons.^

In conclusion, we should like to emphasize that comparison of the 
first two articles of the Soviet draft treaty and the United States 
draft treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons inevitably 
leads us to the following conclusions:

(1) The main shortcoming of the United States draft treaty, and 
a very dangerous one, is that it leaves open the possibility of non-

 ̂Ante, p. 11.
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nuclear States participating in nuclear weapons through the NATO 
military alliance;

(2) In contrast to the United States draft treaty, the Soviet draft 
treaty fully answers the purpose of effectively preventing the prolif
eration of nuclear weapons and provides for the prohibition of all 
ways and means of spreading nuclear weapons, either directly or 
indirectly in any form.

For this reason we believe that the Soviet draft treaty, as it fully 
answers the purpose of preventing the spread of nuclear weapons, 
should be taken as the basis for agreement on this question.

We hope that our Western colleagues will regard in a business-like 
manner the critical remarks made by the Soviet delegation and other 
delegations and that, showing a constructive approach to the matter, 
they will not insist on a treaty containing any exceptions, as the United 
States draft treaty does, but will support the Soviet comprehensive 
draft treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

I  wish to emphasize once again that the Soviet Union insists on a 
treaty which, in accordance with the appeal to us by the United Nations 
General Assembly, would not contain any loop-holes for the prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons or any exceptions. Only in that case could the 
treaty be a step towards a situation in which the very concept of “nu
clear Power” would disappear altogether.

Statement by ACDA Director Foster to the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee: Nonproliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons, February 17, 1966 ^

First, let me welcome you, Mr. Chairman, as you join our meetings 
for the first time this session. My delegation and I  look forward to 
working with you in the future on the very important tasks of this 
Committee.

Now I  should like to take a few minutes to set forth some views of my 
Grovemment on the problem of nuclear proliferation.

We believe, first of all, that in order to make progress towards a 
solution of this problem we shall have to settle this question: what 
is the evil that a non-proliferation treaty should be designed to pre
vent ? There have been arguments here as to whether the evil is exist
ing proliferation or further proliferation. There have been attempts 
t o substitute for the word “proliferation” a different and wholly unde-

ENDC/PV. 241, pp. 34-42. 
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fined concept called “access”. As Mr. Bums pointed out this morning, 
‘"access” is an extremely vague word in English.

Let us look at the history of our negotiations for a description of 
the evil at which they have been aimed. The first General Assembly 
action taken specifically on this subject was the so-called “Irish reso
lution” of 1961, resolution 1665 (XVI),^ which, of course, found 
prominent reference in resolution 2028 (XX) ̂  adopted last year. The 
Irish resolution described the evil as “an increase in the number of 
States possessing nuclear weapons”. I t  expressed the Assembly’s 
belief in the necessity for international agreement—
. . . whereby the Powers producing imclear weapons would refrain from re
linquishing control of such weapons to any nation not possessing them and where
by Powers not possessing such weapons would refrain from manufacturing 
them . . . .

This, in our view, aims at the heart of the proliferation problem; and 
this resolution, as we all know, was adopted unanimously.

Resolution 2028 (X X ), adopted last year, uses the words “prolif
eration”, “non-proliferation” and “proliferate” some dozen times. 
As we all know, however, it does not refer to the loose concept of “ac
cess”. Resolution 2028 (XX) thus points to proliferation as the evil 
to be dealt with. I t  does not, however, define that word. As Mr. 
Bums has suggested this morning, let us decide on a definition now. 
In  our view, proliferation results when a non-nuclear-weapon nation 
acquires its own national capability, or right or ability to fire nuclear 
weapons without the explicit, concurrent decision of an existing nu
clear-weapon nation. From the days of the Irish resolution the aim 
has been to prevent the spread to additional nations of such independ
ent power to fire nuclear weapons. Let us agree now that that is our 
aim. If  we do, we shall have a better chance to make progress than 
if we interject into the discussion such concepts as “existing prolifera
tion” or “access”.

The definition of “proliferation” which I  have submitted to the 
Committee is wholly consistent with the past views of my delegation 
and, I  believe, with the guide-lines provided by resolution 2028 (X X ). 
Thus, on 8 November 1965 my delegation presented its interpretation 
of the first principle of non-proliferation contained in that resolution. 
That principle, it will be recalled, says:

The treaty should be void of any looj)-holes which might permit nuclear or 
non-nuclear Powers to proliferate, directly or indirectly, nuclear weapons in any 
form.
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The meaning we then attached to the word “proliferate” is clear from 
my delegation’s statement about this principle, which was:
We agree that there should be no loop-holes, and the United States draft 
permits none. . . . The United States draft treaty, if adopted, would not per
mit any non-nuclear country to acquire nuclear weapons, national control over 
nuclear weapons, the power itself to fire nuclear weapons, or access to informa
tion on manufacture of nuclear weapons/

President Johnson used similar language in speaking about the way 
we proposed to carry out this first principle. He said:
We are prepared to work with other countries to assure that no non-nuclear coun
try acquires its own nuclear weapons, gains national control over nuclear weap
ons, achieves the power itself to fire nuclear weapons, or receives assistance in 
manufacturing or testing nuclear weapons. We are prepared to agree that these 
things should not be done directly or indirectly, through third countries or groups 
of countries, or through units of the armed forces or military personnel under any 
military alliance.^

This shows clearly our view that proliferation occurs whenever a non
nuclear-weapon country acquires its own national capability, or inde
pendent right or ability, to fire nuclear weapons. By “independent” 
we mean, of course, without the explicit, concurrent decision of an 
existing nuclear-weapon country.

In this concept of proliferation there is no special dispensation for 
non-nuclear-weapon States which are members of military alliances. 
I t is clear, of course, that nations which have freely banded together 
for collective defence against threatened attack have done so because 
they have found greater strength in numbers than they had alone. 
Western Europeans know, moreover, that many hundreds of Soviet 
missiles with nuclear warheads are aimed at them. Is it any wonder 
that they wish to be allied with a nuclear-weapon State ? Is it any 
wonder that they are vitally interested in arrangements for their own 
defence against nuclear attack ? As long as a threat of this kind to 
their security exists, they will want collective ways to counteract it. 
Under the United Nations Charter, collective defence is open to them 
as it is to others; it is not a special dispensation available only to a few.

In this connexion, none of the defence arrangements in existence or 
under discussion among NATO members would involve relinquishing 
nuclear weapons to the national control of any non-nuclear-weapon 
nation, now or at any time in the future—I repeat: at any time in the 
future. Nor would any such arrangement assist any such nation in 
the manufacture of nuclear weapons. They are entirely consistent 
with, and indeed they reinforce, the concept of non-proliferation which 
I  have described. There can therefore be no question of inconsistency
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between them and a non-proliferation treaty. Both, as a matter of 
fact, seek the same objective.

The United States concept of proliferation is also consistent with 
the second principle of resolution 2028 (X X ), that “The treaty should 
embody an acceptable balance of mutual responsibilities and obliga
tions of the nuclear and non-nuclear Powers”. In explaining my 
Government’s support of this principle to the First Committee on 
8 November 1965,1 said:
As we understand operative paragraph 2 B,—that is, the second principle— 
it seems directed essentially to the association of a non-proliferation treaty with 
the various related measures on which certain speakers have placed emphasis. 
The United States agrees that a non-proliferation agreement is not an end in 
itself, and that we must press forward with related collateral measures. My 
Government has a keen interest in this objective. It has proposed, and continues 
vigorously to advocate, a number of specific proposals for related measures. 
What is important is that we make progress where we can, when we can. We 
must be careful not to condition agreement on one measure or another, so that 
we achieve a complete impasse and block chances for any significant arms con
trol and disarmament progress anywhere.

This shows clearly that my Government did not regard the second 
principle as requiring that a non-proliferation agreement be condi
tioned upon any other measure, even a measure proposed by the United 
States. In his intervention on 15 February, the representative of 
India said  ̂ that resolution 2028 (XX) required that we embody in 
the non-proliferation treaty two other separate measures, one of which 
sounded like the United States proposal for a cut-off of production of 
fissionable materials for nuclear weapons, and the other of which 
sounded like the United States proposal for a freeze on strategic 
nuclear delivery vehicles.^ We should be delighted to see these meas
ures adopted. We should like to explore the steps of nuclear dis
armament which might be taken if they were. But I  doubt that many 
who voted for resolution 2028 (XX) thought that they were support
ing the idea that a halt in production of nuclear weapons and delivery 
vehicles had to be embodied in the non-proliferation treaty called for 
urgently by the resolution.

The essence of a non-proliferation treaty is the distinction between 
nuclear-weapon and non-nuclear-weapon States. While it is in the 
interests of both to contribute toward the common goal of non
proliferation, by the very nature of the problem the contributions 
from nuclear-weapon countries will have to be of a different nature 
from those of non-nuclear-weapon countries.
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This inherent distinction was present in connexion with the limited 
test-ban Treaty,^ but there it worked the other way: non-nuclear- 
weapon countries accepted only theoretical limitations upon them
selves, but the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and the United 
States accepted immediate and concrete inhibitions related closely to 
their national security as they saw it. They did so because such a 
treaty was in their own interests and in the interests of mankind in 
general, even though an element of discrimination might be said to 
have existed and even though not all atmospheric testing stopped.

Proliferation is as great a threat to the security of the present non- 
nuclear-weapon States as it is to nuclear-weapon States—and in some 
instances it is a greater threat. Non-nuclear-weapon nations which 
attempt to block progress toward non-proliferation by linking it with 
other measures which one side or the other cannot accept may find 
themselves much worse off some years from now if the bomb spreads 
to yet more countries. On this point I  agree with the remarks made 
by the representative of Czechoslovakia at our meeting of 1 February. 
He said:
Attempts to Unk non-proliferation to other measures could only complicate an 
already difficult situation, and delay and make more difficult the reaching of 
agreement.®

Before concluding, I  should like to refer to one other non-prolifera- 
tion principle contained in General Assembly resolution 2028 (X X ). 
That is the one stating that the treaty should contain provisions to 
ensure its “effectiveness”. When this principle was under negotiation, 
the main issue was whether it was to include a clearer reference to the 
International Atomic Energy Agency or equivalent international 
safeguards.® We think it a mistake that it did not, because wide sup
port for such safeguards was voiced during the debates.

We recommend that, in the light of this support, the treaty contain 
as strong a provision for safeguards as is possible. We welcome Mr. 
Bums’ suggestion that the provision in the United States draft be 
strengthened in the light of Mrs. Myrdal’s intervention last autumn. 
But the argument on this principle of the resolution was about the 
effectiveness of the treaty’s provision for safeguards, not about which 
parties would have to sign. We are therefore at a loss to understand 
how it can be implied that the principle somehow can be read as a Gen
eral Assembly mandate that one particular party join the treaty.

On another subject, and exercising my right of reply, we believe that 
many delegations here are bored with the tiresome repetition of state-
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ments about the Federal Republic of Germany which are so far re
moved from the real facts of life. I t  is regrettable that, as the interval 
shortens before yet another nation may explode a nuclear device, our 
precious time here is wasted by a renewal of unwarranted attacks 
against the Federal Republic of Germany and against the legitimate 
concern of NATO nations with their self-defence. Such unfounded 
charges are obviously not in keeping with the tone and the substance 
of our task here: the determined search for a way to halt the prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons. They have in the past been characteristic 
of Soviet statements before this body. But we should have hoped that, 
with the urgent injunction of the nations of the world to make every 
effort to stop the tide of proliferation, we should hear more than a 
repetition of polemics from the Soviet Union.

I t  is all the more unnecessary as these Soviet charges have been fully 
answered on several occasions by my Government and by other gov
ernments. Recently, on the occasion of Chancellor Erhard’s visit to 
the United States, to which the Soviet representative has referred this 
morning. President Johnson and the Chancellor specifically reaffirmed 
the importance both Governments attach to the quest for a non-pro
liferation agreement.^

I  shall, however, undertake to correct the misunderstanding and 
distortion we have heard of United States policy regarding the rela
tionship and alleged priority between non-proliferation and nuclear 
sharing. As the Western European NATO countries look across the 
arbitrary line that divides this continent, they see ranged against 
them a threat to their existence posed by those hundreds of Soviet 
missiles. I t  is clear that these countries have a legitimate interest in 
the strategic nuclear deterrent which protects them from this threat. 
One of these countries, the Federal Republic of Germany, stands in the 
front line of NATO’s defences. Yet, despite its vulnerable position 
and despite the fact that the German people are cruelly divided, the 
West German Government has committed its armed forces entirely 
to NATO’s military command and has repeated countless times its 
renunciation of the use of force for attainment of political ends and its 
desire to settle the German boundaries question by peaceful negotia
tion only.

As for nuclear weapons, I  can assure the Committee that every nu
clear weapon that the United States has placed in Europe, including 
those in the Federal Republic of Germany, is under United States cus
tody and control. Moreover, there can be no question about the policy 
of the Federal Republic of Germany. The leaders of its Government

633-635.
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have emphatically denied that they seek nuclear weapons. I t is the 
only nation which has voluntarily pledged itself not to manufacture 
atomic as well as chemical and bacteriological weapons. Its peaceful 
nuclear reactors, to which reference was made this morning, are all 
under international safeguards. Since the Soviet Union is well aware 
of these facts, we are only led to conclude that there are political ob
jectives quite removed from the matter of a non-proliferation agree
ment that serve as motivations for these continued unfounded attacks.

The Soviet Union is also aware of the facts regarding the sugges
tions that have been made for increased consultation and shared re
sponsibility among NATO members in the nuclear field. The Special 
Committee of Defence Ministers was established last year to discuss 
ways of improving present communications and consultations among 
the members of the Alliance concerning their nuclear defence. I t  can 
hardly be argued, particularly by the Government that is responsible 
for having emplaced the missiles that threaten the European mem
bers of NATO, that these nations do not have a legitimate concern to 
look to their defence against such a massive nuclear threat. The con
cept of the Special Committee is firmly rooted in the United States 
policy of non-proliferation, since its work will in no way result in 
the dissemination within the Alliance of nuclear weapons or the design 
information to make such weapons.

That is also the case with all the proposals that have been made for 
arrangements for allied nuclear defence. In fact, these proposals 
are not only consistent with our desire to halt the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons, but are also an outgrowth of that policy. I  can 
assure the Committee that the United States would enter into only 
such arrangements as would prevent unauthorized use of nuclear weap
ons, safeguard and protect nuclear design data from dissemination to 
non-nuclear-weapon countries, and require an affirmative United 
States decision for the use of nuclear weapons, thereby precluding in
dependent use by any other nation.

Thus the nuclear policy of the United States with respect to its allies 
is founded on the principle of non-proliferation. There can be no 
question as to the priority between the two, because they are mutually 
reinforcing. I  would thus hope that this Committee could proceed 
with the serious task of negotiating an agreed non-proliferation treaty 
without being subjected to further pointless polemics on the thesis that 
present or future NATO nuclear arrangements are incompatible with 
a non-proliferation treaty. We should not forget that proliferation 
is not exclusively or even primarily a European problem, but a world
wide problem; and we should bear this constantly in mind in pro
ceeding with our deliberations.
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We are somewhat encouraged by the start this morning of an article- 
by-article comparison of the draft treaties by the representative of the 
Soviet Union. We shall ourselves gladly continue with this process of 
comparison, which will show how clearly our draft treaty will help to 
achieve the objectives which we believe all delegations here wish to 
achieve.

I  again wish to exercise my right of reply with respect to the Soviet 
representative’s statement concerning the unfortunate collision of two 
United States Air Force aircraft over the coast of Spain. One is led 
to wonder what purpose lies behind the repetition of false allegations 
about this incident, and why the Soviet representative asked to be the 
first speaker today just to read a note delivered yesterday to my Govern
ment by the Soviet Government in Moscow.'' Presumably, if the Soviet 
Govermnent had something other than propaganda in mind, it would 
have awaited a reply through diplomatic channels. As I  said at our 
meeting of 8 February in referring to this unfortunate collision :
Such accidents are extremely rare, but they are included in United States con
tingency planning with respect to nuclear weapons. No nuclear explosion 
occurred, because the controls designed to prevent such an explosion by accident 
performed as they are intended to perform.^

Last Tuesday President Johnson sent to the United States Congress 
the fifth annual report of the Agency which I have the honour to 
head—the United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. In 
his letter accompanying that report, the President said that the world 
is “approaching a critical period in efforts to prevent the spread of 
nuclear weapons.” He added that the major task of the Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency will continue to be the search for ways to 
avoid nuclear proliferation. The President continued: “I have 
instructed our negotiator to walk the extra mile necessary to ensure 
that the weapons of war submit to man’s need for peace.” ^

My country, my Agency and my delegation are deeply committed 
to this goal. We firmly believe that, with the understanding and 
co-operation of all of us in this Committee, we can and we will succeed 
in eradicating the evil of proliferation before it is too late. If  we do 
so, our agreement will surely stand in history as a milestone on the 
road to a peaceful world.

As a footnote, may I express my regret that the affairs of the Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency require my presence in Washington 
for a certain period ? Legislative hearings concerning the Agency’s 
business have been scheduled to take place very soon. Consultations

 ̂The note appears cmte, pp. 22-24.
^ENDO/PV.238, p. 20.
* Documents (m DiscLrmament, 1965, pp. 636-637.
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with other officials of the United States Government are in order, and 
several other meetings which require my attention are coming up in 
the next week or so. While in Washington I  shall follow the Com
mittee’s work closely, and I  shall return to the Committee as soon as I  
possibly can. I wish you, Mr. Chairman, and this Committee every 
success in this urgent task of achieving an agreement on 
non-proliferation.

Statement by Secretary of State Rusk to the Joint Commit
tee on Atomic Energy: Nonproliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons, February 23, 1966 ^

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members of the commit
tee. I  am deeply grateful to you, Mr. Chairman, for your observations 
about me personally and I  shall do my best to try to deserve them in 
some portion, but I  particularly want to thank you for the eloquent 
and perceptive statement which you made about this problem of the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons.

Man has opened Pandora’s box. Somehow we must find a way to 
close the lid. The subject of proliferation is one which is of deepest 
interest to the President and to all of us, so I  welcome this opportunity 
to comment on Senate Resolution 179, introduced by you, sir, and co
sponsored by 55 of your Senate colleagues.^ I  am very mindful of 
the fact that you. Chairman Holifield, and Mr. Price and others, have 
introduced similar resolutions in the House of Representatives.

In commending the President’s effort to negotiate international 
agreements limiting the spread of nuclear weapons this resolution 
reinforces the position of the executive branch in dealing with the 
threat of nuclear proliferation, a problem President Johnson has 
characterized as the “gravest of all unresolved himian issues.”  ̂ We 
welcome this significant expression of congressional support.

At the same time, we recognize that the resolution takes appropriate 
cognizance of the constitutional prerogatives of the Congress in the 
treatymaking process. In this connection, the resolution is also a 
useful vehicle for promoting coordination between the Congress and 
the executive branch in the implementation of our respective 
responsibilities.

^Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons: Hearings Before the Joint Committee 
on Ator îic Energy, Congress of the United States, Eighty-ninth Congress, Second 
Session, on S. Res, 179, pp. 3-9.

"Pos#, pp. 306^ 7.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1965, p. 354.
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I  do want to say, Mr. Chairman, that I  personally, and I  know 
others in the executive branch, very much appreciate the close, inti
mate, and discreet working relationship which exists between this 
committee and those of us who are carrying heavy responsibilities in 
the executive branch on matters affecting the nuclear field. Your 
advice in advance of the conclusion of negotiations is a very valuable 
contribution to that partnership.

NONPROLIFERATION AS A FOREIGN POLICY OBJECTIVE

The further spread of nuclear weapons increases the danger of 
nuclear war and diminishes the security of all nations, including the 
United States. This is true for a variety of reasons, and it may be 
useful to spell out some of the reasons that have led the executive 
branch to make nonproliferation a major objective of our foreign 
policy.

Nuclear proliferation could add a new and dangerous dimension to 
historical ethnic and territorial disputes existing between nations. 
A decision by one party to acquire nuclear weapons could generate 
pressures on others to “go nuclear”—or to destroy the nuclear facilities 
of the acquiring state before the program reaches completion. In 
other words, it stimulates the threat of preventive war.

Nuclear weapons in the hands of more countries could have con
sequences for world security which no one can foresee. Every ad
ditional country having nuclear weapons, no matter how responsibly 
governed—and may I inject that not all countries are always respon
sibly governed— îs an additional center of independent decisionmaking 
on the use of nuclear weapons. International relations are thereby 
made more complex and more dangerous, and the risk that one of 
such centers could fall into irresponsible hands is increased. Indeed, 
the United States believed—and this is something that is easy for 
everyone in the world to forget—that even one nuclear power was 
too many, and immediately after World War I I  we sought to remove 
nuclear energy from the military field. I t is a great tragedy that our 
proposals were not accepted at that time.

Efforts of the present nuclear powers to negotiate mutually advan
tageous nuclear arms control agreements will be more complex and 
hence more difficult as the number of such powers increases, and of 
course, the overall chance of accident or unauthorized use would 
increase as more nations acquired nuclear weapons.

Our efforts to maintain friendly relations with as many countries 
as possible would become more difficult by virtue of nuclear weapons 
spread. This is because we are seriously and solemnly committed to 
nonproliferation. If  one of two parties to a continuing dispute should 
decide to produce a nuclear arsenal, the United States might have to
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decide whether to assist the other party, either through direct military 
assistance or security assurances; whether to continue economic assist
ance to the acquiring country; or whether to attempt to disengage 
completely from the area, with all the consequences that that would 
entail. The impact of any of these decisions would be far reaching 
and complex.

The spread of national nuclear capabilities would interfere with 
vitally needed economic growth in the less-developed countries. 
Some potential nth countries are attempting to promote their economic 
development with the support of the United States. The cost of 
developing nuclear weapons and delivery systems could force curtail
ment of that effort and tend to cancel out benefits of economic assist
ance provided by the United States.

In  a variety of ways we use our diplomacy to forestall the spread of 
nuclear weapons, not only by exerting our influence directly to dis
courage such spread, but also by assisting in resolution of disputes 
which could give rise to pressures for developing nuclear weapons.

THE NATO ALLIANCE AND NUCLEAR WEAPONS SPREAD

I  would like to emphasize that there is no conflict between U.S. 
nonproliferation policy and possible nuclear arrangements proposed 
for the NATO alliance. No one in NATO—and I  emphasize this— 
no one in NATO has been talking about any arrangement which would 
involve the proliferation of nuclear weapons. No NATO nuclear- 
sharing proposal would increase the number of independent nuclear 
weapon entities or place nuclear weapons in the hands of additional 
governments or additional armed forces.

Certainly the Soviet Union has made charges to the contrary. 
They object to the very existence of NATO. They object to any 
arrangements which tie the United States and Western Europe more 
closely together for defense purposes. They object to the Federal 
Republic of Germany participating in the alliance on a basis of 
equality and partnership with other European members of the 
Western community. Their main propaganda drive has been directed 
against the Federal Eepublic in an effort to divide and weaken the 
NATO alliance, but the West German Government is clearly on 
record as being opposed to acquiring a national nuclear weapons 
capability. The Soviet action in targeting hundreds of Soviet missiles 
on Western Europe is what created a nuclear problem in the alliance 
in the first place.

We have said to the Soviet Union time and time again, and I  
repeat it to you and, indeed, to them again this morning, that if their 
concern is proliferation, we can meet them on that because we have 
no interest, ourselves, in proliferation, and the entire history of the
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United States in this field demonstrates that we take that policy 
seriously.

If, on the other hand, they attempt to achieve other purposes under 
the label of an opposition to proliferation, then we have some com
plicated problems in front of us.

Senator P astore. May I  interrupt you for just a question ?
Secretary E u s k . Yes, sir.
Senator P astore . Is there an atomic bomb any place in the world 

that belongs to the United States of America that can be shot off 
without the direct decision and activity of the United States ?

Secretary E u s k . None anywhere. And this is not just a matter 
of agreements on a piece of paper. This is a matter of the actual 
physical arrangements for the custody and handling of those weapons.

Senator A i k e n . Is that true of other nations which possess atomic 
bombs also ?

Secretary R u s k . Senator, one of the intriguing questions here is 
that, although the Soviet Union feels perfectly free to discuss in great 
detail even rumors which they might hear out of the West about 
arrangements which may be in contemplation, they have never been 
willing to discuss with us what their own arrangements are under 
the Warsaw Pact.

So it is my view. Senator, that as far as Britain is concerned, what 
I  said about us also applies to Britain. I  cannot give you any assur
ances about what arrangements the Soviets might have because, 
frankly, they have not told us and I  could not certify to that.

I  would think, given their general attitude on these matters, that 
they would have their own weapons completely under their own 
control. But I  want to emphasize that, while wanting to talk in great 
detail about our own arrangements, they have not been able to tell us 
two sentences about what their arrangements are under the Warsaw 
Pact.

Now, this development on the Soviet side in placing a large number 
of missiles aimed at our allies in Western Europe led our allies in 
Europe, at the end of the last decade, to be concerned about more ade
quate participation in nuclear matters. Living under the shadow of 
Soviet missiles, they are understandably concerned about the nuclear 
field and desire to have a responsible part in the discussions and ar
rangements respecting their own defense.

This would not constitute proliferation. Indeed, such an arrange
ment would complement a nonproliferation treaty by meeting the 
security concerns of our allies and thus discouraging the acquisition 
of national nuclear weapons capabilities.



RUSK STATEMENT, FEBRUARY 23 45

This fact was recognized, for example, in the joint communique by 
President Johnson and Chancellor Erhard last December. They 
specifically upheld the principle of nonproliferation of nuclear weap
ons under national control. They expressed the view that Alliance 
nuclear arrangements would not constitute proliferation of nuclear 
weapons and, in fact, should contribute to the goal of preventing nu
clear spread.^

President Johnson further clarified our position on this subject in 
his message to the 18-nation Disarmament Committee when it con
vened ia Geneva last January 27. In  outlining this country’s 7-point 
program for preventing nuclear spread and curbing the arms race, 
he said:

First, let us seek a nonproliferation treaty which, in the words of the United 
Nations General Assembly, is “void of any loopholes which might permit nuclear 
or nonnuclear powers to proliferate, directly or indirectly, nuclear weapons in 
any form."' We are prepared to sign such a treaty, making it applicable to 
nuclear and nonnuclear countries alike.

We are prepared to work with other countries to assure that no non-nuclear 
country acquires its own nuclear weapons, gains national control over nuclear 
weapons, achieves the power itself to fire nuclear weapons, or receives assistance 
in manufacturing or testing nuclear weapons. We are prepared to agree that 
these things should not be done directly or indirectly, through third countries or 
groups of countries, or through units of the armed forces or military personnel 
under any jmilitary alliance.^

This being the case, if the Soviet Union is really interested in pre
venting nuclear spread, and not just in political objectives they appear 
to be pursuing under the guise of nonproliferation, it ought to be pos
sible to move promptly toward agreement. But we should not and 
we cannot be placed in a position of surrendering legitimate NATO 
interests which are wholly consistent with the objective of 
nonproliferation.

I  want to say we are pursuing these discussions with the Soviet Union 
earnestly, seriously, in detail, without polemics, in an effort to find 
an answer to this question which has been raised by their attitude 
toward existing arrangements in the Alliance. We are not abandoning 
the effort. We are continuing with great persistence, to use the word 
you used, sir, to see if we cannot find a result.

CURRENT U.S. INITIATIVES TO PREVENT NUCLEAR 
WEAPONS SPREAD

In seeking to deal with the threat of nuclear spread, the executive 
branch has not, of course, confined its efforts solely to a nonprolifera
tion treaty.

pp. 63^-634. 
 ̂Ante, p. 6.
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We continue to believe that the perils of proliferation would be ma
terially reduced by an extension of the limited test ban treaty to cover 
underground tests. By virtue of a comprehensive test ban, the prin
cipal nuclear powers would demonstrate their willingness to non
nuclear powers to forego all nuclear weapons testing when calling 
upon the latter states, the non-nuclear states, to refrain from ever be
coming nuclear powers.

The President has also urged that states strive to strengthen United 
Nations and other international security arrangements so that those 
who foreswear nuclear weapons may forever refrain without fear from 
entering the nuclear arms race. “Meanwhile”, he said, “the nations 
that do not seek the nuclear path can be sure that they will have our 
strong support against threats of nuclear blackmail.” ^

The United States continues to urge a verified halt in the production 
of fissionable materials for use in weapons, and the transfer of large 
quantities of such materials to peaceful purposes under international 
safeguards. During the past year, we proposed the demonstrated 
destruction of a substantial number of nuclear weapons by the United 
States and the U.S.S.R. to produce this fissionable material.^ This 
suggestion meets the Soviet criticism that our previous proposal 
amounts to control without disarmament. More importantly, it meets 
the call of non-nuclear states for moves toward nuclear reductions 
by the nuclear powers. The non-nuclear states have called for such 
action to match any self-denial which they might make in not acquir
ing or developing nuclear weapons.

To reduce the dangers and burdens of nuclear arms, we have pro
posed the exploration of a verified freeze on offensive and defensive 
strategic bombers and missiles designed to carry nuclear weapons. 
Last fall we stated that if progress could be made here, we would be 
prepared to explore the possibility of significant reductions in the 
number of these delivery vehicles. This again would help meet the 
call for nuclear disarmament made by non-nuclear powers which we 
would like to see adhere to a nonproliferation treaty.

The United States has also supported the establisliment of nuclear- 
free zones in certain areas of the world, such as Africa and Latin 
America. Because of their obvious relationship to nonproliferation 
objectives, we believe that the creation of such zones should be en
couraged in areas of the world where they would not disturb necessary 
security arrangements and where provisions are included for following 
up on alleged violations in order to give reasonable assurance of com
pliance. I t is, of course, also important that the initiative for such

 ̂Ante, p. 6.
 ̂Documents on Disarmamentf 1965, p. 435.
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zones originate in the areas concerned and that all States deemed 
essential to the denuclearization of the area participate.

INTERNATIONAL SAFEGUARDS

The members of this committee are aware of the program which has 
been developed for United States support for international nuclear 
energy safeguard programs designed to detect diversions of nuclear 
materials or equipment from peaceful to military purposes. As you 
know we have vigorously pursued a program to strengthen the safe
guards systems of the International Atomic Energy Agency^ and 
EUEATOM. We feel our efforts in this regard have been successful, 
and that both the IAEA and EUEATOM systems are equivalent 
and effective. However, safeguards programs cannot remain static 
but must evolve to meet the challenges posed by the ever quickening 
developments in the civil uses of atomic energy. In  recognition of 
this fact our efforts to assure effective safeguards continue. The 
United States played a leading role in support of the International 
Agency in the improvements of the safeguards system which were 
recently put into effect following overwhelming endorsement by the 
members of the International Atomic Energy Agency when the Board 
of Governors and the General Conference met in Tokyo last 
September.^

I  should like to say, Mr. Chairman, that we are grateful for the 
strong support which this committee has consistently given to the 
strengthening of IAEA safeguards throughout the international field.

We have requested the IAEA to assume safeguards responsibility 
for a number of our bilateral arrangements for cooperation with 
other countries in the civil uses of nuclear energy. Thus far we have 
completed the transfer of nine such bilaterals and have others which 
are being worked on actively in the furtherance of this program. We 
have also demonstrated our full support for the international safe
guards concept by voluntarily submitting several of our own reactors 
to international safeguards inspection in order to demonstrate to the 
world that we do not view the inspections as representing any loss 
of sovereign rights or of commercial technology.® The responsible 
managers of the private utility companies which have been associated 
with this program of voluntary inspections have assured us repeatedly 
that the inspection has not caused any serious impediments to the 
effective operation of their commercial power stations.

As you know, we normally have required our safeguards system 
to control the use of material and equipment supplied, under our

 ̂See ibid.,, 1961 pp. 21-33; iMd,, 1964t pp. 66-68.
Ibid,, 1965, pp. 446-460.

®See ibid,, pp. 214-221, for U.S. agreement with IwA.B.A. on application of 
safeguards to four reactors.
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bilateml peaceful uses programs. However, we feel that interna
tional safeguards are basically more suitable than bilateral safe
guards. They tend to be more credible to the world at large, since 
they are clearly objective, disinterested and not subject to pressure or 
influence from either the supplier or receiver of supplies and assist
ance. They also lend themselves to greater uniformity on an interna
tional basis than would be the case if each of the supplier countries 
designed and administered its own separate safeguards system. We 
also believe that the international safeguards give greater assurance 
of adherence by the countries in which the reactors are located, since 
they are backed by the united sponsorship of the 95 members of the 
IAEA, or by the full membership of EURATOM, as the case may be.

We have strongly supported the expansion of the international 
safeguards system on the basis of our expectations that it might well 
develop into a significant step toward the creation of an acceptable 
inspection system which might serve other purposes in our efforts to 
prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons within the world com
munity.

In  conclusion, I  would like to quote a point in the President's 
recent message to the Geneva Disarmament Conference that is also 
pertinent to the interests expressed by the sponsors of Senate Reso
lution 179. He said:
* * * through a nonproliferation treaty and through efforts outside such a 
treaty, we must continue to secure application of International Atomic Energy 
Agency or equivalent international safeguards over peaceful nuclear activities. 
To this end, I urge agreement that all transfers of nuclear materials or equip
ment for peaceful purposes to countries which do not have nuclear weapons be 
under IAEA or equivalent international safeguards. At the same time the 
major nuclear powers should accept in increasing measure the same international 
safeguards they recommend for other states.

Recently many responsible Members of both Houses of the Congress of the 
United States introduced resolutions dealing with measures to prevent the spread 
of nuclear weapons. These resolutions are an indication of the importance that 
the people of the United States attribute to such measures, and to the role that 
international saf^uards should play in them. I fully share these views.’̂

Mr. Chairman, I  also share these views and I  wish to commend the 
sponsors of the resolution.

May I  close by reminding the committee and our friends that three 
Presidents of the United States, President Eisenhower, particularly 
in his second term, President Kennedy, and President tTohnson, have 
had to consider problems wliich no other President of the United 
States has ever had to face.

This arises from the fact that with the middle fifties, an actual 
nuclear exchange became an operational possibility. The conse
quences of that fact for the human race must not be underestimated.

 ̂Ante, p. 6.
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At long last, Mr. Chairman, the phrase, “survival of man” has moved 
out of the realm of rhetoric into the realm of practical necessity for 
the statesmen of the world.

So, this subject of the proliferation of nuclear weapons is of funda
mental importance to the possibility of peace and possibly to the 
survival of man. Thank you, sir.

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Myrdal) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Nonpro
liferation of Nuclear Weapons, February 24, 1966 ^

As this is the first occasion on which I  have spoken in the present 
session of the Committee, I should like to express the condolences of 
my Government on the untimely death of the Prime Minister of 
Nigeria, Sir Abubakar Tafawa Balewa, and also on the great loss 
suffered by India through the death of the late Prime Minister, Lai 
Bahadur Shastri, and the late Chairman of the Indian x\tomic Energy 
Commission, Dr. Homi Bhabha. During my tour of duty in India 
I  had ample opportunity of appreciating the extraordinary value of 
those two men to their country and as human beings. Thus, for me, 
the sympathy extended to their fellow-countrymen and to their 
families not only is official but also has a special touch of personal 
warmth.

The Swedish delegation did not participate in the general debate 
at the beginning of the present session because we had so recently— 
during the last session of the United Nations General Assembly and 
also in the Disarmament Commission last summer—expounded our 
views in regard to the over-all picture of the present phase of dis
armament negotiations. The specific characteristic of the Eighteen- 
Nation Committee on Disarmament is, however, that it is not just one 
more forum for debate but is intended to be, and is, a closed group 
charged with the duty of negotiating and reaching positive agreements.

I t seems to me that in the Committee’s deliberations we now stand 
at just about mid-point between the initial, more general, debate on 
disarmament and a detailed scrutiny of the draft treaties and other 
documents pertaining to the issue of non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons, which is to be our first item of urgent negotiations. At that 
very juncture my delegation feels a need to raise a few questions in 
order to obtain clarification, without which we find it extremely diffl-

 ̂BNDO/PV.243, pp. 4-15.
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cult to formulate our own position in relation to the terms of such an 
agreement, which is desirable in itself but must also be quite water
tight.

Particularly after hearing some statements made in the course of 
the general debate, we have become uncertain as to how those are 
related to the. drafts and documents submitted earlier and how these 
new suggestions will enter into our negotiations. This is not least 
true of the very important statements made by the representatives of 
the nuclear Powers, with additional suggestions or some shift of em
phasis discernible in the messages from their leaders and in their 
catalogues of proposals, point by point. My contribution today will 
consequently be, not a list of positive proposals offered by my Govern
ment for the conclusion of an agreement, but a list of queries. An
swers to those questions—or, rather, more precise explanations on 
the major issues—are, I  think, really prerequisites for a meaningful 
debate on non-proliferation.

My first question refers to a point of detail, although an important 
one, as it deals with controls. I t  has to be addressed in the first in
stance to the representative of the United States. At our first meeting 
of this session Mr. Foster brought to us President Johnson’s message, 
the second point of which reads as follows:

. . . through a non-proliferation treaty and through efforts outside such a treaty, 
we must continue to secure application of International Atomic Energy Agency 
or equivalent international safeguards over peaceful nuclear activities. To this 
end, I urge agreement that all transfers of nuclear materials or equipment for 
peaceful purposes to countries which do not have nuclear weapons be under 
IAEA or equivalent international safeguards. At the same time, the major 
nuclear Powers should accept in increasing measure the same international safe
guards they recommend for other States.

Recently, many responsible members of both Houses of the Congress of the 
United States introduced resolutions dealing with measures to prevent the 
spread of nuclear weapons. These resolutions are an indication of the impor
tance that the people of the United States attribute to such measures, and to the 
role that international safeguards should play in them. I fuUy share these 
views.^

My question to the representative of the United States is whether 
this means that a substitute is now to be made for the rather vague 
clause about IAEA controls in article I I I  of the United States draft 
treaty. There it is mentioned only th a t:

Each of the States Party to this Treaty undertakes to co-operate in faciUtating 
the application of International Atomic Energy Agency or equivalent interna
tional safeguards on all peaceful nuclear aotivitie®.^

 ̂Arvte, p. 6.
* Documents on Disarmament^ 1965, p. 348.
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Should this now be superseded by a more stringent regulation about 
IAEA controls in the first instance applied to all transfers to the non
nuclear countries? But how far do the President’s words go: “I  
fully share these views” ? Are they intended to signal to us that the 
United States now prefers the more far-reaching wording of the 
articles as outlined in the United States Senate resolution introduced 
by Senator Pastore ? That wording is :

1. Eaeh of the non-nuclear States party to this treaty undertakes to accept 
International Atomic Energy Agency or similar international safeguards on 
all of their nuclear activities.

Here I  imderline “all of their nuclear activities”, as this goes way 
beyond the “transfers of nuclear material or equipment” which I  have 
just cited. The United States Senate resolution continues to refer, 
however, not only to non-nuclear States but to all States:

2. Each of the States party to this treaty undertakes to provide source or 
fissionable material, or specialized equipment or non-nuclear material for the 
processing or use of source or fissionable material or for the production of 
fissionable material, to other States for peaceful purposes only if such material 
and equipment will be subject to International Atomic Energy Agency or similar 
international safeguards.^

Thus my question is : what is in reality the scope of the undertak
ings about which we are now negotiating ?

The Soviet draft tre a ty o n  the other hand—and here I  turn to the 
representative of the USSR, Mr. Tsarapkin—does not contain any 
provision on safeguards.; and so the second half of my question is : 
does this mean that the Soviet Government would not support a 
provision for IAEA or other equally effective safe^ards against the 
use of nuclear energy for other than peaceful purposes ? As Sweden 
has rather forcefully expressed itself in the United Nations in favour 
of such controls,^ and has been supported in this demand by the repre
sentative of Canada, Mr. Burns, in his statement to our Committee 
recently,^ we are most anxious to get this issue clarified, at least in a 
preliminary way, at an early stage of the debate.

In this connexion one is also tempted to ask for a clarification of 
these words that appear very often: “or equivalent international safe
guards”. I t  should not be overlooked that too wide a range of dif
ferent control mechanisms, with varying rules, would tend to create

 ̂This language does not appear in the Pastore resolution {postj pp. 306-307) but 
was proposed by Senator Pastore in his address of Jan. 18, 1966, to the Senate 
{Congressional Record, Jan. 18,1966, p. 472).

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 443-446.
®/6«i.,pp.504:-505.
" ENDG/PV.241, pp. 11-12.
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confusion and dimmish their total effectiveness. Which other safe
guards are to be considered “equivalent” ?

My second question follows from a further consideration of the 
passages I  have just quoted. President Johnson’s statement says that 
also “the major nuclear Powers” should increasingly accept safe
guards. What is the exact significance of the limitation in this regard 
that li^  in the distinction between major and other nuclear Powers? 
And how does it relate to the wider coverage of States indicated in 
paragraph 2 of the Senate resolution which I  have just quoted? 
Should, or should not, control requirements refer to transfers to 
“non-major nuclear Powers”, or, to use the new term employed 
here of late, “non-major nuclear weapon Powers” ?

My third question is this. I  believe that we must be much clearer 
as to what the arguments really are why a non-proliferation treaty 
should endeavour to cancel the nuclear option just for States which 
at present are non-nuclear. I f  there is something of an eleventh 
commandment—“Thou shalt not carry nuclear weapons”—, why should 
it be valid only for some ? Has the dividing line between those States 
which just at present have some nuclear-weapon capabilities and all 
other States any higher rationale ?

I t  has been admitted in connexion with the plans for general and 
complete disarmament that “the titanic two”—to quote Senator Pas- 
tore—are in a special category in regard to nuclear weapons, as being 
responsible for preserving a balance of deterrence. But what are 
the arguments for national control of nuclear weapons in the cases 
of the other three which are now counted as nuclear-weapon Powers, 
or, to quote from the statement made last week by the representative 
of India, Mr. Trivedi:

Wliy is it that a third oountry has chosen to be a nuclear weapon Power?
Why is it that a fourth country is developing nuclear weapons and missiles?
And why is it that a fifth country is embarking on a nuclear weapon program

me?^

I f  there exist valid arguments for these States to possess nuclear 
weapons, why do they not apply to any other countries ? I  think we 
must be aware that in the political discussions inside our countries, 
at least in Europe, those who argue for production or acquisition of 
nuclear weapons, or at any rate for retaining the nuclear option, draw 
much of their support precisely from the argumentation in the non
major nuclear-weapon countries in our own part of the world.

I t  ought to go without saying that I  am bringing forward these 
comments, not in order to suggest that non-nuclear weapon countries 
should “go nuclear”, but rather in order to indicate that curtailment

 ̂Ante, p. 16.
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of the nuclear strength of the ^̂ have” nations must be a main con
sideration of our Committee.

Let me hurriedly turn this concern into a less political question, 
number four : can we really retain the simple division of countries 
into nuclear and non-nuclear which is now constitutive for the treaty 
drafts? Do we not in rea;lity have a whole spectrum of positions 
which for the sake of simplicity might perhaps be broken up into 
roughly four different categories—

(a) the nuclear super-Powers,
(b) other Powers with at present certain nuclear-weapon capa

bilities,
(c) States with potential nuclear-weapon capabilities, and
(d) definitely non-nuclear weapon countries ?

Can we really hope to encompass these highly-different situations in 
one and the same treaty ?

This general problem may be pinpointed as a more specific one— m̂y 
question number five—concerning procedure. I  shall not now discuss 
the suggestion made by the representative of Nigeria at our meeting of 
27 January that one might envisage two different treaties, one con
sisting of a mutual agreement between the nuclear Powers not to 
“disseminate”, to be followed by a more comprehensive one on ‘‘non- 
proliferation”, demanding also a pledge from the non-nuclear weapon 
countries about non-acquisition of nuclear weapons.^ Today I  only 
raise the question whether we should not during our debate concen
trate in turn on each of the separate categories which I  have just 
mentioned. There would be many practical reasons for doing so. I  
 ̂have already touched upon the question of control which obviously 
carries different exigencies—and perhaps necessarily so—for nations 
with nuclear weapons, those with nuclear capabilities in general and 
those without them.

But there are other reasons. The presently most controversial 
issue, that of the multilateral nuclear force or the Atlantic nuclear 
force or nuclear sharing within NATO, must be agreed upon by the 
nuclear super-Powers. Until then it acts as an obstacle to truly re
sponsible negotiations, which should begin to involve more directly 
also countries in the second category. On the other hand, we have 
proposals like the very important ones concerning nuclear-free zones, 
or envisaging a voluntary moratorium, as has been proposed by the 
delegation of I ta ly o r  even a “double moratorium”, as was suggested

 ̂BNDC/PV.235, pp. 32-33.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 411-412.
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in the United Nations by the Foreign Minister of Denmark/ all of 
which are of immediate concern just to non-nuclear States and depend 
on their initiative. Is there a possibility of finding some procedural 
arrangement by which the debate could move somewhat separately but 
concurrently in these two different spheres of interest in order to 
speed up our work ?

In turn, this problem is related to a much wider one, question number 
six, which the representatives of the non-aligned States in our Com
mittee and elsewhere have incessantly endeavoured to keep in the 
foreground. I  am of course referring to the consideration of some 
correspondence between sacrifices of the nuclear option on the part of 
non-nuclear weapon States, and sacrifices on the part of those countries 
which are actually “proliferating” nuclear weapons in the sense of 
increasing their numbers and developing their performance. The 
position of the non-nuclear weapon countries, and specifically of the 
non-aligned among those, was authoritatively stated on 15 September 
last year in the Joint Memorandum of Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, India, 
Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden and the United Arab Eepublic on non
proliferation of nuclear weapons. I  do not want to expound or in
terpret the thesis, but just to quote it straightforwardly:
The eight delegations are convinced that measures to prohibit the spread of 
nuclear weapons should, therefore, be coupled with or followed by tangible 
steps to halt the nuclear arms race and to limit, reduce and eliminate the 
stocks of nuclear weapons and the means of their delivery.®

A reference to this justified demand, so many times reiterated and 
so widely supj>orted, was also contained in the United Nations resolu
tion 2028 (XX) which is basic to our work. The resolution calls for 
an acceptable balance in the mutual responsibilities and obligations 
of the nuclear and the non-nuclear Powers.®

How, then, is this matter going to be dealt with during the present 
session ? Must we not carry on negotiations simultaneously on such 
other collateral measures on which an agreement would prove to the 
world that the nuclear-weapon States are not only interested in shut
ting off the nuclear option for other States, but truly interested in 
stifling their own nuclear arms race ?

My delegation has persistently pointed to a comprehensive test ban 
and a cut-off of production of fissionable material for weapon pur
poses as measures which, although not commensurate in terms of 
sacrifices, would definitely testify to a willingness on the part of all 
States— t̂he “haves” and the “have-nots” alike— t̂o forgo further weap-

 ̂A/PV.1345 (prov.), p. 47.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 424--i25.

^IUd„ pp. 53^ 34.
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on development and the building-up of stockpiles in the nuclear j&eld. 
These two measures are among the seven points in the message from 
President Johnson presented to the 235th meeting;  ̂ and the one con
cerning the test ban is also among the points contained in the message 
from the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics presented to the 237th meeting.^

We therefore ask the Committee at what juncture negotiations can 
start in earnest on these matters. Perhaps the examination of the 
entry-into-force clauses at the end of the present draft treaties on non
proliferation would offer a convenient opportunity for such a discus
sion. The entry into force of the treaties to prevent the spread of 
nuclear weapons is, in the present drafts, made contingent only upon 
the adherence of certain States. The question might be pondered as 
to what extent an agreement on other measures which constitute “tan
gible steps to halt the nuclear arms race”— ŝuch as a complete test ban, 
or, as perhaps is most germane to the non-proliferation issue, a cut-off 
of further production of nuclear weapon material—might be related 
to the entry into force of a non-proliferation treaty.

There are a few additional questions I  want to raise, and I  apologize 
that the next ones are complicated—or rather, the subject matter is 
complicated^—̂ but my questions are motivated by a desire to arrive at 
clarification. One—and this is question number seven—is the fun
damental query: what exactly is going to be prohibited by a treaty 
on non-proliferation ?

United Nations resolution 2028 (XX) does not contain any defini
tion : it just refers to a treaty ‘̂ to prevent the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons”. The term is used nine times, as a matter of fact. The 
Joint Memorandum of the eight non-aligned nations, just referred 
to, is, I  regret to say, no more specific. A glance at the various drafts 
of treaty texts submitted gives more guidance, but, alas, not un
equivocal guidance. The Italian draft of a unilateral non-acquisition 
declaration aims at prohibition of (a) manufacture and (b) acquisi
tion of national control of nuclear weapons. This corresponds fairly 
closely to the prohibitory clause in the United States draft treaty 
pointing to (a) manufacture and (b) seeking or receiving the transfer 
into national control of nuclear weapons. The Soviet Union draft 
treaty goes further in that what it wants to prohibit is, under (a ), the 
creation, manufacture or preparation for manufacture, and, under (b) 
the obtaining of nuclear weapons in any form for purposes of owner
ship, control or use and participation in the ownership, control or use 
of such weapons, or in testing them.

 ̂Ante, pp. 5-8.
 ̂Ante, pp. 9-13.
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I  do not propose to deal at all today with the significance of the 
varying scope given to the concepts of proliferation and dissemination 
as such—^particularly in regard to the politically burning issues of “na
tional control”, “sharing of control” and “participation in ownership”. 
I  want to place in focus another, hitherto neglected difference of a more 
practical character: the question what more precisely is meant by the 
term “prepare for manufacture”. We could, of course, all agree 
that it is important to block the road to nuclear-weapon development 
as early as possible. But we must be aware that what we are facing is 
a long ladder with many rungs, and the practical question is : on which 
of these is it reasonable and feasible to introduce the international 
blocking? The question is interconnected with the one of control: 
where is that step located at which clear evidence of “preparation” 
begins to show and at which international control can be made 
effective?

Obviously the whole course of decisions should be mapped before 
we select the crucial point. In a first stage there would be the planning 
decisions, running from decisions to undertake research on nuclear 
weapons to decisions to engage in a study of alternative construction 
programmes, to decisions to obtain fissionable material for weapon 
purposes, perhaps by establishing a gas-diffusion or chemical-separa- 
tion plant, on to political decisions to start on the road to construct 
some nuclear weapon and to test it. In a subsequent series there are 
actual operational decisions, when plants are being built, tests orga
nized, and other establishments or acts undertaken, which give visible 
and conclusive evidence—and this the previous series of decisions 
hardly do.

To prohibit just the final act of “manufacture” would seem to come 
late in these long chains of decisions. On the other hand, already to 
probe the preliminary thinking of politicians and the laboratory re
search of scientists obviously is as difficult, as it would be considered 
undesirable intervention. Could a middle link be found on which the 
prohibitory regulation should most definitely be focused? Do the 
authors of the drafts envisage perhaps some splitting-up of the regu
lations so that, for instance, actual acquisition through transfer or 
manufacture of nuclear weapons would be the action prohibited, 
while States were perhaps merely urged to “refrain from” prepara
tions? Further, and most important: must not regulations about 
effective controls be linked with certain definitive and imcontestable 
steps, such as actual purchases of nuclear reactors, fuel elements and 
so on from abroad, and/or the establishment within a country of such 
installations as plutonium separation plants and the like ?

Of course, my questions are not intended to pre-empt the debate,
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but could we already at the preliminary stage of the negotiations at 
least get from the authors of the various proposals succinct statements 
concerning exactly at what steps they want to place the international 
treaty obligations not to ‘‘proliferate” ?

My next question, number eight, refers to a matter where a term 
has taken on great importance but where we are as yet at a loss to 
understand precisely what the positions of the various parties are. 
Clarification as to the correct interpretation is now highly desirable 
in regard to the word ‘‘guarantees”. That term has been used in at 
least two diametrically-opposed meanings in connexion with our de
bates. One meaning has been sponsored by the United States as 
lately as in President Jolmson’s message, where it is formulated as 
follows:
Meanwhile, the nations that do not seek the nuclear path can be sure that they 
will have our strong support against threats of nuclear blackmaU.

The other meaning has been most incisively and most persistently 
brought forward by Nigeria, and is as follows:
An indispensable element in any non-proliferation measure is, therefore, a firm 
undertaking, with adequate guarantees by the nuclear Powers not to use nuclear 
weapons against non-nuclear Powers under any circumstances whatever, or to 
threaten to use them.^

A later version in rather specific terms, intended for inclusion in 
the draft treaty, is contained in the important message from the Chair
man of the Council of Ministers of the Soviet Union, Mr. Kosygin. I t 
envisages prohibiting “the use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear 
States parties to the treaty which have no nuclear weapons in their 
territory.”

Before we, as a non-aligned State, can be ready to declare our posi
tion in relation to any guarantees proffered, we must be clear as to how 
the nuclear Powers stand in relation to these two very different con
cepts. Again, it would seem diflSlcult to include in a universally-valid 
agreement just one of the concepts, as the world of reality offers situa
tions which are so highly different. One can distinguish a series of at 
least three different types of situations:

The first would be the one pertaining to nuclear-free countries within 
alliances where a guarantee of nuclear protection is already function
ing and in any event applicable.

The second would be the one of non-aligned countries, within or 
outside any nuclear-free zone, which might want the second kind of 
guarantee: a pledge from the nuclear parties to the treaty not to use 
nuclear weapons against countries which have forgone the obtaining 
of such weapons.

^BNDO/PV. 235, p. 31.
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The third situation would be one where non-aligned countries per
ceived a threat from some nuclear Power not a party to the treaty.

Perhaps there are even more variations possible on this theme. My 
concern has been only to solicit some clear statements as to the au
thoritative views on the applicability of the different kinds of guar
antees or pledges in situations varying as widely as I  have just 
indicated.

My ninth, and final, question refers to the time aspect of the agree
ment to be reached. We are here, as I  understand it, confronted with 
four different possibilities. To take them in the order of diminishing 
finality, we have in the first instance the Soviet Union draft treaty 
expressing the view that the treaty “shall be of unlimited duration.” 
An alternative that would seem to follow next would be the provision 
in the United States draft treaty that after a certain number of years 
a conference might be held “in order to review the operation of the 
Treaty.” Thereafter follows the suggestion tentatively made by the 
representative of Canada last week, in an endeavour to meet the pre
occupations particularly of the non-nuclear signatories to the treaty, 
that it might only run for “a specified period” of time.^ Lastly, one 
may of course envisage a fourth, even less committing, formula in the 
event that no agreement should prove possible on any of the three 
first-mentioned ones. I  refer to the suggestions made by the Italian 
delegation in its draft of a unilateral non-acquisition declaration that 
the pledge of not acquiring nuclear weapons should be undertaken for 
only a period of a specified number of years.

All the three last suggestions— t̂hat is, those considering the pos
sibility of a treaty short of permanency—are evidently designed to 
give a respite to the nuclear Powers to produce agreements on those 
other measures to “limit, reduce and eliminate the stocks of nuclear 
weapons and the means of their delivery” which the non-aligned coun
tries have requested. But which is really preferable: to have some 
time-limit built into the treaty, or to have the “tangible steps to halt 
the nuclear arms race”  ̂materialize simultaneously with the treaty on 
non-proliferation ? On this particular point one would rather want to 
hear the views of other representatives in order to have a clearer per
spective before we start an article-by-article consideration.

Those were some remarks and suggestions for clarification which 
my delegation considered it appropriate to make at the present stage 
of our deliberations on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. I  have 
formulated the questions with a certain frankness, my intention being 
to stimulate a discussion likely to clarify further the positions of the

" ENDC/PV. 241, p. 13.
* Documents on Disarmamenty 1965̂  pp. 424r-425.



U.S. AIDE-MEMOIRE, FEBRUARY 25 59

delegations, including in particular the delegations of the nuclear- 
weapon Powers. These problems are so important that no effort 
should be spared in order to establish our positions as exactly as 
possible. I  trust that we all agree that no ‘‘loop-holes” should be left 
for misunderstandings or contradictory interpretations. Only when 
we are all absolutely clear about the implication of certain terms used 
and offers made, can a detailed examination of the two draft treaties 
and other related documents be undertaken with an assurance of suc
cess. I t  is the hope of the Swedish delegation that these remarks will 
facilitate such a development and that truly important and effective 
steps can soon be taken toward disarming the terrifying nuclear 
danger.

U.S. Aide-Memoire to the Soviet Union: Crash of U.S. 
-Bomber Near Spanish Coast, February 25, 1966 ^

The Government of the United States rejects the allegations made 
by the Soviet Government in its Aide Memoire of February 16,1966.^ 
The Government of the USSR must be aware—or could easily have 
ascertained—that no nuclear weapon test, no nuclear explosion of any 
kind, and no radioactive pollution of the sea were involved in the 
unfortunate accident over the coast of Spain. Consequently, there is 
no question of a “violation” or of ‘‘actions in conflict with” either the 
Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer 
Space and Under W a te ro r  of the 1958 Geneva Convention on the 
High Seas,  ̂or of the principle of freedom of the high seas. Accusa
tions to this effect by the Soviet Government are therefore without any 
foundation.

I t  is common knowledge that flights of US military aircraft are 
carried out with the agreement of nations of the free world and for the 
express purpose of reinforcing their collective security against the 
threat posed by the huge nuclear forces of the Soviet Union, including 
its many bomber aircraft. Our policies and practices designed to meet 
this nuclear threat have been adopted only after the most careful 
assessment of security requirements and after provision of necessary 
safeguards.

 ̂ENDO/170, Feb. 28,1966. 
pp. 22-24.

® Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
* See American Foreign Policy: Current Documents, 1958, p. 274.
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I t  is not surprising that the Government of the USSR is opposed 
to military security measures undertaken in defence against the threat 
of its armed power, or that it should attempt to limit or reduce such 
defence. I t  is, however, a matter of deep regret that the Soviet Union 
should be willing to distort the meaning of international treaties to suit 
the purpose of a propaganda campaign to that end. I t  seems clear 
that if the Soviet Government had been genuinely concerned about 
possible violations of international agreements and law, it would have 
requested, and awaited, a reply and clarification from the U.S. Govern
ment instead of resorting to tactics designed to advance purely propa
ganda objectives.

United States Report to Secretary-General Thant on the 
Economic Impact of Disarmament, March 1, 1966 ^

During 1965 the United States made further progress in iits con
tinuing efforts to determine the effects of reallocating resources from 
defence to non-defence purposes. Some of these essential studies have 
been completed and many others have been initiated. The results of 
these studies will be of assistance to public and private groups in un
derstanding the opportunities presented by disarmament programmes.

In its economic planning with relation to disarmament, the United 
States aims to foster the ability of public and private groups to deal 
effectively with the economic consequences of reduction in defence 
spending. I t aims to increase awareness among the general public 
and business community of the feasibility and the economic and social 
advantages of lower levels of defence spending. At the same time, 
this country’s planning places emphasis on the necessity of making 
constructive use of the released resources—on the great social and 
economic opportunities which the conversion of these resources pre
sents. These dual objectives are evident in the statute establishing 
the United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, which 
recognizes as necessary areas of research “the economic and political 
consequences of [arms control and] disarmament, including the prob
lems of readjustment arising in industry and the reallocation of na
tional resources”.̂

Studies of this problem of reallocation of national resources—em
ploying them for the most productive uses—are an important part of

" E/4169, pp. 2&-2S.
2 Documents on Disarmament^ 1961, p. 486.
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the research on the broad general siibject of economic consequences of 
reduced defence spending. Analysis of the needs to which the re
sources released from defence activities can be applied is a necessary 
element in the studies of the adjustment problems of defence-depend
ent communities and of companies wholly or largely engaged in 
military production.

The most notable recent contribution to the subject in the United 
States has been the Report of the Committee on the Economic Impact 
of Defense and Disarmament submitted to President Johnson in July 
1965. The Committee included high Government oflGicials having re
sponsibilities in the fields of economics and arms control. The Eeport 
reviews the actual trend in levels of defence spending and the relation
ship between defence expenditures and gross national product, dis
cusses fiscal policies appropriate to changes in defence spending, iden
tifies existing governmental machinery available to assist in the process 
of economic adjustment, reaches some initial policy conclusions and 
lists informational and research needs.^

The Committee’s findings firmly support the conclusion reached in 
earlier United States studies that disarmament would yield positive 
economic benefits for the United States economy. The Report states 
that “even general and complete disarmament would pose no insuper
able problems; indeed, it would mainly afford opportunities for a bet
ter life for our citizens”. And it notes that the release of defence 
resources provides an opportunity to increase the long-run rate of 
economic growth, pointing out that “the three most important ways 
to increase the growth rate are to devote more resources to investment 
in physical capital, to devote more resources to investment in human 
capital, and to accelerate the growth and spread of new technology”. 
The Committee’s report also provides useful information on studies 
undertaken on the economic impact of defence and disarmament as of 
the date of the report.

The information submitted below elaborates on and brings up to 
date the situation with respect to economic impact studies in the United 
States since last year’s report to the Secretary-General.^ Although 
concerned generally with the economic and social consequences of dis
armament, this submission does not accord precisely with the headings 
contained in the Secretary-General’s questionnaire. I t  may be noted 
that no international agreements on the reduction of arms have yet 
been reached, and thus there has been no opportimity to trace the 
economic impact of any such measures on a large scale. However, 
there have been changes in the level and composition of expenditures

1 See iua,, 1965, pp. 290-293. 
pp. 31-36.
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for na.tional defence involving economic impa<5t and the release of 
economic resources. As will be seen from some of the studies discussed 
below, consideration is being given to many of the implications of 
these changes.

Respecting the conversion of industrial resources to peaceful uses, 
a number of important studies now have been or are being completed. 
Among these are studies dealing with the implication of reduced de
fence demand for the electronics industry, a study dealing with the 
conversion potential of the shipbuilding industry, case studies of in
dustrial conversion and diversification experience, and case studies of 
the management problems of small research and development firms. 
Further studies in the area of industrial conversion will be sponsored 
this year by the United States Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency. One of these will deal with the broad problems of adapting 
defence industry output and marketing to civilian commercial pur
poses. Another will deal with the broad problem of adaptability of 
defence industry output and marketing to meeting the requirements 
for economic and social programmes undertaken by federal, state and 
local governments.

In  the broad area of transfer of manpower resources to peaceful 
needs, three studies of value have now been completed. These studies 
deal with the re-employment experience of workers displaced, owing 
to defence procurement changes, in defence industry plants in Seattle, 
Washington; Denver, Colorado; and Long Island, New York. The_ 
three studies together cover the re-employment experience of some 
20,000 workers. The studio provide basic information on the prob
lems and opportunities for workers shifting from defence to civilian 
activities. The findings from the three studies will be further 
analysed in order to derive the best possible conclusions regarding the 
policies needed to ease personal hardships for displaced workers and 
to develop policies for making the most effective use of manpower 
skills. In connexion with the study of the Long Island lay-off, an 
additional part of the research effort has involved analysis of the rela
tionship of worker skills in the production of military aircraft to skill 
requirements in the civilian labour market. A future study along 
these lines, which will concentrate upon transfer of skills for workers 
in missile plants, is now being initiated under the sponsorship of the 
United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. Another 
study effort being initiated by that agency addresses itself specifically 
to the transfer of engineer skills to civilian purposes and to the prob
lems of retraining of defence-oriented engineers.

Two studies on the impact of defence and disarmament on regional 
economic activities have been completed. One deals with regional
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economic adjustment to arms reduction in the metropolitan areas of 
Seattle, Washington; Baltimore, Maryland; and New London-Groton- 
Norwich, Connecticut. Another deals with the problems of economic 
readjustment in the state of New Mexico. The same agency is spon
soring two additional studies on regional economic impact and ad
justment. One involves the development of a system of economic 
indicators to be used as a tool of adjustment policy by defence- 
dependent regions. Another involves tracing the impact on particular 
conmiunities of the closings of the military installations ordered by 
the Secretary of Defense in November 1964.

The United States attaches importance to this economic planning 
related to disarmament and will continue to press its programme of 
research of this character. I t aims both to assure completeness of 
scope and to be responsive to changing conditions.

Statement by ACDA Director Foster to the Joint Commit
tee on Atomic Energy: Nonproliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons, March 1, 1966 ^

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I t  is a privilege to appear before this 
committee today to express my strong support for Senate Eesolution 
179, sponsored by you and over half of your Senate colleagues,^ as 
well as for the similar resolutions introduced in the House of Eepre- 
sentatives by Chairman Holifield and several other members of this 
committee.

As I  understand it, your resolution calls attention to the threat 
presented by nuclear proliferation, commends and supports the Pres
ident’s efforts to deal with this threat, and urges vigorous continued 
efforts to find appropriate solutions to the problem.

Detailed expressions of the nature of the threat seem superfluous 
here. This Joint Committee is well aware of both the tremendous 
good and the tremendous evil of which nuclear power is capable. And 
it has long championed just such approaches to dealing with the evil 
of nuclear weapons spread as those commended in this resolution.

With the strong backing of this committee, the executive branch 
has long recognized the danger posed by the spread of nuclear weapons 
to additional nations, and sought what you, Mr. Chairman, so elo-

Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons: Hearings Before the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy, Congress of the United States, Eighty-ninth Congress, Second 
Session, on S. Res. 179, pp. 32-34. 

pp. 306-307.



64 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1966

quently described last week as “a solution through sense—and not 
sensatipn.” ^

The need for such a solution has been repeatedly reaffirmed by the 
United Nations in unanimous resolutions—^most recently in its man
date to the 18-Nation Disarmament Conmiittee to deal with it as a 
matter of urgency. And the ever-increasing need to meet this threat 
is effectively highlighted for the American public by the resolution 
you are considering today.

Back in May of 1963, at a time when prospects for concluding a 
limited test ban treaty were, at best, uncertain, the so-called Dodd- 
Humphrey resolution was introduced in the Senate with wide bi
partisan support.^ This expression of the sense of the Senate of the 
United Sta/tes, Senate Resolution 148, called for the negotiation of a 
limited test ban agreement. Pending such an agreement, it called 
upon the United States to commit itself before the world “to conduct 
no nuclear tests in the atmosphere or under water so long as the 
Soviet Union abstains from them.”

Consistent with this expression of congressional sentiment, Presi
dent Kennedy, just a few weeks later, made his famous American 
University address. In it he announced that agreement had been 
reached between the United States, the United Kingdom, and the 
Soviet Union to intensify the test ban discussions.

He also announced that:
To make clear our good faith and solemn convictions on the matter, I now 

declare that the United States does not propose to conduct nuclear tests in the 
atmosphere so long as other states do not do so.®

Shortly thereafter the limited test ban treaty—one of the principal 
merits of which was its potentiality of inhibiting the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons capabilities—was concluded and the Senate con
sented to its ratification by a vote of 80-19.

I  have no doubt that the Dodd-Humphrey resolution contributed 
significantly to the successful conclusion of that treaty. Similarly, 
I  have no doubt that Senate Resolution 179 will contribute signifi
cantly to our efforts to attain a nonproliferation treaty.

NONPROLIFERATION NEGOTIATIONS

I  have just returned from the current session of the 18-Nation 
Disarmament Conference in Geneva. Although our discussions there 
are complicated by Soviet polemics which becloud the issue of nuclear

 ̂NonproUferation of Nuclea/r Weapons: Hearings Before the Joint Committee 
on AtonUo Energy, Congress of the United States, Eighty-ni/nth Congress, Second 
Session, on 8. Res. 179, p. 3.

® S. Res. 148,88th Cong., 1st sess.
* Documents on Disarmament, 196S, p. 220.
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proliferation, that issue is ‘universally recognized as the major 
objective of the present negotiations.

I t  was recognized in President Johnson’s message to the Conference 
containing the seven-point program with which this committee is 
already familiar, and which you, Mr. Chairman, have referred to 
this morning. The conviction and realism behind that message was 
apparent to participants at the Conference.

The urgency of preventing further nuclear spread was recognized a 
few days later in Premier Kosygin’s message to the Conference, which 
said, “The Soviet Government insists on the necessity of concluding 
without delay a treaty on the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons.” ^

I t is recognized by our allies, including not only those represented 
at the Conference but specifically by the Federal Kepublic of Germany, 
which has repeatedly and emphatically denied any interest in obtaining 
a national nuclear weapons capaibility.

The urgency of preventing nuclear weapons spread is also recognized 
by the nonalined powers at the Conference. However, there is a 
real concern among the nonnuclear states about limiting the nuclear 
arms race among the nuclear powers, and about security assurances 
to them should they forego the development of nuclear weapons.

The question of international safeguards under a nonproliferation 
treaty is of particular interest to this committee. You are aware 
of the desire of the executive branch to assure, through a nonprolifera
tion treaty and through other efforts outside such a treaty, the 
strongest possible international safeguards over peaceful nuclear 
activities.

Secretary Rusk dealt with this objective at some length in his 
statement before the committee last week.  ̂ He quoted from the 
President’s recent message to the Geneva Conference outlining 
United States support for the application of such safeguards.

When I  presented our draft treaty to the 18-Nation Disarmament 
Conmiittee last August 17,1 said, in discussing the safeguards clause 
in the present draft article I I I :
The United States wiU be ©specially iaterested to receive suggestions from the 
non-nuclear members of this Oommittee on means of strengthening this provision.®

Again, at the United Nations in New York last October 18,1 said: 
“We recommend as strong a provision on this subject as is possible 
in the light of the views of all those interested in acceding.” ^

 ̂Ante, p. 10.
® Ante, pp. 41-49.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1965, p. 352.



66 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1966

You may have my assurance that we are committed to this objective 
and are striving to attain it.

A few weeks ago, President Johnson sent the fifth annual report of 
my Agency to the Congress. In his message transmitting the report 
he said:

During 1965 the concern of the world turned increasingly to the vital question 
of preventing nuclear weapons from becoming standard equipment in the world’s 
arsenals. We are approaching a critical period in efforts to prevent the spread 
of nuclear weapons. Many countries now have the resources, the technical 
ability, and the scientific manpower needed to build nuclear weapons systems. 
We hear voices saying that these countries can afford such costly weapons, even 
though they would have to be bought at the expense of the basic needs of their 
people.

I have committed my administration to the task of persuading the nonnuclear 
countries that it is neither in the interests of their security, nor of world peace, to 
develop nuclear weapons. This has been the main thrust behind the efforts of 
the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency during the past year, and it will 
continue to be in the year we are now entering.

On January 27, 1966, I presented to the 18-Nation Committee on Disarmament 
at Geneva a 7-point program designed to prevent the spread of nuclear 
weapons, to halt the nuclear arms race, and to reduce nuclear stocks. I have 
instructed our negotiators to walk the extra mile necessary to insure that the 
weapons of war submit to man’s need for peace.̂

This extra mile must, of course, be walked on a two-way street. 
Encouraging signs of possible progress have often proved to be dis
appointing. Optimism is a necessary attribute in this business and 
we take heart from repeated Soviet statements in support of reaching 
agreement on a nonproliferation treaty. Just last Thursday Prime 
Minister Wilson and Premier Kosygin issued a joint communique 
upon the conclusion of their talks in Moscow. I t  said:

♦  * * The Government of the Soviet Union and the (Government of Great 
Britain recognized the urgency of taking measures to prevent the spread of 
nuclear weapons in the world, and the necessity for the earliest possible conclu
sion of an international agreement on this question. The sides consider that the 
conclusion of an agreement on the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons would 
correspond with the interests of all peoples.®

CONCLUSION

The conclusion of agreements of this nature, however, does not 
depend solely upon international consensus. The support of the 
people of this Nation, most directly represented in the Congress, is 
also necessary.

Our Constitution wisely requires the advice and consent of the 
Senate to all treaties. Senate Kesolution 179 in no way diminishes

pp. 636-637.
 ̂The Omrent Digest of the iSoviet Pressy voL XVIII, no. 8, p. 28.
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the constitutional prerogatives of the Congress. This impressive 
expression of congressional sentiment, complemented by the com
panion House resolutions, will, however, enable us at Geneva to present 
this evidence of a strengthened American commitment to our nonpro
liferation policy.

In this respect it will further demonstrate to the world the deter
mination of the United States ‘‘to walk the extra mile.’'

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Message From Emperor Haile Selassie to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee, March 1, 1966 ^

We have leamt that His Excellency, the Chairman of the Council 
of Ministers of the U.S.S.R. has addressed a message to your Commis
sion signifying the willingness of the U.S.S.R. Government to engage 
itself not to be the first to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear 
states parties to the treaty, which have no nuclear weapons in their 
territory and accordingly requesting other nuclear powers to do the 
same.2 We had also learnt that the President of the United States had 
declared to the nations that do not seek the nuclear path an assurance 
that they will have the strong support of the United States against 
nuclear blackmail, and proposing to strengthen the United Nations 
and other international Security arrangements.^ In view of the fact 
that the present nuclear possession and proliferation could be a serious 
danger to the security of mankind, we believe that such a commitment 
against the threat or use of nuclear weapons, by all nuclear powers, 
would help to make a great step forward in the attempt to reach an 
agreement on disarmament.

We therefore appeal to the Committee to give serious consideration 
to the proposal to having a joint resolution to include all the Nuclear 
Powers in accordance with the principles set out by the United Nations 
resolution for a non-proliferation treaty.^

 ̂ENDO/171, Mar. 1,1966.
 ̂Ante  ̂p. 11.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1964, P* 468 and ante, p. 6.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 5S2-584.
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Statement by the U.A.R. Representative (Khallaf) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Nonpro
liferation of Nuclear Weapons, March 3, 1966 ^

Mr. Chairman, on behalf of my delegation I  should like to associate 
myself with your congratulations to the Soviet Union on its latest 
space exploit. I  should also like to welcome among us Mr. Protitch 
and Mr. Fisher.

The General Assembly, in its resolution 2028 (XX) on non-prolifer- 
ation, formally called upon our Committee to negotiate urgently an 
international treaty on that problem.^ My delegation considers that 
resolution to inaugurate the last stage towards reaching a final solu
tion of the problem, after a long period of vacillation and groping that 
everyone is happy to see at an end.

Our Committee’s composition of nuclear and non-nuclear, aligned 
and non-aligned countries, representing the main currents of world 
thought, guarantees our success. Our efforts so far have already led to 
a number of tangible and encouraging results; the opportunity we have 
today to conclude an acceptable treaty is perhaps the most propitious 
which has yet occurred. For that reason my delegation earnestly de
sires to make its modest contribution to this last stage of our 
negotiations.

The political will to give concrete form to the principle of non-pro
liferation in international life is more evident than ever among the 
non-nuclear countries as well as among the nuclear Powers members of 
this Committee. In that connexion we note the statement made to the 
General Assembly on 29 September 1965 by the French Minister for 
Foreign Affairs:

France desires dissemination no more than any other country, and knows quite 
well that the Powers that find themselves with the redoubtable privilege of the 
ai:omic weapon will never agree to share it with others.®

Moreover, it is to our benefit this session that the broad lines determiu- 
ing the form and content of the action contemplated by the inter
national community for the solution of this problem were discussed 
and adopted by the General Assembly at its twentieth session. In  
regard to the form of this action, the General Assembly decided that 
it should be embodied in an international treaty which would apply 
to all States without exception, nuclear and non-nuclear.

 ̂ENDO/PV.245, pp. 4r-15.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 53^-534. 

p. 461.
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The United States and Soviet draft treaties are both based on this 
premise.^ Thus, President Johnson, in his message to our Oommittee 
on 27 January 1966, stated with reference to a non-proliferation 
treaty:

{contmued in English)
We are prepared to sign such a treaty, making it applicable to nuclear and non
nuclear countries alike.*

{continued m  French)

Accordingly one point must be taken as definitely established: that 
the agreed form of international action on non-proliferation is the 
conclusion of a treaty embracing both groups of countries, nuclear 
and non-nuclear, whatever their degree of nuclear development. This 
approach is the only one that can adequately solve an essentially 
universal problem. Any provisional or piecemeal solution of the 
problem at this stage might be a step backwards and nullify all our 
previous efforts.

That being so, the question which immediately springs to mind is 
what sort of treaty we need. First of all, none of us is interested in 
signing an ineffective treaty. To draft such an instrument would be 
quite worthless and a waste of time. Nor can any of us expect the 
treaty to contain everything that he wants. However, my delegation 
feels sure that our debate will benefit from the confrontation of our 
respective viewpoints, on which can be based a common attitude ac
ceptable to us all, and particularly to the international community at 
large which has given us a mandate to negotiate this treaty.

Before going on to consider a non-proliferaition treaty article by 
article, my delegation would like to explain its conception of a non- 
dissemination treaty in the light of Assembly resolution 2028 (X X ). 
To do so, an attempt must be made to answer two que^ions:

(1) What function do we wish to assign to the non-proliferation 
treaty ?

(2) What characteristics do we wish the treaty to possess so that it 
may perform that function ?

A non-proliferaition treaty is generally understood to mean a treaty 
whereby the non-nuclear countries undertake to renounce nuclear 
weapons altogether and to deny themselves any access to such weapons. 
For their part the nuclear countries undertake not to disseminate 
nuclear weapons, and to refrain from exploiting such dissemination as

^For tlie U.S. and Soviet draft treaties, see ibid,, pp. 347-349 and 443-446, 
respectively.

® Ante, p. 6.
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an instrument of national policy, in order either to keep friends, to 
threaten enemies or to acquire economic, military or strategic ad
vantages. That general understanding, though correct in principle, 
does not absolve us from the need to determine as clearly as possible 
the function of a non-proliferation treaty.

As my delegation has said from the outset, it does not consider the 
function of such a treaty to be merely to bless and perpetuate the nu
clear monopoly and supremacy of the five Powers which possess the 
bomb. I  think that everyone is agreed on this point. We are happy 
to note thait the two great nuclear Powers have categorically repudi
ated any such idea, and for that we are grateful.

Nor do we consider that such a treaty should be limited to solving 
a difficult political problem concerning a particular continent, or that 
its sole purpose should be to procure a political or military advantage 
for a particular country or group of countries. I t  must match the 
nature and extent of the problem with which we are all concerned: a 
general problem of interest to humanity as a whole, regarding which 
we are all united. Consequently the problem and its solution must be 
carefully thought out in general and objective terms.

My country believes that a non-proliferation treaty must be con
ceived as the result of a belated but rational reaction of the entire 
international community to the nuclear evil which has already con
taminated five Powers and threatens to spread to others. We believe 
it is our duty to try to express in a treaty this reaction by the interna
tional community. To do so adequately, the treaty must be capable of 
arresting decisively and as soon as possible the spread of the nuclear 
cancer to other countries, and of creating the most favourable condi
tions for attacking the evil itself and freeing mankind altogether 
from it.

This conception of the problem indicates the main features of a suit
able settlement on non-proliferation, which were in fact brought out 
in General Assembly resolution 2028 (X X ). The treaty must be first 
complete, secondly effective, thirdly definitive, fourthly viable and 
lasting, and fifthly clear and precise.

First of all, the treaty must stop proliferation completely. This is 
implicit in operative sub-paragraph 2(a) of Assembly resolution 2028 
(X X ), which says that the treaty should be void of any crack, flaw or 
breach which might permit nuclear or non-nuclear Powers to prolif
erate, directly or indirectly, nuclear weapons in any form.

The first two articles of both the United States and the Soviet draft 
trealties attempt more or less successfully to comply with this condition, 
although the Soviet text of article I  is more in line with the General 
Assembly provision than is its United States counterpart. When we
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come to discuss the drafts ariticle by article we may have specific 
commenits to make on these two articles; Mrs. Myrdal has already 
asked some pertinent questions in her speech of 24 February.^ I  will, 
however, venture to make a few general comments on t h ^  articles 
here and now.

In referring to the grant or transfer of nuclear weapons and to the 
provision of assistance in connexion with nuclear weapons, the two 
articles in the United States and the Soviet drafts appear to envisage 
one type of action only: the deliberate, wilful and premeditated trans
fer of nuclear weapons, or lassiisitance in connexion therewith, which 
are no doubt acts of the most flagrant and reprehensible class. But 
there may be another kind of loop-hole, no less dangerous, which is 
apparently not envisaged in the present texlts: transfer or assistance 
resulting from omission, negligence, carelessness or even accident and 
increasing the risk of nuclear war.

My delegation considers that the present texts should be appro
priately amended to take account of this type of dissemination, and 
to saltisfy the r^uirem ent contained in the last sentence of the first 
principle set forth in sub-paragraph 2(a) of Assembly resolution 
2028 (X X ), which prohibits proliferation in any form.

I  should now like to draw attention to a particular aspect of article 
I  of the United. States draft treaty. That article is so worded as to 
leave open the possibility that an organization having independent 
power to use nuclear weapons may one day take the place of one of the 
present nuclear States. My delegation has difficulty in accepting a 
text which provides for that or any similar contingency. Although, 
according to the text, such an organization could only exist if a nuclear 
Sta/te renounced in favour of that organization its independent power 
to use nuclear weapons so that ultimately there would be no increase 
in the number of nuclear entities, we cannot accept such an alternative. 
That possibility, even though it might appear to reduce the number of 
nuclear entities, could in fact lead to dissemination and thus increase 
the risk of a nuclear confrontaJtion.

There is perhaps a temptation, at first sight, to believe that such an 
organization limits and prevents di^m ination; but in reality, on re
flexion, we find that it raises a whole series of serious pro*blems and 
difficulties which will sooner or later breach the principle of non-dis- 
seminaition. That is due to the fundamental difference between the 
definite concept of a State and the indefinite concept of an 
organization.

To illustrate my point I  will give an example—one of many—of the 
difficulties which might lead to dissemination of nuclear weapons. I f

 ̂Ante, pp. 4^59.
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the organization were one day disoolved, what would happen to the 
nuclear arsenal over w ĥich it had autonomous power? Would this 
not be divided among its members? And how do we know that the 
menibers of the organization would not then wish to exercise the right 
to withdraw from the treaty contained in the United States and Soviet 
texts ? In short, by accepting this text we should be leaving the door 
open to a laitent form of dissemination, a kind of future loop-hole 
which might perpetuate dissemination. In other words, under cover 
of preventing dissemination today we should really be paving the way 
for future dissemination by a certain category of countries and 
continents.

Moreover, such an organization, by increasing its nuclear arsenal and 
extending its political action and interests over a wider geographical 
and strategic area, would increase the risks of a nuclear confrontation. 
We do not need a nondissemination treaty to achieve this result.

Furthermore, if we subscribed to a text which accepted the principle 
of a nuclear organization—and we know that the African and Latin- 
American countries have already declared their intention of denuclear
izing their respective continents—the treaty might in fact infringe the 
fifth principle of paragraph 2 of General Assembly resolution 2028 
(X X ), which states that—

(e) Nothing in the ti*eaty should adversely affect the right of any group of 
States to conclude regional treaties in order to ensure the total absence of 
nuclear weapons in their respective territories.

When the African and Latin-American countries adopted a policy of 
denuclearization of their respective continents, they had in mind a 
status quo and a clearly-defined nuclear equilibrium composed of five 
specific States. This situation would no longer hold good if we per
mitted the establishment of one or more nuclear organizations of which 
we know absolutely nothing—^neither their composition, their policy 
nor their ambitions.

In view of the difficulties we already have with each of the five 
Powers which possess the bomb at present, we cannot afford to enter
tain the idea of an organization with independent power to use nuclear 
weapons. For all these reasons, this possibility must be excluded from 
a non-proliferation treaty.

The second characteristic of the treaty is its effectiveness, to which 
we attach great importance and which is referred to mainly in sub- 
paragraph 2(d) of the resolution. I f  the treaty is not to be merely a 
declaration of intention, its effective application must be ensured by 
adequate provisions. In this connexion article I I I  of the United 
States draft treaty has already made a beginning which must be 
reinforced. My delegation hopes that we shall be able to arrive at an
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acceptable formulation of this text. At the same time it believes that 
the safeguards offered by the International Atomic Energy Agency 
have been discussed and approved by the members of the Agency, 
which the “equivalent international safeguards” for which the United 
States text provides have not. For this reason we agree with the 
remarks made by Mrs. Myrdal on this subject at a previous meeting.^

Furthermore, while the effectiveness of a treaty depends primarily 
on the observance of its clauses by the contracting States and their 
official organs, it may also depend to a large extent on the way it is 
observed by persons, companies, firms or other private, public or semi
public bodies engaged in nuclear activities. The activities of such 
persons or bodies may afford a kind of loop-hole impairing the effec
tiveness of the treaty. This question should be studied and the 
responsibilities of the contracting parties towards their nationals in 
this field established.

The definitive character of the treaty may easily be deduced from 
resolution 2028 (X X ), which clearly lays down that the treaty must 
be void of any loop-holes and be effective, which implies that it must be 
definitive in calling a halt to the dissemination of nuclear weapons. 
I t must act as a real and permanent brake on dissemination.

Moreover, its conclusion will create in the world a certain nuclear 
equilibrium; and until we have been able to reduce or eliminate the 
nuclear threat we must not make it easy to denounce the treaty, for 
that might upset this equilibrium in an irresponsible or arbitrary 
fashion. Any absolute and arbitrary freedom to withdraw from the 
treaty and thus to commit an act of dissemination might make it useless 
from the outset. A treaty which closed all the loop-holes and was even 
a model of effectiveness but was temporary or fragile might do more 
harm than good. For this reason we support the principle of the 
unlimited duration of the treaty contained in the United States and 
Soviet drafts.

Coming now to the individual right of each contracting party to 
withdraw from the treaty, it may be noted that the present texts confer 
on each contracting party a discretionary and too absolute power to 
withdraw from the treaty if it decides that its higher interests are 
jeopardized. We believe that these texts should be accompanied by 
reasonable restrictions. Withdrawal from the treaty should not be a 
matter of absolute discretionary power but should depend on non- 
observance of the treaty arising from its non-application or violation 
by a contracting party, or from the fact that a third State is supplying 
nuclear weapons to some other State. I f  the injured contracting party 
considers that the act of dissemination which has taken place con-

 ̂Ante, pp. 5(X-52.
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stitutes a threat to its supreme interests, it will be entitled to withdraw 
from the treaty.

A clause of this kind concerning denunciation would strengthen the 
treaty and at the same time provide a kind of incentive, not only to 
the contracting parties but also to third States, to respect it. In any 
case we believe that the procedure outlined in article VI of the United 
States draft concerning notification of the reasons for withdrawal to 
the United Nations Security Council should be maintained.

The definitive character of the treaty in such an important issue also 
raises the question of the degree of flexibility which should be left to 
the treaty to make it adaptable to future realities. In this connexion 
my delegation suggests combining the idea contained in the Soviet text 
concerning the procedure for partial and limited amendments with the 
idea contained in the United States text relating to revision pro
cedure. In  this way we should obtain a text which would guarantee 
the observance and durability of the treaty and at the same time 
provide a sufficient margin of flexibility. Such a treaty would ensure 
more effectively the continued non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

If, as we hope, we succeed in drafting here a treaty which will pre
vent the proliferation of nuclear weapons completely, effectively and 
definitively, it will help to consolidate international peace and security, 
strengthen mutual trust among peoples, promote the cause of peaceful 
co-existence, prevent a fresh and useless nuclear arms race, and reduce 
to some extent the threat of nuclear war.

But the utmost care must be taken to ensure that the benefits thus 
procured are not temporary and fragile. To ensure that, the treaty 
must fulfil another essential requirement: it must be durable and 
viable. This brings us to what is perhaps the most difficult and most 
significant aspect of the treaty: its link with the problem of nuclear 
disarmament.

The most direct and deadly threat to the existence of a treaty on 
non-dissemination derives from the continual presence and constant 
improvement of huge and ever-growing stocks of nuclear and thermo
nuclear weapons without any hope of slowing down or halting the 
race. Whether we like it or not, existing nuclear weapons cast an 
ominous shadow over the proposed non-dissemination treaty and 
confront its draftsmen with a grave problem which they cannot evade.

We are all familiar with the serious divergences of view which exist 
between the nuclear Powers concerning the method of solving the nu
clear disarmament problem in general. Nevertheless, these diver
gencies and difficulties have not discouraged the non-aligned and non
nuclear countries, which have expressed a general wish that a treaty 
on non-proliferation should be reinforced by tangible measures of
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nuclear disarmament. In our Committee this general feeling was first 
expressed in the Joint Memorandum of the eight non-aligned dele- 
gatibns on 15 September 1965 which states:
A treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear weai>ons is not an end in itself but only 
a means to an end. That end is the achievement of General and Complete Dis
armament, and, more particularly, nuclear disarmament. The eight delegations 
are convinced that measures to prohibit the spread of nuclear weapons should 
therefore be coupled with or followed by tangible steps to halt the nuclear arms 
race and to limit, reduce and eliminate the stocks of nuclear weapons and the 
means of their delivery.^

This memorandum received warm support at the twentieth session of 
the United Nations General Assembly, which incorporated two signif
icant sub-paragraphs in its resolution 2028 (XX) : sub-paragraph 
2(b), which stipulates that “The treaty should embody an acceptable 
balance of mutual responsibilities and obligations of the nuclear and 
non-nuclear Powers;” and sub-paragraph 2(c), which stipulates that 
the treaty “should be a step towards the achievement of general and 
complete disarmament, and, more particularly, nuclear disarmament”.

If  we compare these two sub-paragraphs, we see that the General 
Assembly has taken into account the underlying concern expressed in 
the Joint Memorandum of the eight delegations. We must now be 
more precise and apply the two directives given to us by the Assembly, 
so that the treaty on non-dissemination may be truly viable and dur
able. I  am pleased to note that the members of our Committee have 
begun to submit specific proposals which can be linked to the treaty 
or included in it.

On 27 January the Nigerian delegation reiterated that an indis
pensable element in any non-proliferation measure is a firm under
taking with adequate guarantees by the nuclear Powers not to use 
nuclear weapons against non-nuclear Powers under any circumstances 
whatever, or to threaten to use them.^ This proposal met with a 
favourable response from the Soviet Union, which in Mr. Kosygin’s 
important message to this Committee declared:
In order to facilitate agreement on the conclusion of a treaty, the Soviet Gov
ernment declares its willingness to include in the draft treaty a clause on the 
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear States parties to 
the treaty which have no nuclear weapons in their territory.®

The United Arab Kepublic, which has always advocated the total 
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons, understands the prohibi
tion referred to in Mr. Kosygin’s proposal as an application in a

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 424-425.
 ̂ENDC/PV.235, p. 31.
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specific case of the general rule of total prohibition of these weapons. 
In this sense we support the proposal.

The Nigerian delegation also repeated the statement it had made in 
the First Committee at the last General Assembly session: that non
proliferation measures should not be left to stand on their own for too 
long and that strenuous efforts should be made to attain the four addi
tional objectives it mentioned.

At our meeting on 15 February Mr. Trivedi stated:
The Indian delegation has urged on many occasions that the least that should 
be agreed upon, at least as a beginning, is that all countries, nuclear and non
nuclear, should forego further production of nuclear weapons and delivery 
vehicles designed to carry those weapons. A provision of this nature must neces
sarily be incorporated—or, as the principle says, embodied—in the treaty.^

Referring to the balance which should be established in the treaty, 
the Mexican representative stated in the Committee on 22 February:
. . . the Mexican delegation feels obliged to point out here and now that in its 
view an absolutely essential condition of such a balance must be the final ces
sation of all nuclear weapon tests in any environment whatever.^

Mr. Gomez Robledo added that his delegation did not ask that this 
stipulation should be inserted specifically in the non-proliferation 
treaty, although technically there was nothing to prevent it.

At our meeting on 24 February the Swedish representative, Mrs. 
Myrdal, said:
The question might be pondered as to what extent an agreement on other measures 
which constitute “tangible steps to halt the nuclear arms race”—such as a com
plete test ban, or, as perhaps is most germane to the non-proliferation issue, a 
cut-off of further production of nuclear weapon material—might be related to 
the entry into force of a non-proliferation treaty.

At our last meeting the representative of Brazil asked:

{continued in English)
Why do not the nuclear Powers, along with the treaty, commit themselves, 

through a declaration of intention, to carrying out a programme based on . . . 
[four] points: . . .?®

{continued in French)

In general, and without going into details in each case, my delegation 
considers that those proposals call for favourable consideration by our 
Committee, which should decide on the need to link them up with the 
treaty or to incorporate them in it. We are ready to co-operate in this 
Committee in such a fruitful task.

 ̂Ante, p. 76.
 ̂ENDC/PV.242, p. 9.

" ENDC/PV.244, p. 17.



KHALLAF STATEMENT, MARCH 3 77

The delegation of the United Arab Republic would like to supple
ment these proposals with another, more general, proposal which we 
feel should be included in any case in a treaty on the non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons, to ensure its political and technical viability and 
balance. In proposing this general measure my delegation has in 
mind the following situation.

The non-nuclear countries will in law renounce their right to nuclear 
weapons, but nuclear stockpiles and the threat of a nuclear confronta
tion will in fact continue to exist indefinitely, even if one or all of the 
foregoing proposals are adopted. This de facto situation could 
always constitute an incitement to manufacture or acquire nuclear 
weapons. To diminish this risk still further it will be necessary, pend
ing the complete elimination by radical measures of nuclear stockpiles 
and the nuclear threat, to include in the treaty a formal and definite 
indication of what the nuclear Powers propose to do with the existing 
nuclear armament. We know, unfortunately, that the total destruction 
and prohibition of nuclear weapons will take some time yet, and that 
the partial measures proposed to support a treaty on non-proliferation 
would only partly meet the requirements of the situation which would 
ensue from the conclusion of the treaty.

My delegation therefore considers that a treaty on non-dissemination 
should contain a separate article under which the nuclear Powers 
would assume the legal obligation to halt the nuclear arms race, limit, 
reduce and eliminate stocks of nuclear weapons and delivery vehicles, 
and to that end continue and expedite negotiations in order to reach 
agreement on suitable concrete measures.

The inclusion of such a clause in the treaty, and its application in 
good faith, would make it possible to assess objectively the exercise of 
the right of withdrawal from the treaty for non-observance, as we have 
conceived it. Likewise it would solemnly confirm that the present 
factual nuclear monopoly will not become a legal one as a result of the 
non-dissemination treaty, as a substantial sector of world public 
opinion fears it will.

Lastly, we should like the treaty to possess the qualities of clarity and 
precision. Mrs. Myrdal  ̂ and Mr. Burns  ̂ have already referred to 
these qualities. We believe they are essential in a treaty of this kind 
in order to avoid misunderstandings and ambiguities, which are apt to 
create difficulties in its application or interpretation. My delegation 
believes, however, that the text of the proposed treaty will acquire 
clarity and precision as the negotiations proceed.

Ante, pp. 51-55.
‘ ENDC/PV. 241, pp. 14 tt.
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Before concluding I  should like to refer to a question which has been 
raised several times in this Committee. I t concerns the nuclear pro
tection which nuclear countries contemplate extending to non-nuclear 
countries in the event of a nuclear threat or attack. The United Arab 
Eepublic’s delegation has already had occasion at the last General 
Assembly session to state categorically our objections of principle to 
such protection, which is not feasible and would assuredly increase the 
risks of a nuclear confrontation.^ In our view, observance of the 
United Nations Charter and the total elimination of nuclear weapons 
would give a valid and adequate assurance in this respect.

Statement by ACDA Deputy Director Fisher to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Nonpro
liferation of Nuclear Weapons, March 3,1966

At the outset, I  should like to acknowledge the greetings extended 
by you, Mr. Chairman, and by the representatives of the United Arab 
Kepublic and Canada. I  should also like to join you and other repre
sentatives in congratulating the Soviet Union on its most recent ad
vances in the exploration of space.

I  should like to make a few remarks on the discussions on the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons which have been taking place during 
this session of the Conference.

First, as I  consider the statements made so far during this session, I  
observe an unstated premise which seems to be assumed by some repre
sentatives : that is, that a non-proliferation treaty is advantageous to 
nuclear weapon States and disadvantageous to non-nuclear weapon 
States. In asking themselves the inevitable and quite proper question 
“What does a non-proliferation treaty do for the security of my coun
try?”, some representatives of the non-nuclear weapon States seem 
to have found very little that is positive in the answer. I  suggest that 
today we should explore this matter somewhat further.

As Mr. Bums, the representative of Canada, has already pointed 
out, when my country was the only nuclear Power in the world we felt 
that even one nuclear Power—although that Power was our own coun
try—was too many.^ Iromediately after the Second World War we 
sought to remove nuclear energy entirely from the military field. We

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1965, p. 490.
ENDO/PV.2I45, pp. 25-32. 
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did this, not for altruistic reasons,v but because we thought it in our 
own best interests to do so, as well as in the -interests of world peace. 
Had our proposals been accepted, there would not be even one nuclear 
weapon State today.

Why did we consider that forswearing nuclear weapons would be in 
our interest if our potential adversaries did the same under a system of 
effective controls? Because, as is true at the present time for any 
non-nuclear weapon State, the acquisition of nuclear weapons by rival 
Powers would increase the danger of a nuclear exchange in which 
we should be involved. Today, it is true, a new nuclear weapon Power 
would not be likely to become a threat to the United States for a very 
long time. However, the same cannot be said of the potential adver
saries of that new nuclear Power.

What Secretary Rusk said last week of United States interests in a 
non-proliferation treaty is perhaps even more true of the interests of 
non-nuclear weapon States. The following is a portion of his testi
mony before our Legislature:

Nuclear proliferation could add a new and dangerous dimension to historical 
ethnic and territorial disputes existing between nations. A decision by one 
party to acquire nuclear weapons could generate pressures on others to “go 
nuclear”—or to destroy the nuclear facilities of the acquiring State before the 
programme reaches completion.

In other words, it stimulates the threat of preventive war.
Nuclear weapons in the hands of more countries could have consequences 

for world security which no one can foresee. Every additional country having 
nuclear weapons, no matter how responsibly governed, is an additional center 
of independent decision-making on the use of nuclear weapons. International 
relations are thereby made more complex and more dangerous. And the risk 
that one of such centers could fall into irresponsible hands is increased.

Further on, Secretary Kusk stated:
Efforts of the present nuclear Powers to negotiate mutuaUy advantageous 

nuclear arms control agreements will be more complex and hence more diflScult 
as the number of such Powers increases.

And, of course, the overall chance of an accident or unauthorized use would 
increase as more nations acquired nuclear weapons.^

Those are the reasons why we seek a non-proliferation treaty; they 
apply with even greater force to non-nuclear weapon countries. Those 
reasons have led us to conclude that we could not support what has 
been referred to here as a simple non-dissemination treaty. As we 
understand it, such a treaty would prohibit merely the transfer and 
receipt of nuclear weapons, or assistance in their manufacture, but 
would not prohibit any country not now a manufacturer of nuclear 
weapons from becoming one.

 ̂Ante, p. 42.
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My delegation agrees with the statement of the representative of 
Mexico, Mr. Gomez Eobledo/ that this kind of agreement would not 
affect the gravest danger now before us. That danger results because 
the secret of the atom is no longer the monopoly of one country, or 
even of just a few coimtries. Nation after nation is acquiring plu
tonium and nuclear “know-how” through the construction and opera
tion of power-producing reactors. Many have the knowledge and 
can quickly achieve the capability to produce a few crude bombs if 
they choose to do so. This they can do without receiving nuclear 
weapons or any assistance in their manufacture from other States.

The representative of the Soviet Union referred to an estimate that 
there are thirteen States which are now in the position to begin ac
quiring nuclear weapon capability. He said: “I t  cannot be doubted 
that such a turn of events will bring about further tension and arouse 
concern throughout the world.”  ̂ For these reasons my delegation 
agrees with the representative of Mexico that the gravest danger is 
not that nuclear weapon States will give the bomb to non-nuclear 
weapon States but that “the various States already possessing the 
necessary resources may sooner or later join the ‘atomic club’ through 
their own efforts.” ̂

While we do not believe that what has been referred to as a simple 
non-dissemination treaty would reduce the gravest danger before us, 
we do believe that, in addition to the complete non-proliferation treaty 
which we hope to negotiate, there are other measures which would 
achieve our non-proliferation goal. In her very thoughtful statement 
on 24 February the representative of Sweden, Mrs. Myrdal, asked 
whether we could not find a way to negotiate such other related col
lateral measures at the same time as we negotiate a non-proliferation 
treaty.^

The recommendation of the co-Chairmen adopted at the last meeting 
of the Committee,® that we take time next week to discuss other col
lateral measures, is the best answer I  can give to Mrs. Myrdal’s 
question. We hope that this will move us forward toward agreement 
on these measures. As we have said here before, however, we would not 
link the entry into force of one measure with that of another for fear 
that we might not get either. But our draft treaty, as Mrs. Myrdal 
rightly pointed out in discussing a later question, contains a review 
provision which is designed to permit non-nuclear weapon States to 
consider, after a limited period from the entry into force of the non-

 ̂ENDO/PV.242, pp. 9-10.
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prolifera/tion treaty, whether they are satisfied with the progress then 
made in halting the arms race.^

This review proyision should be viewed in the light of the pre
ambular reference to our common objective in the United States d ra ft: 
“to achieve effective agreements to halt the nuclear arms race, and to 
reduce armaments, including particularly nuclear arsenals.” I f  such 
a clause appeared in the fiinally-agreed text, the treaty would contain 
an important part of what the representative of Brazil suggested 
should appear in a declaration of intention by the nuclear-weapon 
Powers.^

Given the urgency of our task we should, of course, promptly cor
rect any misunderstanding of the position of our Governments in pur
suing it. One such misinterpretation underlies the attacks upon the 
United States draft treaty on the ground that it deals only with the 
problem of national control of nuclear weapons. In fact the United 
States draft treaty deals directly with the problem of international 
organizations or associations having independent power to use nu
clear weapons. I t contains an undertaking by nuclear and non-nu
clear weapon States alike “not to take any other action which would 
cause an increase in the total number of States and other organizations 
having independent power to use nuclear weapons.”

There are now no multilateral organizations having such independ
ent power. We all know the present number of States which have it. 
The language I  have quoted would ensure that the total number of 
organizations and States having this power did not increase beyond 
this number. To put it another way, the number of nuclear-weapon 
Powers—whether national or international—would never become 
greater than this number so long as the treaty was observed and en
forced. This is what we mean when we say that there would be no 
increase—even by one—in the centres of nuclear-weapon power. The 
United States draft thus deals quite effectively with the problem of 
organizations, associations or groups of States.

Before proceeding to my next point, I  should like to note here that 
in his extremely interesting speech this morning the representative 
of the United Arab Republic raised the question whether the United 
States draft treaty was inconsistent with the position which has been 
taken in the past in regard to nuclear-free zones. The United States 
position on nuclear-free zones has been stated many times; nothing 
in our position on non-proliferation in any way derogates from it.

^For the text of the U.S. ■draft non-prolifer'atiaii treaty, see Documents on 
Disarmament, 1965, pp. 347-349, and post, pp. 159-160.
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J ndeed our positions on both are directed to the same end: to prevent 
the spread of nuclear weapons to individual countries.

As the interval shortens before yet another nation may conduct a 
nuclear test, the time remaining for serious negotiations should not 
be wasted with incessant attacks upon the legitimate right of nations 
to prepare for their collective defence. Yet I  must say, with the 
greatest respect for him personally, that we heard another such at
tack by the representative of Poland at our last meeting. He said that 
"‘The truth is that the overwhelming majority of the Western Eu
ropeans feel no sense of insecurity, because they know very well that 
nobody is threatening them.” He also said that “The sole exception 
is West Germany.” ^

In  considering whether there is any threat to Western Europe, I  
think that we should bear in mind the recent article by Soviet Marshal 
Malinovsky which appeared in the Bulgarian publication Narodna 
A^mviya of 22 February of this year. This article makes it quite clear 
that Soviet missiles continue to be aimed at territories bordering those 
of the Warsaw Pact countries. Reading Marshal Malinovsky’s lan
guage, Western Europeans can hardly be reassured that no one is 
threatening them.

The representative of Poland has also suggested that the Federal 
Republic is the only Western European country which feels threat
ened. I  have no right to speak here in the name of Western European 
governments. But, again with all respect for him personally, neither 
has the Polish representative. I  should like to point out to him that 
the Federal Republic is not the only Western European member of 
NATO. Nor is it alone in wishing to participate in arrangements 
for collective defence against nuclear attack from the East. Indeed, 
there are now ten NATO countries participating in the meetings of 
the Special Committee of Defence Ministers.

What that committee and the working groups functioning under 
it are considering is the way in which the defence of the NATO al
liance can be assured. That committee is not considering any ar
rangements by which the United States would reliaquish its control 
over its nuclear weapons. That committee is not considering any 
plan under which any non-nuclear weapon State would acquire its 
own capability of firing nuclear weapons.

In his interesting speech at our last meeting the representative of 
Poland also indicated the exact nature of the attack on NATO nuclear 
arrangements. There he criticised the United States draft treaty as 
permitting NATO collective defence arrangements which, he said, 
might “increase the influence of a State among its allies.” He made
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(liis attack even though he characterized these arrangements as ar
rangements which would not result in the acquisition of any independ
ent ability to fire nuclear weapons.

I  submit here that we are going far afield from the purposes of 
negotiating a non-proliferation agreement. Of course, the relations 
between States have their ups and downs. I  am sure that this is true 
among Warsaw Pact members as well as among NATO members. 
But the relative influence of States within an alliance structure, wheth
er it be the NATO structure or the structure of the Warsaw Pact, 
is not the legitimate concern of our deliberations here so long as it 
does not result in proliferation.

I  do not know if the aim of the representative of Poland is the 
destruction of the good relations which now exist among NATO mem
bers, although I  would hope that he would realize that the real interests 
of his country would not be advanced by any such policy. But, in 
any event, influence among members of either of the alliances has 
nothing to do with proliferation and cannot be governed by a treaty. 
I t is wholly extraneous to the problem before this Committee.

Finally, I should like to refer to a remark made by the representa
tive of the Soviet Union. At our first meeting at this session  ̂ he 
pointed out that frank words must be spoken if we are to clear the way 
to agreement. I  agree with that. I t  is not helpful to the work of 
this Conference if we talk about the problems facing us in one way 
when we are around this table and in another way in discussions at 
home, with our home Governments. I t  is in this spirit of candour, and 
for the purpose of giving this Conference an understanding of what 
the United States really thinks about the problems of reaching a non
proliferation agreement, that I  should like to quote again from the 
testimony of the United States Secretary of State given last week be
fore a Committee of our Legislature. Secretary Eusk testified:

. . . there is no conflict between United States non-proliferation policy and pos
sible nuclear arrangements . . . for the NATO Alliance . . . .  No one in NATO 
has been talking about any arrangement which would involve the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons. No NATO nuclear sharing proposal would increase the 
number of independent nuclear weapon entities.

Secretary of State Eusk went on to say:

Certainly the Soviet Union has made charges to the contrary. They object to 
the very existence of NATO. They object to any arrangements which tie the 
United States and Western Europe more closely together for defense purposes. 
They object to the Federal Republic of Germany participating in the alliance 
on a basis of equality and partnership with other Euroi>ean members of the 
Western community. Their main propaganda drive has been directed against 
the Federal Republic in an effort to divide and weaken the NATO aUiance, but

1 ENDO/PV. 235, p. 19.
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the West German Government is clearly on record as being opposed to acquir
ing a national nuclear weapons capability. The Soviet action in targeting hun
dreds of Soviet missiles on Western Europe is what created a nuclear problem 
in the alliance in the first place.

The Secretary of State concluded this portion of his testimony as fol
lows :

. . .  if the Soviet Union is really interested in preventing nuclear spread, and 
not ju^t in political objectives they appear to be pursuing under the guise of 
non-proliferation, it ought to be i>ossible to move promptly towards agreement. 
But we should not and we cannot be placed in a position of surrendering legiti
mate NATO interests which are wholly consistent with the objective of non- 
proliferation.^

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Nonpro
liferation of Nuclear Weapons, March 3, 1966 “

Mr. Chairman, permit me to express the sincere gratitude of the 
Soviet delegation to you as Chairman and as the representative of In 
dia, as well as to all the members of the Committee on whose behalf 
you congratulated us on the great new scientific and technological 
achievement of the Soviet Union consisting in the delivery of the 
pennant of the Soviet Union by the Soviet space vehicle Venus-3 to 
the planet Venus, over 100 million kilometres away from Earth, and in 
the passing of another Soviet space vehicle, the Venus-2, close by the 
planet Venus. I  also thank Mr. Khallaf, the representative of the 
United Arab Eepublic, Mr. Burns, the representative of Canada, and 
Mr. Fisher, the representative of the United States, for their con
gratulations.

I  should like to associate myself, Mr. Chairman, with your words of 
welcome to Mr. Protitch, who has come here as Special Eepresentative 
of the Secretary-General of the United Nations, and to Mr. Adrian 
Fisher, the representative of the United States of America, who is 
well known to us through his earlier participation in the work of the 
Conmiittee.

At the last four meetings of our Committee, including, of course, 
today’s meeting, a serious and, in our opinion, a most useful discus
sion has developed on the question of non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. Many of the speakers who took the floor have expressed a

 ̂Ante, pp. 43-45.
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number of important considerations which, although they were still 
mainly of a general nature and did not always directly relate to the 
article-by-article examination of a non-proliferation treaty, never
theless bore witness to the profund concern of the participants in the 
negotiations for as rapid a solution as possible of the problem of non
proliferation.

I f  we sum up all these statements, I  think we can conclude that the 
prevailing view in the Committee is that an agreement on non-pro- 
liferation is a timely and important step contributing towards the 
achievement of nuclear disarmament. In particular, this idea was 
clearly expressed in the statement made by the representative of Mex
ico, Mr. Gomez Eobledo, who stressed that his delegation is in favor of 
solving the pro>blem of non-proliferation without d e l a y I n  this con
nexion I  should also like to recall the statement made by the repre
sentative of Ethiopia, Mr. Aberra, who, in pointing out the impor
tance of solving a whole series of problems which, like the non-pro
liferation of nuclear weapons, would help to diminish the nuclear 
threat, at the same time remarked that “In the opinion of the Ethio
pian delegation, this does not in itself diminish the magnitude of the 
non-proliferation problem, nor does it lessen the urgency of conclud
ing a non-proliferation agreement.” ^

We listened with great attention to the statements made today by 
the representative of the United Arab Republic, Mr. Khallaf. This 
is an important statement, which sets out in great detail the attitude 
of the United Arab Republic towards a treaty on the non-prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons. We shall, of course, study most carefully 
all the details of this statement of the representative of the United 
Arab Republic. However, we should like straightway to note with 
satisfaction that part of Mr. Khallaf’s statement in which he speaks 
of the need to stop the spread of the nuclear cancer and to rid human
ity of the nuclear evil as quickly as possible. We also note with sat
isfaction that the United Arab Republic approves the proposals 
contained in the message from the Chairman of the Council of Min
isters of the USSR, Mr. Kosygin, concerning an undertaking by the 
nuclear Powers not to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear States 
which have no nuclear weapons in their territory.^

Likewise of great importance for ascertaining the position of the 
non-aligned countries is Mr. Khallaf’s statement that the United 
Arab Republic sees the guarantee of its security, not in being pro
tected by someone else’s nuclear umbrella, but in the complete elimi-

 ̂ENDO/PV.242, pp. 4r-14. 
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nation of nuclear weapons. All these ideas expressed by Mr. Khallaf 
reflect the striving of the United Arab Republic, one of the most 
active and influential of the non-aligned countries, to bring about 
nuclear disarmament as soon as possible. This demand for nuclear 
disarmament is becoming more and more insistent and urgent, and 
is meeting with ever stronger support throughout the world; this is 
a positive factor in modern international life which will undoubtedly 
promote the concentration of efforts to bring about nuclear disar
mament, that most important problem of the present day.

So far as we can judge from the statements made by some repre
sentatives of the non-aligned States in the Committee, they express 
definite concern about the place that a non-proliferation agreement 
should occupy in the general range of nuclear disarmament questions 
and the relationship it should have with other measures helping to
wards nuclear disarmament. The Soviet delegation is particularly 
gratified to note that an overwhelming majority of the Committee, 
including the delegations of the non-aligned countries, has decisively 
confirmed the need to take urgent measures that would lead to the 
elimination of the danger of nuclear war and to nuclear disarmament. 
In this respect we may note with complete justification that our views 
and those of the non-aligned States are identical. We are glad this 
is so.

In  this connexion the Soviet delegation would like to stress once 
again that the Soviet Union does not regard the solution of the prob
lem of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons as an end in itself or as 
a means of preserving for the existing nuclear Powers their monopoly 
of nuclear weapons, but as a first step in the range of measures lead
ing to nuclear disarmament. The implementation of such a measure 
as non-proliferation of nuclear weapons would undoubtedly facilitate 
the achievement of agreement on other questions within this range. 
We refer above all to the solution of such questions as the establish
ment of denuclearized zones, the renunciation of the use of nuclear 
weapons, the cessation of all nuclear tests, and so forth. For this 
reason we think that it would hardly be conducive to our purpose to 
tie up a series of measures in a single package or to make agreement 
on any one of these measures dependent on the implementation of 
other measures. In our opinion this would complicate negotiations 
which are difficult enough already.

During the debate many representatives of non-aligned States, 
while expressing a positive attitude in regard to an agreement on the 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, at the same time raised the 
question of ensuring their national security. In this connexion ref
erence was made on several occasions to the proposal contained in
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the message from the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the 
USSR, Mr. Kosygin, to this Committee, that under a non-prolifera
tion treaty the nuclear Powers should assume an obligation not to use 
nuclear weapons against States which have no such weapons in their 
territory. We again note with satisfaction that this proposal has 
met with a positive response from many delegations of non-aligned 
countries; in particular we might mention the statements made by 
the representatives of Mexico,  ̂Nigeria  ̂and other countries.

Some representatives of non-aligned States, in particular the rep
resentatives of Sweden  ̂ and Brazil,^ raised the point that it might 
perhaps be appropriate, for the fulfilment by non-nuclear States of 
a treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, to take advantage of 
the control arrangements (safeguards) worked out by the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency. In this respect we should like to 
announce that the Soviet Union would be prepared to examine this 
problem. In our opinion, however, at this stage of the discussion 
which has developed in the Committee it would be more appropriate 
to concentrate on solving the main problems: namely, on defining the 
range of obligations that would be assumed by the parties to the fu
ture treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. I f  we could 
agree in the near future on these main questions of principle, then, in 
our opinion, it would not be particularly difficult to settle all the other 
problems.

The Soviet delegation has studied carefully the statements made by 
representatives of the Western Powers, the United States of America, 
Canada and the United Kingdom. Frankly, we did not find in their 
speeches any new elements that would bear witness to the desire of 
the Western Powers to take into account the criticisms of the United 
States draft treiaty on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons  ̂ which 
have been expressed both here and in the General Assembly of the 
United Nations by the delegations of many countries. In the state
ments of the Western representatives the idea was quite clearly ex
pressed that we should begin the whole discussion in the Committee 
by defining the terms “non-proliferation”, “access” to nuclear weapons, 
and so on. We do not think, however, that such a method of 
discussing the present question will accelerate progress. On the other 
hand, no one can fail to see that the articles of the Soviet draft treaty ®
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are clearly and definitely worded and give no grounds for any am
biguous interpretation and even less for misunderstanding.

In this connexion, I  should like to recall the words used by the 
representative of Czechoslovakia, Mr. Cernik, on 22 February, when 
he stated that “In our view, the demand for the prior definition of 
certain general concepts would in fact mean returning to the general 
debate”. Mr. Cernik went on to say:

We are convinced that such a concrete discussion is the most appropriate basis 
for further clarification of the point of view of individual States and for the 
achievement of progress in our negotiaitions.^

The So\det delegation fully agrees with this opinion of the represent
ative of Czechoslovakia.

At our last meeting the representative of Poland, Mr. Blusztajn, 
showed very convincingly  ̂that the question is not one of terms, defi
nitions or words, and that the meaning of the word “access” which we 
use is not so incomprehensible to the Western representatives as Mr. 
Burns, for instance, tried to make out. The gist of the matter is that 
the Western Powers intend to give “access” to nuclear weapons to their 
ally. West Grermany, through joint ownership and control of these 
weapons within the framework of the NATO militaiy alliance. Hav
ing set themselves this objective, the Western Powers have included 
in their draft treaty on non-proliferation such formulas as would not 
prevent them from creating multilateral or other joint NATO nuclear 
forces. Much has been said on this subject by the representatives of 
the Western Powers, mainly by Mr. Foster and Lord Chalfont.

The statement made by the United States representative, Mr. Foster, 
has shown once again that the United States has in fact stopped half
way and does not wish to take the decisive step in order to cover com
pletely the problem of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. In his 
statement Mr. Foster again spoke only about the prohibition of re
linquishing nuclear weapons to the “national control” of non-nuclear 
States, and did not make a single move that would have made it pos
sible to work out a treaty which would close not only direct but any 
indirect ways of access to nuclear weapons, for instance, through 
military alliances, in the form of participation in mixed multilateral 
nuclear forces. As the United States representative explained, the 
draft treaty submitted by the United States is aimed at prohibiting the 
independent right of non-nuclear States to use nuclear weapons.^

These measures must, of course, be carried out— n̂o one questions 
that—; and we have already pointed out that the United States draft

^ENDO/PV.242, p.38.
ENDC/PV.244, p. 21. 
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does in fact provide for the closing of certain channels for the pro
liferation of nuclear weapons. Nevertheless, we have also said, and we 
repeat this again, that the United States proposal leaves open the pos
sibility for the indirect proliferation of nuclear weapons by giving 
access to them to non-nuclear States and, in particular, such a State as 
West Germany, within the framework of the NATO military alliance.

It is essential to go further than is proposed by Mr. Foster and to 
ensure that no loop-holes will in fact remain for the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons. In his statement on 17 February, Mr. Foster de
clared th a t:
. . . none of the defence arrangements in existence or under discussion among 
NATO members would involve relinquishing nuclear weapons to the national 
control of any non-nuclear-weapon nation, now or at any time in the future. . . . 
Nor would any such arrangements assist any such nation in the manufacture of 
nuclear weapons/

That is the limit of the United States approach to the solution of the 
problem of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

The Soviet delegation insists that measures should be taken which 
would equally prohibit the transfer of nuclear weapons to multilateral 
control within the framework of military alliances, for instance, 
NATO. If  such a provision is included in the treaty, we shall have no 
difficulty in agreeing on the final formulas of the draft we are 
preparing.

Today I  should like to emphasize that in articles I  and I I  of the 
United States draft there is no mention of several important obliga
tions in respect of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, and these 
omissions make this draft imacceptable.

First, in the United States draft there is no mention of any obliga
tion not to grant non-nuclear States or groups of States the right to 
participate in the ownership, disposal and use of nuclear weapons.

Secondly, the United States draft fails to include the important 
provision that a party to the treaty possessing nuclear weapons must 
not place these weapons or control over them and over their emplace
ment and use at the disposal of units of the armed forces or military 
personnel of States not possessing nuclear weapons, even if such units 
or military personnel are under the command of a military alliance.

Thirdly, where the United States draft treaty mentions the obliga
tions of non-nuclear Powers, there is missing the important provision 
that such States undertake to refrain from receiving nuclear weapons 
in any form whatsoever, directly or indirectly, for their ownership, 
control or use and that they will not participate in the ownership, con
trol or use of such weapons or in the testing of such weapons.

 ̂Ante, p. 35.
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I t should be obvious to all that the lack of the aforementioned 
provisions in the United States draft leaves precisely those loop-holes 
of which, as indicated in General Assembly resolution 2028 (XX) /  
the treaty should be void.

In this respect the comparative assessment of the Soviet and United 
States draft treaties made today in the statement of the representative 
of the United Arab Kepublic is noteworthy. Mr, Khallaf said that if 
we compare article I  of the Soviet and United States draft treaties, it 
turns out that the Soviet text of article I  of the treaty is more in keep
ing with the requirements laid down in the resolution of the United 
Nations General Assembly: namely, that the non-proliferation treaty 
should be void of any loop-holes which might permit access to nuclear 
weapons, directly or indirectly, in any form, by States not pos3cssing 
such weapons.^ Unfortunately, the representatives of the Western 
Powers continue to insist on their inconsistent approach to the solution 
of this problem and have even perceptibly stiffened their position. 
Today’s statement by the United States representative, Mr. Fisher, 
has introduced no change into the existing situation.

At the previous stage the Western Powers pretended that they were 
in favour of a comprehensive treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons, without any exceptions. That is why they stressed in the 
debate that the creation of a NATO multilateral nuclear force does not, 
in their opinion, involve proliferation of nuclear weapons. Now that 
they have failed to mislead the world on this score, the Western rep
resentatives are putting the stress on something else. They no longer 
argue about whether or not the participation of a non-nuclear State 
in a so-called collective nuclear force constitutes proliferation.

Now Lord Chalfont declares that our assessment of the United 
States draft treaty, namely that the main and most dangerous short
coming of the United States draft is that it leaves open the possibility 
of giving non-nuclear States access to nuclear weapons through the 
NATO military alliance— t̂his assessment of ours, according to Lord 
Chalfont, can be taken to imply a considerable degree of interference 
in the legitimate workings of NATO and, indeed, of any alliance that 
contains nuclear and non-nuclear Powers.^ Lord Chalfont has found 
a very simple means of getting out of the vicious circle of contradic
tions in which the position of the Western Powers on this question 
finds itself. He simply declares that an attempt to extend the treaty 
to cover non-nuclear States members of the NATO military bloc would

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 532-534.
* Ante, pp. 70-71.
«ENDO/PV.244, Mar. 1, 1966, p. 11.
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be “interfersnce in the legitimate workings of NATO” ! Well, as the 
saying goes, that is about the limit.

All in all, it turns out that NATO must be an inviolable, sacred 
sanctuary for non-nuclear States seeking access to nuclear weapons, 
where they can be free from the operation of the treaty. Of course, 
this is an inconsistent and unacceptable position, which does not stand 
up to any criticism from the point of view of non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons.

In the statement he made last Tuesday, 1 March, the United King
dom representative approached the question from a different angle. 
He asked, “Is it unreasonable that the collective forces of NATO 
should include nuclear weapons . . Putting the question in
this way leaves, as you see, no room for such considerations as whether 
or not this is consistent with the idea of non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. In this question only one consideration is taken into ac
count : the reasonableness of equipping with nuclear weapons the so- 
called collective forces of NATO, the principal nucleus of which is 
the West German Bundesioehr.

Now the United Kingdom representative no longer tries to confuse 
the issue. He removes from his phraseology the veil of deliberate 
obscurity, ambiguity and vagueness and states quite frankly that, in 
his opinion, it should be considered that within the framework of 
NATO the proliferation of nuclear weapons can take place, not from 
the moment when access to nuclear weapons is acquired by a State 
which is not at present a nuclear Power, but only when this State is 
in a position to give the order to fire nuclear weapons. But, with all 
due respect to Lord Chalfont, it will then be too late to talk of non
proliferation of nuclear weapons.

In making such statements the United Kingdom representative is 
trying to turn the question in such a way that our basic objective— 
the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons^—should be left in the shade 
and relegated to the background, the question of NATO collective 
nuclear forces should be brought to the fore and given priority, and 
the treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons should be limited 
to what is left outside the nuclear forces of NATO. This is not the 
first time that we have been confronted with such attempts on the 
part of the Western Powers. We first heard this idea from the mouth 
of Mr. Herter, the United States Secretary of State, in December 
1960, at the very end of General Eisenhower’s presidency.

And now in the Committee we are told by Lord Chalfont, not of 
how to ensure an invulnerable treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons, without any loopholes, but that the “dignity” of the non-

p. 12.
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nuclear members of NATO “as free and sovereign States”-—in this 
expression of Lord Chalfont’s the same Western Germany is meant— 
requires their participation in nuclear matters within the framework of 
NATO.

These appeals by Lord Chalfont to embellish the “dignity” and 
“sovereignty” of Western Germany with a necklace of nuclear bombs 
give rise to certain associations of ideas. They bring to mind the 
1920’s after the First World War and the early 1930’s when Germany, 
invoking the principle of “equal rights” and sovereignty, succeeded in 
bringing -about first rearmament, then the re-militarization of the 
Rhineland, after which there began a series of territorial annexations 
and, in the end, the war was unleashed by Hitler’s Eeich. The road 
along which the development of events is going today is very reminis
cent of the fatal road of the past, and the United States and the United 
Kingdom, which are favouring this, bear a heavy responsibility.

A new idea has lately appeared in the battery of arguments used by 
the Western Powers. We are now being told insistently that NATO 
will fall apart unless the Federal Republic of Germany is given access 
to nuclear weapons, and consequently that any demand aimed at pre
venting Western Germany from being given access to nuclear weapons 
as a member of NATO represents a plot designed to undermine NATO 
and to bring about its dissolution. The artificially and far-fetched 
nature of this— ŝave the m ark!—argument is obvious to everyone. I t 
is not difficult to perceive that the Western Powers are using this argu
ment here at the suggestion of the Federal Republic of Germany, 
under the influence of blackmail and threats from Bonn.

In connexion with this fabrication from Bonn, we can point to the 
generally-known fact that in NATO itself no one except Western Ger
many considers that an essential condition for the existence of NATO 
is the granting of access to nuclear weapons in one form or another 
to the Federal Republic of Germany within the framework of NATO. 
Statements to the contrary are made by Western Germany’s allies in 
NATO merely by way of allied support. The artificiality and ground
lessness of this newly-invented argument of the Western Powers is 
perfectly clear to everyone. I  need hardly say that we cannot take 
this argument into consideration at all if all of us are really in earnest 
about solving the problem of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and 
are not trying to derive some military advantage for ourselves in this 
matter and to bring about a preponderance in our favour.

I f  the Western Powers have a serious attitude towards the problem 
of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, they will undoubtedly find 
ways and means of curbing their unduly warlike German ally >and 
bringing its behaviour in this matter into conformity with the idea of
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non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, and will not try to ot)tain an 
exceptional position for it, as the United States is doing in its draft 
treaty. In the light of these self-evident considerations. Lord Chal- 
font’s attempt to reduce the substance of the differences to arguments 
about different interpretations of the concept of military alliances 
does not stand up to criticism.

I  repeat once again that the question of access to nuclear weapons in 
any way by Western Germany within the framework of negotiations 
concerning a treaty on nonproliferation of nuclear weapons is not a 
question of concepts of military alliances or of their policy or strategy. 
Only those who are not interested in solving the problem of non-prolif
eration of nuclear weapons, or those who are tools in the hands of such 
people, can give that kind of twist to the question. The attempt to 
turn the discussion in that direction reflects the desire to confuse the 
question of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and to evade its 
solution.

Another argument advanced in favour of the United States approach 
to the solution of the problem of non-proliferation of nuclear weap
ons, is that the United States draft limits access to nuclear weapons. 
We are told that, under the United States draft treaty, not all non
nuclear States will be given access to nuclear weapons in the form of 
collective participation in their control, but only those non-nuclear 
States which are allies of the United States in the NATO military bloc. 
This is an example of plain nepotism on the part of the United States. 
What is odd, however, is that the United States should assume that 
such a specific, family approach could be taken as a basis for agreement.

Do not cherish any illusions! Such an approach is not acceptable 
to the Soviet Union or to any of the socialist countries, or to the non- 
aligned countries, which have clearly stated in the Committee, through 
the representative of India, Mr. Trivedi,^ that they are against any at
tempts to establish a kind of third category of States—that is to say, 
to create, in addition to the existing nuclear and non-nuclear coun
tries, a category of States having access to nuclear weapons on the basis 
of participation in a military alliance. But that is precisely the aim 
which the United States draft treaty pursues. Moreover, this was 
frankly stated by the United States representative, Mr. Foster, on 31 
August 1965. He declared that “The treaty would not, however, pre
clude the establishment of nuclear arrangements—such as a multi
lateral force within NATO . . .” ^

In  the course of the previous discussion we pointed out that a treaty 
on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons must close the door of access

 ̂Ante, pp. 18-19.
 ̂Docwnents on Disarmament, 1965, p. 365,
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to these weapons to all non-nuclear States, whether through their 
acquisition by non-nuclear countries for the purpose of having them in 
their ownership, at their disposal or under their control, or through 
obtaining access to these weapons of mass destruction by indirect 
means, through the participation of non-nuclear countries in collective 
ownership or control of nuclear weapons withhi the framework of 
NATO. On several occasions, we have drawn attention to this aspect 
of the question: namely, that the question of non-proliferaticn of nu
clear weapons, like any coin, has two sides. On one side we have na
tional possession or control of nuclear weapons, and on the other side 
indirect access to them by non-nuclear countries through their partici
pation either in the NATO multilateral nuclear force, or in the NATO 
Atlantic nuclear force, or any other similar organization concerned 
with questions of the use and application of nuclear weapons.

Both these aspects of access to nuclear weapons are two forms of one 
and the same process, extremely dangerous to the cause of peace: the 
process of proliferation of nuclear weapons, a process which must be 
stopped in both its forms by a treaty of non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. Both these ways, both these channels for proliferation of 
atomic weapons must be closed. No exceptions to this can be tolerated 
if we want the treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons to have 
any value, or, to be more accurate, if we want such a treaty to come 
into being.

In  connexion with the aforesaid position of the United States dele
gation in the Eighteen-Nation Committee on this question, I  think that 
it would be of interest to the members of the Committee to acquaint 
themselves with the statements which were made on this subject by 
Senator Joseph Clark on 18 January this year during the discussion 
of Senator Pastore’s resolution on the question of the non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons. This is what Senator Clark said:

Mr. President, with regard to the comment of the Secretary of State to the 
effect that a supposed conflict between nuclear arrangements in the NATO 
alliance and a non-proliferation treaty is not a real one, suffice it to say that 
reasonable men may differ. I differ, and many other Americans differ with the 
Secretary of State in this regard. It is a matter of record that the Russians 
have repeatedly asserted their willingness to sign a non-proliferation treaty 
which would prohibit the creation of a NATO nuclear force.

Then Senator Clark went on to say:

Mr. President . . .  I do not believe it advances the argument very much to 
deny that the proposed nuclear force is an obstacle to the treaty, when the 
Russians have said over and over again that, so far as they are concerned, it 
is not only an obstacle, but that it would make the treaty impossible.

It is an open secret—Senator Clark coDitinued— t̂hat the U.S. draft treaty 
to halt the sprea<i of nuclear weapons was purposely written with a gaping 
loop-hole in it to permit the creation of a new NATO nuclear force of some
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sort. Time and again the Russians have declared their objection to this provision 
on the ground that it would permit the West Germans to get their fingers on 
the nuclear trigger—and well it might.

Senator Clark concluded his statement with the following words:
. . . What we must do now, if we are really serious about getting a treaty to 
halt the spread of nuclear weapons, is . . .  to rewrite the treaty . . .  to close 
the loop-hole created for the proposed NATO nuclear force.^

That is the course which the United States delegation should follow, 
so that this important problem can be settled here without any further 
delay.

In our statement today we have shown the inconsistency of the posi
tion of the Western Powers and have laid bare the shortcomings of 
the United States draft treaty which make it unacceptable. That 
draft cannot serve as the basis for an agreement on the non-prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons. But the Committee has before it the Soviet 
draft treaty, which does not suffer from those shortcomings. One can 
argue about one or other of its specific provisions; one can improve 
and develop them; but no one can prove that this draft leaves the 
slightest chink or loop-hole for the proliferation of nuclear weapons, 
either directly or indirectly. Therefore we propose that this docu
ment be taken as the basis for drafting the agreement.

The Soviet delegation would like to stress that we are prepared to 
consider any amendments or additions to our draft treaty and to show 
the utmost flexibility and a constructive spirit in this regard. At the 
same time, however, one condition must be observed: namely, that 
it is essential in the interests of our common cause that amendments 
and additions, if any, should be directed towards the sole purpose of 
preparing a treaty on non-proliferation which would close all loop
holes for proliferation of nuclear weapons, in accordance with the 
requirements of resolution 2028 (XX) of the United Nations General 
Assembly. Any amendments and additions which would sidetrack us 
from this objective, or, a fortiori^ any which would run counter to it, 
would undoubtedly only hamper our work.

At the same time, we should have no objection to the Committee 
continuing to compare the two draft treaties submitted by the delega
tions of the Soviet Union and of the United States, with a view to 
determining which of them answers better to the purpose set before us. 
In the course of such an objective comparison, any unprejudiced par
ticipant in the. discussion will certainly see that the Soviet draft treaty 
fully, consistently and in every way covers the problem of non-prolif
eration of nuclear weapons, but the United States draft treaty does

 ̂Congressional Record, vol. 112, no. 6 (Jan. 18,1966), pp. 480-481.
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not. We believe, however, that this aspect of the question is already 
clear to everyone.

I t  seems to us that, in the light of the discussion that has taken place, 
the choice to be made is clear. We must set about the final draftmg 
of the text of an agreement on the basis of the Soviet draft. We 
think that, when the Conmiittee resumes its discussion of the problem 
of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons in about two weeks’ time, 
all the representatives should have the necessary instructions from 
their Governments so that all the members of the Committee can deal 
with the drafting of the articles of the treaty in real earnest.

Statement by Secretary of Defense McNamara to the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy, March 7 ,1966 ^

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I  am indeed grateful for the 
compliment you gave me even if it is undeserved. I  am very happy to 
be here today to present the views of the Department of Defense on 
Senate Resolution 179, which expresses the Senate’s support of the 
President’s efforts to halt the spread of nuclear weapons.^

The President’s January message to the Eighteen Nation Dis
armament Conference reflects the commitment of the U.S. Govern
ment to stop the spread of nuclear weapons. The President said in 
part:

The avoidance of war and particularly nuclear war is the central, common 
concern of all mankind.

My country is dedicated to this end. The effort to control, and reduce—and 
ultimately eliminate—modern engines of nuclear destruction is fundamental to 
our policy. We have, with all mankind, a common interest in acting now to 
prevent nuclear spread, to halt the nuclear arms race, and to reduce nuclear 
stocks.

The President drew attention to the resolutions introduced in both 
Houses of Congress endorsing the administration’s program to pre
vent the spread of nuclear weapons. He said these resolutions “are an 
indication of the importance that the people of the United States at
tribute to such measures * * He said that he fully shared these 
views.^

^Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons: Hearings Before the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy^ Congress of the United States, Eighty-ninth CoTvgresSy Second 
Session, on S. Res. 179, pp. 73-78.

^Post, pp. 306-^07.
* Ante, p. 6.
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When 1 appeared before the Committee on Foreign Relations in 
August 1963, supporting the Limited Test Ban Treaty, I  stated:

♦  * * The possibiUty of the further diffusion of nuclear weapons poses a severe 
threat to our national security.

Proliferation of nuclear weapons capability would:
1. Increase the UkeUhood of accidental detonation of a nuclear weapon;
2. Increase the risk of small nuclear wars which could catalyze a big one be

tween the two great powers;
3. Cause important and destabilizing shifts in regional power balance/

I  continue to hold this view. The Department of Defense strongly 
supports the President’s efforts to limit the spread of nuclear weapons. 
I  am, therefore, happy to endorse the Senate resolution.

At this time I  will discuss very briefly the security implications 
of this issue for ourselves and other nuclear powers, for nations 
incapable of building nuclear weapons, and, finally for those nations 
which can, but have not built nuclear weapons. I  will then comment 
briefly on the President’s nonproliferation program.

Today there are five countries in the world which have exploded a 
nuclear device. Four are capable, and one will be in a few year’s time 
capable, of independently deciding to attack another with nuclear 
weapons. I t is not in our interest or in the interest of any other 
nation to have that number increase. The U.S. national interest in 
nonproliferation is clear—any increase in the number of nations inde
pendently controlling nuclear weapons is an increase in the threat to 
our security.

Some people argue that nuclear proliferation has already occurred 
and that therefore our policies are doomed to failure. To be sure, 
after World War II  we sought to remove nuclear energy from the mili
tary field because we believed that even one nuclear power was one 
too many.

Today Communist China has tested two atomic devices and become 
the fifth nuclear power. She cannot be expected to agree to our 
efforts to limit the spread of nuclear weapons in the immediate future. 
However, this is no reason for us to pursue nonproliferation with any 
diminished sense of urgency.

I t  was in the U.S. interest in 1964 to attempt to hold the number of 
nuclear powers to four and it is now in 1966 our interest to attempt to 
hold the number of nuclear powers to five. In the immediate future, 
the more nuclear powers there are, the more there are likely to be.

The more there are, the more unsettling will be the too rapid 
shifts in the often delicate power balances and political relation
ships. And the more there are, the greater will be the risk of an

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1963j p. 324. 
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accident or miscalculation. I  do not believe that circumstances will 
arise in which it is in our national interest to increase the number of 
nuclear powers, whatever that number may be.

All of the other nuclear powers share this interest with us—any 
increase in the number of nuclear powers is an increase in the danger 
of nuclear war.

What are the interests of those nations who do not have, and are 
not likely to get, nuclear weapons? They too share an interest in 
stopping nuclear spread. These countries know that nuclear spread 
can only result in increased expenditures for arms at the expense 
of their aspirations for improved economic and social conditions. 
The interests of these nations lie in the growth of a peaceful and 
stable world in which emphasis can be placed upon development 
rather than destruction.

In between the great powers having nuclear weapons today and 
those having no capability for developing nuclear weapons there are 
two other groups of nonnuclear nations: Those who are capable of 
undertaking independently the development of nuclear weapons over 
the next 5 to 10 years and those who might wish to build nuclear 
weapons but who would need outside help to develop them.

These “threshold nations”—^nations who can build weapons and 
have not done so—are the crucial factor in any program of nonpro
liferation. I t  is relatively easy for the United States to arrive at the 
conclusion that limiting the spread of nuclear weapons is in our best 
interests, and the best interests of the world at large.

But the decisions on this matter will not be made only in Washing
ton, Moscow, London, Paris, and Peiping. They will be made in the 
capitals of these “threshold” countries.

The decision on this question is a national decision resting upon 
each individual nation’s estimate of its own interests. The decision by 
a potential nuclear power to forgo the development of a nuclear 
capability is a difficult one involving questions of international pres
tige, national security, and domestic politics. The United States 
cannot make this decision for another country. We in conjunction 
with other nations, can only influence the decision.

I  believe that it is most important that we have clear in our own 
minds how we and other nations can work together to stop nuclear 
spread. Our task is to create international restraints and an inter
national climate which would make it possible for these countries to 
decide for themselves that the acquisition of nuclear weapons is not in 
their individual national interests.

This is not a simple task.
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I t camiot be achieved by the United States alone. And it will not 
be achieved in any single agreement on nonproliferation, although 
such an agreement would certainly make a valuable contribution to 
our objective. A treaty against nuclear proliferation imposes im
portant legal, moral, and political restraints upon the signatories. 
However, if a country is faced with a situation in which it believes 
that possession of nuclear weapons is essential to preserve its vital 
interests, international treaties are but one factor on the scales of 
decision.

Successful efforts to halt the spread of nuclear weapons therefore 
depend upon the development of a comprehensive program designed 
both to make it difficult for proliferation to take place and to create 
an international atmosphere in which potential nuclear states will 
realize that acquisition of nuclear weapons will decrease their security, 
and they therefore will choose not to develop them. Such a program 
must have three elements:

1. I t  must provide security and protection to the legitimate interests 
of nonnuclear states.

2. I t must deny the utility of nuclear weapons for any state with 
aggressive purposes.

3. I t must not permit the acquisition of nuclear weapons or a 
nuclear test to increase the prestige, political influence and power of 
a nation above and beyond the influence it is due because of its 
political and economic position.

In other words a successful nonproliferation program must assure 
nonnuclear states that they can achieve their legitimate objectives, 
without acquiring nuclear weapons. Such a program must put 
potential aggressors on notice that possession of nuclear weapons will 
not make their aggression either easier or less dangerous. I t  must 
make clear to great nations such as India, Japan, and Germany that 
they need not acquire nuclear weapons to have the status of a major 
world power.

The evolution of such a program is a complex and difficult task. 
I t  is clear that there is yet much to be done. This administration’s 
program is constantly being reviewed, expanded, and improved to 
make it more effective to that end.

The first element in our program is, of course, the nonproliferation 
treaty. This draft treaty which we have developed and tabled at 
Geneva is consistent with our continuing efforts to bring our NATO 
allies into a closer relationship with us with respect to the nuclear 
defense of the West. We intend to continue these efforts. Our 
intentions should not be misunderstood by our allies or by the Soviet 
Union.
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There is no conflict between our nonproliferation policy and our 
discussions within the NATO alliance concerning the role of our 
European NATO partners in the strategic nuclear mission. We 
believe our mutual safety demands that ihe strategic nuclear forces, 
like the theater nuclear forces, be controlled under a single chain of 
command.

The targets against which strategic weapons would be used must, 
as a practical matter, be viewed as a single system. Because of the 
tremendous destructive potential of a strategic nuclear exchange and 
the very great speed at which it could take place, decisions must be 
made and executed very rapidly. Targets must be allocated to 
strategic weapons in advance (of course, with options) taking into 
account both the character of the targets and the character of the 
weapons.

Under these conditions, a partial uncoordinated response could be 
fatal to the interests of all the members of NATO. That is why in 
all our discussions of the various plans to enlarge the participation of 
our NATO partners in the strategic nuclear offensive mission we have 
consistently stressed the importance of insuring that the alliance’s 
strategic nuclear forces are employed in a fully coordinated manner 
against an invisible target system.

Senator P asto re . May I interrupt for a question at this point, Mr. 
Secretary ?

Secretary M cN a m a r a . Yes.
Senator P asto re . I s there an atomic bomb or hydrogen bomb any 

place in the world owned by the U.S. Government that is not under 
our control which can be fired without the direct consent and activity 
of the U.S. Government?

Secretary M cN a m a r a . Every weapon we currently possess is so 
controlled and there are no plans under discussion that would in any 
way change that form of control. This the President has stated 
publicly and he has so instructed the Secretary of State, Dean Rusk, 
and me, in all of our actions.

The essential point here is that we must avoid the fragmentation 
and compartmentalization of NATO strategic nuclear power which 
could be dangerous to all of us.

In all of our discussions with our NATO partners, we have made it 
clear that any new arrangement we enter into must reinforce our 
basic policy of nonproliferation of nuclear weapons. And we really 
mean nonproliferation of the right to decide to use nuclear weapons. 
In this connection, in any NATO nuclear sharing arrangement, the 
consent of the United States must be obtained prior to the firing of 
any of the nuclear weapons if plans were to be developed under which 
those weapons were jointly owned and controlled by the participating
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nations. Thus, these plans are designed to help prevent proliferation, 
not to promote it.

We will continue to seek an acceptable alternative to the unilateral 
development of nuclear weapons by other NATO nations. As Presi
dent Johnson has made clear, we are not seeking to force our own 
views on our NATO partners. Rather, we are seeking to find a way 
of responding effectively to the largest possible consensus among them.

If  Soviet attacks on NATO nuclear arrangements are an attempt to 
use the nonproliferation issue to divide and weaken NATO, it will 
fail—we will not surrender legitimate NATO interests which are 
wholly consistent with our nonproliferation program. If, on the other 
hand, the Soviet attacks are based upon a misunderstanding of our 
policies, then we are anxious to make every effort to explain both our 
nonproliferation and our NATO nuclear sharing policies and to dem
onstrate beyond any reasonable doubt that there is no conflict between 
them.

Discussion of the nonproliferation treaty has also focused upon a 
second part of a comprehensive program—it is the question of the 
application of the IAEA safeguards to peaceful nuclear programs of 
signatory states. The United States has supported wider application 
of IAEA safeguards. We believe that it is desirable to press for the 
application of international safeguards in the treaty. Such obliga
tions are an important factor in the international climate we must at
tempt to develop.

Since the nonproliferation treaty is essentially an act of self-denial 
on the part of potential nuclear states, we cannot expect potential 
nuclear powers to accept these restraints upon themselves miless we 
take steps in a third area: We, too, must be willing to accept both 
restraints and obligations.

The United States has taken a number of initiatives in this area. 
We have proposed a verified comprehensive test ban, a verified halt 
in the production of fissionable material for weapons purposes, and 
the transfer of large quantities of this material to peaceful uses and a 
verified halt in the production of offensive and defensive strategic 
nuclear delivery vehicles.

A fourth and final part of the comprehensive program is a strength
ening of the United Nations and other international security arrange
ments. Pending achievement of the international climate which 
these measures are designed to create, the President has stated that 
“nations that do not seek the nuclear path can be sure that they will 
have our strong support against threats of nuclear blackmail.” ^

As you know, we have been giving careful consideration to the 
problem of further security assurances to the nonnuclear powers.

 ̂Ante, p. 6.
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We have discussed this matter with other states, soliciting their views 
and presenting the views of this Government.

I  believe that we must continue to try to work out with other 
nuclear powers appropriate arrangements to guarantee nonnuclear 
states against nuclear attack.

As I  have previously stated, the problem of halting the spread of 
nuclear weapons is a first priority task. I t  is not a simple problem— ît 
cannot be resolved by any single government or any single agree
ment—it requires a broad program of obligations by both nuclear and 
nonnuclear powers to accept restraints upon their actions.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I  would like to say that I  have three 
fundamental convictions: First, it is very much in our national inter
est to pursue the President’s policy of nonproliferation with all the 
imagination and energy at our disposal. The spread of nuclear 
weapons will be stopped only if we and other nations, both nuclear 
and nonnuclear, recognize our long-term common interests in creating 
an international atmosphere in which potential nuclear powers can 
decide that their national interests are better served by maintaining 
their status as a nonnuclear power.

Second, every part of this comprehensive program has military 
implications. Each part of it must be examined carefully to insure 
that we keep our total security interests in mind at each stage. And 
third, while we continue to pursue this comprehensive program aimed 
at the creation of a world in which the further proliferation of nuclear 
weapons is unnecessary, we must not delude ourselves that such a 
world exists here and now.

We and our allies must continue to maintain our strength and se
curity as the solid foundation upon which our nonproliferation efforts 
must rest.

Thank you.
I  am grateful to you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity to appear 

here today. I  will be very happy to attempt to answer any questions.
Senator P asto re . On this question of assurances against nuclear 

blackmail on the part of those small nations that become a party to 
this agreement and agree not to fabricate a nuclear weapon of their 
own, do you feel that that would place this country in the position of 
policing the world?

Secretary M cN a m a r a . N o, sir; I  don’t. I  believe that such as
surances to be of maximum value to the nonnuclear powers must be a 
multilateral assurance. As time goes by and we move to a non
proliferation treaty, I  am sure that we will wish to join with other 
nations in providing that assurance through effective action by the 
United Nations or through some other form of multilateral guarantee.
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U.S. Working Paper Submitted to the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee: Transfer of Fissionable Ma
terial Obtained by the Destruction of Nuclear Weapons, 
March 8, 1966^

I . I ntroduction

A. This paper describes the destruction of nuclear weapons and 
transfer of contained fissionable material to peaceful uses under inter
national safeguards.

B. This proposal for the destruction of nuclear weapons is linked to 
the United States proposal for a cutoff of production of fissionable 
materials for use in weapons, and would implement the transfer of 
fissionable material from past production to peaceful purposes.

C. The illustrative quantities of U-235 of weapons grade discussed 
before the ENDC on February 13,1964  ̂are reaffirmed by the United 
States. In addition, the plutonium contained in the destroyed weap
ons would also be transferred to peaceful uses.

II. N ature OF D estruction

A. The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics would each agree to transfer highly enriched uranium  ̂and 
plutonium obtained from nuclear weapons destroyed for that purpose 
to peaceful purposes under IAEA or similar safeguards.

B. The United States of America would destroy a sufficient number 
of nuclear weapons to obtam 60,000 kg of U-235, and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics would destroy a sufficient number of nuclear 
weapons to obtain 40,000 kilograms of U-235 for this transfer.

C. Plutonium from the destroyed weapons in the amount of not less
than ------------- k̂g on the part of the US and not less than
------------ -kg on the part of the USSR would be obtained from this
transfer. (Actual amounts to be determined and inserted during 
negotiations.)

D. The nuclear weapons to be destroyed would be transported to 
designated depots for disassembly, removal of fissionable material, 
and destruction of the remaining components. The destruction of 
these weapons would be demonstrated to nationals of both parties and 
to neutral observers in accordance with arrangements for such demon-

" ENDO/172, Mar. 8,1966.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1964, pp. 46-47.

“ A minimum assay o f  % by weight would be counted toward the agreed
quantities according to the amount of U-235 contained in the metal [footnote in 
original].
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stration set forth in a Technical Annex to the document of agreement. 
To be acceptable, demonstration procedures would not compromise in
formation classified in the interest of the national security of the par
ticipants or be likely to lead to the proliferation of nuclear weapons 
technology.

E. The participation of other nuclear powers would be invited, but 
such participation would not be considered essential to the initial 
agreement presented above.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, March 8, 
1966^

At today’s meeting of the Committee the Soviet delegation intends 
to state its view on other partial measures which, if carried out with
out delay, would lead to a considerable improvement of the interna
tional situation and substantially reduce the threat of a nuclear war. 
Yarious types of partial measures were mentioned in our previous 
debates, and today the Committee has no lack of specific proposals. 
Therefore the crux of the matter lies, not in devising any new pro
posals, but in concentrating our efforts and showing goodwill so as to 
reach agreement on the measures which have been submitted to the 
Committee for its consideration.

We believe that the Committee should give priority to the consid
eration of those partial measures, which, if agreed upon, would lead 
to a relaxation of international tension and to a real lessening of the 
threat of a nuclear war, so that as a result of our work we could achieve 
progress towards real, not illusory, nuclear disarmament. The present 
international situation calls for immediate consideration of such meas
ures and for agreement to be reached on them as a matter of the great- 
est urgency.

One of these urgent measures is the elimination of foreign bases on 
the territories of other countries and the withdrawal of foreign troops 
from these territories. The Soviet Union and the other socialist coun
tries, as well as the non-aligned States— îndeed, the overwhelming 
majority of the countries of the world— ĥave for a number of years 
insistently called for the rapid solution of this problem at various in
ternational meetings and conferences, including the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee and the General Assembly of the United Nations.

 ̂ENDC/PV.246, pp. 11-^1.
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The present situation in the world and recent events in South-East 
Asia, Africa and Latin America have made the questions of the elimi
nation of foreign military bases and the withdrawal of foreign troops 
from the territories of other countries particularly urgent. In his 
recent message to the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament 
the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSE, Mr. Kosygin, 
stressed that—

The events which are now taking place in the world convincingly sihow that for
eign mUitary bases and armed forces in the territories of other countries repre
sent a serious threat to world peace. These bases, which as a rule comprise 
nuclear weapons, greatly increase the danger of the outbreak of a nuclear war.^

Many delegations in this Committee and at the United Nations Gen
eral Assembly, as well as in other international forums, have already 
pointed out on a number of occasions that the presence of foreign mili
tary bases and troops in the territories of other countries is one of the 
main sources of international tension and military conflicts.

During discussion of this question it has often been pointed out 
that United States, United Kingdom, Portuguese and other troops 
and military bases located in foreign territories, in countries of Asia, 
Africa and Latin America, represent an extremely dangerous tool of 
colonial policy, of the policy of neo-colonialism and the imperialistic 
policy of enslaving and subjugating young independent States. For
eign military bases are strongholds for interfering in the domestic 
affairs of other States, and springboards for the waging of so-called 
local wars—that offspring of imperialistic policy. I t is from these 
ba^es that networks of plots and provocation are woven to stifle the 
freedom and independence of peoples who have shaken off the colonial 
yoke and set forth upon the road of independent development. This 
characteristic of the part played by foreign military bases and for
eign troops in the territories of other countries is confirmed every day 
and every minute.

The imperialistic role of foreign bases m  the territories of other 
countries, and first and foremost the United States bases, which are 
the most numerous, is revealed quite clearly in South-East Asia, Latin 
America, Africa, and the Near and Middle East. I t  is precisely from 
the United States bases situated in South Viet-Nam, Thailand, Oki
nawa and other areas that the United States aggression is to a large 
extent being carried out in. Viet-Nam and barbarous bombing raids 
are being launched against the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam and 
certain parts of Laos.

In pursuing this policy of intensifying and expanding armed inter
vention in the affairs of the peoples of South-East Asia, the Pentagon

 ̂AntOf pp. 11-12.
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is taking steps to construct new military bases and to enlarge old ones 
in South-East Asia, especially Thailand, the basin of the Indian 
Ocean, and other parts of the world. This is what the American 
magazine Newsioeeh wrote on this suibject on 31 January this year 
that the Eastern borders of Asia were today the scene of one of the 
largest concentrations of American armed forces since the Second 
World W ar; that from Thailand to Korea conveyor belts and pneu
matic drills, bulldozers and steam-rollers, excavators and stone-crush- 
ers thundered the night through, restoring old, grass-grown airstrips, 
establishing new ones and equipping harbours along the jungle- 
covered coast. The magazine goes on to say that in the present year 
alone the Pentagon is planning to spend $1.4 billion on building new 
bases and improving existing bases in Asia.

Since the war the United States has covered with a vast network 
of its military bases and installations the territories of dozens of 
large and small States in Asia, Africa, Latin America and Western 
Europe. In these areas large United States military bases alone 
number no less than 400. Approximately one-third of the armed 
forces of the United States are stationed outside its national borders. 
Along the coasts of Asia, Africa and Latin America, especially in the 
areas where the peoples are struggling for their freedom and inde
pendence against imperialism and colonialism, the greater part of 
the United States Navy is deployed, armed with all kinds of missiles 
for combating these national liberation movements of the peoples.

In  this matter the closest ally of the United States, the United King
dom, does not lag far behind. I t is well known that more than half 
of the British armed forces are stationed outside the national borders 
of the United Kingdom, at military bases of various kinds scattered 
throughout the world. At the end of 1965 the United Kingdom Gov
ernment began to carry out its “East of Suez” military strategic plans 
providing for the construction of new military bases and fortifications 
in the Indian Ocean area and the Persian Gulf. The United King
dom intends to carry out this programme with the help of the United 
States, which has willingly responded to this proposal and is prepared 
to co-operate enthusiastically in this matter. The comments in the 
Western press leave no shadow of doubt concerning the purposes of 
the construction of new bases “east of Suez”. According to the 
Washington Post^ the series of island bases to be established will con
siderably increase the possibility of deploying armed forces rapidly, 
in case of need, over an area extending from East Africa through 
India to Singapore. The imperialistic character of these plans is 
self-evident.
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For this reason it is no mere coincidence thait in many countries of 
the world there is an increasing and intensified demand for the elimi
nation of foreign military bases and for the withdrawal of troops 
from the territories of other coimtries as a dangerous evil, as hotbeds 
of the threat of war, and as the tools of a colonialist and imperialist 
policy. In addition to the socialist countries, the overwhelming ma
jority of the non-aligned countries of Asia, Africa and Latin America 
demand the elimination of military bases and the withdrawal of troops 
from the territories of other countries. The participants in the Second 
Conference of Heads of States or Governments of Non-Aligned Coun
tries, held at Cairo in October 1964 and attended by representatives 
of some fifty countries of Asia, Africa, Latin America and Europe, 
declared the full support of the Conference “to the countries which 
are seeking to secure the evacuation of foreign bases on their terri
tory”, and called upon “all States maintaining troops and bases in 
other countries to remove them forthwith”.̂

During the work of the nineteenth and twentieth sessions of the 
United Nations General Assembly, and also at meetings of the United 
Nations Disarmament Commission in April-June 1965, the representa
tives of many countries firmly insisted on the elimination of foreign 
military bases and the withdrawal of foreign troops from the terri
tories of other countries, emphasizing that these bases are established 
to suppress national liberation movements, as strongholds of colonial
ism, and as a military means of maintaining neo-colonialistic domina
tion in the young States of Asia, Africa and Latin America.

At the twentieth session of the General Assembly the representative 
of the United Arab Republic, Mr. Fahmy, made a statement concern 
ing.in particular foreign military bases in Africa, in which he said:

. . . aU foreign bases—air, miUtary depots or otherwise—should be dismantled. 
In this connexion there is a two^fold obligation: one lies on the foreign Power, 
and the other lies upon the African country. As to the foreign Power, it should 
relinquish its ambitious imperialistic designs and, accordingly, depart from the 
African soil. As to the African State, it is under the obligation to rid itself 
of these foreign military bases.^

The General Assembly at its twentieth session supported the idea of 
the dismantling of foreign bases in the territories of other countries. 
I t  adopted, by an overwhelming majority, an important resolution 
requesting the colonial Powers to dismantle the military bases installed 
in colonial territories and to refrain from establishing new ones 
(A/EES/2105 (XX)).^ Thus the demand for the dismantling of

 ̂Doovments on Disarmament, 1964, p. 446.
IMd,, 1965, pp. 588-589.

® See General Assembly Official Records: Twentieth Session, Supplement No, 
14 (A/6014), pp. a-4.
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foreign bases in the territories of other countries, that dangerous tool 
of colonial and imperialistic policy, has received universal support 
and must be carried out by all those who have such bases.

Pressure on the colonial and imperialist Powers in this respect is 
continuing to grow with such force that they can no longer carry on 
their affairs with impunity as they have done hitherto. Evidence of 
this is provided by the White Paper oil Defence Questions recently 
published by the Government of the United Kingdom, which an
nounces its decision to evacuate the military base at Aden in 1968 and 
not to keep British military equipment or installations in any inde
pendent country against the wishes of that country.^

Of course we have no illusions about the results of this verbal assur
ance by the United Kingdom Government, since we are all well aware 
that the colonial, imperialist Powers still have sufficiently powerful 
means at their disposal and use various methods to compel such coim- 
tries to conclude appropriate agreements on military bases and on the 
presence of their forces in the territory of such independent States; or 
they manoeuvre in such a way that territories of interest to them are 
isolated into so-called “independent” units, and in this way the whole 
meaning of such promises as those contained in the United Kingdom 
Government’s White Paper is reduced to nought. But let us not make 
conjectures; what happens in practice will be the only criterion of the 
extent to which the United Kingdom Government will apply even this 
half-hearted approach in order to dismantle immediately its bases in 
the territories of other countries.

In  this regard it is impossible not to mention also the flagrant viola
tion of national sovereignty and the will of the people committed by 
the existence of a United States military and naval base at Guantan
amo in Cuba, where it is maintained against the clearly-expressed will 
of the Cuban people and despite the protests of the Cuban Govern
ment, which demands that the United States military base in this 
territory should be dismantled. According to the message from the 
Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSE, Mr. Kosygin, to 
the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament,
The Soviet Union is of the opinion that the Eighteen-Nation Committee should 
consider the question of the complete elimination of foreign military bases and 
the withdrawal of troops from foreign territories, so as to rid the world of these 
dangerous hotbedsi of war, colonialism and aggression.

The implementation of this long overdue and important measure 
would have a very favourable effect on the course of events in the world 
and on the solution of other very important international problems.

We have once again been reminded of the serious threat to the well-

 ̂Cmnd. 2901, p. 8.
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being and security of the peoples and to peace throughout the world 
and of the great risk to which the nations are exposed in connexion with 
the presence of foreign military bases and troops in the territories of 
other countries by the recent crash of the United States B-52 bomber 
carrying nuclear weapons which took place on the southern coast of 
Spain on 17 January this year. This bomber, carrying four hydrogen 
bombs, took off from an American military base in Spain which the 
United States has now turned into a vast arsenal of weapons of mass 
destruction. As a result of a collision in the air between this United 
States bomber and a KO-135 refuelling aircraft, both aircraft crashed. 
The detonators of two of the hydrogen bombs exploded, the bombs 
disintegrated, and a considerable densely-populated coastal area of 
Spain was radioactively contaminated. As a result of one of the hy
drogen bombs having fallen into the Mediterranean Sea off Almeria, 
the threat of contamination of other districts and of the open sea was 
created.

According to the United States newspaper New York HeraM-Trih- 
une  ̂ Mr. Manuel Fraga Iribarne, the Minister of Information and 
Tourism of Spain, declared at Madrid on 1 March this year that, as 
a result of the accidental dropping of United States hydrogen bombs 
in Spain, no less than 2,000 persons had been exposed to radioactive 
contamination; although, he added, they had not received a danger
ous amomit of radiation. Approximately at the same time Professor 
Otero Navascuez, Chairman of the Spanish Atomic Energy Commit
tee, said that traces of radioactivity had been found in some 6,000 tons 
of topsoil taken from an area of over six hectares near the ‘village of 
Palomares, and that the earth would therefore be sent to the United 
States and destroyed at special installations in that country. Inci
dentally, the State Department of the U n it^  States was obliged to 
recognize this fact in its statement of 1 March of this year. That 
is the real situation. Quite naturally, this accident to a United States 
bomber carrying nuclear bombs has aroused serious anxiety among 
European and other peoples for their safety and well-being.

But take a look at the behavior of the United States in this impor
tant matter. In view of the extremely dangerous consequences of 
this incident involving United States hydrogen bombs, the Soviet 
Government sent an aide-memoire to the Government of the United 
States on 16 February drawing its attention to the danger of radio
active contamination of a considerable area because “the detonator 
of at least one of these bombs exploded”. The aide-memoire of the 
Soviet Government states th a t:
. . . the immediate discontinuance of flights by aircraft carrying nuclear weap- 
ons beyond the limits of national borders and the strict observance of the inter
national agreements prohibiting the radioactive contamination of man’s environ-
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ment answer to the interests of the prevention of dangerous accidents and inci
dents likely to involve grave consequences for peoples, and to the interests of 
peace/

I t would seem that a country whose actions had given rise to a 
situation so fraught with danger to the well-being, health and lives of 
the inhabitants of an extensive area would treat the matter with a full 
sense of responsibility and would respond positively and constructively 
to the proposal contained in the aforesaid aide-memoire of the Soviet 
Government. But that was not how the United States Government 
decided to act. In its answering aide-Tnemoire of 25 February it took 
the course of bluntly denying or ignoring completely obvious facts.^ 
The assertion in the United States aide-memoire that there was no 
radioactive contamination contradicts oflScial communications from the 
Spanish authorities as well as communications from Washington.

Despite the measures taken by the United States authorities in the 
Palomares area to maintain the strictest secrecy about this incident, 
it has now become known for certain that the detonators of two of the 
United States hydrogen bombs exploded. As a result of these explo
sions the bombs disintegrated and the fissionable materials contained 
in these hydrogen bombs were scattered by the force of the explosion 
over the area where they fell. The area was contaminated by the 
radioactive emanation from these scattered fissionable materials. 
This information from the site of the accident was so widely publi
cized that many weeks after the accident Washington was compelled 
to confirm it officially.

But if the radioactive materials were scattered on the surface of the 
soil outside the special safety containers, then it follows that, as long 
as these materials were there, there took place an intensive process of 
radioactive contamination of everything in this area, animate and in
animate. In the light of these facts, how is it possible to deny that 
there was radioactive contamination in the area of the accident, as is 
done in the United States document? If there was no radioactive 
contamination, it may well be asked why the entire tomato crop in 
this area was destroyed. If  there was no radioactive contamination, 
why were American soldiers working in the area where the United 
States bomber and the hydrogen bombs fell, dressed in white safety 
overalls and high rubber boots, and why did they wear special masks 
on their faces? Why were over 6,000 tons of topsoil in the area of 
the accident taken to the United States to be buried there in specially 
constructed places for the purpose of burying radioactive waste ? If  
there was no radioactive contamination, why were 2,000 Spaniards 
tested for contamination ?

 ̂Ante, p. 24.
 ̂Ante, 59-60.
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The reports which appeared on the results of these tests were cau
tious enough not to deny outright that the people examined had re
ceived any radioactive irradiation. The reports merely stated that 
the people examined had allegedly not received a '‘̂ dangerous 

—I draw your attention to the phrase ‘̂ dangerous amount”— 
of irradiation. Information from the site of the accident which has 
percolated into the press sheds light on the situation as it really is. 
The local inhabitants are greatly perturbed by the present situation, 
and the future frightens them and iBlls them with dread. They say 
that, after dangerous radioactivity had been detected, the shoes and 
clothing of some of them had to be burnt. Nevertheless, it was pre
cisely in those contaminated clothes that for three days they had al
ready been mingling with their families without suspecting anything, 
and playing in a carefree manner with their children. At that time no 
one had told them about an atomic bomb or abouit radioactivity. They 
are now quite legitimately wondering who can assure them that their 
children will not at some time begin to suffer from the harmful effects 
of this irradiation?

The denials in document ENDC/170 that there was any radioactive 
contamination of the surrounding seas are equally hollow and unsub- 
sttotiated. After all, the fourth hydrogen bomb, which fell into the 
Mediterranean near Almeria, has still not been found, although the 
search for it has continued for seven weeks. This bomb is lying some
where at the bottom of the sea, emitting radioactivity and contaminat
ing the water. And all this is gradually spreading further and further, 
carrying the danger to other areas.

I t  is enough to draw attention to all these facts to see the irrespon
sibility of those who are trying to deny the obvious danger to the 
peoples of other countries that is always implicit in flights of bombers 
carrying nuclear weapons beyond their national borders.

The United States argues that these flights of United States air
craft carrying nuclear weapons beyond its borders over the territories 
of European countries and of States in other parts of the world are 
carried out because of the threat of a nuclear attack by the Soviet 
Union; that is what is said in the United States document. Inciden
tally, it should be noted that these flights with nuclear bombs on board 
are in many cases accompanied by illegal intrusion into the air space of 
other States without their knowledge or permission, whereby the gen- 
erally-accepted rules of international law are also violated. This as
pect of the matter in itself deserves to be specially examined.

But at present I  wish to speak of something else. As we have already 
said more than once, the Soviet Union firmly adheres to the principle 
of the peaceful coexistence of States, irrespective of their political and
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economic systems and of their social structure. This is the fmida- 
mental principle of the foreign policy of the Soviet State, and none 
of the responsible political leaders of the world can have any doubt 
that the Soviet Union has no intention of attacking anyone today, to
morrow, in a month, in a year or in ten years. The threat with which 
the Americans are trying to intimidate their allies does not exist in 
fact, for the Soviet Union does not threaten anyone with its nuclear 
forces, but on the contrary proposes to carry out the most radical nu
clear disarmament without delay, by destroying all nuclear weapons 
and their means of delivery. The United States is opposed to this.

So the threat with which the Americans are trying to frighten the 
States of the so-called ‘‘free world”, is a hypothetical threat—frankly 
speaking, an illusory, imaginary threat. But the threat inherent in 
flights of bombers carrying nuclear weapons beyond their national 
borders over the territories of other countries is no imagined, hypo
thetical or illusory threat, but the most real, the most actual threat of 
the present day.

Although we are told that the inhabitants of the Almeria coast have 
not suffered and have not received a dangerous amount of radioactive 
irradiation, this is, after all, the version of the United States command, 
which is doing everything in its power to hush up this whole affair and 
to make out that nothing dangerous has happened and that everything 
is perfectly all right. But it is too early to say this. The future will 
show whether everything is really all right. Only in the future shall 
we find out what effect all this has had on the local inhabitants of 
the Almeria region who were in the area where the American hydrogen 
bombs fell at the time of the B-52 accident.

The main point, however, is that this incident has proved that 
bombers carrying nuclear weapons can crash and that their trotyl 
detonators can explode. And if such flights continue, the time is 
bound to come when not only the trotyl but also the atomic detonator 
will explode, and consequently there will be a nuclear or thermo
nuclear explosion with all its appalling consequences.

How long will the American strategists of the Pentagon and of 
NATO, who speculate on such false premises, be allowed to continue 
to keep their nuclear bombs, including multi-megaton hydrogen bombs, 
hanging in the air over the heads of European peoples and the peoples 
of other continents? After all, this nuclear psychosis, this nuclear 
paranoia of the Pentagon can go on for years. And during that period 
there is sure to occur more than one catastrophic incident with these 
bombs, and thousands and thousands of people will perish.

As the Almeria incident has shown, the question of flights of bomb
ers carrying nuclear weapons is not a question affecting only the USSR
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and the United States, as some people may think. Indeed not; this is 
a question affecting the security of all those over whose heads this 
deadly load flies. I t was only by a stroke of luck that the crash of 
the United States nuclear bomber which took place in Europe over 
Spanish territory did not result in the explosion of the hydrogen bombs 
that were on board, with all the monstrous and irreparable conse
quences for the population of that area. I f  it had done so, one can 
only imagine what would have remained of Almeria, Cartagena, 
Murcia, Seville, Cordoba, Alicante and dozens of other towns and 
many dozens or even hundreds of villages in Spain. To ignore this 
fact now and not to draw the absolutely essential conclusions from it 
would be unforgivable levity and irresponsibility in regard to the 
safety of the people of Europe and the peoples of other parts of the 
globe where such exceedingly dangerous and provocative demonstra
tions are being carried out with hydrogen bombs.

The peoples of Europe and the peoples of other parts of the world 
must not be, and have no right to be, fatalistically passive or careless 
where their own safety is concerned! Once again we submit to the 
members of the Committee our most insistent proposal that they con
sider the question of addressing an appeal to the countries concerned 
immediately to discontinue flights of bombers carrying nuclear weap
ons beyond their national borders. Even in the United States itself, 
its statesmen have more than once drawn attention to the danger of 
the outbreak of war as a result of miscalculation, error or accident. 
Flights of United States aircraft carrying nuclear weapons involve 
that very danger. The urgent need to prevent dangerous accidents 
and incidents which might entail grave consequences for the peoples, 
as well as the interests of peace, call for the immediate discontinuance 
of flights of aircraft carrying nuclear weapons beyond national borders 
and for the strict observance of international agreements prohibiting 
radioactive contamination of man’s environment.

We deemed it necessary to dwell in some detail on this question be
cause the incident of the falling of American multi-megaton hydro
gen bombs over the southern Mediterranean coast of Spain is clearly 
a danger-signal. This is not the signal of a false danger, an academic 
danger, but a real warning to all of you. No one can ignore this 
signal, for when the catastrophe comes it will be too late to react. 
Action must be taken immediately to solve this problem. Everyone 
must draw the necessary serious conclusions from this, here and now. 
What we should do in this Committee is to address an appeal to the 
countries concerned immediately to discontinue flights of their aircraft 
carrying nuclear weapons beyond the limits of their national borders.

256-6»3 o— 67------ 9̂
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Another of the important measures aimed at limiting the danger of 
a nuclear war and reducing the arms race is the establishment of de
nuclearized zones in various regions of the world. An overwhelming 
majority agrees that the establishment of such zones would help to
wards preventing the spread of nuclear weapons. This aspect of the 
matter was stressed by the majority of speakers at the twentieth 
session of the United Nations General Assembly when the question of 
the establishment of a denuclearized zone in Africa was discussed. 
The twentieth session of the General Assembly adopted by an over
whelming majority a declaration proclaiming Africa a nuclear-free 
zone.^

The Soviet Union emphatically advocates the establishment of de
nuclearized zones in Africa, Europe and other regions of the world. 
The Soviet Government fully supports the proposal of the Polish 
People’s Republic to establish a denuclearized zone in central Europe.^ 
The Soviet Union also supports the proposals made by the Government 
of the German Democratic Republic to the Government of the Fed
eral Republic of Germany, as well as the appeal of the Government 
of the German Democratic Republic calling upon the nuclear Powers, 
“in so far as they have nuclear weapons on German soil, to withdraw 
these nuclear weapons from German territory and in future keep it 
free of nuclear weapons”.®

In advocating the establishment of denuclearized zones in various 
regions of the world, the Soviet Union understands it to mean that 
the establishment of such zones should involve the elimination in 
those regions of military bases which could be used for the location 
of nuclear weapons. I t is quite obvious that the transformation of 
Africa into a denuclearized zone presupposes the elimination of all 
foreign military bases on the African continent. Such an approach 
meets with wide support from States which advocate the elimination 
of foreign military bases and the removal of all loop-holes which could 
nullify the implementation of decisions to establish zones free of 
nuclear weapons. We should like once again to point out that the 
Soviet Government is willing to assume an obligation to respect the 
status of the denuclearized zones to be set up, if the other nuclear 
Powers assume the same obligations.

I  now come to the question of the cessation of underground nuclear 
weapon tests. As far as can be judged from the statements made by 
the representatives of many States who have spoken at the twentieth 
session of the United Nations General Assembly, as well as here at the 
present session of the Committee, the question of prohibiting under-

 ̂Documents on Disa/rmamentj 1965, pp. 624r-626.
1962, vol. I, pp. 201-205.

*ENDO/168, p. 5.
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ground nuclear tests is causing concern to many governments and 
peoples. Everyone realizes that the prohibition of such tests would 
be a very substantial obstacle to the further improvement of nuclear 
weapons, and that consequently it would prevent equipment of the 
arsenals of the nuclear Powers with new and even more destructive 
types of weapons of mass destruction. Apart from this, the pro
hibition of underground nuclear tests could definitively shut off the 
possibilities of conducting experiments with nuclear weapons from 
those States which are now thinking of starting to manufacture them. 
Thus to a certain extent the cessation of nuclear weapon tests could 
also help towards solving the problem of the non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons.

I t  is well known that the Moscow Treaty  ̂is of a partial nature and 
that after its conclusion the problem of banning underground nuclear 
explosions remained unsolved. Even in 1963, however, the Soviet 
Union was prepared to include aloo this latter category of nuclear 
tests in the Moscow Treaty. The Soviet Union declared at that time 
that, for control over the observance of an agreement on the prohibi
tion of underground nuclear tests, the national means of detecting and 
identifying underground seismic events which States had at their 
disposal were quite adequate. We still adhere to this view today. 
The facts which followed the conclusion of the Moscow Treaty have 
merely confirmed this Soviet point of view. The Soviet Union is 
prepared to sign immediately an agreement which would extend the 
Moscow Treaty to cover underground nuclear tests.

The Western Powers, especially the United States, maintain a dif
ferent position on the question of the cessation of underground tests. 
They still insist on the establishment of international control and the 
carrying out of international inspection in order to verify the observ
ance of an agreement on this question. I t is this eight-year-old position 
of the Western Powers that has in fact led the solution of this question 
into a deadlock. One may well ask who stands to gain by such a 
situation. Obviously it is those circles which are interested in con
tinuing the testing of new types of nuclear weapons— t̂hat is, the 
United States first and foremost.

A short while ago we perused some communications concerning the 
latest annual report of the United States Atomic Energy Commission 
which was submitted at the end of January this year to the United 
States Congress. I t  is evident from this report that those in the 
United States who are connected with the fabrication of nuclear 
weapons need to carry out further underground nuclear tests. Thus 
the report notes with satisfaction the successful execution of the “ener-

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 196S, pp. 291-293.
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getic” programme of underground nuclear tests whicli was commenced 
after the conclusion of the Moscow Treaty in 1963. The report indi
cates that, as a result of the development of “improved testing devices”, 
the Commission was able to carry out weapon tests underground which 
were previously considered only possible in the atmosphere. Further
more, by way of conclusion, the Commission indicates that “new tests 
are presently being prepared”.̂

Three days ago—on 5 March—the Atomic Energy Commission 
announced in Washington that it had carried out a further nuclear 
test explosion in Nevada.^ This was, as reported m the press, the 
sixth nuclear explosion this year within two months. I t  is obvious 
to everyone that the directors of the United States atomic programme 
intend to continue testing new types of nuclear weapons underground. 
This explains why the United States is not prepared to settle the ques
tion of prohibiting underground nuclear tests under the terms of the 
Moscow Treaty and continues to insist on the old demand for inter
national inspection, although it realizes perfectly well that this de
mand is precisely what prevents agreement on the prohibition of 
underground nuclear tests.

To solve the problem of prohibiting underground nuclear tests, 
there is now no need to seek any other way than that already opened 
by the 1963 Moscow Treaty. The Soviet Union is prepared to reach 
such agreement and, as soon as the United States abandons the un
acceptable demand for international inspection, the way to an agree
ment on the prohibition of all nuclear weapon tests will be open.

The Soviet Union supports the proposal to prohibit the use of nu
clear weapons. The Soviet Government has repeatedly proposed that 
the nuclear Powers should assume an obligation not to use nuclear 
weapons. In putting forward that proposal the Soviet Government 
also took into account the fact that the achievement of an agreement 
to renounce the use of nuclear weapons is facilitated by the circum
stance that this measure does not require either the establishment of 
any form of control or any material expenditure. The vital impor
tance and practical nature of agreements of this kind have already 
been confirmed by recent historic examples in which similar agree
ments concerning other types of weapons of mass destruction played 
a definite part.

The tremendous danger to mankind inherent in atomic weapons is 
widely realized throughout the world. I t has also been reflected in 
the recent decrees of the Second Vatican Ecumenical Council, in 
which in particular the following is noted:

^Of. Anniml Report to Congress of the Atomic Energy Commission for 1965, 
pp. 93, 97, 99-100.

® Atomic Energy Commission press release J-56.
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The horror and perversity of war are immensely magnified by the addition 
of new scientific weapons. For acts of war involving these weapons can inflict 
massive and indiscriminate destruction, thus going far beyond the bounds of 
legitimate defense. Indeed, if the kind of instruments which can now be found 
in the armories of the great nations were to be employed to their fullest, an 
almost total and altogether reciprocal slaughter of each side by the other would 
follow, not to mention the widespread devastation that would take place in 
the world and the deadly after-effects that would be spawned by the use of 
weapons of this kind.̂

The idea of prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons is now being 
widely supported by the peoples and the majority of States through
out the world. An important landmark in this respect is the Declara
tion, adopted on the initiative of Ethiopia and other States of Africa 
and Asia with the support of the socialist countries at the sixteenth 
session of the United Nations General Assembly in 1961, on the pro
hibition of the use of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons. The 
Declaration proclaims that the use of such weapons “is contrary to 
the spirit, letter and aims of the United Nations” and that—

Any State using nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons is to be considered as 
violating the Charter of the United Nations, as acting contrary to the laws of 

. humanity and as committing a crime against mankind and civilization.*

The Declaration, as is well known, provided for the convening of 
a special conference for signing a convention on the prohibition of the 
use of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons. Within as well as outside 
the United Nations a campaign has been carried on for the convening 
of an international conference for the signing of a convention pro
hibiting the use of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons. Many States 
have spoken in support of it. Most members of the Eighteen-Nation 
Conmiittee have also spoken in favour of convening such a confer
ence as quickly as possible.

All attempts, however, to ensure the solution of the question of 
prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons come up against the stubborn 
resistance of the Western Powers, headed by the United States, which 
do not wish to give up their plans for a nuclear war and which wish 
to rely on nuclear weapons also in the future in carrying out their 
aggressive policies. The refusal of the Western Powers to conclude 
an agreement renouncing the use of nuclear weapons shows quite 
clearly that the ruling circles of the United States and of other West
ern Powers count on the use of nuclear weapons for carrying out their 
imperialistic policy from a position of strength, in particular against 
the national liberation movements of the peoples of Asia, Africa and 
Latin America.

 ̂The New York Times, Dec. 9,1965, p. 21.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 648-650.
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This is shown by the fact that at the sixteenth session of the United 
Nations General Assembly the United States and the United Kingdom 
voted against adoption of the Declaration on the prohibition of the 
use of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons. The NATO Powers 
maintain the same position in the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 
Disarmament, obstructing in every possible way the solution of this 
vital and urgent question.

The Soviet Union believes that the signing of a convention prohibit
ing the use of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons would be an im
portant step towards eliminating the threat of a nuclear war and 
towards reducing international tension, curbing the arms race and 
strengthening confidence in relations between States. The signing of 
such a convention would be an important step towards the complete 
prohibition and complete elimination of nuclear weapons and towards 
the achievement of general and complete disarmament. Moreover, 
even before the conclusion of such a convention the Soviet Union is 
prepared immediately to assume an obligation not to be the j&rst to 
use nuclear weapons provided that the other nuclear Powers do 
likewise.

The message from the Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the 
USSR, Mr. Kosygin, to the Eighteen-Nation Committee states that, 
in order really to put an end to the danger of a nuclear war and to 
the nuclear armaments race, the Soviet Government proposes that the 
nuclear Powers should consider the question of carrying out immedi
ately the programme relating to nuclear disarmament. Such dis
armament must provide for the destruction, imder appropriate 
international control, of all stockpiles of nuclear weapons accumulated 
by States, the prohibition of their manufacture, the complete destruc
tion of all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and the prohibition of 
their production, and the elimination of military bases in foreign 
territories.

The demand for the prohibition and destruction of nuclear weapons 
is the core of all the Soviet proposals on disarmament questions which 
the Soviet Government has been putting forward throughout the 
whole period since the Second World War. Moreover, the Soviet 
proposals are aimed both at an independent solution of the question 
of prohibiting nuclear weapons and at its solution within the frame
work of the problem of general and complete disarmament, which 
provides for the total elimination of nuclear weapons and their de
livery vehicles. The implementation of all these measures of nuclear 
disarmament—^which, incidentally, do not give any of the parties con
cerned any military advantages—^would really rid the peoples of the 
threat of a nuclear war.
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The United States proposal for a cut-off of production of fissionable 
materials with the simultaneous destruction by the Soviet Union and 
the United States of a certain number of nuclear bombs and missiles 
does not achieve this aim, nor is it intended to do so.̂  The United 
States proposal that the United States and the USSE should carry 
out “the demonstrated destruction of thousands of nuclear weapons” 
in order to transfer the fissionable materials obtained from them to 
peaceful purposes is not in principle a new proposal.^ I t  is a modi
fication of the old proposal for the transfer from the stockpiles of 
the Soviet Union and the United States of 40 and 60 tons respectively 
of U-235 to peaceful purposes.^ That proposal was criticized by us 
as having nothing to do with the problem of disarmament and as not 
in any way reducing the threat of a nuclear catastrophe. Now we are 
being offered the same goods but in a new package.

Indeed, a superficial examination of this “new” proposal might give 
some people the impression that it is constructive, since it speaks about 
destroying a certain number of nuclear warheads or bombs. In actual 

Jac t all this is far from being the case. The whole secret is that the 
United States proposal is not at all intended to reduce the United 
States stockpiles of nuclear weapons; it is designed to get rid of old 
stocks of obsolete types so as to replace them with improved types 
and, it is to be assumed, not in smaller but in considerably larger 
quantities. I t  is well known that the United States, since the end of 
the three-year moratorium (since 15 September 1961), has carried out 
more than 150 underground nuclear tests, approximately one-half 
of these after the conclusion of the Moscow Treaty on 5 August 1963. 
I t  is not difficult to surmise that as a result of all these tests there have 
emerged in the United States improved types of nuclear weapons 
surpassing those now kept in United States depots.

Anyone can read this between the lines of the reports of the United 
States Atomic Energy Commission. In his message to Congress on 
defense matters the United States President, Mr. Johnson, wrote at 
the beginning of last year that, if his country was to remain strong, 
outmoded weapons must be replaced by new ones. I t  is precisely this 
recommendation of President Johnson that is being followed in the 
United States proposal for the “demonstrated destruction” of nuclear 
weapons, which is being passed off here as a radical measure allegedly 
aimed at reducing stockpiles of nuclear armaments.

 ̂Ilid.y 1964, P- 8; pp. 103-104.
 ̂Ante, p. 7.
 ̂Docvmenta m  Dimrmament, 1963, pp. 3S0-333.
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This is an old device. Everyone remembers the United States 
proposal for the destruction of the B-47 and TU-16 bombers.^ Then, 
as now, the United States representatives tried to pass off here the 
destruction of the obsolete B-47 aircraft as a disarmament measure. 
But what in fact happened ? Regardless of the course of the debate on 
this question in the Committee, the B-47 bombers in the United States 
were being gradually removed from the armoury and replaced by 
other, new types of aircraft, mainly strategic missiles; and by now the 
United States Air Force has only a few dozen B-47 bombers, which 
are to be destroyed by the middle of this year.

I t  is interesting to note that, by the time the United States sub
mitted its proposal, the number of B-47 bombers compared to the 
original figure had been reduced by one-half. Thus the United States 
has been eliminating its B-47 bombers, but does this mean that it 
has taken the path toward disarmament and that it has reduced its 
armaments ? No, not at all. In the same message to the United States 
Congress, President Johnson wrote that in the last four years the 
United States strategic nuclear forces had increased threefold.^ That 
is what the destruction of obsolete bombers presented to the world. 
Can we expect anything different from the destruction of obsolete 
United States nuclear warheads and bombs? We are convinced that 
we cannot. The question can be solved only in the context of the total 
destruction of all delivery vehicles and the total destruction of nuclear 
weapons.

In  conclusion, I  should like to say a few words about the reduction 
of military budgets. The Soviet Grovemment has repeatedly put 
forward a proposal to reduce the military budgets of States, pointing 
out that this measure would not only limit the possibility of extending 
the arms race but would also release considerable resources for develop
ing peaceful sectors of the economy and for increasing the well-being 
of the peoples.

The representatives of the Western Powers talk a good deal about 
their intentions to limit the arms race. However, one has only to 
take a look at the state of the military budgets of the Western Powers, 
especially that of the United States, to see the real attitude of these 
States towards disarmament and the actual content of their policies.

The facts show that the United States is bent, not on reducing its 
military budget, but on carrying out a colossal new inflation of its 
military budget and on intensifying its military preparations. Thus 
in January this year the United States Government asked Congress 
for $60,500 million, 53.6 percent of the Government’s total expendi

pp. 101-105.
* H. doc. 54, 8&th Cong., 1st sess., p. 2.
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tures for military purposes for the coining financial year. A large 
portion of these expenditures is assigned to the aggressive war in 
Viet-Nam. Even in this financial year expenditures on the war in 
Viet“Nam will represent, according to preliminary estimates, $4,600 
million; in the next financial year, 1966-1967, they will increase to 
$10,000 million or even more. The more than twofold increase in 
appropriations for the war in Viet-Nam testifies to the United States 
intention to continue and to expand this war; this will obviously 
aggravate the international situation still further and, of course, does 
not testify that the United States is heading towards disarmament.

Furthermore, the United States already has plans, or is working 
plans out, for military preparations and military production for many 
years ahead. I t  is well known that, in accordance with a decision of 
the United States Congress taken in August 1965, the number of the 
United States armed forces is to increase by September 1966 to the 
unprecedented peace-time figure of 2,980,000—virtually 3,000,000 men. 
The United States Under-Secretary of the Army, Mr. Stanley Resor, 
has stated that during the next five years— ŷou see, they are already 
planning five years ahead—$20,000 million will be spent on construct
ing new military equipment. The United States magazine U.S. 
News and World Report wrote that such expenditures would be a 
record for peacetime; they exceeded even the average level of expendi
tures on the Army during the three years of the Korean War. In the 
United States, plans are being discussed which are connected with 
military preparations, with the growth and development of the arms 
race, over a period already covering even the 1970’s.

Those are a few facts which, of course, by no means testify to any 
aspiration or desire of the United States to follow the path of dis
armament; nor do they in any way testify to a United States intention 
to reach agreement on the question of reducing the military budgets of 
States.

The elaboration of measures for reducing the military budgets of 
States remains one of the important tasks of our Committee. The 
fact that so far we here have not been able to reach any agreement 
about reducing the military budgets of States although several years 
ago, upon the Soviet Union’s initiative, some steps were taken in that 
direction, convincingly demonstrates that the forces of militarism do 
in fact direct and control the policy of the United States.

A gre^en t on the adoption of constructive measures in regard to the 
questions we have mentioned would be an indication of a positive turn
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for the better in the work of the Committee for which everyone is 
anxiously waiting. The Soviet delegation appeals to all the partici
pants in the negotiations to examine thoroughly the partial measures 
we have mentioned and to make efforts to achieve progress towards 
bringing about their speediest possible accomplishment.

Statement by ACDA Deputy Director Fisher to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, March 8, 
1966^

At the outset I  should like to say that we have taken note of the 
extremely interesting suggestions made by our first speaker this morn
ing, the representative of Mexico. We shall, of course, give them the 
most careful study. I  should also like to acknowledge his kind word? 
of welcome.

I  have listened with care and attention, as I  always do, to the state
ment made by the Soviet representative. I  have not found in it any
thing that is new or helpful, either in respect to his suggestions or in 
respect to what appeared to me to be the propaganda aspects of his 
statement. With the greatest respect, I  feel I  must comment now on 
two aspects of his statement, because they appear to us to be particu
larly unhelpful to the work of this Committee, the purpose of which 
is to reach agreements which will advance the cause of peace.

The Soviet representative made a statement today on foreign bases. 
Let me deal with this point quickly by repeating what my delegation 
has previously said in this regard. We have pointed out that adop
tion of the Soviet proposal would impair the right of individual and 
collective self-defence recognized by Article 51 of the Charter; that 
by forbidding smaller or weaker nations to protect themselves by ar
rangements with other nations the Soviet proposal would leave them 
vulnerable to that form of aggression which the communists now call 
“wars of national liberation”.

The Soviet representative also spoke of the unfortunate accident 
over the coast of Spain. I  am sorry that he has seen fit to raise this 
issue a third time here. In our view—and I  say this with regret— ĥis 
purpose is clear. The Soviet Government must have been aware, or 
could easily have ascertained, that no nuclear weapon test, no nuclear 
explosion of any kind and no radioactive pollution of the sea were 
involved. Therefore there can be no question of violation of the lim

^ENDC/PV.246, pp. 31-39.
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ited test-ban Treaty.^ The Soviet representative had some rather un
flattering things to say about the aide-memoire of the United States. 
They were so unflattering that I  was forced to the conclusion that he 
had not read it. I  should therefore like to read out the operative por
tion of that section on which he commented:
The Government of the USSR must be aware—or could easily have ascertained— 
that no nuclear weapon test, no nuclear explosion of any kind, and no radioactive 
pollution of the sea were involved in the unfortunate accident over the coast of 
Spain. Consequently, there is no question of a “violation” or of “actions in con
flict with” either the Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, 
in Outer Space and Under Water, or of the 1958 Greneva Convention on the High 
Seas, or of the principle of freedom of the high seas. Accusations to this effect 
by the Soviet Government are therefore without any foundation.^

Nor do any of the other Soviet charges have any validity. Indeed, 
the Soviet Union’s sudden concern about radioactivity of the ground 
outside its borders seems somewhat surprising in the light of its mas
sive resumption of atmospheric tests in 1961, for those tests released 
more radioactivity than all previous Western tests combined. The 
Soviet Union has apparently again distorted the meaning of inter
national treaties to suit the purpose of a propaganda campaign. I f  
the Soviet Government had been genuinely concerned about possible 
violations of international agreements and international law, it would 
have requested and awaited a reply in clarification from the United 
States Government instead of resorting to tactics designed to advance 
purely propaganda objectives.

As the United States has pointed out on previous occasions, the 
bomber accident in Spain, unfoii:unate though it was, did not involve 
any of the lurid dangers that the Soviet representative has portrayed. 
There was no explosion of a nuclear weapon; and I  must respectfully 
dissent from the Soviet representative’s characterization of this fact 
as a ‘‘stroke of luck”. I t was due to the safety devices which the 
United States has built into all its nuclear weapons and all its nuclear 
deterrent. I  wish we could be sure that similar safety devices were in
corporated in those of other countries.

That ends my observations on this aspect of the Soviet representa
tive’s statement. I  shall, of course, read his statement carefully- ' 
as I  do all the statements of the Soviet representative—and perhaps 
comment on other aspects at an appropriate time.

I  should like now to turn to what I  hope is a more fruitful subject 
and to propose that this Committee give detailed consideration to the 
proposal made by President Johnson in his message to this Conference 
that we agree first to the demonstrated destruction of thousands of

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293. 
 ̂Ante, p. 59.
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nuclear weapons by the United States and the Soviet Union; second, 
to the transfer to peaceful purposes under international safeguards of 
the large quantities of fissionable material obtained from this destruc
tion; and third, to a verified halt in the production of fissionable ma
terial for weapons purposes.^ Earlier in his statement this morning 
I  heard our Soviet colleague giving a description of what I  suppose 
was this proposal, but frankly I  did not recognize it. I can only come 
to the conclusion that we have not presented the proposal properly, and 
for that reason I  should like to recommend that we pause for a moment 
to consider its implications.

We at this. Conference are aware of the destructive power of even 
one nuclear weapon. Under this proposal thousands of such weapons 
would be withdrawn from the stockpiles of the United States and the 
Soviet Union and destroyed so that they could never be employed in 
their death-dealing mission.

We at this Conference are aware of the needs of mankind for the 
use of fissionable material for peaceful purposes. Under this proposal 
the fissionable material taken from those weapons would be set aside 
under international safeguards for the benefit of mankind. As I  have 
indicated, we are prepared to transfer 60,000 kilograms of U-235 to 
peaceful uses if the Soviet Union will transfer 40,000 kilograms of 
the same material. We can obtain some idea of the significance of 
this proposal if we realize that this total amount of U-235, fully fis
sioned, would produce an amount of electric power equal to the present 
power requirements over a period of seven years of the eight non  ̂
aligned States represented round this table.

We at this Conference are aware of the danger to mankind from 
increasing stockpiles of nuclear weapons. Under our proposal there 
would be a reduction in the stockpiles of nuclear weapons. Perhaps 
I  have not made it clear in discussing this proposal that the 60,000 
kilograms of U-235 taken from those weapons to be destroyed by the 
United States—and the 40,000 kilograms taken from those weapons to 
be destroyed by the Soviet Union, if it were to agree to this proposal— 
would not be available for refabrication. This involves a total of 
100,000 kilograms of U-235 to be taken from weapons and put under 
international safeguards to peaceful purposes. Those grim factories 
which might otherwise be turning out the fissionable material to build 
up these stockpiles would be either forever stilled or permitted to pro
duce only fissionable material which was not to be used for weapons 
purposes.

The proposition that this does not involve real reduction in arma
ments seems to me to be doubtful as a question of mathematics and, even

 ̂Ante, p. 7.
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more so, as a question of nuclear physics. The weapons are destroyed, 
the materials from them are put to peaceful uses, and the grim fac
tories that might manufacture replacements for those materials are 
either stilled or converted to producing material which would not be 
used in weapons. Of course, we know that even after a reduction of 
this magnitude in nuclear stockpiles the amounts remaining will still 
be very large; but we shall have made a substantial start in reducing 
them. We shall have shown to the nations of the world, particularly 
the non-nuclear weapon nations, that while we are trying to reach an 
agreement under which they forswear nuclear weapons, the nuclear 
Powers are also prepared not only to stop building up their vast stock
piles of these weapons but to take steps towards reducing them.

Earlier in tliis session of the Conference the United States indicated 
why we should not condition the entry into force of a non-proliferation 
treaty upon other measures which have been proposed to halt the nu
clear arms race.  ̂ However, as I stated on Thursday last, the United 
States has long recognized that a programme of related measures is 
required if we are to halt the arms race in nuclear weapons, not just 
for the moment, but lastingly.^ I f  we are to make progress on these 
related measures, we must begin to work on them now in the same 
detail as we are working on the non-proliferation treaty.

We should bear in mind that, when we speak of halting and turning 
back the arms race in nuclear weapons, we should be concerned with at 
least two aspects of this race. The world’s build-up in nuclear weap
ons proceeds both qualitatively, that is, by improving the effectiveness 
of such weapons through continued testing; and quantitatively, that 
is, by increasing the number of such weapons by continued production 
of fissionable material for use in nuclear weapons.

We have, of course, put a real curb on the qualitative aspect of the 
arms race in nuclear weapons by agreeing to the Treaty Banning 
Nuclear Weapons Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under 
Water. In  particular, this treaty is a real curb on the development of 
nuclear weapons in the higher yield ranges, weapons of almost un
believable destructive capability.

The United States would, of course, like to go further and halt the 
qualitative aspect of the arms race in nuclear weapons by extending 
the limited test ban to cover underground nuclear tests. For such an 
extension the United States will require only the number and kind of 
inspections which modem science shows to be necessary to assure that 
such a treaty is being faithfully observed.

 ̂Ante, p. 37.
® Antey pp. 80-81.
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I  do not believe that it would be useful for the work of our Con
ference to engage in recriminations as to where lies the responsibility 
for our not having been able to agree on a comprehensive test ban. 
What we think is needed, of course, is a willingness on the part of the 
Soviet Government to concede the need to assure adequate verification. 
Tliis morning we have heard an expression of a somewhat different 
view. At the same time, however, we feel that we should not limit our 
effort to halt the build-up of nuclear weapons to only one of its dimen
sions. We should also attempt to curb the quantitative aspect of the 
arms race in nuclear weapons by halting the build-up of nuclear arse* 
nals and destroying large numbers of weapons presently in stockpile 
Indeed, the limitation of the further production of nuclear weapons 
by halting the production of the weapons grade fissionable material 
that is the essential element of their manufacture is the measure most 
“germane” to a non-proliferation effort, if I  may borrow the phrase 
used by the representative of Sweden in her interesting statement at 
our meeting on 24 February.^

Let us first consider the proposal for the cessation of the production 
of fissionable material for use in weapons. I  believe we should con
sider it first because, as a matter of common sense, agreement on it is 
necessary for agreement to be possible on the other portions of the 
measure. I t  would not make a great deal of sense to destroy nuclear 
weapons and place into peaceful uses the fissionable materials obtained 
from them if both sides were still turning out vast quantities of 
fissionable material for use in weapons.

The United States has submitted to this Conference a working paper 
in which it has developed its verification concepts for a cut-off of 
fissionable materials produced for weapons purposes.^ With the per
mission of the Committee, I  should like to emphasize the key elements 
of this approach as it would apply to the facilities that might be 
covered.

Facilities that would be declared and subject to inspection would be 
of three types—isotope separation plants, reactors, and chemical sepa
ration plants.

First, isotope separation plants would be either shut down or per
mitted to produce for purposes other than for use in weapons. The 
monitoring of a shut-down plant can be accomplished by access to the 
outside of the plant—including the ability to walk around the outside 
of the process buildings—and the ability to observe the power input 
to the plant. In the case of a plant which continues in production, it

 ̂Ante, p. 55.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1964, pp. 235-238.
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will also be necessary to observe the input of materials to the plant, and 
the output from the plant, including the residue.

Second, reactors would also be either shut down or continued in 
operation for the purpose of creating material not to be used in weap
ons. With respect to the shut-down reactors, we have worked out a 
method by which this can be verified merely by periodic inspection, 
without the necessity of having a permanent inspector resident at the 
shut-down plant. As for those reactors operated for power produc
tion or for production of nuclear materials for purposes other than 
use in weapons, International Atomic Energy Agency or equivalent 
safeguards would be applied to all non-military power reactors, start
ing with those rated above about 100 thermal megawatts.

Third, chemical separation plants would be subject to inspection 
procedures. Because of the nature of their operations, continued ac
cess to these plants would be required. These inspection procedures 
would be for the purpose of verifying the amounts of plutonium pro
duced in power reactors as well as the amounts of fissionable materials 
utilized in other reactors.

The verification system that I  have described applies to declared 
facilities. I t is of course necessary to have a limited number of inspec
tions of suspected undeclared facilities. These could be conducted un
der arrangements which would provide reasonable assurance that no 
prohibited activities were occurring and which would protect any 
sensitive facility from unnecessary observation.

As part of this measure the United States proposes that, as I  have 
indicated earlier, the 60,000 kg and 40,000 kg of weapons grade U-235 
which the United States and the Soviet Union respectively would agree 
to transfer to peaceful purposes should come from the demonstrated 
destruction of nuclear weapons from the stockpiles of the two countries. 
This suggestion was first made last autumn by Ambassador Gold
berg,^ who, we should note, has been with us during our deliberations 
today. The United States was gratified at the very considerable in
terest shown by delegations -at the United Nations in the United States 
proposal for destruction of nuclear weapons. In  this Committee the 
representative of the United Arab Republic also welcomed, on 27 
January, this United States proposal and expressed hope tha/t we would 
develop it.^ Notwithstanding some rather discouraging observations 
which have been mad© about it earlier this morning—^perhaps even 
because of those observations— Î shall be happy to do so now, since 
my remarks may dispel some of the concern which has been lexpressed.

p.435.
* ENDG/PV.235, pp. 39-40.
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We have referred to this new United States proposal as the “demon
strated” destruction of nuclear weapons. By ‘‘demonstrated” we mean 
that the physical destruction of the nuclear weapons must be conducted 
in a manner providing assurances that the weapons really were de
stroyed, yet without in any way compromising design information 
affecting the national security of the participants and without dissemi
nating any information which could lead to the proliferation of nu
clear weapons technology. To accomplish this objective, the nuclear 
weapons to be destroyed would be transported to designated depots for 
disassembly, removal of the fissionable material, and destruction of the 
remaining components. Such depots could be on the territory of the 
nation owning the weapons. The destruction of these weapons would 
be demonstrated to nationals of both parties and to neutral observers.

The precise demonstration procedures to be used would of course 
have to be agreed upon in negotiations. Our present thinking is based 
on the concept of visual observation of the weapons introduced into 
the destruction area and upon an assay of the fissionable materials 
leaving the destruction area. Inspectors would not have access to the 
destruction area during the actual destruction process.

Under this proposal each nation would determine the particular 
nuclear weapons to be destroyed in order to obtain the fissionable ma
terial that it was to transfer to peaceful purposes. And here I  should 
repeat that the weapons material, the U-235, is to be transferred to 
peaceful purposes; it will not be available for refabrication. Obvi
ously, the numbers of weapons destroyed will depend on the types of 
weapons selected. Nevertheless, the large number of actual weapons 
which would have to be destroyed in order to obtain the suggested 
amounts of fissionable material would be very significant.

Up to now we have talked only about U-235, but, if the Soviet Union 
would agree, the United States is also prepared to transfer to peaceful 
uses the plutonium obtained from the destroyed weapons. The actual 
amoimts of plutonium to be transferred, however, would have to be 
determined during the negotiations.

The United States proposal for a cut-off of fissionable materials 
production, destruction of nuclear weapons, and transfer of fissionable 
materials to peaceful uses is addressed primarily to the Soviet Union. 
But we are also most anxious to have the views of other delegations, 
and particularly of those which have insisted on the need to reduce 
existing nuclear arsenals. This is a proposal that does just that. In 
order to facilitate study of the weapons destruction aspect of the 
United States cut-off proposal, the United States delegation is today 
submitting a brief working paper on the subject, entitled ‘‘Transfer
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of Fissionable Material Obtained by the Destruction of Nuclear Weap
ons”. We ask that it be circulated as a Conference document.^

In the past, when the United States has made reasonable and prac
tical proposals to turn back the arms race, the response of our Soviet 
colleague has unhappily often been to counter with an offer which 
would be appropriate only if we were in the third stage of general and 
complete disarmament, involving all the development of peacekeeping 
machinery and all the changed political environment that that would 
imply. When the United States proposed the destruction of a limited 
number of bombers, the response was, “Let us instead destroy all bomb
ers”. Wlien the United States originally proposed the exploration of a 
freeze in the number and characteristics of strategic nuclear delivery 
systems, the response was, “Let us instead destroy all nuclear delivery 
systems”—although here an exception was made with regard to a slight 
but unexplained remainder which was to be left over to make up the 
Gromyko “umbrella”.

I t is with the greatest regret that I  have heard our Soviet colleague 
follow this pattern today; apparently disregarding any reasonable ef
fort to limit and reduce the stockpile of nuclear weapons, he says, “Let 
us instead destroy all nuclear weapons”. We must be realistic here at 
this negotiating table, for we are dealing with the real world. Does 
anyone really believe that the Soviet Union or the United States could 
or would, in the world as it is today, agree upon and proceed now to the 
elimination, at one fell swoop, of the totality of their respective nuclear 
arsenals ? I  think that, when we consider this, we shall all agree that 
this is quite unlikely.

The simple and evident truth—-and I must ask the Committee to 
bear with me if I  repeat it again—is that we must take first steps before 
we take the last ones, and that we do not advance our work here if we 
look so hard at ultimate solutions that we neglect doing wh-at is neces
sary and possible now.

The United States is proposing a measure which is highly germane 
to our efforts to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons.

The United States is proposing a measure which makes the largest 
possible use of existing international institutions for its verification.

The United States is proposing a measure which could be put into 
effect now, in today’s political clunate.

The United States hopes that its proposal will be studied in the light 
of those considerations.

 ̂Ante, pp. 103-104.
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Statement by the Swedish Representative (Myrdal) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Cessation 
of Nuclear Tests, March 10,1966 ^

The Swedish delegation feels very much obliged to our two co- 
Chairmen for having provided us with an opportunity so relatively 
early in the proceedings of the present session of the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee on Disarmament to concentrate our attention on certain 
so-called collateral measures of disarmament^—or, more adequately ex
pressed, on measures to limit the arms race and reduce international 
tension. As one such measure, non-proliferation, is being dealt with 
in a separate series of meetings, we interpret the present work sched
ule as meaning that we should now focus on some of the others. First 
and foremost among those must be a comprehensive test ban, as we 
have a specific and pressing mandate to that effect in United Nations 
resolution 2032 (X X ), significantly entitled “Urgent Need for 
Suspension of Nuclear and Thermo-nuclear Tests.” ^

There is no need to emphasize once more the imperative need for 
early agreement on a comprehensive test ban and on other collateral 
measures. Particularly against the background of those preludes to 
negotiations on non-proliferation which have been going on in our 
Committee during the last few weeks and where some divergencies of 
interest have persisted, it is crucial that we make headway on some 
measures where a greater harmony of interests prevails. This ought 
to be the case particularly in regard to a cessation of all nuclear tests, 
supported as it is by the United Nations resolution and by inclusion 
in the messages from the leaders of the three nuclear weapon Powers 
which were transmitted to us early in this session of the Eighteen- 
Nation Committee on Disarmament.^ To our hopeful perennials be
longs also the proposal to freeze the production of fissionable material 
for weapon purposes—the “cut-off”, to use our colloquialism.^ I f  we 
were to achieve an agreement on some of these items, it would not 
only be a testimony to the united will of all States to turn away from 
the dangerous race in nuclear armament; it would also greatly help 
to achieve that “acceptable balance of mutual . . . obligations” for 
which the non-nuclear weapon countries are clamouring.®

Such collateral measures are, as we know, logically related intrin
sically to the objective of “non-proliferation” ; that is, to blocking the

' ENDO/PV.247, pp. 13-23.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 623-624.

®A7i#e,pp.5-8,8-9,9-13.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1964, P* 8.
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spread of nuclear weapons to a greater number of States. This is 
solemnly emphasized, at least in regard to a test ban, in United Na
tions resolution 2032 (XX) itself, which uses the phrase “Mindful of 
the crucial importance of a comprehensive test ban to the issue of non
proliferation of nuclear weapons”. As we can safely assume, on the 
basis of statements made, that such a test-ban treaty, like the Moscow 
agreement,^ would be signed by a great number of States, this would 
for all practical purposes eliminate the possibility of hitherto non
nuclear weapon countries creating and manufacturing nuclear weap
ons. I t ought to be duly recognized that in signing the Moscow Treaty 
our comitry, as well as others often referred to as having a “potential 
nuclear weapon capability”, has already sacrificed a considerable part 
of its independent nuclear weapon option. Politically it was possible, 
in a country like mine, to attain a very positive accord for signing that 
Treaty, because the measure agreed upon was internationally accepted 
and balanced. Not least it contributed, through a self-renunciatory 
gesture on the part of the nuclear weapon Powers, to a curtailment of 
certain risks inherent in their nuclear competition.

I t could also be expected that an agreement to abstain, as from a 
certain date, from production of nuclear material for weapon purposes 
would be signed by a great number of countries. I t would therefore 
have a similarly salutary effect on the political climate of the world. 
Besides, if agreed upon without too much delay, it would constitute a 
true non-proliferation measure, cutting off all aspirations to inde
pendent manufacture of nuclear weapons. An obligation to refrain 
from or to cease forthwith such production, devolving on nuclear and 
non-nuclear weapon countries alike, would thus fit perfectly into a 
systematic programme for a progressive nuclear freeze and disarma
ment such as our Brazilian colleague has outlined.^ I t  might well 
constitute the first article in a balanced non-proliferation treaty, where 
regulation of transfers between countries of nuclear weapons and 
nuclear weapon material could then follow in a handsomely coherent 
sequence.

But let me now leave aside the effects, albeit beneficial, on our vexed 
proliferation issue. These measures, and particularly the compre
hensive t ^ t  ban, would carry additional substantive values. Con
tinued series of underground nuclear test explosions must be inter
preted as increasing the risk of fur'ther perfectioning of the deadly 
weapons, undesirable fev se but also because it jeopardizes the presently 
tenable balance of deterrence. Military experts are fully aware that, 
although some weapons development may reduce certain risks to hu

1963, pp. 2 9 1 - m
"*BNDO/PV. 244, pp. 16 ff.
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manity—such as that of radioactive fall-out—the major prospect is 
an increase in the destructive capabilities of nuclear weapons and 
widening their area of application.

Eecently warnings as to dangerous technological break-throughs 
have been heard more and more frequently. Not least are they cen
tred on the possibility of producing such countervailing weapon sys
tems that the precarious balance may be upset, favouring aggression. 
Among these are effective anti-ballistic missile systems—^ABM—and 
all kinds of ingenious devices making it possible for missiles to pene
trate another party’s missile defence. So serious are considered the 
risks that such developments might disturb the relative balance and 
spur on a cumulative competition to ensure ‘‘over-deterrent” nuclear 
capabilities that prominent scientists have recently suggested that the 
super-Powers volunteer to carry out a three-year moratorium on these 
programmes. I  can refer to the report of the Committee on Arms 
Control and Disarmament to the White House Conference on Interna
tional Co-operation, under the chairmanship of Dr. Jerome B. Wies- 
ner, published in Washington late in 1965.̂

There are arguments aplenty for the cessation of all nuclear weapon 
tests. The Swedish delegation is always anxious that our Committee 
should not by-pass any opportunity to move ahead. Even if for the 
time being the Committee has no more meetings at its disposal for 
substantive discussions on a comprehensive test ban treaty, my dele
gation wishes to present some comments and suggestions which might 
contribute to making a forthcoming round of negotiations concrete 
and constructive.

My colleagues need not fear, however, that I shall make a long dis
course on detection and identification and other technical subjects. 
These aspects of the problem of test ban verification have been given 
their full share in previous statements by the Swedish delegation both 
in this Committee and in the United Nations. I t also now seems to be 
generally accepted that for purposes of detection and identification, 
even of underground tests— t̂hat is, for recording seismic events and 
for attempting to separate those indicating man-made explosions from 
natural earth tremors—we are going to use national observation posts 
and national interpretation of the data obtained. To ensure that 
national authorities have a maximized amount of relevant data avail
able, an attempt at organizing informal and voluntary international 
co-operation is being made.

The purpose of the so-called “detection club” is precisely to help 
achieve a more rapid exchange of such data, particularly from the 
technologically most advanced stations, sensitivized to the teleseismic

 ̂Bocuments on Diaarmamenty 1965̂  pp. 555-581.
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signals from continents far apart. Certain preliminary talks on tliis 
matter are now proceeding between a small number of non-nuclear 
weapon countries. In the future, the circle of participants in these 
talks ought to widen, with contributions also from the nuclear weapon 
States, with their acknowledged high level of seismological capa
bilities.

Today I  want to concentrate on another aspect, with a legal rather 
than a technical connotation. As matters have developed, it becomes 
essential for us to re-examine the scheme for verification of a compre
hensive test ban outlined in the eight-nation memorandum of 16 April 
1962, which is still, as far as I  understand, the basic document.^

The substitution of an informal exchange of detection data for the 
once contemplated international scientific commission that was to act 
as a kind of jury necessitates in itself rather fundamental changes. 
During the intervening years science has also improved the detection 
possibilities, so that the margin of uncertainty as to the nature of the 
source of a seismic event is considerably smaller and is continually 
being further reduced. Politically, also, the situation is incomparably 
more reassuring now than four years ago, as confidence in a treaty 
engagement being upheld has grown all over the world. Tliis is 
without any doubt a result of the Moscow Treaty—and we should all 
salute with satisfaction and pride that evidence of what advantageous 
effects an agreement in the disarmament field can entail.

Consequently, we might now be able to envisage a fairly considerable 
attenuation of the whole process suggested in that memorandum, in
terposing some more opportunities for allaying suspicions of a breach 
of the agreement. My intention today is to discuss how far we can 
move ahead in order to secure adherence to the treaty, stopping short in 
my intervention just at that more and more distant point where the 
inspection issue might be resurrected— îf, indeed, anybody would still 
be interested in doing so in a new situation when we might have suc
ceeded in agreeing on a firm sequence for removing many of the un
certainties.

Without any doubt the question of inspections, which was formerly 
so vexatious, seems in more recent statements relating to the subject 
of a test ban to have acquired a less central character. We have also 
“lost” in the course of developments in the intervening years the in
ternational commission which could have acted as a “jury”, as I  have 
just said. Eesponsibility for the interpretation of data and the identi
fication of seismic events will be upon national institutions and 
authorities. Their verdict will, however, be fortified exactly to the 
extent that there is unanimity in the scientific world—and the degree

1962, vol. I, pp. 334^36,
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of such unanimity is easily established in our era of international com
munication. But now, as before, our endeavours must be to construe 
rules about right of withdrawal and about verification in such a way 
that they act as a deterrent both to any clandestine testing of nuclear 
weapons and to facile abrogation of the treaty.

The cardinal point remains that abrogation of the treaty is the only 
sanction available against a breach of the treaty. Thus the tenets of 
a viable treaty are that no party can be interested in making possible 
such abrogation on flimsy grounds. The unity of interest in keeping a 
treaty binding on all is and remains its strongest foundation. Legally, 
this interest in trammelling the right to cancel the agreement will 
probably be expressed by some clause similar to the one in the Moscow 
Treaty, and also employed in the draft treaties on non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons,^ requiring for a party’s right of renunciation that 
‘̂ extraordinary events, related to the subject matter of the treaty, have 
jeopardized the supreme interests of its country”. The crux of the 
matter is : what will constitute such an “extraordinary event” that it 
establishes the right for a party to withdraw from the treaty obliga
tions?

The simplest case would seem to be if scientific data indicate that a 
party has conducted nuclear test explosions and that party affirms 
that this is the correct interpretation. No further qualifications are 
needed if the case is not disputed. The other parties to the treaty are 
sovereign in their judgment as to whether an “extraordinary event 
jeopardizing supreme interests” has occurred.

Complications appear if a case is disputed. But there is a great 
difference in degrees of suspicions. Let us first make a distinction 
between the different categories in which interpretation of the seismic 
data detected may fall. Some events will be interpreted as clearly due 
to earthquakes, and thus be written off by those concerned with the 
implementation of the test-ban Treaty, although affecting—and some
times deeply—others concerned with the problems of earthquakes. But 
a residual category will remain which will not be so identified. Li this 
category, however, we might distinguish between those which are 
simply “unclear events”, unidentified as to their nature, and those 
which might be classified as “suspicious events” by the authorities in 
various countries responsible for such interpretations.

Let us try to imagine what the situation will be if rumours rever
berate from this expert discussion that a party might have undertaken 
a test explosion. I t seems to me that a primordial assumption should 
be that parties to the treaty would themselves be vitally interested in 
dispelling any doubts cast upon their principled adherence to the

" Hid,, 1965, pp. 3 4 7 -^ , 443-446.
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treaty. I f  scientific data made it highly probable that a nuclear test 
explosion had taken place—something that in these times would be 
bound to be widely publicized— t̂hen the standing of the suspected 
party in the international community would seem to make it impera
tive for him to vindicate his veracity if he claimed to be innocent. He 
would certainly hasten to offer explanations. I f  the accusations per
sisted, he might even take recourse to “inspection by invitation”. This 
was foreseen in the joint memorandum of April 1962—although its 
references to “the commission” are now outdated. In  that document 
we read:

All parties to the treaty should accept the obligation to furnish the Commis
sion with the facts necessary to estabUsh the nature of any suspicious and 
significant event. Pursuant to this obligation the parties to the treaty could 
invite the Commission to visit their territories and/or the site of the event 
the nature of which was in doubt.

That such invitations should be expected was also underlined in 
the following statement made by the representative of the Soviet 
Union, Mr. Kuznetsov, at our 7lst meeting—and I  am sorry that I  
shall repeatedly go as far back as 1962, but that was the period when 
we thoroughly aired all problems concerning a comprehensive test ban:

. . . the nuclear Power concerned would have to weigh up what other States 
would think and how world public opinion would react to the specific case— 
whether the world at large would understand its refusal to invite the commis
sion in that particular instance.

As you see, aU these are very serious matters for any nuclear Power.
In the light of all these considerations, is it possible to come to the conclusion 

that the nuclear Powers will always refuse to invite the commission to visit their 
territory? Of course, it is impossible to come to such a conclusion; it would be 
quite unjustified. It is clear that any government will in each specific case 
approach the question, with great care, taking all the circumstances into account.

Therefore, it appears that the formula of on-site inspection by invitation, 
while not providing for such inspection on an obligatory basis, nevertheless does 
not preclude the possibility of on-site inspection in specific cases. This is truly 
a compromise formula.^

The memorandum of the non-aligned countries, generally speaking, 
as a matter of principle placed a greater burden of proof, onus pro- 
bandi^ on the accused or suspected party than is customary in the legal 
way of thinking. How wise this reliance on self-interest in exculpat
ing oneself was, in comparison with a reliance on policing, has become 
more and more evident. The situation in regard to a test ban is rather 
extraordinary: it is technically so much easier to prove one’s own inno
cence than to prove somebody else’s guilt if there is a dispute as to the 
character of a “suspicious event” on the territory of a State.

" Ibid., 1962, vol. II, p. 781.
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This has been clearly recognized from early on in the literature 
relating to test ban problems, where the value of obligatory inspections 
has often been doubted. I  shall quote just one eminent United States 
expert. Dr. Robert Bowie, who dealt with this matter in the collective 
volume entitled “Arms Control, Disarmament, and National Security” 
which was published in 1961. I  quote from pages 61 and 52 of that 
work:

One method for facilitating inspection at all stages is to require the participants 
to prove their compliance with specific obligations. They may be in a position 
to produce convincing evidence of their action much more easily than inspectors 
could establish the facts without assistance.

And the author went on:
The suspected party would then have a real interest in establishing innocence. 

And it will frequently be far simpler for him to offer persuasive proof that he 
is not in violation than for the inspectorate to prove the real state of facts.

I  hope my colleagues will allow me to designate the situation so far 
described—in which the self-interest of all parties would be relied 
on to keep a treaty alive—as the normal case, without risk of my 
earning the appellation of an “innocent abroad”. On the contrary, I 
believe we could get agreement from all sides up to this point.

Matters obviously become much more complicated if clarifying 
evidence is not voluntarily brought forward by the party on whose 
territory an obviously “suspicious event” has occurred. A machinery 
for accusation will then probably be set in motion, in the first instance 
by one or several parties directing a demand for clarification to the 
party suspected of having carried out a clandestine test. A process 
of questioning and answering may then be expected to follow, and to 
result in restoring confidence. Something of this kind actually lies 
within our historical experience. I  am referring to the Soviet under
ground nuclear explosion of 15 January 1965, which “vented”, releas
ing radioactivity into the atmosphere, and became the object of an 
important exchange of notes between the United States and the Soviet 
Union.

The designers of our forthcoming treaty text must, however, also 
deal with the possibility that such demands for clarification will not be 
heeded, or that the information offered will not be deemed to be satis
factory in the judgment of one or more parties to the treaty. To which 
procedure should these parties then have recourse? Just to stipulate 
their right to denounce the treaty does not seem to answer the require
ment that withdrawal should be made difficult. Two considerations 
might help to forestall any rash decisions. First, there might be in
cluded in the withdrawal clause an obligation to notify not only all 
other parties three months in advance but also some international or
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gan—for instance the United Nations Security Council—documenting 
the case for withdrawal by evidence that some “extraordinary event” 
had occurred. Secondly, the internationally-available opinion, basing 
itself on the published scientific material, could be counted upon to act 
as a corrective both on unwarranted accusations and on inconclusive 
denials.

Public discussion within the international community is an arbiter 
that can be expected to indicate which is more likely to be righ t: the 
party that voices suspicions that a violation has occurred, or the party 
that denies it. Both will presumably be very attentive to such judg
ments. But, of course, those cannot constitute any legally valid ground 
for justifying a notification of withdrawal. Such a decision must be 
taken on the political responsibility of the sovereign parties. But it 
ought to be self-evident that the possibility of abrogating the treaty 
would come to be exercised only when there was very strong circum
stantial evidence that an event was truly “suspicious”, while the great 
number of events which were just “unclear” would be left to pass, if 
they did not accumulate in a pa/ttem that would again lead to strong 
suspicions.

This whole situation was succinctly presented by the Swedish perma
nent representative to the United Nations, who, when introducing the 
draft of resolution 2032 (XX) at the last session, said:

We might well consider the fact that the ultimate sanction against a breach of 
an agreement of this kind is a retreat from the agreement by the party that con
siders its supreme national interest to be endangered. Indeed, if a State party 
to the treaty were to suspect an unidentified event to be an underground nuclear 
test, and if a request for clarification and verification were rejected or answered 
in a manner which international scientific opinion found unsatisfactory, that 
might constitute a right for the party concerned to reconsider its further partici
pation in the agreement/

That is a concise rendering of the position held by the Swedish Govern
ment from the outset of our negotiations about a test ban—a position 
that originated with a prominent authority on international law, our 
former Minister of Foreign Affairs, Mr. Unden.

Still, a further link in this sequence might have to be foreseen. Sup
pose a party to the treaty was deeply worried about what appeared to 
be strong indications that the treaty had been violated by another party, 
but was still hesitant to ask for its abrogation. Do we not have a com
mon interest in making more rounds of procedure available? I  am 
referring to the possibility that for purposes of verification some party 
might find it useful to challenge the suspected party to issue an invita
tion for inspection. If  such a challenge, perhaps demanded by several

"A/0. l/P V . 1385, p. 6.
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parties, went unheeded—and particularly if it went unheeded on sev
eral occasions—the case for abrogating the treaty would seem to become 
particularly strong.

At this point I  want to break my line of reasoning, because here we 
stand exactly at the cross-roads where the value of a still further step— 
that is, of obligatory inspection—must be weighed. Would such obli
gatory inspections really make the legal justification for withdrawing 
from the treaty so much stronger that the political encumbrance of the 
inspection issue would be balanced ? This question must be referred 
to the main parties— t̂he nuclear weapon States—which are the States 
actually concerned with testing.

This problem, however, also has a technical aspect on which greater 
clarification would be welcomed. The aim of inspection is supposed 
to be to bring forward not only answers in terms of probabilities of a 
test explosion having occurred— t̂hat is what we get from outside indi
cations—but conclusive evidence: that is, concretely speaking, radio
active debris. Where does present-day technology stand in that re
spect? Has the verdict given by such an authority as Dr. Edward 
Teller now been rendered null and void ? He has said, on page 127 
of the publication from which I  have just quoted: ‘‘Yet, these inspec
tions, even if they were granted in sufficient numbers, would turn out 
to be difficult and possibly futile.” To judge from the much later 
report by the committee headed by Dr. Jerome Wiesner, which I 
mentioned a while ago, the doubts as to the efficacy of inspections have 
not been assuaged. We read the following on page 11 of that report:
New improvements in national detection systems might make it possible to accept 
a treaty in which inspection followed a challenge based upon the threat of with
drawal; ultimately any quota of inspections is no more dependable than such 
an arrangement would be.̂

To this should be added another question, to which we have devoted 
attention on an earlier occasion and‘ which was also broached by our 
Mexican colleague at the last meeting: whether inspections in loco 
should be international or “adversary”, as the old term read.^ I  am 
afraid that, without an element of international participation or 
checking of results, it might be difficult to get a consensus from all the 
many parties concerned as to whether a nuclear weapon test had been 
proven.

My statement today will end at this point, where the questionrmarks 
take over. The Swedish delegation does not want to pronounce itself 
further now on this matter of inspections. If  agreement about them 
were reached, we might try to contribute some constructive formulae.

 ̂Documents on Disarmamenty 1965, p. 562. 
® ENDC/PV.246. p. 8.
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But today I  just wanted to probe how far our negotiations might move 
ahead towards a test ban treaty on this road of procedures described. 
It may be characterized as a system of “verification by challenge”, to 
paraphrase a term recently used by Lord Chalfont.^ Admittedly it 
places considerable trust in what are usually called gentlemen’s 
agreements.

The main weight of all my reasoning is that nuclear test explosions 
should be brought to a complete cessation. Their continuance does not 
increase but decreases the security of the world.

Statement by ACDA Deputy Director Fisher to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee {Extract}: 
General and Complete Disarmament, March 15, 1966 ^

I t has been some time since we last discussed general and complete 
disarmament. I  agree with the representative of the United Kingdom 
that this gap in our consideration of this important subject is 
regrettable.^

When we last discussed this subject, we devoted considerable time 
to the measures of the first stage of a treaty on general and complete 
disarmament— t̂he portions of that stage which dealt with nuclear 
weapon delivery vehicles, conventional armaments and nuclear dis
armament. We also dealt with appropriate measures of control. 
Unfortunately, we failed to make much progress because of differences 
over the manner of achieving disarmament, particularly with respect 
to the problems of balance and control.

These differences have led the Conference to focus greater attention 
on collateral measures. The United States has felt, and I  think there is 
increasing agreement here, that this concentration on collateral meas
ures offers the most practical opportunities for progress. The United 
States has set forth a number of collateral proposals— Î think a prefer
able term would be “first steps”—which would lead to general and 
complete disarmament by a series of concrete actions and agreements. 
We believe that each would be in the interests of all concerned, and 
each would lead us nearer to our final goal. Nevertheless, we must 
never lose sight of the fact that our ultimate goal is general and com
plete disarmament under effective international control. Our meet-

" BNDO/PY.237, pp. 7-8.
* ENDO/PV.248, pp. 5-12.
* For the British statement, see ENDC/PV.237, p. 12.
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ing today is for the purpose of considering how we can best reach that 
goal.

To establish the proper setting for the discussion of the subject of 
general and complete disarmament, I  should like to refer again to the 
Joint Statement of Principles agreed to by the United States and the 
Soviet Union in September 1961 as the basis for future multilateral 
negotiations on disarmament. I t  has been before our Conference for 
quite some time as document ENDC/5. Paragraph 4 of that Joint 
Statement reads:

The disarmament programme should be implemented in an agreed sequence, by 
stages until it is completed, with each measure and stage carried out within 
specified time-limits.

Paragraph 5 states:
All measures of general and complete disarmament should be balanced so that 

at no stage of the implementation of the treaty could any State or group of 
States gain military advantage and that security is ensured equally for all.

Paragraph 6 states:
AU disarmament measures should be implemented from beginning to end 

under strict and effective international control as would provide firm assurance 
that all parties are honouring their obligations.^

The United States Treaty Outline follows these principles. It 
starts from the premise that all production of existing major arma
ments, except small agreed replacement allowances, and all production 
of new types of armaments should cease immediately I t then calls 
for the balanced reduction of armaments, by stages and under such 
verification arrangements as are necessary to ensure that remaining 
agreed levels of armaments are not exceeded.^

Our Soviet colleague has called attention to the principle of balanced 
disarmament and implied that the West wishes to substitute reduction 
of armaments for disarmament. He goes on to argue that the Western 
Powers are interested only in maintaining the balance of armaments. 
I  should like to make two points on this line of reasoning. First, 
although reduction of armaments may not comprise the whole of diŝ  
armament, certainly the only way we can arrive at a state of disarma
ment is by a process of reduction. Secondly, I  know of no way of 
accomplishing disarmament in accordance with the principles I  have 
just quoted— ŝo that no State gains a military advantage at any stage 
of that process—except by making reductions in such a manner that 
whatever balance exists at the beginning of the process is maintained 
throughout. I f  the rough balance which now exists has so far main
tained peace among the major Powers, we see no reason to upset that

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442.
® For the revised U.S. treaty outline, see Hid,, 1965, pp. 111-140.
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balance. I t is for this reason that we seek balanced disarmament and 
oppose measures which would upset the existing armaments balance in 
favour of the Soviet Union.

As we see it, the USSR in its proposal seeks not balanced progression 
towards general and complete disarmament but a drastic modification, 
in the first stage, of the current balance. I t does so in spite of having 
affirmed the principle of balanced, phased disarmament in the Joint 
Statement of Agreed Principles. I t  does so in spite of all its words 
here at this Conference and in its draft treaty on general and complete 
disarmament.^

The Soviet draft treaty proposes in its article 5 that nuclear delivery 
vehicles be reduced in the first stage to a strictly limited, though un
specified, level of land-based missiles, and that all further production 
of nuclear delivery vehicles be halted.

Whatever level of missiles the Soviet Union might have in mind for 
the end of the first stage, its proposal is indeed a strange interpreta
tion of the balanced disarmament by stages called for by the Joint 
Statement of Agreed Principles. I  can only interpret this plan as 
an effort, not to achieve balanced disarmament, but rather to juggle 
the disarmament process so as to achieve an advantage.

In addition to this demonstrated lack of balance, the Soviet plan 
violates another principle by not providing for the inspection neces
sary to verify that there are no undeclared or clandestine armaments 
in excess of the levels agreed upon.

In spite of these rather oibvious objections to the Soviet plan for 
the reduction of nuclear delivery vehicles, the United States sought 
details in clarification of the Soviet proposal during our discussions 
here in 1964 on item 5b, nuclear delivery vehicles, of the agenda for 
consideration of the first stage of general and complete disarmament.^ 
We agreed to explore specific questions with the Soviet Union in an 
appropriate working group, provided that all relevant proposals were 
considered, as envisaged in the agreed agenda item, rather than merely 
that of the Soviet Union. Our efforts to find possible ways to over
come the impasse foundered, however, on the Soviet delegation’s in
sistence that we accept its concept as the pre-condition for establishing 
a working group.

As we return today to consideration of general and complete dis
armament, we might bear in mind another key provision of the Joint 
Statement of Agreed Principles: that ‘̂States . . . should seek to 
achieve and implement the widest possible agreement at the earliest 
possible date.”

 ̂For the revised Soviet draft treaty, see ibid, pp. 77-102.
* lUd., 1962, vol. II, pp. 678-681.
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We should note in this connexion that there is one provision which 
appears in both the United States and the Soviet draft treaties and 
which relates to strategic nuclear delivery vehicles, to which we prob
ably did not give enough attention in 1964 in the context of general 
and complete disarmament. I  am referring to the provision in both 
draft treaties for limitation of further production of strategic nu
clear delivery vehicles.

In view of the difficulties which I  have summarized and which so 
far have separated us on the subject of reduction of strategic nuclear 
delivery vehicles, I  think it appropriate that we should now address 
ourselves to the subject of halting production. In fact, we feel that 
this is really the proper place to start the disarmament process as it 
applies to strategic nuclear delivery vehicles. As the representative 
of Burma once remarked during our discussions here: “The more we 
pile up these terrible weapons the more difficult it will become to 
reach an agreement to destroy them.”  ̂ We agree with that wise state
ment; we think that we should stop piling up these weapons and 
should then start destroying those we have already piled up.

Members of the Committee will recall that the United States pre
sented a proposal in 1964, agreement on which would have prevented 
the further accumulation of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles and 
would have accomplished one of the major parts of the stage I  tasks 
in general and complete disarmament. The United States proposal 
to freeze the number and characteristics of strategic offensive and de
fensive delivery vehicles ̂  has already been described,® but perhaps it 
would be useful to review it briefly here.

Our freeze proposal is designed to halt further increases in strategic 
armaments while we continue our efforts to achieve general and com
plete disarmament. I t includes armaments in groupings which closely 
parallel the strategic armaments of both the USSR and the United 
States. All weapon systems in the strategic forces of both sides are 
included. This proposal would apply to strategic missiles and air
craft, within specified limits of range or weight, and would include 
anti-ballistic missiles and sea-based missiles.

The production of all affected armaments and specified sub-assem
blies for such armaments would be halted except for production re
quired to cover natural attrition losses due to accident, and, in the 
case of missiles, agreed annual quotas of confidence and training fir
ings. Production of replacements would be on a one-for-one basis 
only, and of the same type of armament.

m̂a., mk. p. 129.
p. 8.

’ See iua., pp. 17-21,157-162.
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The verification arrangements for the freeze would concentrate 
on monitoring critical production steps and replacements. I t  would 
also involve monitoring space launchings. Space launchings would 
of course be permitted under the freeze, but would be monitored for 
the purpose of ensuring that they were in fact space launchings. Ex
isting levels of armaments would not be subject to verification under 
the freeze. Illustrative material on verification of the freeze was 
given to the Committee by Ambassador Timberlake on 27 August
1964. As he stated at that time, the inspection arrangement de
scribed—
. . . would be much less intrusive than that required far general and complete 
disarmament and yet suflficient to afford the necessary level of assurance of 
compliance . . . ^

I  think the close relationship of that proposal to the stage I  provi
sions of the United States outline treaty for general and complete 
disarmament is clear. We believed in 1964, and we believe today, 
that agreement on this logical first step in the control of the growth 
of inventories of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles could lead to the 
subsequent reduction of such weapons and then to further progress 
towards general and complete disarmament.

The Soviet representative has objected that the United States freeze 
proposal provides for control without disarmament. In evaluating 
that objection I  should like to indicate again specifically what a freeze 
of the type we are now proposing, and which we proposed earlier, 
would accomplish.

In  presenting the details of our freeze proposal to the Conference in 
April 1964, I  noted that the United States operational inventory of 
strategic missiles during that year would reach some 550 per cent 
of the level which existed at the time this Conference began in 1962, 
and that by 1965 it would have grown to an aggregate increase of 750 
per cent over the 1962 level.  ̂ At the time I  was speaking, the United 
States strategic retaliatory forces actually contained over 750 opera
tional long-range ballistic missiles. Today they contain over 1,300— 
an almost two-fold increase since the United States proposed that we 
stop the further production of such armaments. In  other words, 
prompt adoption of the freeze proposal in 1964 would have had ap
proximately the same result, as far as United States current inven
tories of nuclear delivery vehicles in this category are concerned, as a 
reduction of something like 50 per cent would have today.

In this connexion I  might note that the statements made by Soviet 
military leaders last month, on the occasion of the anniversary of the

^ma., p. 373. 
n u d ., p. 158,
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Soviet Army and Navy, indicate that these leaders believe that th^ 
Soviet Union is fully abreast of the United States in missiles arma
ments. I  am sure, therefore, that the inventory of such missiles in 
the Soviet Union has also greatly increased during this period, and 
that a freeze would have had the same effect upon it.

As I  remarked at the time I  explained our freeze proposal to this 
Committee, there is little to be gained by indulging in reflections on 
what might have been; nevertheless I  think that the significajice of a 
freeze for the goals of disarmament is made quite clear by these facts. 
A more descriptive term for what would have resulted from the freeze, 
a term which describes what we should perhaps pursue with more 
diligence, is “’non-armament”. The less extensively nations arm, the 
less intensive need be the concern for disarmament.

In addition to the “non-armament” effect of the freeze, I  might note 
in passing another proposal made by the United States in 1964, for 
actual reduction of armaments—a proposal which, to my regret, our 
Soviet colleague referred to with scorn last week.  ̂ I  am referring 
to the B-47/Tu-16 bomber bonfire proposal.^ I f  that proposal, as 
well as the freeze proposal, had been agreed to, the number of strategic 
delivery vehicles of all types, instead of being substantially larger than 
in 1964—as is now the case—would be considerably smaller.

Although my Soviet colleague belittled the bonfire proposal as a 
United States effort to dispose of some obsolescent bombers under the 
guise of a disarmament measure, he failed to note that most of the 
United States B-47 bombers, although no longer operational, are still 
a part of the United States mobilization reserve from which they could 
be promptly reactivated for service. His argument also ignores the 
cold fact that, although such bombers as the B-47 and the Tu-16 may 
be considered as obsolescent by the major Powers, they might well be 
sought by some would-be nuclear weapon State as a delivery vehicle. 
We still think it would be a significant disarmament measure, particu
larly in connexion with a freeze on further production, if hundreds of 
these bombers on both sides, whatever their current status, were de
stroyed as proposed by the United States.

I  wish to make one final point. In  response to the Soviet Union’s 
criticism that the freeze does not provide for disarmament, the United 
States has sought to learn what sort of reductions the Soviet Union 
would seek in connexion with a freeze. Last September, at the 
United Nations General Assembly, the United States representative 
reiterated our interest in halting the further production of strategic 
nuclear delivery vehicles, and indicated that if progress could be made

 ̂AntCy p. 120.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1964, pp. 101-105.
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in the exploration of that measure we should also be willing to ex
plore the possibility of significant reductions.^ To date the Soviet 
Union has not responded to that statement.

The United States thinks that it is now time to get on with the 
business. We think a most important item on our order of business 
here is halting the growth of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles. 
Whether we reach agreement to do so in the process of discussing 
general and complete disarmament, or whether we reach agreement 
to do so as a collateral measure, is not so important to us as that such 
an agreement should be negotiated and implemented soon.

In  conclusion, although I  must admit that progress toward general 
and complete disarmament has been disappointingly slow and that 
there seems no immediate hope for a sudden break-through, I  think 
we should take some encouragement from the progress that has been 
made to date on matters which are covered by both the Soviet and 
the United States drafts dealing with general and complete disarma
ment. The communications link between heads of Governments, a 
link envisaged by both the Soviet and the United States draft treaties, 
is now a fact;  ̂ the nuclear test ban called for by both draft treaties 
has now been partially realized in the limited test-ban agreement; 
the ban on weapons of mass destruction in outer space, a ban which 
was called for by both treaty drafts, has been expressed in United 
Nations General Assembly resolution 1884 (XYIII).^ And I  think 
we should take further encouragement from the opportunities that are 
now before us for further advances toward our goal— t̂hat is, reaching 
agreement on items which are covered in both draft treaties for gen
eral and complete disarmament.

For example, the measure which I  discussed last week, for halting 
the production of fissionable materials for nuclear weapons and the 
transfer of large amounts of such material to peaceful purposes, would 
certainly curtail the growth of nuclear weapon arsenals.® I t  would 
not only be a most significant measure in itself, but would accomplish 
the task set by stage I, section C, paragraphs 1 and 2 of the United 
States draft treaty outline for general and complete disarmament. 
In fact, it would do more, since the United States (mt-oS proposal 
envisages the destruction of large numbers of existing nuclear weap
ons in order to obtain the materials intended for transfer to peaceful 
purposes.

^IUd.,1965, p. 435.
 ̂lUd., 1963, pp. 230-238.

' IMd,, pp. 291-293. 
p. 538.

® Ante, pp. 126-129.
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We also have the opportunity to prevent further growth in the in
ventories of carriers of nuclear weapons and to prepare the way for 
the reduction of such armaments. Our proposal to fteeze the num
bers and characteristics of offensive and defensive strategic nuclear 
delivery vehicles is designed to accomplish that objective. As Presi
dent Johnson reaflirmed in liis message to the opening meeting of this 
session of our Conference, if progress can be made in the exploration 
of this measure:

. . . the United States will be prepared to explore the possibility of significant 
reductions in the number of these deUvery vehicles. To facilitate agreement, 
let us begin now to seek common understanding of some of the issues involved 
in both these proposals.^

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Tsarapkin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: General 
and Complete Disarmament, March 15, 1966 °

Today we are resuming the discussion on general and complete dis
armament. The General Assembly, by its resolution 2031 (XX) —

Requests the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament 
to continue its efforts towards making substantial progress in reaching agree
ment on the question of general and complete disarmament under effective inter
national control . . . and to report to the General Assembly, as appropriate, 
on the progress achieved.®

Our task seems clear. The Soviet delegation notes with satisfaction 
that all the representatives of the socialist countries and non-aligned 
States participating in the general discussion have emphasized the 
particular importance and urgency of the problem of disarmament. 
I t is clear that the conclusion of an agreement on general and com
plete disarmament under strict international supervision is the main 
task before the Eighteen-Nation Committee.

Today all peace-loving humanity insistently demands a rapid solu
tion of the main problems of general and complete disarmament and 
of nuclear disarmament in particular. The rapid conclusion of an 
agreement on disarmament has become a vital need of our time. The 
extension of the scientific and technical revolution to the military 
sphere and the resulting intensification of the nuclear arms race has

 ̂Ante  ̂p. 7.
* ENDC/PV.248, pp. 12-26.
® Documents on Disarmament^ 1965, pp. 622-623.
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placed the world in a very unstable and dangerous situation, which is 
sometimes picturesquely described as the “balance of terror”.

A colossal danger to the cause of peace is undeniably latent in the 
enormous stockpiles of nuclear weapons already accumulated in vari
ous parts of the world, which according to some calculations have a 
power more than a hundred thousand times greater than that of all 
the explosives used during the whole of the Second World War. This 
danger, however, is still further increased by the systematic provoca
tive flights over foreign territory by United States bombers carrying 
nuclear bombs, with the many attendant risks of war breaking out by 
accident. The policy and practice of the United States are obviously 
tending in a direction diametrically opposed to the strengthening of 
the factors making for peace, and are increasing the probability of the 
outbreak of nuclear war.

There is only one method of eliminating this danger: an agreement 
on nuclear disarmament, which is the crux of the problem of general 
and complete disarmament. Unfortunately, after four years of dis
cussion the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament has not had 
any success in solving the basic problems of general and complete dis
armament. I t  is legitimate to ask what is hindering our efforts to 
prevent absolute stagnation in the negotiations on general and com
plete disarmament. Is it only a formal difference in the texts of the 
disarmament plans submitted by the sides, or has the deadlock in the 
negotiations on general and complete disarmament been caused by 
other differences, deep and fundamental, in the policy of the sides?

I t  is clear that in order to answer these questions we must not only 
consult the documents submitted by the various delegations to our 
Committee, but we must also look into the policies actually pursued 
by some States members of the Committee during all the twenty post
war years of negotiations on general and complete disarmament.

More than twenty years ago, on 24 January 1946, the General As
sembly of the United Nations unanimously adopted a resolution de
claring that the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission set up by 
the resolution should draft proposals on measures to ensure that atomic 
energy was used only for peaceful aims and that atomic weapons were 
eliminated from national arsenals.^

In  his major speech as United States representative, Bernard 
Baruch made the following declaration twenty years ago:

Let this be anchored in our minds:
Peace is never long preserved by weight of metal or by an armament race.®
. . . We must remember that the peoples do not belong to the governments but

" m a ., 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 6-7.
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that the governments belong to the peoples. We must answer their demands; 
we must answer the world’s longing for peace and security.^

As you see, it cannot be denied that the United States representa
tives of that period were aware that the peoples saw their security in 
the cessation of the arms race and in disarmament; nor can it be denied 
that those representatives were aware of their responsibility to the peo
ples. All this, however, was no more than comic back-chat in a pan
tomime; in fact the United States adopted after the war a policy 
which unleashed a nuclear arms race. The United States leaders 
showed that they had decided to keep a tight hold on nuclear weapons 
as a means of implementing their “position of strength” policy, and 
that they regarded the arms race as an instrument for carrying out 
their predatory political plans.

This has been shown in practice. After all these pompous declara
tions by the United States representative, ten years went by. 
Through the fault of the United States the problem of disarmament 
remained unsolved. To judge from the results of the arms race during 
the ensuing period, humanity was further from a practical solution to 
the problem of disarmament in 1956 than it had been ten years before 
in 1946, when the General Assembly adopted resolutions on the pro
hibition of the use of atomic energy for military purposes, the elimina
tion of atomic weapons from national armaments, and the rapid 
general regulations and reduction of armaments and armed forces. 
This is eloquently attested by, for example, the following facts.

After the Second World War, armies were demobilized everywhere. 
This also occurred in the United States, whose armed forces were re
duced to 1,348,000 men and whose military expenditure was reduced 
to $16,600 million. In 1965, however, the United States armed forces 
had risen to 2,728,000 men—an increase of nearly 1,500,000—and the 
United States military budget had risen to $40,050 million— b̂y nearly 
three times—during this decade.

As for nuclear disarmament, the United States would not hear of 
it. Mr. Lodge, who was then the United States representative at the 
United Nations and is now the United States Ambassador to Viet- 
Nam, said at the time that, although his country proposed that efforts 
should be made to secure the control and limitation of atomic weapons, 
it did not think their elimination was feasible and it would not adopt 
any commitment that would bar their use.^

This was the position of the United States representatives in regard 
to nuclear disarmament. Towards disarmament in general the United 
States position was defined in the same year—1956—by Mr. Wilcox,

8.
*Cf.i6t(f.,pp. 575 ff.
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Assistant Secretary of State, who declared that even the very term 
“disarmament” should be avoided, since the United States was striving 
to achieve only the limitation, regulation and control of armaments.^ 
These statements were made by two responsible United States repre
sentatives ten years after the General Assembly had adopted the above- 
mentioned resolutions on disarmament and the elimination of atomic 
weapons from national armaments—resolutions which were voted for 
at ths time by the United States as well. They clearly show that since 
that time the United States position had undergone decisive and ex
tremely negative changes. The position thus taken up by the United 
States precluded any agreement on either nuclear or conventional 
disarmament.

Ten more years have elapsed, and the negotiations on disarmament 
have continued fruitlessly during this whole period while at the same 
time the Western Powers have been actively engaged in carrying on 
the arms race, so that by now, in 1966, the United States armed forces 
have increased still further to nearly 3,000,000 men, while the military 
expenditure of the United States has risen to the astronomical figure 
of $64,700 million.

This is the situation as it really is ; although if we look at the texts 
we find that United States documents submitted to the Eighteen- 
Nation Committee contain statements such as that, in the world of 
today, the security of a State does not necessarily increase in pro
portion to the increase in its armaments, since its enemies are doing 
the same thing; or that unlimited competition in the improvement 
of new destructive types of atomic weapons does not make the world 
any safer for either side. In these United States documents the ad
mission is made that the security of States is greatly Endangered by 
the atomic arms race and that the stockpiling of arms can in no way 
be an effective means of ensuring peace.

President Kennedy admitted in one of his speeches that our pri
mary task in Geneva is the attainment of general and complete dis- 
armament.2 In his statements on United States policy. President 
Kennedy came to the conclusion that the United States should review 
its position on the “cold war”, the question of peace and disarmament, 
and the cessation of the arms race. Unfortunately, however, this 
review of policy has not yet taken place. The arms race in the United 
States is continuing, and military expenditure is increasing. In pur
suance of its notorious policy of acting from a position of strength, 
the United States is waging in Viet-Nam a cruel, barbarous, destruc
tive and imperialist war against the Viet-Namese people.

 ̂See ibid., p. 669, n, 1.
* See ibid,, 1961, pp. 467^69.
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The United Stgites policy of intensifying the arms race has been 
very clearly reflected in a statement by Mr. McNamara, the United 
States Secretary of Defense, himself. At a press conference on 14 
July last year he informed the world that during the preceding four 
years the United States had accomplished a 200 per cent increase in 
the number and power of the nuclear weapons held in a state of con
stant readiness by its strategic forces. The fire-power of the United 
States Strategic Air Comtmand had doubled, and United States tactical 
nuclear forces in Western Europe had increased by 67 per cent.

On another occasion Mr. McNamara stated that the United States 
had assembled 5,000 nuclear warheads in this region—Western Eu- 
opê —, and that in the near future the number of nuclear weapons in 
Western Europe would increase by a further 20 per cent to 6,000 nu
clear warheads. The number of army divisions in combat readiness— 
as Mr. McNamara put it—had increased by 45 per cent. There had 
been an eightfold increase in the strength of the ‘‘special forces” for 
carrying out that manifestation of imperialist policy known as “local 
wars”. The United States Marine Corps had increased by 15,000 men. 
The number of tactical fighter squadrons had increased by 100 per cent. 
There had been a 100 per cent increase in shipbuilding to modernize 
the United States Navy and a 100 per cent increase in the airlift 
capacity for troops. The United States was putting into operation 
plans extending to the mid-1970’s for the construction of new arma
ments, including various types of aircraft, surface vessels, submarines, 
and tanks. We could continue this enumeration to illustrate the 
build-up of the armaments race by the United States during these 
years when the Eighteen-Nation Committee has been discussing the 
question of general and complete disarmament.

Faced with these facts, one is bound to come regretfully to the con
clusion that all the efforts of the United States and of its allies in 
military blocs in the course of these years have been directed, not 
towards disarmament and an easing of the international situation, but 
towards intensifying and extending the armaments race and towards 
increasing international tension. All this is the result of the general 
proclivity of American ruling circles to the pursuit of an imperialistic 
policy from a position of strength, to military adventures, to inter
vention in the internal affairs of other States, and to the suppression 
of national movements for freedom and independence in different 
parts of the world.

Such has been the course of events outside the meeting-room of the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee. We shall now attempt to compare, 
objectively and without prejudice, the basic positions of the sides in
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disarmament matters, to follow their tactics in the negotiations, and 
to compare their readiness to seek methods of solving the problem of 
eliminating as quickly as possible the danger of a nuclear missile war. 
To what extent do the policies pursued by the parties outside the 
Committee ajffect their position in discussions on general and complete 
disarmament? We shall try to answer this question also.

A simple comparison of the two draft treaties— t̂he Soviet and the 
United States—^permits the drawing of far-reaching conclusions in
dicating a fundamental difference of approach to the solution of the 
problem of general and complete disarmament.

The draft treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict 
international control which was introduced by the Soviet Union in 
March 1962 opens the way to delivering mankind from the threat of 
nuclear war and to eliminating all wars from the life of human society.  ̂
The Soviet Union proposes for the first stage of disarmament—I repeat, 
for the first stage—the carrying out of measures which would eliminate 
the danger of nuclear war and render stockpiles of nuclear weapons 
harmless by destruction of the means of delivering them. Simultane
ously, according to the Soviet draft treaty, foreign military bases would 
be liquidated, foreign troops would be withdrawn behind their own 
national frontiers, and conventional weapons and the armed forces of 
States would be substantially reduced.

In the second stage would come the banning and destruction of nu
clear weapons themselves and the cessation of their production. The 
reduction of conventional weapons and of armed forces would continue.

The third stage would see consummated the final destruction of 
national military machines, the disbanding of armies and the complete 
destruction of all armaments. There would remain only small detach
ments of militia (or, in Western countries, police) to keep internal 
order and carry out duties connected with the maintenance of general 
peace and security in accordance with the United Nations Charter. 
Under the Soviet draft treaty the whole process of disarmament would 
be completed within five years.

The whole disarmament progranmie would be executed under strict 
international control fully appropriate to the scope of all the dis
armament measures carried out at any given stage. Throughout the 
process of disarmament the security of all States—and I  stress this 
point—would be equally safeguarded.,

Eecognition of the specific characteristics of the nuclear age in which 
we live is thus fundamental to the Soviet Union’s approach to the main 
problems of general and complete disarmament. Consequently—and

" lUd., 1962, vol. I, pp. 103-127.
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no one can deny it—-the backbone of the Soviet draft agreement is the 
banning and complete destruction of nuclear weapons, the cessation of 
their production, the elimination of the means of delivering nucleai 
weapons to their targets, and the prohibition of their production. In 
other words, it consists of measures aimed at averting the danger of 
nuclear war.

To take the question of eliminating the means of delivery, which has 
so far been a stumbling-block to negotiations in this Committee, the 
aim of the Soviet Union and the other socialist countries in calling for 
the elimination of this type of armament in the first stage is to free the 
nations at the very beginning of the process of disarmament from the 
threat of a nuclear missile war that hangs over their heads. The carry
ing out of this measure in the first stage of disarmament would facili
tate also the carrying out of other measures of general and complete 
disarmament, since, in the circumstances attending a reduction in the 
levels of armed forces and conventional weapons, no State would be 
in a position to use offensive nuclear weapons to commit acts of aggres
sion against other States. And lastly, the essence of our proposal is 
in practice to exclude, from the very first stage of general and complete 
disarmament, any possibility of a course of events in which a State 
might be able, by halting the disarmament process of its own will, to 
achieve a strategically-advantageous position in relation to other States.

The Soviet proposals pertaining to the destruction of nuclear weap
ons themselves are based on the same considerations. As we have al
ready indicated, we are prepared to go some way to meet the desire 
expressed by the delegations of some non-aligned States concerning 
the necessity of eliminating nuclear weapons early in the disarmament 
process, and to provide for the execution of this measure in the first 
stage of general and complete disarmament.

Since the Western Powers had expressed the view that it was neces
sary to provide States with additional guarantees for their security 
during the process of general and complete disarmament, the Soviet 
Union, as you know, took note of these observations and made a definite 
compromise gesture. I  refer to the proposal of Mr. A. A. Gromyko, 
Minister for Foreign Affairs of the USSE, regarding the so-called 
“nuclear umbrella”.̂  This proposal provides for the retention, as an 
exceptional measure, of strictly limited agreed quantities of interconti
nental anti-missile and anti-aircraft missiles with nuclear warheads on 
the territories of the Soviet Union and the United States until the end 
of the disarmament process. This “nuclear umbrella” must, of course, 
be so limited quantitatively as to be useless for the purposes of a nu-

 ̂ 196 ,̂ p. 22 (incorporated in the revised Soviet draft treaty of Apr. 28,
1965; ibid., 1965, pp. 77-102).
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clear war of aggression. In this respect also, therefore, we do not 
violate the basic principle of the need for eliminating the danger of 
nuclear war as soon as possible.

In  this short review of the basic positions of the socialist countries 
I  should only like to recall, too, that throughout the negotiations on 
general and complete disarmament the Soviet Union, as well as the 
other socialist countries, has striven for the establishment in the nego
tiations of a businesslike and constructive atmosphere. With this in 
mind, we expressed agreement with the proposal of Mr. Trivedi, the 
representative of India, that the Committee, having approved in 
principle the proposal for a “nuclear umbrella”, should proceed to a 
detailed consideration of the practical consequences of its application.^

We have made other attempts to bring the positions of the sides 
closer together by amending and clarifying our draft treaty in accord
ance with the wishes expressed by other parties to the treaty. I t is 
not the fault of the Soviet Union, of the socialist countries or of the 
non-aligned States that all these attempts to put the disarmament 
negotiations on a practical level have proved unsuccessful.

What, then, are the basic positions of the Western Powers with 
regard to the problems of general and complete disarmament, and 
what are their tactics in these negotiations? On the problem of the 
liquidation of the means of delivering nuclear weapons, which the 
Committee has been considering for the last two years, the United 
States “Outline” provides for a gradual, phased reduction of the 
means of delivery by approximately one-third at each stage.^ We 
have shown many times by reference to actual figures and data that 
in practice this method would not meet the security requirements of 
all States, which see the guarantee of their security in the earliest pos
sible elimination of the threat of nuclear war. The United States 
approach does not answer this requirement, because the proposed 
reduction of the means of nuclear weapons delivery by one-third at 
each stage would mean that at the beginning of the second stage of 
disarmament the nuclear Powers would have at their disposal 70 per 
cent, and at the beginning of the last stage 35 per cent, of all the 
means of delivering nuclear weapons.

I t  must be clear to everyone that, considering the existing, already 
accumulated ar^nals of the nuclear Powers, including, of course, the 
arsenal of the United States, which is constantly boasting to the world 
of its multifold superiority over all others in this respect, such a 
quantity of the means of delivery would, even at the third and last 
stage of disarmament, be more than enough with which to unleash

^ ma,, mJk, pp. 107-111.
1965, pp. 111-140.
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a full-scale nuclear-missile war. This is not disarmament, it is a 
travesty of disarmament.

Every serious investigator who sets liimself the task of studying 
objectively and without prejudice all the implications of the United 
States Outline for Disarmament must inevitably come to this conclu
sion. The British In^itute for Strategic Studies, whose competence 
in the matter no one surely has any reason to doubt, could not reach 
any other. The report of this Institute, “Disarmament and European 
Security”, which gives a detailed analysis of the consequences of stage- 
by-stage implementation of the United States Outline contains the 
following extremely interesting conclusion: “A one-third reduction 
would not fundamentally alter the American nuclear position. A very 
high level of forces would remain”.̂

Another disturbing feature of the United States position is that 
the United States Outline does not contain any clear and precise 
provisions either to the effect that nuclear disarmament must be com
pleted within a specified time-limit, or to the effect that the question 
of nuclear disarmament must be settled at all, whatever the circum
stances. But even that is not all. Tlie participants in the negotiations 
will of course remember that United States representatives have told 
us time and again that, even if disarmament is achieved one day under 
their plan, the United States does not rule out the retention of some 
nuclear weapons for use by international security forces. I t  is diffi
cult, however, to imagine how the United Nations Security Council 
could bring its role into greater discredit than by resorting, as the 
United States has in mind, to the use of nuclear weapons in fulfilling 
its function of maintaining peace and security— t̂hese same weapons 
the use of which, under the resolution adopted by the United Nations 
General Assembly in 1961, was prohibited and must be considered a 
crime against mankind.^

I t need hardly be said that, from whatever angle they are ap
proached, the proposals of the United States and the other Western 
Powers do not measure up to the principle of eliminating the threat 
of thermo-nuclear war as soon as possible. I t  is also characteristic of 
the position of the United States that during the whole of the nego
tiations on nuclear disarmament questions in the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee that country has invariably rejected the compromise steps 
proposed by the socialist countries as a means of advancing the nego
tiations, while at the same time it has itself not made a siagle step 
to accommodate the position of the other sides.

As an objective analysis of the position of the United States and the 
other Western Powers on nuclear disarmament questions shows, an

^Disarmament and European Security (London: Institute of Strategic Studies,
1963), vol. 1, p. 28.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1961, dd . 648-650.
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understanding of the need to put an end as soon as possible to the 
danger oi nuclear war is alien to the Governments of those Powers. 
And that is why the sides represented in the Eighteen-Nation Com
mittee on Disarmament are divided by differences of approach to the 
settlement of cardinal questions of disarmament. The socialist coun
tries and the non-aligned States base their approach on the need for 
the speediest possible destruction of the instruments of nuclear war 
and the elimination of war altogether from the life of human society, 
whereas the Western countries represented in the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee insist on retaining the bulk of nuclear weapons and the 
means of delivering them almost up to the very end of the disarma
ment process.

As for the elimination of wars from the face of the earth, the United 
States clearly has no time for it. The United States Government is 
now mainly concerned with how further to intensify the escalation of 
the aggressive war in Viet-Nam and the testing there under war condi
tions of the latest types of weapons from United States arsenals—such 
as bombers and bombs, napalm and toxic chemical gases, helicopters 
and guns.

Everyone realizes that the incompatible cannot be made compatible. 
The United States cannot, of course, continue the policy of interven
tion in the internal affairs of other States, of armed adventures abroad 
and of building up the arms race, and at the same time negotiate in the 
Committee about the adoption of measures to limit the arms race, about 
general and complete disarmament. I f  anyone stands with one leg 
on the platform and puts the other leg on the footboard of a moving 
railway carriage, he must either get into the carriage or get on to the 
platform. In such circumstances he cannot simultaneously be in the 
carriage and on the platform. We can only, regret that the United 
States Government has opted, not for the relaxation of international 
tension and for progress in the disarmament negotiations, but for the 
further intensification of tension and for the obstruction of negotia
tions on general and complete disarmament.

The United States representative, Mr. Fisher, referred in his state
ment today to the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles.^ By manip
ulating paragraph 5 of those principles he tried to make out that the 
Soviet proposals, which are designed to eliminate the threat of a 
thermo-nuclear war already at the very first stage of disarmament, run 
counter to that fifth principle. But let us have a look at what the 
fifth principle says :

^Mr. Mslier’s statement appears supra. For the Joint Statement of Agreed 
Principles, see Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442.
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All measures of general and complete disarmament should be balanced so 
tliat at no stage of the implementation of the treaty could any State or group 
of States gain military advantage and that security is ensured equally for all.

That is the fifth principle. Just what does it say ? This principle 
says that it is necessary to carry out measures of general and complete 
disarmament. But it says that they must be carried out in such a way 
that security is ensured equally and no military advantage is gained 
by anyone. I f  we approach an assessment of the Soviet proposals 
from this point of view, our proposal for the destruction at stage 1 
of disarmament of all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles ensures the 
security of both the United States and the Soviet Union and of all 
other States in the world equally. And this proposal is supported 
by all. Only the United States and, of course, its allies object to it. 
So your reference, Mr. Fisher, to paragraph 5 is irrelevant. On the 
contrary, paragraph 5 reinforces the position on disarmament ques
tions set forth in the proposals of the Soviet Union.

I  should also like to draw attention to the characteristic way in which 
Mr. Fisher, the United States representative, began to talk in his 
statement today about the problem of general and complete disarma
ment and then passed on to collateral measures, as if to evade the 
problem of general and complete disarmament.

But however profound the differences dividing us, however great the 
difficulties, peace-loving governments have no right to sliirk them. 
International opinion and all the peoples of the world are waiting for 
the Western Powers, and first and foremost, of course, the United 
States, to show the necessary sense of responsibility and to revise their 
attitude to disarmament, so that the impasse in the negotiations on 
general and complete disarmament may be finally overcome.

As for the Soviet Union, it can in no way reconcile itself to stagna
tion in the matter of disarmament. The message dated 1 February 
1966 from Mr. Kosygin, Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the 
USSR, contains the following sentences:

The States members of the NATO military-political bloc which are taking part 
in the Committee’s work have not given the Committee a chance to make any 
progress. However, this should not deprive the States which really want dis* 
armament of their determination to achieve this aim and to continue their strug
gle both for general and complete disarmament and for the implementation of 
coUateral measures which would clear the way to disarmament.^

Failure in the disarmament negotiations can suit only the forces of 
imperialism and militarism, the merchants of death, those who grow 
fat on the arms race and find it in their interests still further to in

 ̂Antef p. 10.
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crease international tension and foster preparations for war. Success 
in the disarmament negotiations will be ensured if the peoples take the 
matter of disarmament into their own hands, and if all governments, 
aware of their responsibility to the peoples and to history, show firm
ness. We therefore also pay a tribute to the determination and persist
ence of the non-aligned States which here in the Committee are ener
getically calling io r the adoption of effective measures aimed at the 
speediest possible elimination of the threat of thermo-nuclear war.

The Soviet Government intends as before to do everything in its 
power to promote agreement on disarmament. At the session of the 
Supreme Soviet of the USSE on 9 December 1964 Mr. Kosygin, Chair
man of the Council of Ministers of the USSR, made the following 
statements:

There is no better guarantee of universal peace than the total destruction of 
weapons, including nuclear weapons, possessed by States . . . The peoples are
demanding that statesmen, politicians and governments be imbued with a feeling 
of lofty responsibility for the fate of the world and the future of mankind. In 
these circumstances the Soviet Government regards the struggle for general 
and complete disarmament as one of the principal objectives of its foreign policy.

Disarmament should not be the topic of futile speeches at international con
ferences. We are in favour of the ideas and plans for disarmament being put 
into practice, and we are willing to seek various ways of solving this vital prob
lem.̂

Mr. Gromyko, Minister for Foreign Affairs of the USSR, spoke in 
the same strain at the twentieth session of the General Assembly on 24 
September 1965:

We have no biased approach as to the starting point in the process of reducing 
and eliminating the armed forces of States, the stages into which it shpuld be 
broken down and arrangements for control over disarmament—and we repeat: 
over disarmament, not over armaments. What is important is that genuine dis
armament should be assured, and the removal of the danger of nuclear war, and 
that the measures being carried out should not offer any military advantages to 
either of the sides.^

On the basis of this statement of principle the Soviet Union is pre
pared to agree to any realistic approach to the order of further work 
on co-ordinating a programme of general and complete disarmament. 
We are prepared to listen to and to take into consideration any rea
sonable proposals by the sides which are intended to speed up the nego
tiations on general and complete disarmament.

We believe that it would be appropriate and practical to organize 
further discussions of general and complete disarmament around the

 ̂Pravda, Dec. 10,1965, p. 3.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1965, p. 437.
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“nuclear umbrella” compromise proposal, which is supported by the 
majority of States represented in the Committee. But we are also 
prepared to accept some other order of work. I f  it seems desirable 
to some States not to press on for the time being with the discussion of 
stage I  of disarmament, which is being blocked by the Western Powers, 
we do not object to embarking first on the detailed elaboration of a 
programme of general and complete disarmament: let us say, not from 
stage I, on which there are at present more differences of opinion, but— 
as was suggested, for example, by the delegation of Sweden on 28 July 
1964—from stage III , on which a certain similarity in the positions of 
the sides has become apparent.^

In this connexion I  should like to refer also to the statement at the 
fifteenth Pugwash conference of scientists, which was held in Addis 
Ababa, the capital of Ethiopia, from 29 December 1965 to S January 
1966. These eminent scientists called upon the Eighteen-Nation Com
mittee—
. . .  to begin serious and detailed consideration of the general and complete dis
armament treaty, possibly starting from those aspects, in the later stages in both 
the Soviet and American draft treaties, in which a fair measure of agreement now 
exists.®

The Soviet Union has nothing against such an approach if it is 
capable of ensuring at least some success, some progress, in the discus
sion of the issues confronting us. If  we succeed in reaching agreement 
on the basic measures of stage I I I  such as the elimination of the “nu
clear umbrella” still in the possession of the USSR and the United 
States and so forth, it is not impossible that this will also facilitate 
further negotiations on the measures for stages I I  and I I I  of general 
and complete disarmament. We fully realize, however, that the main 
thing is not the method of discussing questions of disarmament nor 
the order in which they are discussed, but the existence in all the par
ties concerned of a willingness to disarm. If  goodwill is shown in 
our negotiations not only by the socialist countries and non-aligned 
States, as has so far been the case, but also by the Western Powers, then 
the Eighteen-Nation Committee will have its first substantial successes, 
which are impatiently awaited by the peoples of the whole world.

1964, pp. 298-306.
* Pugwash Newsletter, vol. I ll, nos. 2 and 3, p. 32.
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U.S. Proposal Submitted to the Eighteen Nation Disarma
ment Committee: Amendments to the U.S. Draft Treaty 
To Prevent the Spread of Nuclear Weapons, March 21 , 

1966^

A rticle I

Each of the nuclear-weapon States party to this treaty undertakes:

1. Not to transfer nuclear weapons into the national control of any 
non-nuclear-weapon State, or into the control of any association of 
non-nuclear-weapon States.

2. Not to provide to any non-nuclear-weapon State or association 
of such States—

(a) assistance in the manufacture of nuclear weapons, in prepara
tions for such manufacture, or in the testing of nuclear 
weapons; or

(b) encouragement or inducement to manufacture or otherwise 
acquire its own nuclear weapons.

3. Not to take any other action which would cause an increase in 
the total number of States and associations of States having control 
of nuclear weapons.

4. Not to take any of the actions prohibited in the preceding para
graphs of this Article directly, ot indirectly through third States or 
associations of States, or through units of the armed forceaor military 
persoijnel of any State, even if such units or personnel are under the 
command of a military alliance. '

A k ticle  I I

Each of the non-nuclear-weapon States party to this treaty under
takes :

1. Not to manufacture nuclear weapons, and not to seek or to re
ceive the transfer of nuclear weapons iato its national control or into 
the control of any association of non-nuclear-weapon States of which 
it is a member.

2. Not to seek or receive, and not to provide, whether alone or in 
any association of non-nuclear-weapon States:

(a) assistance in the manufacture of nuclear weapons, in prep
arations for such manufacture, or in the testing of nuclear 
weapons; or

 ̂ENDC/152/Add.l, Mar. 21, 1966. For the original U.S. draft treaty, see
Documents on Disarmamentf 1965  ̂pp. 347-349.
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(b) encouragemetnt or inducement to manufacture or ^herwise 
acquire its own nuclear weapons.

3. Not to take any other action which would cause an increase in 
the total number of States and associations of States having control 
of nuclear weapons.

4. Not to take any of the actions prohibited in the preceding para
graphs of this Article directly, or indirectly through third States 
or associations of States, or through units of its armed forces or its 
military personnel, even if such units or personnel are under the 
command of a military alliance.

ARTICIiE IV

In  this treaty
(a) “Nuclear-weapon State” means a State controlling nuclear 

weapons as o f ........................... (date)
(b) “Non-nuclear-weapon State” means any State which is not 

a “nuclear-weapon State”.
(c) “Control” means right or ability to fire nuclear weapons 

without the concurrent decision of an existing nuclear- 
weapon State.

(d) “Nuclear weapon” m eans................... (definition to be
supplied).

Statement by ACDA Deputy Director Fisher to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Amend
ments to the United States Draft Treaty To Prevent the 
Spread of Nuclear Weapons, March 22,1966 ^

The delegation of the United States welcomes the resumption of our 
discussion on non-proliferation. We are resuming this discussion to
day as a result of action taken by this Committee at its meeting on 1 
March of this year, on the recommendation of the co-Chairmen that 
we do so.

General Assembly resolution 2028 (X X ), adopted last autumn, calls 
upon this Conference to give urgent consideration to the question of 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons with a view to negotiating a 
treaty to prevent such proliferation.^ As we resume our deliberations

' ENDC/PV.250, pp. 4r-12.
 ̂Documents on Disa/rmamenty 1965, pp. 532-534.
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on this subject today, I  am sure we all feel the sense of urgency ex
pressed in this resolution and a sense of obligation to negotiate the 
treaty for which it calls.

When we last discussed the question of non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons, many delegations expressed the view that when we returned 
to the discussion of this subject it would be appropriate to examine, 
article by article, the two draft treaties  ̂ that lie on the table. The 
representative of the Soviet Union, in his intervention on 3 March,^ 
stated that he had no objection to this method of proceeding.

The delegation of the United States believes that it might be helpful 
to compare the articles of the two draft treaties. But it feels that, as 
this process begins, the Conference should have on the table for con
sideration and study certain important amendments which we are now 
introducing to the United States draft treaty. These amendments 
have been developed by the United States in large part as a result of 
the deliberations of this Conference. We are offering them because 
we believe that they will advance the negotiation of a treaty to stop 
the spread of nuclear weapons. By so doing we are making it clear 
that our position in negotiating an agreement on non-proliferation of 
nucl^r weapons is not inflexible. The United States delegation hopes 
that other delegations will be equally flexible. I t  is for the purpose 
of presenting these -amendments that the United States has asked for 
the privilege of speaking first today. The amendments are before 
the Committee in ENDC/152/Add. 1 document dated 21 March 1966.̂

The United States draft amendments deal directly with the prin
cipal threat of our time—the threat that the danger of nuclear war 
can be increased by an increase in the number of power centres that 
can start such a war. The United States draft strikes at the heart 
of this threat by prohibiting any increase—even by one—in the num
ber of power centres that have the right or ability to fire a nuclear 
weapon.

What we must do, if we are to achieve the basic objective of our non
proliferation negotiations, is to limit the number of Powers that will 
be in a position to unleash nuclear weapons. There are two ways by 
which a non-nuclear weapon State could obtain this power. One 
would be by obtaining from an existing nuclear weapon State the right 
or ability to use these weapons. Under the United States amendments 
this route is barred by the precise definition of “control” which I  am 
about to describe. The other way in which a non-nuclear weapon State

 ̂For text of the U.S. treaty, see Wd., pp. 347-349; for the Soviet draft treaty, 
see pp. 443-446.

 ̂Ante, p. 95
* Supra,
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oould obtain this power would be by manufacturing nuclear weapon?, 
itself. This route we have also barred, as I  shall indicate later, by 
article I  paragraph 2 and by article I I  paragraphs 1 and 2 of the 
amendments.

One of the key elements in the United States amendments is the 
definition of “control of nuclear weapons” in terms of the right or 
ability to fire nuclear weapons. “Control” was not defined explicitly 
in the original United States draft, although its meaning was clearly 
implied by the prohibition of any action to increase the number of 
entities with independent power to use nuclear weapons.

The discussions in this Conference, and further deliberation on the 
question, led the United States to the conclusion that the definition of 
“control” is too central to the problem of non-proliferation to be left 
to implication. We have therefore given it an exact definition. Be
fore quoting article IV  (c) of the United States amendments, I  should 
like to say this. I t may seem illogical in describing amendments to 
begin with the last article of those amendments. However, as the 
representatives will see, the last article consists of definitions. This 
first appearance of lack of logic will therefore, I  think, give way to a 
recognition that it is best first to define the terms one is talking about 
and then to indicate how those terms are used in the substantive amend
ments. Article IV (c) reiads:

“Ck>ntror’ means righit or abiUty to fire nuclear weapons witlioiit the concurrent 
deoiision of an existing nuclear weapon State.

I  should emphasize that the decision of the nuclear weapon State 
would have to be explicit; it would have to be concurrent in time with 
the event; it could not be in the form of a general approval given in 
advance. Moreover, it is essential to keep in mind that under this defi
nition control relates not merely to the right but also to the ability 
to fire nuclear weapons.

In considering the significance of this definition of control, this Con
ference should also have in mind the intentions of the United States 
with respect to possible common nuclear defence arrangements within 
alliance structures. I  have already read, at the meeting on 3 March, 
testimony from the Secretary of State of the United States before our 
Congress dealing with possible NATO nuclear arrangements.^ I  should 
like to add here that, while he was testifying, he was asked whether 
any plans being discussed in NATO contemplated that the United 
States would give up its veto over the use of United States weapons. 
Here is his reply:

We would have to insist . . . that the United States be a necessary party to 
a decision to use nuclear weapons. Because the vast arsenals of the United

 ̂Ante, pp. 83-84
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States are so heavily involved in that decision, we must be present for that deci
sion and must ourselves agree to a decision taken.^

Our Secretary of Defense was asked the same question. He was 
equally explicit. Here is his reply:
We have no plan to dilute our veto in any way and our aUies are not asking us 
for a dilution of that veto.^

These clear statements of United States intentions and the clear 
definition of “control” in the United States draft indicate that the 
United States draft would not permit a non-nuclear weapon State to 
have any relationship to nuclear weapons which would give it the right 
or ability to fire such weapons on its own. Furthermore, under pro
visions of the United States amendments that I  shall be discussing 
later, a nuclear weapon State is prohibited from allowing a non-nuclear 
weapon State to have a relationship to nuclear weapons which would 
permit the non-iiuclear weapon State to obtain manufacturing or de
sign information.

With these clear prohibitions of the United States draft in mind, 
we do the cause of non-proliferation a disservice if we permit our
selves to be diverted into theoretical discussions about what is meant 
by “access” to nuclear weapons. Here we should note in passing that 
United Nations resolution 2028 (XX) does not entangle itself in this 
vague concept of “access”. We do the cause of non-proliferation even 
less service if we let ourselves be drawn into a debate on whether cer
tain collective defence arrangements might increase the influence 
within an alliance of a non-nuclear weapon State. This would indeed 
be a fruitless expenditure of our efforts, particularly when those at
tacking these collective defence arrangements concede that they do 
not involve the acquisition of any independent ability to fire nuclear 
weapons.

We have a difficult enough task ahead of us in negotiating a non
proliferation agreement if we concentrate—as we should and we 
must—on the central issues. We should therefore reject diversions 
which may render a difficult task impossible. If  we but concentrate 
on our main task, we shall, despite the difficulties which now face us, 
be able to accomplish our objective: the negotiation of an agreement 
which ensures that the number of power centres which have the right 
or ability to start a nuclear war will not be increased— n̂ot even by 
one.

I  hope I  have made clear the views of the United States on the im
portance of the definition of “control”. With this in mind, I  should 
like to explain the other portions of our new amendments.

^Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons: Hearings Before the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy^ Congress of the United States, Eighty-ninth Congress, Second 
Session on S. Res. 179, p. 20.

p. 82.
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First, as representatives may have already gathered from my nv 
marks, we have adopted in our amendments the concept of ‘‘nucleai: 
weapon State” and “non-nuclear weapon State”. This is a concept 
which I  believe was first mentioned by the representative of India 
during our last session.  ̂ These terms “nuclear weapon State” and 
“non-nuclear weapon State” are formally noted in article IV sub- 
paragraphs (a, b). This is the article dealing with definitions. But 
these terms, as they are defined, appear throughout articles I and I I  
of the amendments.

As Mr. Trivedi has pointed out, there are States with important 
programmes for peaceful uses of nuclear energy which have wisely 
chosen to refrain from manufacturing or acquiring nuclear weapons. 
Our original draft was therefore hot accurate in defining such States 
as “non-nuclear”. We believe that our amendments, by making the 
distinction between “nuclear weapon States” arid “non-nuclear 
weapon States”, better describe the actual problem with which we are 
dealing— t̂he problem of preventing the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. I  am happy to note that some recent speakers in the Com
mittee already seem to have adopted this concept, following the lead 
which the representa;tive of India gave us at the last session. The 
adoption of this terminology may help to stop the talk of a “nuclear 
club”. This phrase has often been used loosely in discussing the pro
liferation problem. I  submit that it is a phrase which, with its im
plications of a high table or superior coterie, is quite inconsistent with 
the objectives of our work here.

Let me now draw attention to our new article I  and the obligations 
it establishes for nuclear weapon States. Under the first paragraph 
of this new article, the nuclear weapon States parties to the treaty 
undertake—

Not to transfer nuclekr weapons into the national control of any non-nuclear 
weai)on State, or into the control of any association of non-nuclear weapon 
State®.

The first portion of this new language maintains the prohibition in 
our prior draft against transfer of nuclear weapons into the national 
control of any non-nuclear weapon State. The second portion forbids 
also the transfer of nuclear weapons into the control of any association 
of non-nuclear weapon States.

A close analysis of the language in article I  of the original United 
States draft treaty dated 17 August 1965, showed that it might have 
been interpreted as permitting the creation of a new nuclear entity 
composed entirely of non-nuclear weapon States, in the event that a 
pre-existing nuclear weapon State had previously unilaterally dis

 ̂Documents on Disarmament^ 1965, p. 334; ENDC/PV.232, p. 15.
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armed itself of nuclear weapons. This result was not intended; but 
to remove any doubt the amendment makes explicit the intent not to 
transfer control of nuclear weapons, either to a single non-nuclear 
weapon State or to several such States acting together.

Paragraph 2 of our new article I  would oblige the nuclear weapon 
States—

Not to provide to any non-nuclear weapon State or association of such States

(a) assistance in the manufacture of nuclear weapons, in preparations for such 
manufacture, or in the testing of nuclear weapons; or

(b) encouragement or inducement to manufacture or otherwise acquire its own 
nuclear weapons.

As representatives will realize, in subparagraph (a) of this new 
formulation we have adopted to some extent provisions contained in 
the Soviet articles I  and I I  concerning preparations for manufacture 
and concerning testing of nuclear weapons. Here we have also sought 
to take into account the wise observation of the representative of 
Sweden at our meeting of 24 February when she pointed out that 
there was not one but a chain of decisions leading up to the final action 
of “manufacture” of nuclear weapons.^

In paragraph 2 (b) of our new article I  we have adopted the concept 
of a prohibition against encouraging or inducing a non-nuclear weapon 
State to manufacture or otherwise acquire its own weapons. This idea 
of a prohibition against encouragement or inducement adopts a con
cept that had its origin in article I, paragraph 2 of the Treaty Banning 
Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space and Under 
Water.2 This concept would be equally suitable in the treaty we are 
now considering.

I  have already indicated to this Conference why I  think that the 
concept of access is not productive of progress in our work here. But 
at this stage I  should also point out that any legitimate concerns in 
this regard should be taken care of by the amendment that I  am now 
discussing and the comparable provisions of article II. The obliga
tions of nuclear weapon States and the corresponding obligations of 
non-nuclear weapon States in these two amendments—articles I  and 
I I—̂are, so to speak, mirror images of one another. The amendments 
to article I  make it perfectly clear that the nuclear weapon States 
cannot do anything that would assist the non-nuclear weapon States in 
manufacturing nuclear weapons, in preparing for their manufacture 
or in testing them. They go even further and commit the nuclear 
weapon States not to do anything which will encourage or induce the

 ̂Ante, p. 56.
® Dooummts on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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non-nuclear weapon States to manufacture or otherwise acquire their 
own nuclear weapons.

This commitment must be evaluated in the light of the correspond
ing commitment in article II, under which in its paragraph 1 the non
nuclear weapon States agree not to manufacture njiclear weapons, 
and in paragraph 2 not to accept assistance in the manufacture of 
nuclear weapons, in preparation for such manufacture or in testing 
nuclear weapons, or even to accept encouragement or inducement to 
acquire nuclear weapons otherwise. As I  shall make clear in 
my discussion of paragraph 4 of articles I  and I I  respectively, these 
solemn commitments apply to units or personnel of a non-nuclear 
weapon State wliich are under the command of a military alliance.

I  should now like to call attention to paragraph 3 of our new article 
I, which, in addition to previous prohibitions, obliges nuclear weapon 
States—

Not to take any other action which would cause an increase in the total num
ber of States and associations of States having control of nuclear weapons.

This provision, together with the definition of control hich I  de
scribed earlier, completes the embodiment in treaty language of our 
Government’s position that there should be no increase—not even by 
one—in the centres of nuclear power which have the right or ability 
to start a nuclear war.

This provision would bar any transfer of control of nuclear weapons 
to any association of States— t̂hat is, it would prohibit the granting 
to any such association of the right or ability to fire a nuclear weapon 
without the explicit concurrent decision of a nuclear weapon State— 
imless one of the members of the association was a nuclear weapon 
State and that member gave up its entire nuclear arsenal to the associa
tion. Since this would not involve any increase in the number of nu
clear weapon Powers, no proliferation would result.

This section of the United States amendments is also related to 
discussions about possible common nuclear defence arrangements with
in alliance structures. This is a subject on which there has been a 
great deal of misunderstanding and some misstatements. I t  is for that 
reason that I  should like to develop the implications of this section 
somewhat further.

I  should like to do so by pointing out that, where a nuclear weapon 
State retains a veto over any use of nuclear weapons, there is no prob
lem of transfer of control. That is because no additional State and 
no association of States gains the right or ability to take, on its own, 
a decision to use nuclear weapons. Neither would have the ability to 
start a nuclear war. That terrible decision remains in the hands of the
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existing nuclear weapon States, and no question of transfer of control 
even arises.

In  this connexion, the testimony of the Secretaries of State and 
Defense of the United States concerning the intentions of the United 
States with respect to proposed nuclear arrangements within NATO 
should make it quite clear that no one in NATO has been talking about 
any arrangements which would involve the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons.

Paragraph 4 of our new article I  also constitutes an important addi
tion to our draft. I t  commits the nuclear weapon States parties to 
the treaty—

Not to take any of the actions prohibited in the preceding paragraphs of this 
article directly, or indirectly through third States or associations of States, or 
through units of the armed forces or military personnel of any State, even if 
such units or personnel are under the command of a military alliance.

Both the original United States draft and the Soviet draft reflect a 
concern with preventing the possibility of a State doing indirectly, in 
conjunction with one or several other States, what it could not do di
rectly. Our new article I, paragraph 4, represents a refinement of our 
previous formulation and, in addition, borrows from the formulations 
in all three paragraphs of the Soviet article I. We believe this new 
paragraph 4 to be more concise and more comprehensive than either 
our own previous formulation or the Soviet draft.

I  shall not go further today in describing our new article II, which 
sets forth the obligations of non-nuclear weapon States. The impor
tant point about article I I  is that it corresponds in reciprocal fashion 
to—or, as I  said earlier, it is a mirror image of—the obligations re
quired of the nuclear weapon States in article I. Nor do I  intend 
today to discuss the language of other articles of the treaty to which 
we have not proposed amendments. We shall deal with these other 
articles later, as our discussion progresses.

I  have already dealt with three subparagraphs of our new article 
IV. In particular, I  have already noted the precise definition of “con
trol” contained in subparagraph (c) of that article. I  would empha
size once again our strong belief that this definition, taken in con
junction with our new articles I  and II, represents the most precise 
prohibitions yet formulated against proliferation of nuclear weapons.

I t  remains for me to indicate the last element in our new amend
ments, an element which in our view is of considerable importance. I  
refer to the bracketed portion in our new article IV (d), which indi
cates that a definition of “nuclear weapon” is to be supplied at that 
point. We are convinced of the need for such a definition, but believe 
that it is not essential at this point in our negotiations and can be
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formulated at an appropriate teclinical level at the appropriate time. 
We do think it advisable at this time to call the Committee’s attention 
to this question.

We believe that these new United States amendments reflect better 
than our previous draft—and, with all due respect, better than the 
present Soviet draft—the requirements for a just, precise and effective 
treaty to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons. We submit 
these amendments as evidence of our deep desire to reach agreement 
on this all-important question. We seek to move our negotiations 
forward. We hope the Soviet response will be in the same spirit, so 
that we may look forward to a constructive period of deliberations.

I  shall not try to anticipate here and now the reaction of the Soviet 
Government to these amendments. If  the Soviet Government is truly 
concerned about preventing proliferation, direct or indirect, and is not 
more interested in seeking to interfere with justifiable and proper de
fence arrangements among allies, then it should recognize th^it we 
have provided in this new language the basis for a foolproof non
proliferation treaty that can be negotiated and implemented before it 
is too late.

We believe that we have today taken a further step towards agree
ment. Certainly that is our intention. We believe that the Soviet 
Government should recognize this intention and in our further dis
cussions should respond to this effort in a constructive way. The path 
to agreement may not be wide or smooth, but it is now open if men 
of common cause and of good will are prepared to make use of it.

Note From the Federal Republic of Germany to Other 
Governments, March 25, 1966 ^

I.

The German people wish to live in peace and freedom. They con
sider it their greatest national task to remove the partition of Germany 
under which they have suffered for many years. The Government 
of the Federal Kepublic of Germany has repeatedly stated that the 
German people would be prepared also to make sacrifices for the sake 
of their reunification. They are determined to solve this problem by 
peaceful means only.

^News frrnn the German Embassy, vol. X, no. 7 (Mar. 28, 1966). The note 
was delivered by the German Embassy at Washington to the Department of 
State on Mar. 25. The tJ.S. and Soviet repUes appear posty pp. 189-190, 308-314.
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The thought of another war, which would destroy whole countries 
and nations, even contiaents, is unbearable to them. They want to 
help ensure that such a catastrophe can never happen, and in this 
wish they know that they are at one with all reasonable people. For 
many years now governments have been endeavouring to solve the 
political problems which lie at the root of tension between world 
powers, and to ward off the dangers that arise as a result of the arms 
race, especially the increase in weapons of mass destruction. What 
there is to show for these efforts is disappointing. The crucial prob
lems remain unresolved and the will even to discuss them seriously is 
not equally strong among the nuclear powers.

As in the past, the Government of the Federal Eepublic of Ger
many still holds the view that a world-wide, general and controlled 
disarmament must be the objective. Nor will this objective be 
changed by monotonous propaganda which seeks to question and mis
represent the standpoint of the Federal Government on problems of 
disarmament and security.

Moved by concern about further developments, it therefore has the 
honour to present to the United States Government particularly in 
its capacity as a member of the Geneva Eighteen Nation Disarmament 
Comimittee in tliis note a survey of its policy for peace and to put 
forward some proposals on disarmament, armaments control and 
European security.

II.
The Federal Government considers that, given good will and honest 

intentions on all sides, even the most diflS.cult problems between na
tions can be resolved in a peaceful and equitable manner. Thus, on 
this basis-it has reached agreement with Germany’s neighbours in 
the West on all problems that were still open after the war.

The German people desire to live on good terms with all, including 
their East European neighbours. Hence the Federal Government has 
been trying in various ways to improve relations with the states and 
peoples of Eastern Europe. I f  we consider that there are many who 
look upon this policy with unfounded mistrust and even make every 
effort to frustrate it, the results are, on the whole, nevertheless satis
factory. They are an encouragement to the Federal Government to 
continue on its present course.

Despite the fact that the Federal Government has made particular 
efforts to cultivate relations with Poland, the country which suffered 
most of all among the East European nations in the Second World 
War, it has made but little progress in this direction. Although the 
Polish Government is obviously interested in more lively trade be
tween Germany and Poland, it has hitherto not given any indication
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thai it is interested in achieving a conciliation between the two na
tions. Eather does it hamper the cultural contacts we seek, stands 
for the continued division of Germany and at the same time calls 
upon the Federal Government to recognize the Oder-Neisse-Line, 
though it is generally known that, under the allied agreements of 
1945,̂  the settlement of frontier questions has been postponed until 
the conclusion of a peace treaty with the whole of Germany and that, 
according to International Law, Germany continues to exist within 
its frontiers of 31 December 1937 until such time as a freely elected 
all-German government recognizes other frontiers.

I f  5 when the occasion arises, the Poles and the Germans enter into 
negotiations on frontier questions in the same spirit that lead to the 
conciliation between Germany and her Western neighbours, then Poles 
and Germans will also find their way to agreement. For in this ques
tion neither emotions nor alone the power of the victor, but rather 
reason, must prevail.

In recent^years the Federal Government has established official 
relations with Poland, Romania, Hungary and Bulgaria. I t  is also 
endeavouring to create such relations with Czechoslovakia as well, 
and would welcome a renewal of more friendly relations between the 
people of that state and the German people.

In  the opinion of the Federal Government the Munich Agreement 
of 1938 was torn asunder by Hitler and no longer has any territorial 
significance. The Federal Government, therefore, as it has often 
declared, does not assert any territorial claims against Czechoslovakia, 
it stresses that this is the official statement of German policy.

The policy pursued by the Federal Government is neither revanch
ist nor restorative. I t is looking forward, not backwards, and its 
aim is an equitable European order on the basis of peaceful agree
ments, an order in which all nations can live together freely and as 
good neighbours. After all, the Soviet Union and the countries of 
Eastern Europe belong to Europe as well.

Already by its co-operation in the reshaping of Western Europe, 
the Federal Government has shown that its vision goes beyond the 
situation of pre-war Europe. I t  is seeking new forms in international 
co-operation because it is convinced that the old order of nation states 
as we have known them in our continent is no longer adequate to cope 
with the enormous political, economic and technical tasks of this age. 
We can only master these tasks if we combine our efforts.

The Federal Government has therefore participated in all plans 
for European unification. Nowhere has the idea of European integra-

 ̂See part VIII of the Potsdam protocol (A Decade of American Foreign 
Policy, [S. doc. 123, 81st Oong., 1st sess.], pp. 43^4).
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tion found such a response as in the Federal Republic of Germany, 
whose Basic Law (Constitution) even provides for the cession of 
sovereign rights to supranational organizations. A policy, therefore, 
which is aimed at achieving international co-operation and associa
tion, serves the cause of peace; it needs peace if it is to accomplish its 
aims.

III.

But this peace is not secure.
The Government of the USSR has announced time and again that 

it does not want war. The Federal Government presumes that the 
Soviet Union really means this, but the value of Soviet assurances is 
diminished by quite unambiguous and massive threats like those 
frequently made against the Federal Republic, as, for instance, in the 
note communicated by the Soviet Government on 5 February 1963 
which states:
It is not hard to imagine that in the event of a thermonuclear war the mighty and 
concentrated blows of rockets and nuclear weapons will inevitably come down 
over West Germany and that that country would not survive a third world 
war.̂

And on 16 January 1963 the then Soviet Prime Minister said in East 
Berlin that the Federal Republic of Germany “if a war breaks out, 
will burn out like a candle in the very first hour”.̂

Only last month Soviet marshals asserted they could “wipe any 
enemy from the face of the earth in no time at all” ; they declared that 
the arrogance of the West German revanchists forced them to keep 
their powder dry but that “never mind; the means are there of cooling 
down the hotheads”.̂  Su<̂ h language reveals a mentality which the 
Federal Government can only view with concern, and it has all the 
more reason as the Soviet Union does in fact possess the strongest 
ground forces in Europe and, furthermore, has at its disposal a very 
large arsenal of nuclear and hydrogen bombs, rockets as well as a fleet 
of nuclear bombers and guided-missile submarines. I t  has concen
trated both its conventional and its nuclear forces in the Western 
part of the area under its rule.

IV.

The Federal Republic of Germany did not have any troops of its 
own until 1955. Its security depended entirely on the protection af
forded by its Western allies. I t  did not join NATO imtil May 1955, 
when it began to build up the Federal Armed Forces. Today the

 ̂Current Digest of the Soviet Presa  ̂vol. XV, no. 6, p. 13.
vol. XV, no. 3, p. 6.

* m a ., vol. XV, no. 8, pp. 10-11.
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Federal Republic of Germany has a defensive force but does not 
possess any nuclear weapons nor has it such weapons at its disposal.

Already in the Paris agreements of 1954, the Federal Government 
renounced the production of weapons of mass destruction, especially 
nuclear weapons, and to that extent subjected itself to international 
control by the Western European Union.^

The Federal Government is determined in accord with its allies to 
defend itself against any attack on its freedom. However, it is not 
equipped for a war of aggression. Nor would it be capable of waging 
such a war since it has assigned all its combat units to NATO, an 
alliance concentrated only on defense. Within the framework of this 
alliance it advocates, together with other allies, that all parties to it 
should have share in the responsibility for nuclear defense. I t does 
not, however, as it has repeatedly declared, seek national possession of 
nuclear weapons.

Its policy is aimed at increasing security in Europe and at creating 
a situation in which threats, pressures, ultimatums, and use of force, 
in any form, are impossible. Its aim is to eliminate the sources of 
political tension. I t therefore advocates both a solution of the Ger
man problem and a consistent disarmament policy that will contribute 
towards safeguarding the peace.

The Government of the Federal Republic of Germany, however, 
wants to do more than just make these general points. I t  therefore 
has the honour to submit to the United States Government the follow
ing ideas and suggestions regarding disarmament and the safeguard
ing of peace.

V .

1. The Federal Government is aware of the dangers involved in a 
proliferation of nuclear weapons. I f  it proves too difficult to arrive 
at a comprehensive settlement of the non-proliferation problem, the 
Federal Government would consider a step by step approach advisable. 
There are obviously only two ways for a state to come into possession 
of nuclear weapons, i.e., either by producing these weapons itself or by 
obtaining them from a nuclear power. Both these possibilities should 
be eliminated.

As regards the first possibility, the Federal Republic of Germany, 
as has already been mentioned, renounced the production of nuclear 
weapons as early as 1954 and to that extent submitted to international 
control. In the light of this the Federal Government appeals to all 
non-nuclear states who are members of military alliances in East or

^American Foreign Policy, 1960-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 979-989.
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West to express the same renunciation and submit to a similar inter
national control. This should be followed by further steps concern
ing the non-aligned states.

To eliminate also the second possibility of spreading nuclear weap
ons, the Federal Governmtot suggests that the nuclear powers come 
to an agreement not to transfer any nuclear weapons to the national 
control of other countries.

2. Nobody will be able to claim that the nuclear armaments race 
increases security in Europe and throughout the world. The Federal 
Government therefore declares that it is prepared to consent to any 
agreement in which the countries concerned pledge themselves not to 
increase the number of nuclear weapons in Europe but to reduce them 
in stages. Such an agreement, however, would have to extend to the 
whole of Europe, preserve the overall balance of power, provide for 
effective control, and be linked with essential progress in the solution 
of political problems in Central Europe.

3. As a receiving country for fissionable material the Federal Re
public of Germany has submitted to international controls which 
ensure that such material is not used for the production of nuclear 
weapons. As a supplying country the Federal Republic of Germany, 
in its supply agreements with receiving countries outside the 
EURATOM area, is prepared in general to demand similar controls 
by the International Atomic Energy Agency. Its attitude is based 
on the assumption that other supplying countries impose the same 
condition.

4. The Federal Republic of Germany and its Western allies have 
already exchanged declarations renouncing the use of force. As the 
governments of the Soviet Union and some other East European 
countries have repeatedly expressed their anxiety, unfounded as it 
is, over a possible German attack, the Federal Government proposes 
that formal declarations be exchanged also with the governments of 
the Soviet Union, Poland, Czechoslovakia and any other East Euro
pean state, in which either side gives an undertaking to the other 
people not to use force to settle international disputes.

5. To dispel the mistrust with regard to alleged German aggressive 
intentions, the Federal Government also proposes bilateral agreements 
with the Soviet, Polish, Czechoslovak, Himgarian, Romanian and 
Bulgarian governments concerning the exchange of military observers 
to attend manoeuvres of armed forces.

6. Finally, the Federal Government is prepared to participate and 
to co-operate in a constructive spirit in a world disarmament confer
ence, or in any other disarmament conference, promising success.
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VI.

The Federal Government considers that these suggestions and pro
posals stand the best chance, at the present stage, of being carried 
into effect. I t  realizes, however, that more far-reaching proposals 
are required if the world is to be given security in every respect and if 
it is to be guarded against the risk of nuclear war. I t  is prepared to 
co-operate also in such more comprehensive plans; it believes, however, 
that all will fail to bring decisive and lasting success unless there is a 
simultaneous step-by-step removal of the causes of tension in the 
world. Looking at Europe, that means, above all, solving the German 
problem in an equitable manner by granting to the entire German 
nation the right freely to determine its political way of life and its 
destiny.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Rusk: 
Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, March 25, 
1966 ^

Q. Mr, Secretary^ in connection with relations between the United 
States and the Soviet TJnion  ̂ do you think that we are any closer at 
this point to a treaty to stop the spread of nuclear weapons?

A. Well, it is hard to measure these matters in relative terms—closer 
or further away.

I  do believe—I say this sincerely— t̂hat both the Soviet Union and 
the United States and, indeed, Great Britain, France, possibly even 
Peiping, are agreed that it is not a good thing to see the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons. I  think on that central underlying attitude there 
is a recognition on the part of nuclear powers that proliferation is 
dangerous and undesirable.

Now, we hope very much that if we can all concentrate on the issue 
of proliferation and not draw in extraneous or irrelevant questions, we 
could move toward a treaty and solicit general acceptance throughout 
the entire world of the idea of nonproliferation.

That alone is not all that is required. We would like very much 
to get on with more serious questions in the disarmament field, such 
as the reduction of armaments. We were beginning to make a little 
headway on that question, possibly through what came to be called

'^Department of State Bulletin, Apr. 11, 1966, pp. 558-550.
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mutual example—that is, some turning down of defense budgets. But 
then the Viet-Nam matter arose in a way that halted that possibility.

The burden of arms in the world is simply too great to be accepted 
as a part of nature, and we ought to turn to it as quickly as we can.

But I  hope very much that we can move toward a nonproliferation 
treaty and promptly, and I  am convinced that we can if we concentrate 
on the issue of nonproliferation and not confuse it with issues which 
are irrelevant and which have nothing to do with proliferation.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Nonpro
liferation of Nuclear Weapons, March 29, 1966 ^

I  declare open the two hundred and fifty-second plenary meeting of 
the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament.

There is so far only one speaker on today’s list— t̂he Soviet Union— 
and I  shall now take the floor in my capacity as representative of the 
Soviet Union.

The Soviet delegation attaches very great importance to the con
sideration in our Committee of the problem of the non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons. We note, therefore, with satisfaction that the 
proposal to commence an article-by-article discussion of the treaty on 
non-proliferation has been adopted by the delegations,^ and that such 
a discussion has taken place at the Ci)mmittee’s present session.

Although all delegations in the Committee declare that it is urgently 
necessary to adopt measures to halt the dangerous process of nuclear 
weapon pullulation, no actual progress towards the accomplishment 
of this task can be recorded. As we have repeatedly stated both in 
and outside this Committee, the main obstacle to the fulfilment of this 
task is the Western Powers’ attempts to achieve the conclusion of 
such a treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons as would 
leave them with the possibility of creating multilateral forces under 
ISTATO and of “sharing nuclear responsibility”—as the Western dele
gates now call it—within this military alliance.

I t was precisely to this circumstance that Mrs. Myrdal, the repre
sentative of Sweden, drew attention in her statement on 24 February 
last, when she referred to—

 ̂ENDO/PV.252, pp. 4-12.
* ENDC/PV.235, p. 20.
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The presently most controversial issue, that of the multilateral nuclear force 
or the Atlantic nuclear force or nuclear sharing within NATO . . . .

and added that—
. . .  it acts as an obstacle to truly resiponsible negotiations . .

We are forced regretfully to conclude that, while here in the Com
mittee negotiations are proceeding on the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons, within NATO itself negotiations are proceeding on ‘̂nuclear 
integration plans” with the object of giving the Federal Republic of 
Germany access in one form or another to nuclear weapons.

Since we know what the difficulties are which impede the success 
of our work, it would be perfectly reasonable and logical if we concen
trated our main attention on just those difficulties. This would allow 
us to exert our efforts in the requisite and useful direction and would 
at the samê  time provide us with a general and reliable criterion for 
evaluating the various drafts and proposals on the non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons. In our opinion, such a criterion might be the 
requirement that all proposals put forward here should in the highest 
degree be conducive to overcoming the main obstacle to the conclusion 
of an effective agreement which would close all doors and all loop
holes leading to direct and indirect proliferation of nuclear weapons. 
This is the criterion by which we should now like to analyse the amend
ments submitted by the United States delegation on 21 March last 
to the United States draft treaty to prevent the spread of nuclear 
weapons of 17 August 1965.®

One of the principal changes in the new version of the first article 
of the United States draft is an addition whereby it is forbidden to 
“transfer nuclear weapons” not only into the “national control” of 
non-nuclear Powers, but also “into the control of any association” of 
such States. I t  can legitimately be asked whether this addition dis
poses of the fundamental objections to the previous United States 
draft which have been expressed by the Soviet delegation and a num
ber of others. The main point of these objections was, as you all 
Imow, that the United States draft, while closing some doors to the 
spread of nuclear weapons, leaves open quite a number of possibil
ities—that is, loop-holes—for the spread of such weapons to take place.

That this is so was shown very convincingly in statements made in 
this Committee by the delegations of the socialist countries and by the 
representatives of several non-aligned States, including the United

 ̂Ante, p. 58.
 ̂Ante, pp. 159-160.

® Doovments on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 347-349.
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Arab Eepublic  ̂and Burma.^ Unfortunately, a careful and objective 
analysis of the contents of the first article of the United States draft 
obliges us to answer this question in the negative, and we are forced 
to the conclusion that the additions made by the United States dele
gation do not correct the basic defects of the original draft.

We note first of all that the new version of article I  of the United 
States draft, while prohibiting the transfer of nuclear weapons into 
tlie “national control” of a non-nuclear State or group of States, never
theless does not in the slightest degree impede the transfer of nuclear 
weapons in any form into the possession or disposal of States through 
the intermediary of military blocs. Thus the United States draft, 
now as before, does not prohibit the granting of the right to partic
ipate in the ownership, control or use of nuclear weapons to States 
belonging to military alliances with nuclear Powers.

Furthermore, in the amended article I  of the United States draft 
there is a paragraph 3 which says that States parties to the treaty 
undertake—

Nat to take any other action which would cause an Increase in the total num
ber of States and associations of States having control of nuclear weapons.

This paragraph 3 contains a provision which is clearly unsatisfactory 
and at the same time highly ambiguous. I t  says that the nuclear 
Powers which are parties to the treaty may not increase the total num
ber of nuclear Powers and associations of States possessing nuclear 
weapons; but it allows, for instance, the place of one nuclear Power 
to be taken by an association of States which will possess nuclear weap
ons. But a nuclear State and an association of nuclear States are not 
one and the same thing. A State is one Power or country, while an 
association of nuclear States means two or more Powers or countries.

If, therefore, we permit the transformation of a nuclear Power into 
an association of nuclear States, we automatically permit the spread 
of nuclear weapons to those States Avhich, before joining a nuclear 
association, did not themselves have nuclear weapons at their disposal. 
The number of States possessing nuclear weapons, as a nuclear Power 
becomes transformed into a nuclear association, will obviously change. 
But this is of capital importance from the point of view of solving the 
non-proliferation problem. Instead of, say, five nuclear Powers, there 
will be four nuclear Powers and one nuclear association comprising, 
for example, fifteen States belonging to that association. There will 
thus be, not five, but nineteen States having access, to a greater or lesser 
extent, to nuclear weapons.

 ̂Ante, pp. 71-72.
" ENDC/PV.250, p. 30.
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I t follows quite clearly that the United States is proposing that the 
Committee should approve a provision which openly envisages the 
spread of nuclear weapons through alliances and associations of States. 
I t  is obviously impossible to agree to such a provision, since this is both 
contrary to ^ e  interests of international security and incompatible 
with the provisions of General Assembly resolution A/RES/2028 
(X X ), with which we are all familiar, on the non-proliferation of nu
clear weapons.^

Thus, according to the United States proposals both the old and the 
new, such forms of the spread of nuclear weapons as the joint owner
ship and control of such weapons within the framework of military 
alliances would remain outside the prohibition, or, in other words, 
would become legalized. I f  a treaty were to be concluded on the terms 
proposed by the United States, then multilateral nuclear forces could 
be freely established in any military and political grouping such as 
NATO, or other plans could be carried out whereby non-nuclear States 
would gain access to nuclear weapons. This shows that the new ver
sion of the United States draft retains all those loop-holes for the 
spread of nuclear weapons which existed in the former version, and 
which must be closed in accordance with the requirements of the reso
lution adopted by the General Assembly at its twentieth session, and 
with the demands of the majority of the members of this Committee.

This conclusion is borne out by article IV of the United States draft, 
which contains definitions of a number of terms used in that document. 
In  that article, the word “control” is defined as “right or ability to fire 
nuclear weapons”. This formula means that the United States does 
not at all intend to prohibit such forms of the disposal of nuclear 
weapons as the collective ownership, control and use of nuclear weap
ons within the framework of military alliances; and this, as we have 
demonstrated more than once, is the foundation, the central principle, 
of the multilateral nuclear forces of NATO, or of any other plan for 
“sharing nuclear responsibility” within that alliance.

I  should like to point out to representatives that article IV of the 
United States draft, the “definitions” article, casts additional light on 
the wide possibilities for the spread of nuclear weapons which the doc
ument submitted by the United States allows to persist. Take, for 
example, subparagraph (a) and (b) of that article, which defined a 
“nuclear weapon State” and a “non-nuclear weapon State” respec
tively as a State which controls and a State which does not control 
nuclear weapons, “control” being interpreted—as we have mentioned 
before—'by the United States to mean only “right or ability to fire” 
those weapons. I t is perfectly obvious from this that States which

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 532-534.
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'physically arid legally possess nuclear weapons but do not have the 
right to use them independently are not considered to be nuclear- 
weapon States. Consequently it can be concluded that the United States 
draft treaty permits legal and physical possession of nuclear weapons 
by those States which do not at present possess such weapons. I t  is 
obviously impossible to agree with that.

The amended text of article I  of the United States draft omits an
other important provision which is essential to a treaty on non-pro
liferation. There is not a word in that article on the necessity of 
prohibiting the granting of nuclear weapons and of control over those 
weapons and their di^ribution to units or individual members of the 
armed forces of non-nuclear States, even if they are under the com
mand of military alliances.

We do not intend in this statement to analyse in detail the new ver
sion of article I I  of the United States draft, which concerns the obliga
tions of non-nuclear Powers. We are compelled to note, however, that 
that article also suffers from the same shortcomings as article I, and 
that its content is completely subordinate to the desire of the United 
States to retain in a treaty on non-proliferation the possibility of carry
ing out plans for giving non-nuclear Powers control over nuclear 
weapons, and for the “sharing of nuclear responsibility” within the 
framework of NATO. I t  is for precisely this reason that the article 
makes no provision, for instance, for the important undertaking where
by non-nuclear States would refrain from receiving nuclear weapons 
into their ownership or control in any form whatsoever— directly or 
indirectly, through third States or groupings of States—and from par
ticipating in the ownership, control or use of such weapons.

Having carefully studied the amended version of the principal arti
cles of the United States draft, the Soviet delegation has come to the 
firm and irrefutable conviction that this draft, like the earlier one, 
leaves open gaping loop-holes—we should even be justified in saying 
a yawning gap—for the spread of nuclear weapons. The United 
States proposals do not remove that principal obstacle to agreement on 
non-proliferation which consists in the attempts of the Western Powers 
to create multilateral NATO forces or to introduce the “sharing of 
nuclear responsibility” in NATO in one form or another. What is 
more, as was very rightly pointed out in the statement by Ambassador 
Blusztajn, the Polish representative—
. . . the VTestern Powers view a non-proliferation treaty as an element of their 
NATO policy, and as being subject to the present needs of the alliance.^

The Soviet delegation feels bound to declare categorically that the 
United States draft in its revised form cannot be accepted as a basis for

 ̂ENDC/PV. 237, p. 28.
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the treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons upon which we 
are working. We should like in this connexion to express our full 
agreement with the statement of the representative of Poland in which 
he evaluated the positions of the Western Powers on the problem of 
non-proliferation:

It would be very unwise to assume that a non-proliferation treaty could be nego
tiated on terms which would leave the door open for new “nuclear arrangements” 
under NATO/

In his statement on 22 March Ambassador Fisher, the representative 
of the United States, developed very thoroughly the idea that the “veto” 
which the United States will possess in the making of decisions within 
NATO on questions relating to the use of nuclear weapons will con
stitute a guarantee against the spread of nuclear weapons."* In this 
connexion the Soviet delegation considers it necessary to remark that 
all arguments about a ‘‘veto” by means of which the United States 
would supposedly be able to prevent the use of nuclear weapons by 
non-nuclear Powers associated within alliances with nuclear Powers, 
seem to us quite unconvincing. Neither the Soviet Union nor, I  pre
sume, many other States, whether members of the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee or not, can base their security on the United States right 
to enter a “‘veto” when decisions are taken in NATO on questions 
relating to the use of nuclear weapons.

The security of States—of the Soviet Union and the other socialist 
States and also of the non-aligned States—cannot be based on any kind 
of agreements which exist or could exist within the framework of 
NATO. We cannot overlook the fact that NATO itself is an organi
zation wholly directed against the socialist and some other countries. 
Moreover, any agreements which have been or may be concluded within 
the framework of NATO will be modified in directions corresponding 
to the interests of the leading Powers within NATO; and, of course, 
in matters relating to the use of the “veto” and in other agreements 
within the framework of NATO, the United States will be guided by 
its own interests and not by the interests of the security of other 
States—the Soviet Union or its allies— n̂or by the interests of the 
security of the non-aligned countries.

We have attentively studied the statements made by our Western col
leagues, not only in order to understand the basic positions adopted by 
the Western Powers on the problem of non-proliferation, but also to 
find out what objections there are on the part of the representatives 
of those States to the Soviet proposals.® After thorough considera-

^lUd.
M nfe,pp. 161-163.
 ̂For the Soviet draft treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp.443-446.
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tion, and after analysis of the arguments put forward by the Western 
representatives, we have found that in actual fact they have no ob
servations or reproaches to address to us which suggest that the Soviet 
draft treaty is inadequate from the point of view of effectively prevent
ing the spread of nuclear weapons. Not a single one of the representa
tives of the Western Powers who have spoken here has said that the 
Soviet draft treaty does not provide a solution of the problem of non
proliferation or obstructs the efforts to find a solution. And I  believe 
that this is because the Soviet draft agreement actually does close all 
channels through which nuclear weapons might fall into the hands 
of non-nuclear States.

The only argument used by the representatives of the Western States 
in their discussions with us can be reduced to the assertion that, in 
advancing a concrete proposal fully appropriate to the task in hand 
on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, the Soviet Union is try
ing to ‘‘weaken” or even “wreck” the NATO alliance.

Thus the Soviet draft treaty provides for a complete solution of the 
problem of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons; and, as I  have said 
before, not a single Western representative has proved the contrary. 
As for the argument of the Western Powers’ representatives regarding 
NATO, it must be stated categorically that we are not concerned here 
in this Committee with the “wrecking” of NATO, and are considering 
the question of military alliances only to the extent to which it is essen
tial to do so for the solution of the problem of the non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons. As the whole course of the discussion on non
proliferation shows, we are under an absolute necessity to do this, for 
the attitude of the Western Powers is such that it is actually through 
NATO that they are trying to leave a loop-hole for giving access to 
nuclear weapons to non-nuclear Powers, and in the first place to the 
Federal Eepublic of Germany.

In this connexion I  should like to quote the very exact description 
of the Western Powers’ plans given by Ambassador Cemik, the rep
resentative of Czechoslovakia, who said that—

. the gist and true meaning of these plans is the indirect proliferation of 
nuclear weapons as a means by which some non-nuclear Powers— în particular 
the Federal Republic of Germany—^would be given access in one form or another 
to nuclear weapons within the framework of NATO. These States would thus 
be afforded the possibility of participating in the control of nuclear weapons 
and in taking decisions concerning these weapons which are at present under 
the control of the nuclear Powers members of NATO, and in particular the 
UnJted States and the United Kingdom/

All this also applies fully to the new United States draft, which 
does not really solve the problem of the non-proliferation of nuclear

‘ B3NI)0/PV.2i2, p. 31.
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weapons, since it does not exclude the possibility of spreading nuclear 
weapons by indirect means, including military alliances. I t  is pre
cisely because of this that we insist that the treaty on non-prolifera
tion should not leave room for the possibility of carrying out projects 
similar to the plan for multilateral nuclear forces under NATO. What 
we say to the Western representatives is this: if you intend to sign a 
treaty on non-proliferation, then let us agree that nothing should be 
done anywhere in the world which would be contrary to the very idea 
of such a treaty. This is what we insist on.

The Soviet delegation does not approach the problem of non-prolif
eration of nuclear weapons in a n-arrowly selfish spirit. iWe con
sider that non-proliferation is a problem that causes anxiety to all 
States and nations of the world and that its solution would be a uni
versal boon. At the same time, the lack of a solution to this problem 
increases the threat of a nuclear conflict on all continents and not 
only in Central Europe. In  preparing our draft treaty we were 
guided by just this consideration; and if today we speak of the danger 
of creating multilateral nuclear forces imder NATO, we are perfectly 
aware of the fact that the military blocs which the nuclear Powers— 
the United States and the United Kingdom—have created, and of 
which they are members, exist not only in Central Europe but also 
in Asia and Oceania—I  am thinking of SEATO, ANZUS and others. 
I t follows quite clearly that the Soviet Union^s insistence on the neces
sity of banning the spread of nuclear weapons through military blocs 
has a direct and immediate relevance both to Central Europe and 
to other parts of the world.

The approach of the United States and the United Kingdom to 
the question of non-proliferation is that a treaty on this problem 
should in effect concern only those States which do not belong to 
NATO and other military associations and alliances of the Western 
Powers. For States belonging to these alliances definite exceptions 
are being made and obvious loop-holes are being created to place 
nuclear weapons within their reach or provide them with access thereto 
in contravention of the General Assembly’s recommendations.

In conclusion, we should like to touch upon certain questions raised 
in this Committee by individual delegations in connexion with the 
problem of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. Thus Mr. Khal- 
laf, the representative of the United Arab Republic, having pointed 
out in his interesting statement the shortcomings of the United States 
draft, raised the question whether the treaty on non-proliferation 
should be supplemented with such provisions as would prevent the 
spread of nuclear weapons through individuals and organizations, or
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as the result of an accident.^ This comment by Mr. Khallaf is directed 
towards closing all gaps and loop-holes for the spread of nuclear 
weapons. We consider that this proposal of the representative of the 
United Arab Kepublic deserves serious consideration.

I  should like to remark that in the view of the Soviet delegation it 
is essenltial at the present time to concentrate our main efforts on 
overcoming the obstacles to agreement on the non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons. We cannot go slow in dealing with this problem. 
Today the possibility of solving it still exists. I f  we miss this oppor
tunity, the consequences for the cause of peace and for the security 
of the nations of the world may be very serious indeed.

That is all the Soviet delegation has to say for the moment; but it 
proposes at subsequent meetings to continue the statement of its views 
on the problem under discussion.

Statement by ACDA Deputy Director Fisher to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Nonpro
liferation of Nuclear Weapons, March 31, 1966*

I  have studied carefully the statement made by the representative 
of the Soviet Union at our meeting on 29 March.-̂  This morning I  
should like to respond to certain statements and arguments put for
ward by Mr. Eoshchin which, it seems to me, do not properly evaluate 
the realities of the present situation and th,e possibilities that lie in 
the future.

One of the most interesting statements made by Mr. Eoshchin re
lated to paragraph 3 of our article I  as amended. This paragraph, as 
the Committee knows, prohibits a nuclear weapon State from taking 
action “which would cause an increase in the total number of States 
and associations of States having control of nuclear weapons.”  ̂ Mr. 
Eoshchin commented that a State and an association of States are not 
the same thing. One might not find too much cause to quarrel with 
that. However, he went on to say that if, instead of five nuclear 
weapon States, there should in future be four nuclear weapon States 
plus one nuclear association comprised of perhaps fifteen States, then 
there would be nineteen States “having access, to a greater or lesser ex-
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tent, to nuclear weapons”. This, according to Mr. Roshchin, would 
be nuclear proliferation.

With the greatest respect, I  would say that this argument will not 
stand close scrutiny. The term “having access, to a greater or lesser 
extent, to nuclear weapons” wliich the Soviet representative has used, 
is an interesting one but does not hit directly at the problem that we 
are trying to deal with: the prevention of any increase in the num
ber of Powers that will be in a position to imleash nuclear weapons.

There are two ways in which a non-nuclear weapon State could 
obtain this power. One way would be by manufacturing nuclear 
weapons itself. Here the statement of the Soviet representative sug
gests the image of a non-nuclear weapon State so manipulating an 
alliance arrangement that that State acquires an increasing amount 
of secret information, until, finally, it is able to obtain national control 
of nuclear weapons by manufacturing its own. These statements 
overlook the clear prohibition of article I  paragraph 2 and article I I  
paragraph 2 of the United States draft as we have recently amended 
those paragraphs. They also overlook one central fact: what today 
prevents a number of advanced countries from acquiring nuclear 
weapons is not technical backwardness; it is rather their wise political 
judgement that to acquire nuclear weapons would help neither their 
own national security nor world peace. We are here to confirm this 
series of nabional judgements— t̂o reinforce and perpetuate those 
judgements—in a general and, we would hope, universal treaty.

The other way in which a non-nuclear weapon State could obtain 
the power to unleash nuclear weapons would be by obtaining from an 
existing nuclear weapon State the right or ability to use these weapons 
on its own. In this respect Mr. Roshchin seemed to be concerned that 
what he referred to as “association” with nuclear weapons could per
mit a non-nuclear weapon State to obtain this right or ability. Here 
Soviet statements suggest the image of a non-nuclear weapon State 
becoming such a dominant figure in an alliance with a nuclear weapon 
State that the non-nuclear weapon State could make a decision, on 
its own, to fire nuclear weapons.

In considering the types of associations which a nuclear weapon 
State might have with a non-nuclear weapon State, we should first 
deal with what is the most immediate possibility—that is, an associa
tion in which the nuclear weapon State retains a veto over the use 
of its nuclear weapons. I have already read out to this Conference 
statements of the Secretaries of State and Defense of the United States 
dealing with the intention of the United States with respect to com
mon nuclear defence arrangements within alliance structures.^ Both

pp. 79,162-163.
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of them made it quite clear that none of the plans now mider con
templation involved the giving up by the United States of a.veto over 
the use of United* States weapons. Therefore no question of the trans
fer of control even arises.

At our last meeting the representative of the Soviet Union in
dicated that he did not consider the retention of a United States veto 
convincing. He stated that the Soviet Union could not base its secu
rity upon a United States veto when the question of firing nuclear 
weapons is considered. He went on to state that on the question of 
exercising the veto in NATO the United States would be guided by 
its own interests and not by the interests of other States, the Soviet 
Union and its allies, or the interests of the non-aligned States.

Again with the greatest respect, I  submit that this observation 
misses the point. I t  does so because it fails to recognize the true 
situation in the world in which we are living and in which we shall 
continue to live until we achieve general and complete disarmament 
under effective international control. For until that result is achieved 
the Soviet Union will of necessity be relying on a United States de
cision, whether it be called a veto or by some other name, to use self- 
restraint, judgement and wisdom concerning the awesome power of 
the nuclear weapons that are at the disposal of the United States.

But in this regard the situations of the United States and the So
viet Union are truly reciprocal. We in the United States depend 
for our security upon the se«lf-restraint and judgement of the Soviet 
Union in any decisions which it might make with regard to its nuclear 
arsenal. The events of the past years have shown that both these 
States are capable of exercising self-restraint, judgement and wisdom. 
Hence, to say that one cannot rely upon the United States veto is in 
effect to ignore the present world. That is something we cannot do 
if we are to succeed in our negotiations.

We must, of course, also deal with the situation where an associa
tion of States is formed in which the nuclear weapon State might 
not retain a veto. As I  stated here on 22 March, our new article I  
paragraph 3 would permit the transfer of control of nuclear weapons 
to any such association of States only if one of the members of the 
association was a nuclear weapon State and that member State gave 
up its entire arsenal of nuclear weapons to the association.^ Since 
this would not involve any increase in the number of nuclear weapon 
Powers, no proliferation would result.

The welding of all a nuclear weapon State’s nuclear forces into a 
collective unit could take place only in the event of a very profound 
change in the political relationships existing between States. The
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fact that the nuclear weapon State would have to give up control 
over its entire arsenal of nuclear weapons provides assurances that 
there would be no sham arrangements and no loop-holes. And there 
would be no proliferation either; because if such a profound political 
change were to occur, the centres of nuclear power— t̂hose centres 
with the awesome responsibility of making the decision on nuclear 
war—would not be increased, not even by one. I  might add that a 
nuclear weapon Power would be quite unlikely to place all its nuclear 
forces into a collective unit if the result would be the domination of 
that unit by another member.

A large part of the misery and destruction of war that has occurred 
during modern history has been caused by the divisions and conflicts 
among the States of Europe. In the light of this fact, can we at this 
table say that the effort to bring Europe together, to work towards 
greater unity, to create common institutions that will preclude division, 
should be hampered by our lack of foresight in drafting this treaty? 
Let us rather draft a treaty that prevents proliferation and does not 
pretend that the world may not ever change, even for the better.

At this stage in my remarks I  should like to comment on one obser
vation made by Mr. Roshchin at our last meeting. Mr. Roshchin im
plied that somehow the United States text had omitted any reference 
to prohibition on transfer of control over nuclear weapons or to other 
prohibitions on transfer to armed forces or individual military person
nel of non-nuclear weapon States, even though they are under the su
preme command of a military alliance. Article I  paragraph 4 of the 
United States draft treaty as amended is quite explicit on this point. 
I t obligates the nuclear weapon States party to the treaty—

Not to take any of the actions prohibited in the preceding paragraphs of this 
article directly, or indirectly through third States or associations of States, or 
through units of the armed forces or military personnel of any State, even if 
such units or personnel are under the command of a military alliance.

Article I I  paragraph 4 of the United States draft treaty as amended 
contains a similar obligation for non-nuclear weapon States party to 
the agreement. Surely nothing could be more explicit on this particu
lar point than these two paragraphs. Obviously there are still differ
ences between us on the nature of the prohibitions to be placed in the 
treaty; but there does not seem to be any real difference on the propo
sition that the prohibitions that we finally agree upon shall not be 
evaded because units or personnel are under the command of a mili
tary alliance.

We can negotiate a non-proliferation treaty which will last only if 
we recognize the political realities which exist in the world in which we 
are living. One reality which we must recognize is the fact that de
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fensive alliances exist. A treaty which ignores this fact may well 
prove worthless. A treaty which recognizes this fact but ensures that 
relationships within an alliance do not change in a way involving the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons will serve us all.

An alliance, by its very nature, is an agreement to join together for 
the common defence. When a defensive alliance includes both nuclear 
weapon States and non-nuclear weapon States, certain decisions must 
be taken jointly if the alliance is to exist with any vitality. This is 
the case in NATO where, in particular, geographic considerations 
require that nuclear weapons be present on the territory of non-nuclear 
weapon States which are members of the alliance.

I t  would appear that the members of the Warsaw Pact also recog
nize that the sharing of military decision-making within that 
Pact—certainly as to “cardinal questions of the defence of these 
countries”—is an appropriate function of an alliance. That, at least, 
seems to be the import of the quotation from the Soviet newspaper 
Red Star which Lord Chalfont read to us on 22 March  ̂ and which 
I  have just repeated. Certainly, questions of the use of nuclear 
weapons in the defence of the Warsaw Pact countries are “cardinal 
questions”. I think we are entitled to ask: do the Soviet Union and 
the other members of the Warsaw Pact consider the sharing of military 
decision-making on these questions as constituting proliferation ?

An obvious example of necessary common arrangements can be 
found in those required for the defence of allied territory and armed 
forces against air attack. If  those arrangements include the station
ing of nuclear-capable surface-to-air missiles on the territory of a non
nuclear weapon member of the alliance, surely that State should have 
a voice in the emplacement of those weapons. There must be, in fact, 
a measure of consultation in any military alliance of sovereign States 
on the overall strategy or plan of use of all the integrated forces avail
able to the alliance, whether for air defence or other purposes. This 
consultation must above all seek to achieve an understanding as to 
the circumstances in which the most devastating of all weapons— 
that is, nuclear weapons—could be used.

Further, the Soviet Union would apparently prohibit giving non
nuclear weapon States any information which could be employed for 
the use of nuclear weapons. This would prevent even training the 
armed forces of non-nuclear weapon States which are members of 
alliances in the tactical employment of nuclear weapons, or even in 
defence against them, and thus would make it impossible for members 
of an alliance to operate effectively as a team in their defence. This 
prohibition on the transfer of information which could be employed

" ENDC/PV. 250, p. 18.
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for these purposes would therefore constitute direct interference in 
the activity or internal affairs of m ilitary. alliances, which as the 
Czechoslovak representative remarked at our meeting on 22 February 
last, is not the aim of a non-proliferation treaty.^

In regard to all the remarks I  have made about NATO arrange
ments, I  should like to emphasize, as I  have done several times in my 
explanation of the United States amendments, that the employment 
of United States nuclear weapons by a member of NATO is subject 
to veto by the United States. In this context also I  should like to 
observe that, from the presence in the armed forces of certain Euro
pean countries members of the Warsaw Pact of Soviet-built delivery 
vehicles capable of using nuclear warheads, it seems apparent that the 
Soviet Union also trains its allies in the use of delivery vehicles capable 
of using nuclear weapons. I  ask again, with the greatest respect: do 
the Soviet Union and the other members of the Warsaw Pact consider 
that the practice in this regard constitutes proliferation?

The difficulties in the Soviet approach which we have discussed 
today are reason enough why we should get away from vague con
cepts of ‘‘association with nuclear weapons”, or being “more or less 
associated with nuclear weapons”, or ‘‘access to nuclear weapons” 
Our primary effort must be to concentrate on preventing any 
increase—even by one— în the number of power centres that can start 
a nuclear war. We must not lose sight of that objective. I  submit 
that the United States draft treaty, as amended, would achieve that 
abjective.

Earlier in my statement today I  dealt with some of the provisions of 
our draft treaty. I  should now like to refer specifically to the clearly- 
defined prohibition of transfer [of] control of nuclear weapons con
tained in article I  paragraph 1 and article I I  paragraph 1. Secondly, 
I  should like to refer to the prohibitions concerning manufacture and 
testing of nuclear weapons contained in article I  paragraph 2 and 
also in article I I  paragraphs 1 and 2. Finally, I  should like to refer 
to the clear definition of control contained in article IV, subparagraph 
(c).

The preoccupation of the Soviet representative with the arrange
ments within NATO appears to be based on the concern that we are 
doing, or thinking of doing, things in Europe which will somehow 
lead to proliferation. Those concerns are quite unfounded. That they 
are unfounded is shown by the firm provisions in the treaty which we 
are now proposing. If  those unfounded concerns should, in the end, 
prevent this Conference from arriving at a world-wide non-prolifera
tion agreement, then the Soviet Union might have created the very
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danger we all seek to avert and about which it has expressed the 
most concern.

The real and immediate threat of nuclear proliferation is not within 
the existing alliance structures. I t  is not within Europe. No one 
really believes that the dam which is now holding back proliferation 
will break in Europe. The greatest risk of a break in the dam 
which holds back the proliferation of nuclear weapons is that in the 
absence of a general non-proliferation treaty—or, even worse, in the 
event of a breakdown of our efforts to obtain such a treaty—one or 
another nation may make the independent decision to become a nuclear 
weapon State by manufacturing its own weapons. That is a risk 
which is constantly increasing as nation after nation acquires both 
plutonium and nuclear know-how through the construction and oper
ation of power-producing reactors. I f  the dam breaks this way, by 
this decision, we shall have great difficulty in preventing the flood from 
reaching Europe; we shall have great difficulty in preventing the flood 
from reaching many regions of the world. I  urge members of this 
(ZJommittee—^particularly the Soviet representative— t̂o view the prob
lem which faces us in that perspective.

I  submit that in our work here we must recognize the world as it 
is. I  urge that all in this Committee reflect upon the question of how 
we can build upon reality to reach an agreement. We are not here to 
engage in debate; we are here to negotiate a mutually-acceptable 
treaty. With the greatest respect, I  ask the Soviet representative and 
the other representatives at this Conference to consider my remarks 
today with this end in view.

U.S. Note to the Federal Republic of Germany, April 2,
1966 ^

The Government of the United States acknowledges receipt of the 
note of the Federal Republic of Germany of March 25^ concerning 
the reunification of Germany, disarmament, and other matters relating 
to the peace and security of Europe. The United States Grovernment 
welcomes the German note as a forward-looking communication con
taining many constructive suggestions.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Apr. 25, 1966, p. 654. The note was delivered 
to the German Foreign Ministry by the U.S. Embassy at Bonn.

* Ante, pp. 168-174.
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The United States Government notes with satisfaction the reaffirma
tion expressed in the note of the desire of the Federal Republic of 
Germany to live on good terms with all of Germany’s neighbors, in
cluding the nations of Eastern Europe, and it hopes that further 
progress will be made toward this goal. It is the earnest hope of the 
Government of the United States that all nations interested in the 
peace and security of the world will carefully study the March 25 
note and that they will find, as the Government of the United States 
has found, that the note gives positive expression to the desire of the 
German people to live in peace and freedom and to their willingness 
to make sacrifices to achieve German reunification. The United 
States Government supports the efforts of the German Gx̂ vemment 
outlined in the note intended to contribute to European peace and 
security, disarmament, and the related goal of the improvement of re
lations between Germany and all of the nations of Central and Eastern 
Europe. These efforts are complementary to those of other govern
ments which are also concerned with these problems.

The Government of the United States wishes to assure the Gt)vern- 
ment of the Federal Republic of Germany that it will give most care
ful consideration to the ideas and suggestions in the German note 
regarding disarmament and the safeguarding of the peace. The 
United States shares with the German Government and other gov
ernments whose goal is a more peaceful and secure world, the hope 
that the day may soon arrive when Germany will be reunified in a 
peaceful and equitable manner which will assure to the German people 
the right freely to determine their own way of life and destiny and will 
permit a united Germany to contribute fully to a peaceful and stable 
international community.

Statement by ACDA Deputy Director Fisher to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Cessation of 
Nuclear Tests, April 4,1966 ^

I have listened with great interest to the statements made by the 
representative of Poland and the representative of Canada. The 
United States delegation will, of course, comment upon them at the 
appropriate time.

As you have pointed out, Mr. Chairman, in accordance with the 
understandmg reached between the two co-Chairmen and adopted at
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our last meeting/ it was agreed that at the present meeting and the 
next one, if time remained after the statements that were to be made on 
non-proliferation, further collateral measures might be discussed. We 
have now heard representatives who wished to speak on non-prolif
eration ; and since some time remains I  should like to return to the dis
cussion of collateral measures. In particular, I  should like to return to 
the discussion of the test ban. In doing so, I  should like to stress that 
it is not my intention to detract in any way from the recognized urgency 
and importance of our present discussion on non-proliferation. I  
merely wish to make some observations on the test-ban question which 
seem to the delegation of the United States to be both timely and 
important.

There is no need, of course, to point out to this Committee the im
portance of negotiating a comprehensive test-ban treaty. There is cer
tainly no need to remind the members of this Committee of the rele
vance of such a treaty to the problem of non-proliferation. State
ments by various representatives at this Conference have made it clear 
that those around this table have as accurate an understanding of the 
problem as has the United States. After all, we have travelled a long 
road together in our attempts to find a way to bring all nuclear weapon 
testing to an end once and for all.

This morning I  should like to look at where this long road has taken 
us in relation to our technical problems, and where it can take us in a 
political sense. I  should like to explain the technical rationale for the 
position of the United States on the necessity for an adequate system 
of verifying a comprehensive test ban. I  should also like to describe 
the system of verification by on-site inspection proposed by the United 
States, and to show— Î hope to the satisfaction of the delegations 
around this table—that this system injures no legitimate interest of any 
party to a comprehensive test-ban treaty, but rather serves as the 
foundation for a stable and lasting treaty.

We are all too familiar with where the difficulty lies in achieving 
agreement on a treaty banning underground nuclear weapon tests. 
The United Sta/tes -and the Soviet Union cannot agree on what is 
necessary adequately to verify such a treaty. Why is agreement so 
hard to reach? Both parties agree that a comprehensive test-ban 
treaty is so important to their respective security interests that it must 
be adequately verified. Both parties agree that the verification system 
for such a treaty should not be one which demands inspection for its 
own sake. Both parties agree that the requirements for verification 
should involve no more than is necessary to give reasonable assurance 
that the test ban is being observed. Yet this agreement on general prin

^ENDC/PV.253, p. 17.
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ciples disappears when we come to the specifics of monitoring a com
prehensive test ban.

For its part, the United States believes that some on-site inspections 
are essential if the parties to a comprehensive test ban are to have rea
sonable assurance that other parties are fully complying with it. I t  
has supplied the scientific evidence upon which it bases this opinion. 
I t  has invited its colleagues representing the Soviet Union to present 
any scientific data pointing to a contrary conclusion, if they have any. 
This invitation, unfortunately, has not been accepted. Instead, the 
Soviet Union has confined itself to flat assertions that national means 
of detecting nuclear explosions are enough for monitoring a compre
hensive test ban. By this reference to “national means”, I  may point 
out, our Soviet colleagues are telling us that the seismic stations moni
toring events within the Soviet Union will have to be outside the 
Soviet Union and hence quite remote from those events.

Last September Mr. Foster described the ejffort being undertaken 
by the United States to develop a system for obtaining the greatest 
amount of information about seismic events in other countries by seis
mic stations remote from the events.^ He pointed out that the first 
problem faced by such a system is detection. Here the noise common 
to all seismic recordings must be filtered out. The next problem is 
location. This process requires good recordings of the event at a 
number of widely-spaced stations. The final problem is identification 
of the event, which can be accomplished only if the seismic signals 
make it clear that the event is an earthquake. I  shall deal with this 
problem in somewhat greater detail in a moment. At present it is 
enough to say that the ability to identify an event is directly related 
to the sensitivity of the seismic system.

The United States is making substantial progress in developing 
a seismic ^stem  far more sensitive than any which has previously 
existed. Last autumn, at Billings, Montana, the United States dedi
cated the first LASA—or large-aperture seismic array system—in
stalled in the world. This is a large array of 525 seismometers spread 
over an area 200 kilometres in diameter. This array is now in op
eration, although still in the research stage. Nevertheless, we can 
expect that this array will lead to a substantial improvement over 
presently-existing seismic detection systems in the ability to detect 
at long range—or, in scientific language, at tele-seismic distances— 
low-magnitude seismic signals. Given a world-wide system of ten or 
twelve of these seismic arrays, we can hope to detect all natural seismic 
events of a seismic magnitude of four or greater.

What, we may ask, can we expect to learn from this system, par-
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ticularly in so far as it relates to seismic events within the Soviet 
Union? We believe that this system will show that there will on 
average be 250 such seismic events a year in the Soviet Union. This 
means that there will be 250 seismic events a year of a seismic magnitude 
of four or greater. They will correspond in size to the seismic events 
created by underground nuclear explosions with yields ranging from 
a few kilotons to at least several hundred kilotons.

No seismic criteria are presently known to Western scientists which 
permit of the identification of any one of these events as explosions 
by seismic signals measured at remote locations— t̂hat is, the distances 
which would be involved with the ‘‘national” systems to which our 
Soviet colleagues have referred as adequate to monitor a compre
hensive test ban. This is because it is a fact of nature that •explosions 
do not produce signals which are unique to explosions and not also 
characteristic of some earthquakes. This is, I  repeat, a fact of nature. 
We may not like that fact, we may be sorry that it is so, but it is. 
Even though our Soviet colleagues have frequently made statements 
to the contrary, they have never, despite our repeated requests, pre
sented any data to alter this conclusion; and we have no basis for 
believing that such data exist.

On the other hand— l̂ooking at the other side of the coin, so to 
speak—it is true that many earthquakes produce seismic signals from 
which it can be determined that they were in fact earthquakes and 
not man-made explosions. I f  the analysis of the seismic data shows 
that the event occurred at a point far below the earth’s surface, or 
that the seismic signal is sufficiently complex, or that the first motion 
of the seismic signals shows characteristics associated only with earth
quakes, the event was probably an earthquake.

On this basis, and on the basis of the system of LASA seismic sta
tions I  have just mentioned, it will be possible to identify as earth
quakes approximately 80 percent of the 250 events to which I  have 
referred. But even after we had eliminated all these events from the 
unidentified category, there would still remain around forty-five a 
year in the Soviet Union on which the seismic data would give no 
indication whatsoever as to whether they were earthquakes or 
explosions.

This is the cause of our difficulty. Unless some sort of reassurance 
by some on-site inspections can be obtained that these remaining events 
are not explosions, each one could become the source of suspicion that 
it might have been an underground test. A comprehensive test ban 
which depended solely for verification on seismic detection systems 
would therefore not be adequately verified. With this as the sole 
method of verification, it would be possible for a nation to conduct 
a certain number of clandestine underground nuclear test explosions
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each year which could not be distinguished, on the basis of seismic 
data alone, from naturally-occurring seismic events.

In considering a comprehensive test ban we are dealing with mat
ters of vital security interest. Nuclear weapons are the crucial ele
ment of our strategic deterrent forces. If  we are to accept a measure 
which puts a real and final curb on development of this essential ele
ment of our deterrent system, there must be adequate verification that 
all parties are living up to it.

iHow do we achieve this? It is the considered technical judgement 
of the United States that some on-site inspections each year would, 
in conjunction with the modern developments in seismology and its 
related technology, offer an adequate verification system for a compre
hensive test-ban agreement. The basis for this judgement is that the 
right to conduct some on-site inspections would provide an unambig
uous demonstration of a violation and hence would serve to deter any 
possible violator.

In her interesting remarks at our meeting on 10 March the repre
sentative of Sweden, Mrs. Myrdal, suggested as a possible alternative 
to on-site inspections a system of verification by challenge under which 
a State upon whose territory an unidentified event had taken place 
could be challenged to provide evidence that the event was natural in 
origin. She pointed out that several refusals on challenge to provide 
evidence that an unidentified event was natural in origin might well 
provide evidence of a violation of a test-ban agreement. She cast 
some doubt upon the effectiveness of on-site inspections, quoting a 
statement of a famous United States scientist which was made in 1960 
as part of an argument against a comprehensive test ban. She raised 
the quite legitimate and interesting question whether an on-site in
spection would provide evidence of a breach of a test-ban agreement 
which would be so much clearer than that provided by several refusals 
of a challenge as to justify the United States insistence upon on-site 
inspections in the face of the present Soviet refusal to agree to them.^

In considering this interesting suggestion and this quite legitimate 
question, we should note that there is no scientific basis on which a 
particular unidentified event can be considered as more suspicious 
than any other by analysing the seismic data relating to it. The 
forty-five events a year that, on the average, remain unidentified in 
the Soviet Union represent the residue after all the seismic criteria 
liave been applied. Those seismic criteria, as I  pointed out earlier, 
make it possible to eliminate all but forty-five of the 250 events in 
the Soviet Union; but, I  repeat, these forty-five events represent what 
remains after all the criteria have been applied. Therefore, the idea
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that a system of verification by challenge will reduce international 
tension because it merely affords a State the opportunity of clearing 
its name after its integrity has somehow been placed in doubt by 
seismic evidemce does not, I  submit, accurately reflect the present state 
of our scientific knowledge.

Under a system of verification by challenge, the integrity of the 
challenged party will not have been placed in doubt by seismic evi
dence because no seismic evidence will point to any of these 
forty-five unidentified events as appreciably more suspicious than any 
other. I t  will be the challenge by the challenging party, not seismic 
data, that will cast the slur on the integrity of the challenged party. 
To put it very simply, a challenge represents an accusation: it repre
sents an accusation that a particular seismic event was suspicious; it 
represents an accusation that a nation has possibly violated a solemn 
international treaty; it represents an accusation that a nation was 
possibly trying to upset the strategic balance through clandestine 
nuclear weapon development. A treaty which depends on such a pro
cedure of accusations is not likely to reduce international tension.

Against this background, let us consider the probable reaction of 
the Soviet Union to a challenge. I  think that we can make a pretty 
good estimate by analysing the dialogue which has been going on at 
this Conference regarding the necessity for on-site inspections. As 
I  indicated earlier, the representatives of the United States have stated 
that some on-site inspections are necessary adequately to verify a test- 
ban treaty. They have time and time again presented the scientific 
information which has led them to that conclusion. They have time 
and time again requested the Soviet Union to present any data which 
point to the contrary conclusion. These requests have never been 
answered; instead, they have been met with the flat denial of any 
need for on-site inspection to resolve the identity of a possible uniden
tified seismic event.

Under this circumstance, how much meaning is the concept of 
challenge inspections as a system of adequate verification likely to 
have? Such a challenge would, on the basis of the present position 
of the Soviet Union, simply be met by the reply that seismic means 
were sufficient for identification and no inspection or further informa
tion was necessary. Would this be a stable arrangement? Would 
this lead to a relaxation of tension ?

The dialogue on the necessity for on-site inspections has been frus
trating enough when carried on at this Conference as part of the 
negotiations for a comprehensive test ban. I  submit that it would 
be worse than frustrating if it were carried out within the context of 
a ^stem  of challenge inspections, such as that contemplated by the
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representative of Sweden in her interesting observations. I  submit 
that we must settle the differences which apparently exist concerning 
the necessity for verifying on-site inspections before the treaty is 
signed—not afterwards. I  submit also that if a treaty were signed 
with these differences outstanding, it might be short-lived indeed.

Let me now describe what on-site inspection would involve, what it 
would demonstrate and why the United States believes that it would 
injure no legitimate interest of any party to a comprehensive test-ban 
treaty, but would rather serve as the foundation for a stable and 
lasting treaty.

I f  a particular unidentified seismic event were selected for inspec
tion, the area to be inspected would have to be determined by the 
analysis of the seismic data. On-site inspection of the area would 
first indicate whether there was evidence of the high level of human 
activity associated with an underground nuclear test. An under
ground nuclear test involves the movement of large quantities of 
equipment and material. The evidence of this movement might 
include oil spots left by power generators, earth-moving machinery 
and various types of vehicles, as well as the tracks of these vehicles. 
Sites at which there had been considerable human activity would be 
expected to be more compacted than surrounding areas. Evidence of 
human activity might include such material as bits of electrical tape, 
wire, cable, nails and timber, and material of that kind.

I t  is, of course, true that if there had been a clandestine test an 
attempt would undoubtedly be made tt) conceal any such evidence. I t 
is also true that similar evidence might be found in the vicinity of a 
mine or an oil well. However, the presence of such features indi
cating human activity would also indicate where the inspectors should 
concentrate their efforts in looking for explosion-generated effects. 
This area would be searched for possible surface effects, such as fissures 
in soil and cracks in rock, displacement of loose materials, and possible 
changes in vegetation. Such manifestations of an undergroimd shock 
might, it is true, have been caused by either a nuclear test or an 
earthquake; but they could be expected to be much more pronounced 
in the case of an underground nuclear explosion than in the case of an 
earthquake of the same magnitude. Also, the pattern of surface 
effects is likely to be more symmetrical around the origin of an under
ground nuclear explosion than it would be in the vicinity of an earth
quake.

The reason for this differentiation of surface phenomena between 
an earthquake and a nuclear explosion is that even “shallow” earth
quakes are most likely to occur at greater depths than that at which 
an underground nuclear explosion would have been conducted. I  
might add that such surface effects and these characteristics have been
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noted for underground nuclear explosions conducted in the United 
States.

We must allow, of course, for the possibility that a violator might 
have taken steps to conceal or camouflage these characteristics. Here, 
we must also note that a more determining and a unique characteristic 
of all nuclear explosions is the radioactivity produced by the burst. 
I t  is probable that the radioactive fission-product gases from an 
underground nuclear explosion will leak slowly upwards toward the 
surface, where with sensitive detectors some of these gases unique to 
a nuclear explosion could probably be discovered by the inspection. 
Only if the location were subject to on-site inspection would a violator 
have to consider seriously the possibility of such a leakage and the 
risk it would entail.

The scientific techniques for detecting and analysing these special 
gases have been worked out in the course of research conducted by the 
United States on on-site inspection. On-site inspectors would be 
equipped to take samples of surface, water and soil gases. Soil-gas 
samples would be obtained by drilling in suitable soils a shallow hole 
from which gases in the surrounding soil would be pumped out. Air 
or surface samples would be obtained by merely pumping a quantity of 
air taken in the vicinity of the unidentified seismic event. These 
samples of gas, taken from the soil, the air, and also any water in the 
vicinity, would be subject to chemical and radioactive analysis. The 
detection of these gases, which are unique to the explosion of a nuclear 
weapon, would certainly supply unambiguous evidence that an under
ground nuclear explosion had taken place.

Furthermore, these inspections, while serving as a deterrent to a 
possible violater, serve just as importantly to reassure all others that 
the treaty is being observed. There is then no question of “unclear” 
or “suspicious” events. On-site inspections will serve to reassure all 
that the “unidentified” seismic events may be seismically “unidentified” 
but nevertheless are simply naturally-occurring earthquakes and a 
threat to the security of no one.

Furthermore, obligatory inspections carried out as an integral part 
of the verification process should not and would not be considered as an 
antagonistic action or a battle of wits between inspe^torg and the coun
try being inspected. We would hope, and indeed we would expect, 
that there would be co-operation. If  the country having its territory 
inspected can simplify the task of the inspectors and help to establish 
the nature of the unidentified seismic event, so much the better. How
ever, the fact that a nation can and should assist in and simplify the 
task of verification does not negate the need for obligatory on-site 
inspections.

I  said at the outset of my remarks that the system of on-site inspec-
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tions proposed by the United States would injure no legitimate inter
est of any party to a comprehensive test-ban treaty. I  have just 
described this system, and I  would respectfully ask the representative 
of the Soviet Union to advise the Conference:—at any appropriate time 
that he chooses, of course—what his Government finds objectionable 
in the system that I  have outlined. I  would respectfully request that 
he do so by being specific and not by repeating, as many of his prede
cessors have done, the blanket statement that on-site inspection is 
equivalent to espionage. I  make this request in a friendly spirit, and 
I  assure him that the United States is not interested in using on-site 
inspection as espionage. But if there is anything in this system that 
we have proposed which seems to the Soviet Union to involve objec
tionable elements, we should like to know what they are so that we can 
take them into account.

In my discussions with many delegations at this Conference I  have 
detected this feeling on the part of some: while they agree, as a tech
nical matter, with the United States position on the necessity of 
on-site inspections, they nevertheless feel that the United States should 
go ahead and sign a treaty without on-site inspections and take the risk 
of possible violation by other parties. Here, if I  may be permitted to 
use a word that has been used a great deal in another context, they seem 
to be suggesting that the United States should sign a comprehensive 
te^-ban treaty even though it has loop-holes that are not plugged by 
the right of on-site inspection.

I  recognize that no course of action in human affairs—and particu
larly in international affairs—is without risks. What we have to do 
in ea<̂ h case is to balance risks. In this case we have to decide whether 
the risks under a comprehensive test-ban treaty which did not have 
effective provisions for verification would be greater than the risks 
with which we might be faced if we were unable to get a treaty banning 
all tests.

I  have very little difficulty in answering this question in the affirma
tive. In particular, I  have very little difficulty in rejecting the argu
ment that we really have nothing to fear from clandestine violations 
of a comprehensive test ban treaty because nothing serious for United 
States security could be brought about by such a violation. I f  this 
were the case, I  might ask: why are we so concerned about negotiating 
a comprehensive test-ban treaty ? By negotiating the limited test-ban 
Treaty  ̂we have already dealt—at least so far as the signatories to the 
Treaty are concerned—with the problem of fall-out. By negotiating 
that Treaty we have already put a real curb on nuclear weapon de
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velopment, particularly on the development of weapons in the higher- 
yield range, with their almost unbelievable destructive capacity.

The reason we are concerned about banning underground nuclear 
weapon tests, however, is precisely that we are concerned that these 
tests may lead to dangerous technological break-throughs which, as 
Mrs. Myrdal pointed out in her interesting remarks, might upset the 
present nuclear balance. I t is for this reason that a comprehensive 
test ban, concerned as it is with the security interests of the two great 
Powers, must give assurance to these Powers that their vital security 
interests have been protected and even enhanced by its adoption. 
Without the assurance that adequate verification would provide, the 
hope for the future that such a measure would offer would, I  fear, soon 
give way to uncertainty, to suspicion and to increased international 
tension.

A measure with the significance of a comprehensive test-ban treaty 
should lead us to a more stable world peace, not to one of increased 
uncertainty. All too certainly, the failure of such a measure, brought 
down by the suspicion arising from inadequate verification, would be 
a terrible blow to our efforts and a step backward in time. I t is for 
this very simple, and I  believe self-evident, reason that the United 
States insists upon adequate verification. I  refer those who suggest 
compromise on this essential principle to an old truth, uttered long ago 
by Aesop: “Beware lest you lose the substance by grasping at the 
shadow”.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Nonpro
liferation of Nuclear Weapons, April 5, 1966 ^

Permit me first of all to welcome here amongst us His Excellency, 
Mr. Jha, the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs of India. I t  is a 
particular pleasure for me to welcome Mr. Jha, for he is an eminent 
Indian statesman with whom I  have ties of profound respect and lik
ing resulting from close and friendly co-operation in United Nations 
bodies.

May I  also be permitted to express the sincere gratitude of the 
Soviet delegation to Ambassador Lukanov, the representative of Bul
garia, for his congratulations on the new great scientific and techni
cal achievement of the Soviet Union represented by the creation of
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an artificial satellite of the moon? As reported by Tass, this step has 
been taken with the object of exploring the circumlunar cosmic space; 
and it is therefore an outstanding contribution by our country to space 
science, a contribution to the achievement of mankind as a whole in 
this field of knowledge, which has been enriched in recent years by 
major discoveries of universal and historic importance.

I  shall now pass immediately to that part of our statement which 
was prepared for today. In our statement today we should like, in 
the light of the exchange of opinions that has taken place on the prob
lem of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, to continue our ob
servations, adding to what we have said at earlier meetings of the 
Committee. We should also like to make some observations on what 
is hindering our progress towards the conclusion of an agreement on 
the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. This is all the more essen
tial because the examination by the Eighteen-Nation Committee of 
the problem of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons has not yet re
sulted in any progress towards a solution of this important and urgent 
disarmament problem.

In this connexion we deem it necessary to point out, first, that the 
main obstacle to a solution of the problem of non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons is the endeavor of the United States to achieve a 
solution which would conform to the aims and purposes of its policy 
in NATO, the efforts of the United States to satisfy the claims of the 
Federal Republic of Germany for nuclear weapons, and the inten
tion of the United States to increase its influence in NATO and to 
adapt NATO to an even greater extent to the demands of United 
States policy. For precisely this reason the United States is trying 
hard to keep the doors open for the proliferation of nuclear weapons 
among its partners in military blocs and, in the first instance, for its 
partners in NATO, such as the Federal Republic of Germany. That 
is why the fundamental idea permeating both the original and the 
modified United States draft treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons  ̂ is to retain loop-holes and in fact to legalize the prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons within the framework of military alliances.

In attempting to harmonize and parcel together two opposite aims, 
namely non-proliferation of nuclear weapons outside NATO and plans 
for their proliferation within NATO by setting up a NATO multi
lateral nuclear force or a NATO Atlantic force, and also by the so- 
called ‘̂ sharing of nuclear responsibility” within the framework of 
NATO, the United States is reducing consideration of the problem 
of non-proliferation to a most sorry state, to a state of deadlock. To 
combine and reconcile the two opposite aims of non-proliferation and

Documents on Disarmament, 1965, jxp. 443-446, and ante, pp. 15^160.
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the simultaneous proliferation of nuclear weapons within the frame
work of military alliances would seem impossible without directly vio
lating General Assembly resolution 2028 (XX)

The position of the United States in regard to the non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons reminds us of the way in which, when the nuclear 
problem first arose, the United States proposed to solve the problem 
of banning nuclear weapons. The United States countered the Soviet 
proposals for complete prohibition under international control of the 
production, stock-piling and use of nuclear weapons by putting for
ward the notorious “Baruch plan”, which provided, not that nuclear 
weapjons should be 'banned, but that they should >be transferred to an 
“intem'ational” organ which would have owned and continued to pro
duce and improve nuclear weiaipons, and with the help of which the 
United States woidd have retained its predominant position in the nu
clear fî ld.̂  That position of the United States was described at the 
time by the Soviet delegation in the United Nations as an attempt to 
have its cake and eat it. The United Sta/tes position made it impossible 
at that time to solve the problem of the banning of nuclear weapons.

Unfortunately a similar situation is to be seen at present. The 
United States wishes to secure for itself the right to spread nuclear 
weapons among its partners in the military blocs, and at the same time 
to negotiate for the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons outside such 
blocs. Once again it is setting itself the task of having its cake and 
eating i t ; but once the cake has been eaten it no longer exists. The aim 
of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and that of their prolifer
ation within military blocs are in direct contradiction.

The United States delegation, in its search for arguments with which 
to justify United States diplomacy in setting itself and, unfortunately, 
the Eighteen-Nation Committee this contradictory and in fact impos
sible task, is introducing into our discussion on non-proliferation prob
lems which are, on the whole, irrelevant to our work, not conducive to 
a solution of the problem of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, 
and in fact apt to confuse and complicate the consideration of this 
question.

Thus as a guarantee of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, 
the United States delegation is submitting for the Committee’s consid
eration the veto which the United States is said to possess in NATO 
when decisions are taken on the use of nuclear weapons. The question 
arises, why this new problem or new element is being introduced into 
the consideration of the question of the non-proliferation of nuclear

 ̂Documents on Disarmanent, 1965, pp. 532-534.
 ̂The Barudi plan appears ibid., 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 7-16. For Soviet criti

cism, see ihid.f pp. 64-82,28&-307.
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weapons. Why is an attempt being made to convince us that it is 
desirable or essential that the United States should retain the right of 
veto in decisions within NATO on matters relating to the use of 
nuclear weapons ?

There is, of course, a hidden intent. By introducing the veto the 
United States is trying to make out that the access of its allies in the 
military blocs to nuclear weapons is no longer so dangerous, because 
the United States will not in any case allow them to use the weapons. 
Nevertheless, the very fact that the question of the veto is raised is 
really a recognition by the United States that its draft treaty will 
actually lead to the proliferation of nuclear weapons; since, if those 
weapons did not fall into the hands of other, non-nuclear Powers, the 
question of the veto would not arise. In raising the issue of the veto 
the United States is attempting to conceal, to camouflage in fact, the 
situation, which is that the United States draft treaty on non-prolifera- 
tion is actually aimed at the proliferation of nuclear weapons, but 
that this proliferation will be controlled by the United States through 
the veto which it will possess in NATO when decisions are taken on the 
use of nuclear weapons.

What other meaning can be seen in the fact that Mr. Fisher, the 
United States representative, has reverted again and again, in a whole 
series of his statements, to the question of the United States veto in 
NATO, and to the fact that the United States does not intend to re
nounce the right of veto in any circumstances ? In making this point 
the United States representative has quoted Mr. Rusk and other states
men of his country.

The injection into our debate of such an element as the question of 
the United States veto in NATO is, at the same time, indicative of the 
wrong course along which the United States is trying to steer our dis
cussion in the Eighteen-Nation Committee on the subject of non-pro
liferation. Instead of discussing specific articles and provisions of 
a draft treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, we are 
being involved in the intricacies of the internal relations within NATO 
which it is said will control the use of nuclear weapons by the mem
bers of this bloc. This is evidently necessary to secure our agreement 
to the conclusion of a treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weap
ons which would in fact contain loop-holes permitting proliferation 
of these weapons within this military bloc of the Western Powers.

Many questions arise in connexion with the United States veto when 
decisions are taken in NATO on the use of nuclear weapons. We may 
cite these questions as examples, not in order to obtain answers to them 
but merely to demonstrate that this whole matter of the United States 
veto has no relevance to a solution of the problem of the non-prolifera- 
tion of nuclear weapons. We might, for example, ask what the situa-
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tion would be if the partners of the United States in NATO were to 
reject the legality of the United States veto at a decisive or crucial 
moment? What would happen if the partners of the United States in 
NATO were to find means of opening the lock on nuclear weapons 
in circumvention of the United States veto ? Who would inherit the 
United States right of veto if NATO ceased to exist ? The list of ques
tions of this type could be extended.

The injection into our debate by the United States of an element 
such as its right of veto in NATO is politically and legally unjustified, 
and complicates our task of finding ways of solving the problem of 
the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. The problem of the United 
States veto in NATO should be of concern to the United States and 
its partners in NATO, but not to the more than 120 States which at 
the present time could and should become parties to an international 
agreement on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

Can it be seriously suggested that a vital multilateral international 
agreement, to which according to our calculations many States, prob
ably even more than a hundred, could become parties, ^ould  be based 
on the unilateral right of veto of one of the parties to this agreement, 
the United States? In making such a claim the United States is 
completely failing to consider the real state of affairs in the world.

We should like to stress once again that neither the Soviet Union 
nor the many other States that do or do not take part in the work 
of the Eighteen-Nation Committee can base their security on the 
United States right of veto on decisions within NATO relating to 
the use of nuclear weapons. The security of the Soviet Union and 
the other socialist countries, and also that of the non-aligned States, 
cannot depend on any agreements whatsoever that exist or might 
exist within the framework of NATO. We have already noted here 
that, in matters relating to the use of the veto and other agreements 
within the framework of NATO, the United States will be guided 
by its own interests, and not by the interests of the security of other 
States— t̂he Soviet Union, its allies and the non-aligned countries.^

Apart from the problem of the veto, the United States has intro
duced into the discussion the possibility of the transfoimation of a 
nuclear Power into an a^ociation of States possessing nuclear weap
ons. Article I  paragraph 3 of the United States draft treaty is en
tirely devoted to this. The question arises why such an intricate 
and highly hypothetical element as the question of transformation 
should be introduced into a draft treaty on non-proliferation. After 
all, as far as we know none of the present nuclear Powers has any 
intention of ceasing to exist as a nuclear Power and of transferring

 ̂Ante, p. 180.
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its entire nuclear arsenal and assets to some international military 
alliance. No statement to this eflfect has. been made either in the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee or outside it by the government of any 
nuclear Power. In the light of the existing situation, therefore, the 
possibility of transformation is so problematical as not to be worthy 
of serious consideration, let alone of inclusion in the provisions of a 
treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

The question arises why in these circumstances we are invited to 
consider this problem. What is the sense of introducing this funda
mentally superfluous and unnecessary element into our discussion of 
the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons? We are quite justified in 
raising these questions, and we should like to state our views on this 
subject. This element is being introduced into our discussion for the 
purpose of creating some sort of additional legal basis to justify the 
idea of the proliferation of nuclear weapons within the framework 
of military alliances to which nuclear Powers are parties. The hypo
thetical problem of the transformation of a nuclear Power into an 
association of States disposing of nuclear weapons can be discussed 
only if we are faced with the task of justifying the need to keep open 
the doors through which States that are members of military alliances 
and blocs can obtain access to nuclear weapons. In a business-like 
discussion of the question of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons 
as defined by the General Assembly resolution, such a hypothetical 
problem of transformation does not arise.

Examination of these two questions, the veto of the United States 
within NATO and the transformation of nuclear Powers into associ
ations of States possessing nuclear weapons, leads us straight to a 
consideration of the basic element in the problem of the non-prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons as advanced by the United States. This 
element, which is the basis of the United States concept of “limited 
non-proliferation” of nuclear weapons, is the “non-transfer of nuclear 
weapons to the national control of non-nuclear Powers”. In this con
text we would emphasize the two words “national” and “control”. 
The purport of the United States draft treaty is to avoid increasing 
the number of States having “national control” over nuclear weapons.

For what purpose is the idea of non-proliferation limited to na
tional control instead of including control in general ? Furthermore, 
why, as the representative of Bulgaria has pointed out today, is the 
very concept of control interpreted only in one sense: as the right or 
ability of a State to employ nuclear weapons—why only in the one 
sense? Why are such concepts as prohibition of the ownership and 
control of nuclear weapons, or participation in the ownership and 
control of nuclear weapons, excluded ? Why has the whole idea of the 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons been cramped into the frame-
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work of restrictive formulations? Why should the United States re
quire such significant exceptions to the rule of non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons as have found expression in the concept “national”, 
and in that of “control” over only the end-result of the ownership 
of nuclear weapons, i.e. over the ability to employ them? According 
to the United States idea a State may own or control nuclear weapons 
and merely be unable to use them while there is a United States veto. 
What need is there for such a limited interpretation of the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons?

There can be only one answer to these questions: the United States 
does not contemplate complete prevention of the direct and indirect 
proliferation of nuclear weapons. Moreover, it wishes to legalize the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons within the framework of the military 
alliances it has created. It is seeking access to nuclear weapons for 
its military partners in NATO, and first and foremost for the Federal 
Republic of Germany.

The delegation of the United States is merely saying that States 
which do not at present possess nuclear weapons should not be able to 
acquire the right or aibility “to unleiash these weapons”. At the meet
ing of the Committee held on 31 March Mr. Fisher, the United States 
representative, stated emphatically that the main task is “the preven
tion of any increase in the niunber of Powers that will be in a position 
to unleash nuclear weapons”.̂

The aim is merely to prevent an increase in the number of Powers 
that will be in a position to unleash nuclear weapons, not to prevent 
a widening of the circle of Powers which will have physical access to 
nuclear weapons, or which will have the right to participate in deci
sions on matters of nuclear strategy, and in decisions concemiag the 
use of nuclear weapons.

As we can all see, however, this is too narrow an interpretation of the 
purposes which this Committee has in view in discussing matters relat
ing to the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. These purposes are 
most fully and precisely defined in resolution 2028 (XX) of the 
United Nations General Assembly, which calls upon us to produce a 
treaty which—

. . . should be void of any loop-holes which might permit nuclear or non-nuclear 
Powers to proliferate, directly or indirectly, nuclear weapons in any form. . . .

We see no need to depart from the requirements laid down for a 
treaty on non-proliferation in the resolution of the United Nations 
General Assembly. In accordance with the spirit and letter of that 
resolution, nuclear weapons should be transferred neither to the indi
vidual nor to the collective ownership and control of non-nuclear

 ̂Ante, p. 184.
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Powers. The qualifying terms, concepts and formulations introduced 
by the United States are contrary to the concept of non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons and contrary to the task which we, the Eighteen- 
Nation Committee, are vainly trying to carry out: to eliminate the 
threat of the proliferation of nuclear weapons.

I t cannot be denied that the participation of a non-nuclear State in 
the joint ownership of nuclear weapons, and in the political solution 
of the problem of their proliferation, is a step from which it will be 
easy to take the next step and become a nuclear Power in the full sense 
of the term. The first step will inevitably be followed by the second. 
The facts indicate that it is just this path of “nuclear escalation” 
that the present ruling circles of West Germany are preparing to fol
low. Mr. von Hassel, the Minister of Defence of the Federal Republic 
of Germany, openly stated in November ]ast year that West Germany 
will not be satisfied until it, too, possesses nuclear weapons.

The draft treaty on non-proliferation and the subsequent amend
ments submitted by the United States for the Committee’s considera
tion inevitably suggest the conclusion that the main purpose of their 
draftsmen is to protect NATO and the other United States military 
alliances from the eflfect of a possible treaty on the non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons. This is indicated both by the whole content of the 
United States draft treaty and the new amendments to it, and by the 
United States delegation’s introduction into our discussion on this 
matter of a number of elements which are basically quite irrelevant to 
the problem of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. I  have in 
mind the question of the United States veto in NATO, and that of the 
transformation of a nuclear Power into an association of States pos
sessing nuclear weapons.

A different approach to that proposed by the United States is needed 
for solving the problem of non-proliferation. First of all, it is essen
tial to abandon all attempts to give access to nuclear weapons to non
nuclear States, including those that are members of Western military 
blocs. I t is essential that the problem of the non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons should not be considered restrictively but solved in 
full conformity with the requirements of the United Nations General 
Assembly as expressed in its resolution 2028 (X X ).

In this connexion we should like to point out that one of the features 
of the Soviet draft treaty is precisely that it does not place any 
restrictions on the idea of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. The 
wording is direct and precise: not to transfer such weapons in any 
form—directly or indirectly, through third States or groups of 
States—to the ownership or control of States or groups of States not
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possessing nuclear weapons, and not to accord to such States or groups 
of States the right to participate in the ownership, control or use of 
nuclear weapons. In contrast to the United States proposals, our 
Soviet proposals on non-proliferation do not prescribe the examination 
of any matters relating to a veto, either of the USSR or of the United 
States or of any other country, since no need for it arises or can arise. 
The Soviet draft treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons 
fully guarantees that none of the non-nuclear States could “unleash 
nuclear weapons”, however much it might wish to do so, for the 
simple reason that it will not possess these weapons and will not have 
any access to them. These weapons will be, as it were, beyond the 
reach of non-nuclear States, whether they bel<Mig to military blocs 
with nuclear Powers or not. We have every basis for the assertion that 
this will be the best and most effective guarantee against the use of 
nuclear weapons by such a State.

In conclusion, the delegation of the USSR would like to emphasize 
that the Soviet Union is greatly interested in the speediest solution 
of the problem of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. In his report 
to the 23rd Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, 
Mr. Brezhnev, the First Secretary of the Central Committee, cited the 
problem which is occupying the attention of the Eighteen-Nation Com
mittee at the present time as one of the most important measures for 
improving the international situation, strengthening peace and pro
moting international co-operation between the peoples. In his report 
he indicated that the following were some of the steps that needed to 
be taken:

The conclusion of an international treaty on the non-proUferation of nuclear 
weapons; the complete exclusion of the question of the nuclear rearmament of 
the Federal Republic of Germany or its access to nuclear weai>ons in any form; 
the execution of the peoples* wish for the setting-up of nuclear-free zones in 
various parts of the world; the assumption by Sitates possessing nuclear weapons 
of a solemn obligation not to be the first to use them; the conclusion of an agree
ment on the banning of underground nuclear explosions. If put into execution, 
these measures, which are directed against the threait of a nuclear war, would 
clear the way for further advance towards the complete banning and destruction 
of nuclear weapons.^

In this connexion we should like to emphasize that the Soviet Union 
does not regard a treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons 
as a single, isolated measure, but merely as a step along the road to the 
complete banning and destruction of nuclear weapons. I t  is this that 
the peoples of all countries demand.

 ̂The Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XVIII, no. 12, pt. I, p. 13.
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Statement by ACDA Deputy Director Fisher to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, April 5, 
1966 ^

Since no other representative wishes to speak, I  shall make some 
brief remarks in my capacity as representative of the United States. 
Before doing so, however, I  should like to add the congratulations of 
the United States to those which have already been addressed to the 
Soviet Union on its accomplishments in space. Perhaps I  can express 
the hope that soon we at this Committee will be able to congratulate 
each other upon our successes around this table.

I  listened with great interest to the remarks of the representative of 
the Soviet Union.^ His statement was closely reasoned, like all the 
statements of the representative of the Soviet Union, and for that 
reason a full response will not be forthcoming until after the United 
States delegation has been able to make a careful study of the verbatim 
record.

There is one aspect of the Soviet representative’s statement on which 
I  think a few remarks are appropriate at this time. There was one 
theme of reasoning in the Soviet representative’s statement with which 
I  find myself in respectful disagreement. He seemed to be arguing 
that the United States, in strengthening the element of control in its 
draft treaty  ̂ and indicating its intentions regarding the retention of 
a veto over the use of nuclear weapons, is somehow acquiescing in the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons. I  had thought that rather the 
contrary conclusion might be drawn.

I t  is true, as the Soviet representative observed, that in my most 
recent remarks I  pointed out that in considering the types of associa
tion that a nuclear weapon State might have with a non-nuclear 
weapon State we should deal with the most immediate possibility: an 
association in which a nuclear weapon State retains a veto over the 
use of its weapons.^ As the Soviet representative quite rightly pointed 
out, I  did refer to testimony of the Secretary of State and Secretary 
of Defense before Committees of the United States Congress indicat
ing that in the plans now under consideration it was contemplated 
that the United States veto would be retained. To me this seems to be 
an indication of greater control over nuclear weapons, not prolifera
tion. We have made quite clear in the treaty amendments that we

" ENDC/PV.255, pp. 29-31.
® Supra.
® Documents on Disarmament^ 19S5, pp. 347-349.
 ̂Ante,yp,184r-im,
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have submitted just what we mean by “control”—and here I  would 
again refer to paragraph (c) of the amended article IV, which states 
that—“ ‘Control’ means right or ability to fire nuclear weapons with
out the concurrent decision of an existing nuclear-weapon State.”  ̂ I  
think that the emphasis not only on the “right” but also on the “abil
ity” to fire nuclear weapons may answer some of the questions which 
the Soviet representative put to us and to which we shall reply in 
more detail later.

To return to the question of veto: the Soviet representative is of 
course quite correct in saying that the United States in exercising its 
veto will be guided by considerations of its national interest. That is 
true, and I  assume that the Soviet Union also will be guided by con
siderations of its national interest in making its decisions with respect 
to its nuclear weapons. That is also true of every delegation aroimd 
this table. The fact that it is a national interest does not mean that 
it is a short-range interest; it does not mean it is somehow a bad inter
est. All of us will, one hopes, be exercising our authority in the light 
of our long-range national interest, which in the case of the United 
States and the USSR is, I  am sure, a long-range mutual interest in the 
preservation of peace and the avoidance of nuclear war.

As regards the references by the Soviet representative to the veto 
and his apparent concern that it is an inadequate method of dealing 
with the problem of nuclear proliferation, I  would submit that my 
colleague did not deal adequately with the fact that in our previous 
presentations we indicated two ways by which a non-nuclear weapon 
State could obtain the ability to start a nuclear war—and that is what 
we are trying to prevent. One way would be that the non-nuclear 
weapon State would obtain control over the nuclear weapons of a 
nuclear weapon State—and I  think I  have said all I  need to say on 
that this morning. The other way would be that the non-nuclear 
weapon State might manufacture its own weapons. In considering 
that possibility—and we are certainly not oblivious to it—we should 
examine the revised language in article I  paragraph 2 (a, b), under 
which the nuclear weapon States would agree—

Not to provide to any non-nuclear weapon State or a^oeiation oif such States—

(a) assistance in the manufacture of nuclear weapons, in preparations for 
such manufacture, or in the testing of nuclear weapons; or

(b) encouragement or inducement to manufacture or otherwise acquire its 
own nuclear weapons.

Our Soviet colleague expresses concern at what he refers to as physi
cal access—and here I  might repeat the observation I  made on 22

 ̂Ante, pp. 159-160.
256-6193* 0 — 67-------15
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March  ̂ that the term “access” is not used in resolution 2028 (XX) 
To meet his concern I  would respectfully submit—and this is said in 
a spirit of friendship, not of contention— t̂hat we should address our
selves to an undertaking whereby the nuclear weapon States would 
agree not to help a non-nuclear weapon State take the steps referred 
to in paragraph 2 of article I, and whereby the non-nuclear weapon 
States would agree not to take the steps referred to in paragraph 2 of 
article I I—steps which, as Mrs. Myrdal pointed out,  ̂precede the man
ufacture and the ultimate action which we all want to prevent: the use 
of nuclear weapons.

The Soviet representative expressed concern about nuclear escala
tion, In the United States we use a slang expression for i t : “the slip
pery slope”. I  detected—and I  hope I  am not putting words into his 
mouth—a concern not so much about what we intended to do in any 
of these contexts, but that this might lead to something else, which in 
turn might lead to something further, and that we should arrive at a 
situation which he did not seem to find comfortable. And I  must con
fess that I  should not be comfortable either about the kind of situa
tion he described. But my answer is that if we negotiate a treaty, the 
edge of that slope will be clearly delimited by solemn obligations un
dertaken by the parties to the treaty. We can view the “slippery 
slope” argument with that in mind.

That concludes the remarks I  wished to make in my capacity as 
representative of the United States. I  would only repeat that I  shall 
study the Soviet representiaitive’s observ^itions in the verbatim record 
and that the United States delegation will doubtless wish to comment 
further on them.

Interview by Premier Chou With Karachi 'Dawn 
Correspondent {Extract}, April 10, 1966

Q 6: The Geneva Disarmament Conference seems to he making
no progress even on the limited question of a treaty to halt the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons. What is the view of China with 
regard to a xoorld disarmament conference as proposed hy the UN

 ̂Ante, p. 163.
* Documents an Disarmament, 1965, pp. 532-534.

pp. 56-57.
* Karachi Dauon, Apr. 27,1966.
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General Assembly last year? Do you have any suggestions on how 
to hring ahout meaningful world talks on disarmament?

A : I t is the common desire of all peace-loving countries and peo
ples to completely prohibit and thoroughly destroy the nuclear 
weapons and thus remove the threat of a nuclear war for good. At 
the current Disarmament Conference in Geneva, the United States 
and the Soviet Union are working for the “prevention of nuclear 
proliferation” in order to consolidate their own nuclear monopoly, 
deprive other countries of the legitimate right to develop nuclear 
weapons for self-defence, and thus make it possible for them to con
duct nuclear blackmail and threats everywhere. This is a great con
spiracy against all peace-loving countries and peoples, and particu
larly those in Asia and Africa. We Afro-Asian countries must 
heighten our vigilance and not be taken in.

Last year the UN General Assembly adopted a resolution calling 
for a world disarmament conference.^ We understand that some coun
tries supported this proposal out of a sincere concern for world peace. 
But US imperialism has ulterior motives in advertising this resolu
tion far and wide. While prating about so-called disarmament, it 
is madly expanding its armaments, intensifying its aggression against 
Viet-Nam and preparing to spread the flames of war to China. In 
these circumstances is it not a mockery to sit together with the United 
States to discuss disarmament?

In our opinion, a world disarmament conference in the present cir
cumstances will yield no useful, practical results and will only provide 
US imperialism with a smoke-screen of peace under which it will 
freely expand its war of aggression against Viet-Nam. I f  the United 
States sincerely desires disarmament, it should first of all immediately 
stop its aggression against Viet-Nam, withdraw all its armed forces 
from Viet-Nam and let the Viet-Namese people settle their own prob
lems. Otherwise, all the US cries for disarmament are empty talk, 
not worth a penny.

Q 6: There is considerable talk in some countries about a guar
anteê '̂  to non-nuclear Powers against an attach from a nuclear Power, 
What are the views of the People"̂ s Republic of China on this matter? 
Do you have any suggestions on hoio iest to reassure the non-nuclear 
Tuitions about their fears of a nuclear attack?

A: Indeed there has recently been much talk by some nuclear 
Powers about a “guarantee” to non-nuclear Powers against an attack 
from a nuclear Power. All such talk presupposes the “prevention of 
nuclear proliferation.” That is to say, those nuclear Powers would

 ̂Documents on Disarmament^ 1965, p. 585.
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bestow protection upon non-nuclear nations on the condition that they 
themselves monopolize and produce nuclear weapons while others are 
forbidden to possess them. This is a sheer fraud designed to induce 
non-nuclear nations to join a treaty “preventing nuclear prolifera
tion”. Far from having a genuine concern for the security of non
nuclear nations, those nuclear Powers seek to gain control over it. 
According to them, non-nuclear nations would have security if they 
obey them, and they would not have security, if they do not obey them. 
Such security is in fact the greatest insecurity.

A world in whi<3ih the countries are divided into those possessing 
nuclear weapons and those not allowed to possess them will have no 
equality and will never be safe. The best way to ensure non-nuclear 
nations against a nuclear attack is the complete prohibition and thor
ough destruction of nuclear weapons. On this question, the Chinese 
Government has already put forward its proposal.^ We believe that 
our proposal remains the only rational one for solving the problem 
of nuclear weapons.

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Myrdal) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Cessation of 
Nuclear Tests, April 14, 1966 ^

The Swedish delegation very much appreciates the fact that at this 
meeting and the next one we are to consider collateral measures. 
Among them is the test-ban issue, on which during this session we 
have as yet hardly moved forward in our negotiations. I t  is, however, 
high time that we took a closer look at the possibilities of reaching an 
agreement, as we have been directed to do by the General Assembly 
of the United Nations in terms of urgency.^ Certain suggestions were 
made by the Swedish delegation on 10 March;  ̂ and even before I  
heard the comments made by the representative of the United States, 
Mr. Fisher, on 4 April ®— t̂hose comments are the only ones we have 
heard so far, and I  need not assure my colleagues that we are eagerly 
looking forward to hearing more—I had wanted to get an oppor-

' m a ., 1964, p. 455.
" ENDC/PV.256, pp. 4r-9.
* Documefits on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 623-624.
* Ante, pp. 133-139.
® Ante, pp. 194-199.
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tunity to supplement my earlier statement with a few remarks in 
order to facilitate consideration of the whole subject and to avoid 
possible misunderstandings.

The first clarification which seems to be necessary refers to the 
nature of the procedure which I  called “verification by challenge” 
and which was really an extension of proposals contained in the Joint 
Memorandum of 16 April 1962 by the eight non-aligned members of 
the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament.^ A clear distinc
tion should be made between the terms “verification by challenge” and 
“inspection by challenge”, as the former concept, which I  used on 10 
March, is considerably wider than the latter. I t  does not 'per se raise 
any demand for inspections, but neither does it exclude them. I t  is 
thus not quite correct to assume, as Mr. Fisher did at the outset of 
his comments, that I  have suggested “verification by challenge” in 
order to present it as an “alternative to on-site inspections”.

But it is true, of course, that all our endeavours in regard to a test 
ban, including the informal collaboration of certain national seismo- 
logical observation stations, are directed towards reducing the need 
for controls of a direct, admittedly fairly obtrusive, kind. I  shall 
return to the question of inspections in a little while; but, in order to 
understand better the general character of the procedure and the 
implications of our suggestions, some moments must be devoted to an 
exercise of imagination, trying to picture rather concretely the whole 
range of hypothetical situations which might occur once we had a 
treaty prohibiting underground test explosions.

In a broad way the entire process which is unfolded if seismic 
recordings from different parts of the world seem to arouse suspicions 
that an underground nuclear test explosion might have occurred can 
be thought of as a continuance of “challenges”. In the beginning it 
may consist of informal exchanges of views based on some teleseismic 
findings which it has not been possible to write off as clearly having 
been caused by natural earth tremors. Differences in scientific sophis
tication among different States interested in the upholding of a test-ban 
treaty may be of importance in this connexion. It is to be expected 
that in many cases informal questions will be met by spontaneous 
explanations, perhaps proffering close-in records from seismic sta
tions in the neighbourhood of the event. For developments which 
have so far been made, no special formulae or prearranged procedures 
will be needed.

We might have to foresee, however, that sometimes doubts would 
not be cleared away in this informal manner. Mr. Fisher rightly 
pointed out that fairly great numbers of “unclear” events might not

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. I, pp. 334r-336.
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at our present level of knowledge be excluded from suspicion on purely 
seismic grounds. I  venture to state, however, that in order to classify 
an event as “suspicious” rather than just “unclear” one would have 
recourse to several indications in addition to what the seismic signals 
per se contributed to such a judgement. Such an indication might 
be whether the location was one where tests would be likely or totally 
unlikely to occur. I  would suggest that even if many unclear events 
occurred, for instance, in Iceland, nobody would be moved to voice 
suspicions of clandestine nuclear tests. And there are of course other 
even less tangible signs to go by.

Such a selection of “suspicious events” with the use of various guides 
for probability judgements would have to be resorted to, I  submit, 
whether the next step contemplated were a request for inspections or, 
as I  assume to be preferable, at least for this stage, a request, albeit 
in formal terms, for clarification. Such a request would constitute 
a formalized “challenge”, and I  think we would agree that the only 
body competent to make such a formal “challenge” should be a 
government party to the treaty—or several such governments. A 
quite considerable responsibility must be attached to the “challenger” ; 
the “challenge” should be used only for obtaining information about 
seemingly important events. The challenging government which 
takes upon itself to voice suspicions should be expected also to furnish 
documentation for establishment of the event and explanation of its 
suspicions. The replies, which in turn would be expected to provide 
new documentary evidence, should in this Way be matched by docu
mented queries. A balance of responsibilities must be presupposed— 
and that is a feature that was not sufficiently clarified in my earlier 
presentation.

Finally, the “challenge” may be thought of as entering an ultimate 
stage: that is, when a party to the treaty is so dissatisfied that it is be
coming prepared to give notice of withdrawal from the treaty obliga
tions—such withdrawal in any case being the only sanction available 
against a breach of the treaty. As that party must base such a de
cision on its strong conviction that clandestine testing by another 
party has created the extraordinary event jeopardizing its national 
security,^ it must also be ready to provide the documentation for 
these suspicions that should accompany its “explanatory memoran
dum” to the Security Council, in consequence of our proposal that 
such notification of intention of withdrawal should be made. I t  is 
that threat of withdrawal, amply supported by documentation, which 
should be considered as the decisive challenge that might induce an 
accused party to invite some inspection. I  want to stress the severe

m s ,  p. 293.
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character of such a challenge, and I  can only express my regret if I  
was not sufficiently clear on this point in my earlier statement.

Let me hasten to add that the procedure which we have called 
“verification by challenge” would provide a useful foundation for a 
test ban treaty whether or not it ended with a deterrent in the form 
of obligatory on-site inspections— t̂he ultimate deterrent or sanction 
in any case being the risk that the treaty was being abrogated. And 
even if an obligatory inspection has been demanded in a certain case 
the earlier steps in such a consultation process as I  have indicated will 
have their value for the challenged party. This process may, for in
stance, have led to enough clarification—for example, through close- 
in data— t̂o reduce the size of the area to be inspected.

I  may perhaps therefore be permitted to turn to the representative 
of the United States, who holds to this requirement of inspections, 
with the argument that an ordinance about on-site inspections could 
be introduced at the tail-end of what I  have called the process of chal
lenge. And, within parentheses, may I  ask: What is a demand for 
inspection if not a challenge? How are the events to be inspected 
chosen if not by the same process of judging certain events to be 
more suspicious than others? And what is the sanction, in case an 
inspection should prove a party’s guilt, if not the same withdrawal 
from the treaty as might follow a defiance of repeated challenges?

In the opposite case, if the agreed will of the parties were to forgo 
recourse to obligatory inspections, the process of challenging would be 
a feature that would evolve practically spontaneously. May I  reiterate 
that I  am not here taking a position in regard to such inspections, but 
just want to stress that the construction holds whether obligatory in
spections are included or not. Turning in the case of this second pos
sibility rather to the representative of the Soviet Union, may I  assure 
him that any fear would be unfounded that through the concept of 
‘Verification by challenge” we might be introducing inspections by, so 
to speak, the back door if the front door of a treaty were closed to 
obligatory ones. I f  obligatory inspections are not to be included, the 
treaty need not even mention ‘‘inspections” at all. I t might be suf
ficient to include in the withdrawal clause some such phrase as the 
following:
If satisfactory explanations have not been forthcoming despite demands for them 
by a government party to the treaty, this government shall have the right to 
withdraw from the treaty if it decides that extraordinary events related to the 
subject matter of the treaty have jeopardized the supreme interests of its coun
try. It shall give notice of such withdrawal to all other signatory and acceding 
States 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 jeopardized its supreme interests.
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That is actually a passage from a well-known treaty, with some 
slight changes. Under some such formula a government which would 
be averse to a demand for inspection, even an implicit one in terms 
of a more or less persistent “challenge”, would be free to act accord
ing to its best judgement in casu. Another government might use in
vitation to inspection as one method by which to exculpate itself. 
Only practical experience need decide this point. No government 
would need to raise in advance obstacles to the very conclusion of such 
a treaty as long as it was willing to shoulder the constituent obliga
tion : not to conduct underground nuclear test explosions.

Having tried to make clear the neutral character of the concept of 
“verification by challenge”, I  must be allowed to voice my own appre
hension and that of many others that the great Powers are raising too 
many difficulties in the way of . reaching an agreement on a comprehen
sive test ban—an agreement that is so definitely in the interests of all 
of us. May I  quote a very unsophisticated proverb: “Where there’s 
a will, there’s a way” ? I t  may not be the way which the Swedish 
delegation has tried to indicate; but some way might easily be found— 
provided, of course, that the obstacles are not political.

The Swedish delegation finds it necessary to raise a second point, 
which seems not to have been placed sufficiently in focus: that is, that 
an agreement to ban underground tests is of great concern to many 
States, not to just a few. The ideas that are held particularly in rela
tion to on-site inspections as the chief instrument for ensuring that 
such a treaty would be upheld seem still to treat the matter as if it were 
a question of just two sides, two “adversary” parties to the treaty. 
This thought-pattern obviously developed during an earlier period 
when the three-Power Conference—and the very name is indicative— 
was studying the test-ban issue. Now, however, we are in search of an 
institutional framework that takes into consideration a great number 
of parties to such a treaty.

The non-proliferation aspect of a comprehensive test ban calls for a 
reorientation. Our scheme of challenging suspected parties lends it
self, I  believe, quite well to application not only to the existing nuclear 
weapon countries but also to what are sometimes called would-be nu
clear weapon countries. I t  also would create a right for them to voice 
suspicions that some Power might be changing the course of events by 
again stepping up the armaments race. How would a pattern relying 
only on obligatory inspections handle these cases? Should all signa
tories be exposed to the same number of inspections? Who should
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have the right to ask for them—should any and all parties to the treaty 
have such a right? And what about the right to conduct them—or 
should that responsibility be delegated only to some? We have to 
remind ourselves that we have, as I  believe, given up the idea of having 
an international commission take on such responsibilities. Is it not 
then in everybody’s interest to have a procedure such as challenging 
which would be of more general applicability than inspections in locô  
to resort to as the more regular feature ?

One third and final point. Having considered several varying pos
sibilities of drawing up an agreement for prohibiting underground 
nuclear tests, I  have been struck by the seemingly imperative necessity 
to have such a ban laid down in a treaty which is formally separated 
from the Moscow Agreement on the partial test ban. This springs to 
the foreground as soon as we recognize that withdrawal is the only 
sanction against possible violation. And we must all be desirous that, 
even if uncertainties should prevail regarding underground tests to 
such an extent that abrogation threatened, this should not be allowed 
to place the Moscow Agreement also in jeopardy, thus opening anew 
the whole gamut of testing possibilities. I t  has seemed to me neces
sary to draw attention to this problem at this early stage, as several 
delegations may be occupied in tentative drafting of the underground 
test ban.

Such a test ban we must achieve, and we must achieve it in this 
session. When we recall our United Nations assignment it is evident 
that we have no right to work solely on one possibilitjr, the prospect of 
concluding a non-proliferation agreement. Even if that prospect is 
not as dim as it has hitherto seemed to be, we must also proceed with 
the comprehensive test ban and, I  hope, other collateral measures such 
as a halt of production of fissionable materials for weapons purposes. 
I t is to be hoped that we shall from now on sit down in serious negotia
tions about the details of an underground test-ban treaty and that we 
shall in our own countries begin to prepare public opinion for a por
tentous decision in regard to testing.

May I  just clothe my concern in the United Nations warning to us 
in resolution 2032 (X X ), “Noting with regret that notwithstanding 
these resolutions nuclear weapon tests have taken place”, and also its 
challenging reminder that the General Assembly is “Mindful of the 
crucial importance of a comprehensive test ban to the issue of non
proliferation of nuclear weapons”.
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Statement by ACDA Pirector Foster to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee (Extract): Fissionable 
Materials Cutoff, Transfer, and Demonstrated Destruc
tion of Nuclear Weapons, April 14, 1966 ^

I  have listened with great interest to the statement made today by 
the leader of the Swedish delegation, Mrs. Myrdal. I  shall study 
her thoughtful and interesting comments when they appear in the 
verbatim record. As usual, she has provided us with much food for 
thought.

Today, in directing the attention of this Conference to collateral 
measures, we are recognizing the urgency of achieving some real 
progress in our efforts to halt the nuclear arms race. We are seeking 
to accomplish such reductions as are possible in today’s world, while 
awaiting agreement on how we can make progress toward general 
and complete disarmament.

When we come to discuss the provisions of article I I I  of the United 
States draft treaty on non-proliferation,^ we shall be dealing with the 
safeguards that we seek to have nations accept in connexion with 
their peaceful applications of nuclear energy. Whenever we discuss 
safeguards, the question inevitably arises as to a balance between 
the obligations to be undertaken by the nuclear weapon States and 
those to be undertaken by the non-nuclear weapon States.

This statement today by the United States delegation deals precisely 
with the safeguards that would apply to the nuclear weapon States 
under our proposal to halt the production of fissionable material for 
weapons use, to transfer a total of 100,000 kilograms of U-235 to 
peaceful uses under safeguards, and to destroy the thousands of nu
clear weapons from which the material for such a transfer would be 
obtained.^ The stated offer includes a willingness to add plutonium 
in agreed amounts obtained from the destroyed weapons to the trans
fer to peaceful uses, if the Soviet Union will do likewise. Thus the 
total amount of fissionable material transferred to peaceful purposes 
would be somewhat greater than 100,000 kilograms.

I  stress this measure for two reasons. Firs^t, it is indeed most ger
mane to the non-proliferation treaty that we are considering. I  should 
point out that the United States position has not changed, that the

 ̂BNDO/PV.256, pp. 10-17.
* Documents on Disarmmnent, 1965, pp. 347-349; ante, pp. 159-160. 
® Ihid.y 196Ĵ , p. 8; ante, p. 7.
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entry into force of a non-proliferation treaty should not be condi
tioned upon entry into force of other measures which have been pro
posed for halting the nuclear arms race. A t the same time, the United 
States recognizes that if we are to halt the nuclear arms race— n̂ot just 
for a moment but lastingly—we must have a programme of related 
measures in addition to a non-proliferation treaty, and we must begin 
to work on them in the same detail as we have been working on a 
non-proliferation treaty.

This necessity is recognized both in the fifth paragraph of the pre
amble und in the second paragraph of article VI of the United States 
draft treaty. In  the preamble the parties to the treaty would express 
their desire “to achieve effective agreements to halt the . . . arms 
race, and to reduce armaments, including particularly nuclear ar
senals”. Article VI provides that after a period of time, which is to 
be agreed, following entry into force of the treaty, two-thirds of the 
parties may call a conference of signatories “in order to review the 
operation of the treaty” I  believe one of the topics the parties would 
be entitled to consider in this review would be how well we were 
carrying out the intention, expressed in the preamble, of halting the 
arms race and reducing nuclear arsenals.

The second reason for emphasizing today the cut-off, transfer, and 
demonstrated destruction proposal is that it provides an excellent 
example of the kind of safeguards which nuclear weapon States should 
be called upon to accept as part of the task of halting the arms race.

The problem of adequate verification of arms control measures has 
consistently thwarted our efforts to reach agreement. I t  is not alto
gether surprising that this should be so. From time to time within 
the United States Government, as we have studied possible courses 
of action in the direction of disarmament, we have had to consider 
how the intentional or inadvertent disclosure of classified informa
tion could be used against us militarily, and we recognize that other 
States may have similar concerns.

For its part, however, the Soviet Union has branded virtually all 
of our efforts to design arrangements providing necessary assurances 
as attempts to gain an opportunity for espionage—and it has appar
ently done that without any real analysis of the relative need and sim
plicity of these verification proposals. We continue to hope that the 
Soviet Union will soon recognize that there is quite another perspective 
in which inspection for verification can and should be viewed. A State 
cannot responsibly enter into international commitments which lim
it its own freedom of action in important security areas unless it 
feels confident that its own restraint is being matched by that of other 
parties to the agreement. Let us face this squarely. We are involved
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in an area where fundamental security interests are at stake— t̂he area 
of nuclear weapon defence.

The United Staites earnestly seeks nuclear arms control measures 
to increase its own security and the security of other States. But if 
these measures are to have the desired effect of increasing international 
stability and decreasing the chance of a nuclear war ever taking 
place, it is essential that a party should have reasonable confidence 
that the other parties are carrying out their end of the bargain. In 
the case of an agreement where purely national means of verification 
are not deemed adequate, we seek to define and obtain only the mini
mum amount of inspection needed to let the parties know that the 
agreement is being fulfilled.

In the case of the cut-off in production of fissionable material and 
destruction of weapons, the necessary associated verification measures 
are simple, practical and unobtrusive. There is absolutely no basis 
for attempting to dismiss them as a scheme for espionage. However, 
the United States does not propose any particular arms control meas
ure merely because its verification would be simple and practical. We 
seek measures that have intrinsic value— t̂hat will contribute to peace 
and security and to our ultimate goal of general and complete 
disarmament.

Most delegations here have acknowledged the importance of the 
cut-off and weapons destruction measure; but some delegations have 
voiced opinions that would seem to deny that what we are proposing 
is significant. To assert that the cut-off, transfer, and weapons de
struction proposal ‘‘has nothing in common with disarmament” 
amounts to stating that slowing down has nothing to do with stop
ping. Had the cut-off of production of fissionable materials been 
negotiated when it was first proposed, the United States arsenal of 
weapons today would have been a fraction of its present size. With
out a halt in the near future, nuclear stockpiles are bound to grow 
ever larger, adding to the vast amounts of potential death and 
destruction.

Our proposal goes beyond a halt, significant as that is, and seeks 
an initial reduction in these nuclear stocks. To assert that ‘‘only ob- 
so l^en t weapons would be destroyed” is to overlook the fact that a 
halt in production, and the destruction of thousands of weapons, add 
up to a net reduction of these weapons. Included in the weapons to 
be destroyed would be bombs and warheads of a class that have a 
death-dealing potential which the world fortunately has not experi
enced. Furthermore, the fissionable material in them, with a half- 
life of 700 million years in the case of U-235 and 24,000 years in the 
case of plutonium, will virtually never be obsolete as sources of great 
amounts of energy—whether used peacefully or in weapons.
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We challenge also the validity of the Soviet assertion that the de
stroyed weapons would simply be replaced by utilizing the large re
maining stocks of fissionable materials. Is the Soviet Union saying 
it has over-produced fissionable material beyond its weapon require
ments to the extent that 40,000 kilograms of U-235 would not be 
missed ? I f  so, we should be pleased if the Soviet Union would propose 
an increase in the amount to be transferred by its side. In proposing 
a transfer of 60,000 versus 40,000 kilograms, the United States has 
sought to reach numbers large enough to make substantial cuts into 
the total stocks available for weapons. At the same time, our pro
posal would not place either side in an intolerable situation of uncer
tainty in view of the limited amount of information that would be 
disclosed by the system of verification that we are proposing.

Let me now describe the kinds of safeguards that the United States 
believes are appropriate to the significance of the cut-off  ̂ transfer, 
and weapons destruction proposal. In doing so, I  shall not attempt 
to describe the complete system of safeguards. I  shall rather give a 
few additional details regarding the kinds of inspection that our stud
ies have shown to be adequate. We would emphasize that these de
scriptions are intended to stimulate discussion, and not to present a 
fixed position. We welcome further discussion on the topic of inspec
tion for verification of this measure. We are certain that the capa
bility of generating helpful ideas to provide adequate assurances that 
agreements are being honoured is not to be found exclusively in any 
one country.

Our technical specialists have studied, for example, the problem of 
verifying that plutonium production reactors shut down in compliance 
with either a production cut-off or reciprocal plant-by-plant reduc
tions remain shut between visits of inspectors. Two alternatives have 
been investigated. In one case, access would be permitted to the work
ing faces of the reactor itself. In the other, access would be permit
ted only to the exterior of the reactor building or buildings. When 
access is permitted to the reactor, we believe that visits by inspectors to 
the reactor could be scheduled at intervals separated by several months, 
requiring perhaps a week for the initial visit and one or two days for 
subsequent visits.

The shutdown monitoring system they would utilize includes 
basically four simple concepts: First, target material is placed in a 
reactor core to become radioactive in the event of reactor operation. 
Second, a “safing tape” or wire fixes the location of the target mate
rial within the reactor so as to be subject to the reactor’s neutron flux, 
if any. Third, the tape is so fabricated that it is unique, and hence 
any substitution of the tape can be detected. Fourth, an exterior seal 
at each end of the channel containing the tape provides the inspection
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team with assurance that the wire or tapes has remained in its fixed 
location between inspections.

The target material—for example, cobalt—is introduced into the 
‘‘safing tape” and would be activated approximately linearly with 
exposure to neutrons. The resulting radioactivity, if any, could be 
read with standard radiation detection meters.

This system is described in further detail in a working paper which 
we are submitting today with the request that it be circulated as a 
document of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament.^ 
Again I  would emphasize that it is not our intention to insist on this 
or any other inspection method or procedure at this time. We offer 
the paper so that the details of what we have been studying can be 
considered and conmiented on by others.

We have also studied possible alternative procedures where access 
might be limited to the exterior of the reactor buildings. Such a 
limit could possibly be the external fences surrounding the buildings, 
if such fences were within 100 or 200 metres of the buildings them
selves. Under such circumstances, we believe there is a reasonable 
chance that a reactor could be monitored satisfactorily by granting 
near-continuous random access to the perimeter fence. Such access 
would have to be available on about one hour’s notice at any time. 
The field inspectors would be equipped with neutron and gamma ray 
detectors as well as equipment sensitive to radiation in the infra-red 
portion of the spectrum. Each of these devices is of standard design 
and all are familiar to qualified electronic technicians the world over.

The inspection procedures we describe could be utilized by whatever 
inspection organization was charged with carrying out the inspection. 
The International Atomic Energy Agency has already developed 
some procedures for monitoring reactors in operation, and more needs 
to be done in this area. The Working Paper submitted by the United 
States in June 1964 outlines the procedures we believe to be necessary 
to monitor other facilities that would be involved in a cut-off of pro
duction of fissionable material for weapons.^ We are continuing to 
study these suggested methods in order to provide greater detail on 
some future occasion, and we hope that other nations are also giving 
careful consideration to these problems.

Our proposal to destroy nuclear weapons to obtain fissionable mate
rial for transfer to peaceful uses is another example that the proce
dures we have suggested for consideration are designed to take proper 
account of the need to protect the sensitive elements of the design of 
nuclear weapons. These suggested procedures have been outlined

 ̂Infra.
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before; but let me describe in somewhat more detail the kind of dem
onstration process we have in mind. Again I  would emphasize that 
the United States does not intend to prejudice future discussion of this 
subject by advocating any one method of demonstrated destruction. 
Rather it is our intention to encourage discussion by providing enough 
detail to focus attention on the kinds of problems that must be worked 
out if we are to reach agreements in which all parties can participate 
with confidence.

A facility for demonstrated destruction of nuclear weapons would 
probably consist of a receiving compound, buildings for weapons dis
assembly enclosed by a security fence, and an assay laboratory for 
verifying the actual amounts of fissionable materials yielded by the 
destruction process. In this way, the total proposal—including cut
off, destruction, and transfer aspects—is keyed to the fissionable 
material.

Prior to the introduction of a batch of weapons for processing, 
inspection personnel would make a walk-through tour of the complete 
facility to observe that no weapon components or materials were in
side. A batch of weapons would then be moved into the receiving 
compound and inspectors would be permitted visual access to the 
exterior of the weapons, affording an opportunity to count them, and 
perhaps also to weigh them.

At this point inspectors would retire beyond the security fence but 
would continue to have access to the perimeter, affording an oppor
tunity to check all movements of material into and out of the ex
ternal fences.

As a result of the disassembly and destruction process, fissionable 
material would be brought out through the security fence from time 
to time to an assay laboratory, where it would be carefully weighed, 
its isotope composition would be determined, and it would then be 
placed under International Atomic Energy Agency or equivalent 
international safeguards to assure its use for peaceful purposes only. 
Non-nuclear components would be reduced to a state of rubble that 
would not disclose classified information and would be shipped out 
of the facility for final disposal. Such disposal could, for example, 
consist of deep-ocean burial.

At the conclusion of the processing a batch of weapons, inspectors 
would again be granted access to the inside of the entire facility to 
observe that no material has been withheld. This is a simple, straight
forward procedure which allows no possibility for espionage, requires 
no visits to other sites or installations, and in fact protects that in
formation properly classified in the interests of national security.

In  conclusion, let me express the hope that by going into some 
detail about the operations of the type of inspection system which
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the United States would wish to have considered in connexion with 
measures to halt the arms race and reduce nuclear arsenals, we have 
made it clear that we are sincere in attempting to provide for only 
that verification which is necessary to meet the security needs of the 
participating countries. We apply this principle both to non-nuclear 
weapon States and to States possessing nuclear weapons.

The obligation of all of us to reach an accord that can reduce the 
nuclear threat requires compromise by all sides. We hope that our 
remarks today will be viewed in a spirit of accommodation which 
will result in the acceptance of reasonable safeguards by the nuclear 
weapon States. We further believe that the non-nuclear weapon 
States represented here will agree that such safeguards are in no way 
less appropriate than those we would seek to have accepted by them. 
We would welcome further comments on this proposed measure from 
all delegations, and particularly from those non-nuclear weapon 
States which have stressed the need to make a start in reducing exist
ing arsenals.

U.S. Working Paper Submitted to the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee: An Inspection Method for 
Verifying the Status of Shutdown Plutonium Produc
tion Reactors, April 14,1966 ^

I .  I n t r o d u c t io n

This paper describes technical aspects of one possible method of 
determining that reactors for the proiduction of plutonium that are 
shutdown in compliance with an arms control or disarmament agree
ment have remained so between visits of inspectors. This method is 
presented as an example and is intended to encourage discussion of 
this and other possible methods for such verification.

II. D e sc r ip t io n  of t h e  T e c h n iq u e

The shutdown monitoring system basically includes four simple 
concepts:

1. Target material placed in a reactor case will become raxiioactive 
in the event of reactor operation.

2. A wire or tape fixes the position of the target material within 
the reactor so as to be subject to the reactor’s neutron flux, if any.

^ENDC/174, Apr. 14, 1966.
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3. The tape is so fabricated that it is unique and hence any sub
stitution of the tape can be detected.

4. An exterior seal at each end of the channel provides the inspec
tion team assurance that the wire or tape will have remained in its 
fixed position between inspections.

In the system, the target material, e.g. cobalt, is contained within 
the wire or tape. The latter is designed to reveal any attempt to 
break and rejoin it. Special fittings have been designed to enhance 
the integrity of the juncture of the safing band and the exterior seal (s).

An international inspection team of two professional-level and two 
technician-level specialists can install the system without damage to 
the reactor given about one week’s access to the operating face(s) of 
the reactor. Eetum inspections, spaced several months apart and 
involving checking of seals and replacement of some of the monitor- 
tapes, can be carried out in one or two days.

The target material will be activated approximately linearly with 
exposure to neutrons. The radioactivity, if any, can be read with 
standard radiation detection meters.

The in-reactor safing bands establish a known fixed location for the 
neutron detector material within the reactor core. To insure that re
moval would be detected, any attempt to repair a break or cut in the 
band must be discernible to the inspection team.

The primary device developed for this purpose is a bimetallic wire 
formed by the co-extrusion of a jacket material over a lower-melting- 
point core material. The latter is introduced in wire form together 
with small quantities of other materials in finer wires. The materials 
used are natural cobalt for neutron sensitivity and timgsten for X-ray 
opaqueness. The co-extruded wire is flattened to a tape a few mil
limeters thick. An X-ray pattern of the random orientation of the fine 
timgsten strands within the band produces a “fingerprint”. The dif
ferent melting points of the core and the jacket of the bimetallic band 
will cause flaws to be introduced if repair of cuts is attempted.

The function of the exterior seals is to provide assurance that the 
safing band could not be removed in its entirety without costly dis
assembly of the reactor itself. A proper choice of location for install
ing the safing tape can maximize the effort that would be required to 
disassemble the reactor core.

The concept employed is that of enclosing randomly oriented metal
lic particles in the exterior seals in a three dimensional form not sub
ject to reproduction. A seal is formed by mixing the powder and 
catalyst of a commercially available epoxy resin. The syrupy trans
lucent material is then formed around metal turnings and other random 
particles. The “fingerprint” of the epoxy seal is recorded by photog
raphy and radiography from two or more aspects. Before- and
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after- photographs and radiographs are compared to determine that 
the seal has not been tampered with.

The Host Nation would provide a liner tube of reasonably non- 
corrosive metal extending completely through the reactor core and 
protruding a few centimeters beyond the exterior hardware of both 
process faces. This provides protection to the reactor and facilitates 
installation of safing bands, seals, and a flat safing plate “washer” at 
each end of the tube. The washer covers the area of the surrounding 
lattice positions radially in each direction and protects the reactor 
face as well as provides an orientation base for the seal and subsequent 
photographs and radiographs of it.
** Other variations of safing bands and seals are feasible and worthy 

of consideration as are quite different verification techniques. I t  is 
believed, however, that the techniques described can serve as an ade
quate example of a solution to the problem of verification of shutdown 
production reactors.

Statement by ACDA Director Foster to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee: Regional Arms Limi
tations, April 19, 1966 ^

I t  happens that our meeting today coincides with the reconvening 
in Mexico City of the Preparatory Commission which is drafting a 
treaty to maintain Latin America as a nuclear-free zone.  ̂ The initia
tive of the Latin-American countries in seeking a Latin-American 
nuclear-free zone is an outstanding example of regional activity to 
limit and control armaments. My Government fully supports that 
effort. I t  illustrates the constructive possibilities open to groups of 
countries when they co-operate in making a joint assessment of their 
national and regional security needs.

In our discussions of late we have concentrated mainly on halting 
and turning back the nuclear arms race. This is, of course, as it 
should be. The United Nations has asked us to give priority to ne
gotiation of a non-proliferation treaty, and we are doing so. In Presi
dent Johnson’s message to this Committee on 27 January, the first six 
of his seven proposals deal with nuclear measures.^ At our last 
meeting I  elaborated new means of verification for a cut-off in pro-

 ̂BNDO/PV.257, pp. 15-19.
'’See post, p(p. 255-275.
® Antej pip. 5-8.
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duction of fissionable material and the destruction of nuclear weap
ons.̂

However, our proper emphasis on nuclear measures should not 
deter us from coming to grips with the problems of controlling con
ventional armaments. The seventh point of the programme pro
posed by President Johnson suggests a line of action for making 
progress in this area. The President said:
. . .  as we focus on nuclear arms, let us not forget that resources are being 
devoted to non-nuclear arms races all around the world. These resources might 
better be spent on feeding the hungry, healing the sick and teaching the unedu
cated. The cost of acquiring and maintaining one squadron of supersonic air
craft diverts resources that would build and maintain a university. We sug
gest therefore that countries, on a regional basis, explore ways to limit competi
tion among themselves for costly weapons often sought for reasons of illusory 
prestige. The initiative for arrangements of this kind should, of course, come 
from the regions concerned. The interested countries should undertake not 
to acquire from any source, including production of their own as well as importa
tion from others, military equipment which they proscribe. If such arrange
ments can be worked out and assurance can be given that they will be observed, 
the United States stands ready to respect them.*

We often use the phrase ‘‘conventional armaments” as a means of 
distinguishing them from nuclear armaments. However, there is 
nothing conventional about the death and destruction which can be 
inflicted by modern combat aircraft. They are capable of delivering 
enormous loads of rockets and bombs. Nor is there anything con
ventional about the havoc that can be created by a modem tank de
signed for offensive warfare, or by modem naval vessels.

These and other so-called conventional weapons have resulted in the 
loss of millions of lives. Over 8 million were killed in the First World 
War, over 22 million in the Second World War, and hundreds of 
thousands since the end of the Second World War. No one can ques
tion the vital importance of making progress in controlling conven
tional arms.

I f  progress can be made, the benefits of increased security will ac
crue to both the smaller countries and the larger countries. Both have 
suffered greatly as a result of the conflicts of this century. The uni
versal responsibility for arms control was summed up on 11 May 1965 
at New York by the Nigerian representative to the Disarmament 
Commission. His wise words should be repeated:

At this point, we wish to underline the fact that the elimination of the arma
ments race is not a duty of the major Powers alone. The major Powers possess 
the most dangerous armaments, both in type and in quantity, and it is they

 ̂Supra.
® AntCf pp. 7-8.
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who should give the lead in effecting reductions. But the medium and small 
Powers have a similar duty. There are countries in these categories which are 
making things awkward for themselves, awkward for their neighbours and 
awkward for the world by an arms build-up out of proportion to their legitimate 
security requirements.^

The aim of this Committee is, of course, to consider measures wliich 
will increase the security of States and enhance international stability. 
Accordingly we shall wish to keep in mind any special military situa
tions in various parts of the world. Some smaller countries are con
fronted by serious threats. Indeed, some countries have been sub
jected to external aggression. These countries, unfortunately, have 
been forced to make sacrifices in order to strengthen their defence 
establishments. On the other hand, some countries which have re
cently achieved independence are only now determining the extent of 
the military establishments which will be needed for their security. 
We do not suggest—indeed it would not be proper to suggest— t̂hat 
countries should set low levels for their defence establishments with
out regard to security. Legitimate security needs must be met. 
Eesponsible officials will and should strive to acquire the armaments 
needed, but only the armaments needed, to meet those legitimate 
security requirements.

Regional and international peace is endangered, however, when na
tions seek armaments or weapons systems beyond their defence needs. 
Regrettably, an arms race can be set off by acquisition of weapons of 
excessive range or power. Whether such arms are acquired because of 
an inaccurate national security assessment or because of prestige con
siderations, other nations in the region will, as a result, feel pressure to 
acquire the same or similar weapons. Obviously an arms race of this 
type would create a tragic and unnecessary drain on resources badly 
needed for development. For many countries the exciting and chal
lenging tasks of social, industrial and agricultural growth are just 
beginning. These tasks should not be impeded by the burdens of 
spending for unnecessary armaments.

For its part, the United States has pursued as a fundamental objec
tive the promotion of economic and social development throughout the 
world. I t has contributed billions of dollars to the economic and 
social efforts of other States. I  feel confident that our willingness and 
ability to assist other countries seeking our help will continue. Re
garding future assistance, I  should like to repeat the statement which 
I  made on 17 May 1965 before the United Nations Disarmament 
Commission. I  said:

^Disarmament Commission OffiGial Records: 78th Meeting, p. 22.
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. . .  in providing future assistance, the United States will continue to regard 
favourably efforts by the countries concerned to avoid excessive armament under
takings which would interfere with . . . social and economic development.^

In  the search for regional co-operation to limit armaments certain 
principles might serve as a guide.

First, the arrangement should contain an undertaking by the af
fected countries not to acquire from any source, whether indigenous 
production or importation, those types of military equipment which 
they agree to regulate. These would include the types of equipment 
that the participants decided were not required to meet their security 
needs, after taking into account the effect of the arrangements on other 
nations in the region. Eestrictions would have to be placed on pro
duction as well as importation. I t would serve little purpose if a 
country agreed to forgo importation of certain military equipment 
while at the same time it undertook to manufacture such equipment. 
Nor would a regional arms race be averted if a country within the re
gion agreed to forgo production of certain costly military equipment 
but then imported it from supplier nations.

Second, the initiative for an arrangement should come from within 
the region concerned. We have already seen that constructive initia
tives in regional arms control are possible. This Committee cannot 
itself work out measures for particular regions. I t can, however, pro
vide encouragement and support. Such support might be furnished 
by discussing principles such as the ones I  am suggesting today.

A third guiding principle is that the arrangements should include 
all States in the region whose participation is deemed important by 
the other participants. An arrangement could apply, as agreed by 
the participants, to either an entire region, a sub-region, or any two 
or more countries in the region.

Fourth, potential suppliers should undertake to respect the regional 
arrangement by not supplying the proscribed types of equipment to 
the affected countries. Suppliers would, of course, be free to continue 
to assist in the economic development of the affected countries. They 
could supply equipment of types not proscribed and render other 
types of support and assistance deemed necessary to meet the defence 
and internal security arrangements of the affected countries.

Fifth, the arrangement should contribute to the security of the 
States concerned and to the maintenance of a stable military balance. 
This principle should assist in guarding agaiast any possible attempts 
to use regional arrangements to undermine existing security arrange
ments, contrary to the wishes of the States concerned. In addition, 
the arrangement should contain enough flexibility to permit adjust
ment to major changes in the political-military environment.

 ̂Document8 on Disarmament, 1965, p. 178.
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Sixth, adequate provision should be made for satisfying all inter
ested parties that the arrangement is being respected.

Although I  have suggested several principles which might guide 
the development of regional arrangements for limiting conventional 
armaments, one in particular should be emphasized. This is the prin
ciple that initiatives for regional arrangements should come from 
within the region concerned. Acceptance of the principle will best 
ensure thal/ special regional security problems, of the sort I  have 
already mentioned, will be taken fully into account. This principle 
also contributes to the realization of the aims and aspirations of the 
countries concerned.

Eegional initiatives present an opportunity for those countries to 
play a leading role in the attainment of basic arms control objectives. 
And the realization of such initiatives could enhance the security of 
the region as well as of the rest of the world. I t  could reduce regional 
tensions, promote the constructive utilization of economic resources, 
and contribute to the ultimate achievement of general disarmament.

The United States stands ready to co-operate to the fullest in imple
menting regional arms control arrangements. I t  recognizes the dif
ficulties involved, but the potential benefits of regional arms limita
tions call for renewed efforts to achieve this goal.

President Johnson has summarized the benefits as follows:
It can be a world where nations raise armies, where famine and disease and 

ignorance are the common lot of men, where the poor nations look on the rich 
with envy, bitterness and frustration; where the air is filled with tension and 
hatred.

Or it can be a world where each nation lives in indei>endence, seeking new ways 
to provide a better life for its citizens; a world where the energies of its restless 
peoples are directed toward the works of peace; a world where people are free 
to build a civilization to liberate the spirit of man.̂

Statement by ACDA Director Foster to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee: General and Com
plete Disarmament, April 26, 1966 *

Today, as we continue our search for a common basis for progress 
toward an agreement on general and complete disarmament, we are 
again reminded of the magnitude of this task. We are trying to 
reverse a build-up of arms which has been going on for decades and

 ̂'Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Feb. 7,1966, p. 156. 
’ ENDC/PV.259, pp. 13-20.
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in which nuclear weapons are one of the key elements. This will re
quire radical alterations in national defence strategies, and the recast
ing of military forces. I t  will require the installation of an acceptable 
and dependable control system and, as Mr. Cavalletti has reminded 
us this morning in his eloquent statement, it will also require the 
strengthening of peace-keeping forces and other international institu
tions to guarantee the security of all nations, large and small.

We should keep these considerations in mind as we seek the elimina
tion of nuclear war, which I am sure we all agree is the most urgent 
goal of this Committee. On 15 March of this year the Soviet repre
sentative stressed “nuclear disarmament” as “the crux of the problem 
of general and complete disarmament”.̂  The record shows that the 
United States has pursued this aim persistently since the time it was 
the sole possessor of nuclear weapons and represented the Baruch Plan, 
the first proposal for the control of atomic energy.^

Since 1962 efforts to control nuclear weapons have been a primary 
concern of this Committee. Unfortunately, we have made little prog
ress. One of the reasons has been the refusal by the Soviet Union to 
consider any approach but its own to the question of reducing nuclear 
delivery vehicles. Further, it has refused even to explain this ap
proach, the so-called “nuclear umbrella” proposals Instead, the So
viet Union has insisted that the Committee accept the “umbrella” 
proposal in principle before a working group could be established to 
study practical questions and details. This is hardly an indication 
of readiness—and I  use the Soviet representative’s own words of 15 
March—

. . .  to agree to any reaUstic approach to the order of further work on co-ordinat- 
ing a programme of general and complete disarmament.

There are two specific issues impeding progress on nuclear disarma
ment: the degree and the nature of first-stage reductions of nuclear 
delivery vehicles, and the inspection process which must accompany 
any reduction programme if the security interests of all are to be 
protected. At the same meeting, on 15 March, the Soviet representa
tive again proposed that we organize our debates on general and com
plete disarmament around the proposal of the “nuclear umbrella”. 
On 22 March the representative of Czechoslovakia characterized the 
elimination of nuclear weapons in the first stage, or of nuclear weapons 
and their delivery means simultaneously, as “the only correct path, 
the path which leads to real disarmament”.̂

 ̂Ante, p. 147.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 7-16.

1964f P« 22 (incorporated in the revised Soviet draft treaty of Apr. 28, 
1965, ibid,, 1965, pp. 77-102).

^ENDO/PV. 250, p. 35.
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The United States does not object to radical disarmament measures. 
After all, the United States has proposed a treaty which would ulti
mately eliminate all nuclear weapons and delivery vehicles from na
tional arsenals. The concept of general and complete disarmament is 
inherently a radical one, judged against the course of all human his
tory and traditional views of national sovereignty. The willingness to 
consider, and to take, radical steps is indeed essential to the accomplish
ment of our task.

We do object, however, to radical measures when they are not 
sound or practical. We object to drastic action in the first stage of 
disarmament if it could endanger our security. And we do object to 
being told that there is an “only way”, and that our way is not worth 
considering. Apocalyptic concepts of a world freed at a stroke from 
all nuclear weapons and delivery vehicles may have a certain visionary 
appeal, but they are wholly impractical at this moment in time.

As an example, we heard the representative of the Soviet Union state 
at our meeting on 21 April, that the Soviet proposal—

. . provides for the implementation in the first stage of disarma
ment of such radical measures as the destruction of all”—I  repeat, 
all—‘̂‘nuclear weapon delivery vehicles . . . .”

He went on to say that—
The Soviet Union is also ready to destroy nuclear weapons in the first stage, 

if our partners in the negotiations will agree to this/

Let us recall the long-standing Soviet refusal to permit any inspec
tion for unauthorized armaments until the process of disarmament 
is completed. What would happen to those nations which fulfilled 
their commitment to destroy nuclear weapons if some other nation 
were to evade its obligations ? In  a world largely disarmed of nuclear 
weapons, even a very few illegally-retained weapons would become 
highly significant. Yet, in describing the Soviet approach to disar
mament, the Soviet representative said at the meeting on 15 March:
. . . the essence of our proposal is in practice to exclude, from the very first 
stage of general and complete disarmament, any possibility of a course of events 
in which a State might be able, by halting the disarmament process of its own 
win, to achieve a strategically-advantageous position in relation to other States.*

Let me review again what would happen under the two versions of 
an agreement on general and complete disarmament if either the 
United States or the Soviet Union were unilaterally to hold up the 
process of disarmament at the end of stage I. What nation, if any, 
would gain a strategic advantage in each case ?

 ̂ENDC/PV. 258, pp. ^7.
® Ante, p. 152.
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Under the United States draft,^ all armaments on each side woTild 
be reduced by 30 per cent during the jfirst stage. At the end of the 
stage, therefore, there would be proportionately less in each category 
than at the beginning of the disarmament process. There would be 
no change in relative strengths, so that neither side could gain an ad
vantage by stopping the disarmament process.

Under the amended Soviet draft, all but a small number of nuclear 
missiles on the territories of the United States and the Soviet Union 
would have been destroyed by the end of the first stage.^ I  assume 
there has been no further amendment of the Soviet treaty despite the 
statement by the Soviet representative at our last meeting.® All for
eign bases would have been dismantled, and all troops withdrawn to 
national territories. Conventional armaments would have been re
duced by 30 per cent. Under this situation, abrogation of the agree
ment by the Soviet Union would give it an immediate strategic ad
vantage over less powerful neighbours whose security is in some cases 
now strengthened by the presence of United States military forces.

How can the Soviet Union say, as the Soviet representative did on 
15 March, that the Soviet plan ensures that—
Throughout the process of disarmament the security of aU States—and I stress 
this point—^would be equaUy safeguarded?

The Soviet plan seems to be designed rather to ensure that such sta
bility and security as the world now enjoys as a result of the existing 
balance would be sacrificed in order to improve the position of certain 
powerful States vis-a-vis their smaller neighbours.

That brings me to the second issue which impedes progress on 
nuclear disarmanent: that is, the provision—or lack of it—for adequate 
verification. The attitude of the commimist nations toward verifica
tion reveals a basic dichotomy in their thinking about disarmament. 
On the one hand, when they are talking about reductions, they insist 
that radical steps are imperative. On the other, when it comes to 
arrangements to ensure that the purpose of disarmament is not evaded 
by concealment or new production of armaments, they refuse to con
sider even minimum steps. They appear to be capable of an enormous 
act of faith in their willingness to trust us not to evade an agreement; 
but this appearance of faith dissolves when they discuss the uses 
which they allege the West might make of minimum verification 
arrangements.

The stated Soviet approach to verification is that there should be 
“control over disarmament, not over armaments.” Now if this were

 ̂Documents on Disdrmament, 1965, pp. 111-140.
*/6m2.,pp. 77-X02.
* BNDC/PV. 258, pp. 13-14.
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interpreted, as it could be, to mean that controls should be established 
for the purpose of ensuring that parties to a disarmament agreement 
actually reduce their arms to a certain level, or even that they do not 
increase their arms above a certain kvel, then the United States could 
agree. We have even proposed measures, such as the destruction of 
nuclear weapons in connexion with a cut-off of production of fissionable 
m'a^rials,^ and the B-47/Tu-16 bomber bonfire  ̂under which verifica
tion would simply ensure that armaments were reduced by agreed 
amounts.

But the Soviet Union insists on interpreting “control over disarma
ment” as involving only the certification of destruction of armaments— 
that is, until the process of disarmament is completed. I t  does make 
one exception: in the cas6 of the ‘‘nuclear umbrella” proposal it would 
permit legally-retained missiles to be verified by control posts at 
the launching pads. But what about weapons illegally retained or 
produced?

Does anybody really believe that during most of the disarmament 
process we shall be concerned only with weapons that have already 
been destroyed and those declared as legally retained ? Of course not. 
In the absence of adequate assurance against evasion, the farther we go 
down the road towards complete disarmament the more concerned we 
shall be with the po^ibility of clandestine armaments which can 
threaten our security. During the process of general and complete 
disarmament our confidence in the process, and our confidence that our 
security is not being jeopardized, must rest in large part on firm as
surance that other participants are not maintaining forces larger than 
the agreement calls for.

Clearly the Soviet approach to disarmament is not the only way. 
Statements by the Soviet Union and its allies that ‘‘it is clear” or “it 
has been shown” that the Soviet plan would provide equal security for 
all, and that inspection is not necessary, are mere unsupported asser
tions. I t is not clear because it has not been shown. I  suggest that, 
as long as our efforts continue to be frustrated by a refusal on the 
part of the Soviet Union to take even the most limited verified steps 
towards actual arms limitations, we cannot reasonably expect agree
ment on these radical changes in existing national security arrange
ments which the Soviet Union proposes as a first stage of general and 
complete disarmament.

The reductions proposed by the United States in each stage of gen
eral and complete disarmament are not such as to jeopardize the 
security of any participant. However, they are extremely significant.

 ̂Ante  ̂ip. 7.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1 9 6 pp. 101-105.
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By the end of the second stage, two-thirds of the present nuclear 
delivery vehicles in the United States and the Soviet Union would 
have been eliminated, and further production of nuclear weapons and 
their delivery vehicles would have been stopped long since.

I t  is missing the point to say, as the representative of the Soviet 
Union continues to say, that after six years, at the end of the second 
stage under the United States plan, there would still be enough nu
clear delivery vehicles left to start a nuclear war. How many will be 
there six years from now, I  wonder, if we do not agree on measures 
to stop the arms competition and if nuclear capabilities continue to 
expand ? The important thing is that by the end of the second stage 
under the United States plan we shall not only have stopped the 
production of armaments and greatly reduced current armaments in
ventories, but shall have in operation an effective and equitable dis
armament process. We shall have developed confidence in that process 
and in the participants; otherwise we should never have arrived at 
that stage.

The United States approach to general and complete disarmament 
is sound. I t  is more reasonable and more realistic than the Soviet 
plan. Nevertheless, as we have indicated time and again, we are 
willing to discuss the Soviet approach to the reduction of nuclear 
delivery vehicles, along with such other plans as may be presented. 
But we are not willing to “buy a pig in a poke” and to accept ‘‘in 
principle” a Soviet plan which has never even been fully explained.

Again at our meeting on 15 March, the Soviet representative 
remarked that the United States, in its intervention that day, had begun 
to speak on the problem of general and complete disarmament and 
had then turned to collateral measures. I  tjiink he understood very 
well why the United States representative had related the two prob
lems. I  had assimied that it was generally agreed that we cannot wait 
until the world changes completely, until international tensions are 
replaced by amity and co-operation, before we undertake any dis
armament. On the contrary, I  am sure we all agree that in the world 
as it is we must take account of existing tensions and fears and that 
the process of general and complete disarmament can start—and must 
start—^with what is reasonable and possible.

We must start with measures which will not prejudice existing 
national security arrangements while we build confidence in the 
process of disarmament and in one another. But even on these 
measures there must be firm assurance from the beginning of full 
compliance by all participants. Indeed, these measures are so im
portant that it is perhaps unfortunate to label them as ‘‘collateral.” 
I f  but half of them ^ere  implemented, there would be a profound
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change in the relations among nations and the prospect for a lasting 
peace would be greatly enhanced.

In  fact, many of these collateral measures are also found as im
portant elements of stage I  of the United States outline of a treaty on 
general and complete disarmament, as well as in stage I  of the Soviet 
plan. We have made considerable progress on some of them. For 
example, the limited test-ban Treaty of 1963  ̂ represents progress in 
carrying out stage I, section C of the United States outline, and article 
17 of the Soviet draft treaty. These clauses call for agreement to 
prohibit nuclear weapon tests. Another example is found in section D 
of the United States proposed stage I  and article 14 of the Soviet draft 
treaty. These provide that parties should agree not to place in orbit 
weapons of mass destruction. Progress in this area has been made 
through General Assembly resolution 1884 (X V III) of October 
1963.2

The proposal for a freeze on the production of nuclear delivery 
vehicles would initiate the process foreseen in section A 3 of the United 
States draft outline. The proposal to cut oflP the production of fis
sionable materials and to transfer large amounts of fissionable material 
to peaceful purposes is paralleled in section C of the United States 
stage I. Finally, the non-proliferation undertakings for which we 
are all striving are called for in stage I  of both the United States and 
the Soviet disarmament plans.

We must recognize the fallacy and the futility of aspiring to distant 
goals and then refusing to put our feet on the path to get there. We 
exist in time and in space. We cannot in an instant of time transport 
ourselves from where we are to some other distantly-removed point. 
We must cover the distance a step at a time.

Two paths have been charted for achieving our goal. The Soviet 
and the United States plans differ markedly in important respects, as 
I  have indicated. But fortunately we are not that far apart in our 
approaches. The Joint Statement of Agreed Principles continues to 
provide an agreed test for assessing our respective approaches.® What 
is needed now is that combination of boldness and practicality which 
alone can help us to overcome the immense obstacles in our way— 
boldness because, as our Soviet colleagues rightly say, general dis
armament is a radical goal. I t  will never be achieved by timidity. 
But when they call for a radical reorientation of thinking, I hope that 
they will reconsider their own timid—I might almost say fearful— 
approach to such key issues as verification and peace-keeping. I

' Ihid., 1963, pp. 291-293. 
^lUd., p. 538.
* Ihid., 1961, pp. 439-442.
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hope that they will reconsider their refusal to face up to the need to 
work out the technical basis for those measures which are urgently 
needed now and are possible now.

We must also be practical. We must bring ourselves to examine 
scientific evidence and undertake technical studies. Many of the 
measures that we wish to see adopted are as complex as they are vital 
to world peace and security. That is why I  hope the United States 
will not again be charged with contributing to a ‘‘dialogue of the deaf” 
because we take the trouble to apply our technical and scientific 
knowledge to the very problems which this Committee was established 
to solve.

In conclusion, I  appeal again for an end to extraneous propaganda 
such as we have heard from representatives of the Soviet Union. 
What is the point in making tendentious charges about alleged United 
States aggressive policies while asserting the right to abet disturb
ances of the peace in the name of what have been called “wars of 
national liberation”? What is the point in calling for elimination of 
bases and withdrawal of foreign troops while insisting on the right to 
aid and supply elements threatening the security of other nations and 
at the same time obstructing United Nations peace-keeping activities?

Let us instead concentrate on the practical, the vital and construc
tive tasks that demand our attention. Let us work to halt the build-up 
and begin the reductions of stockpiles of the most deadly armaments. 
Let us undertake those tasks which are of benefit to the whole world 
and avoid those which would benefit only one group of States. In 
short, let us get on with the serious work for which we are assembled 
here.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: General and 
Complete Disarmament, April 26, 1966 ^

In connexion with the statement made by the United States repre
sentative, Mr. Foster, who put forward a whole series of objections 
to the position of the Soviet Union in the field of general and com
plete disarmament,^ we should like to say that we shall study his state
ment and in due course we shall give an appropriate reply to the con
siderations he advanced.

 ̂ENDO/PV.259, pp. 31-34.
* Supra.
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At the same time we consider it impossible to pass over in silence at 
present a number of arguments which the United States representative 
put forward. Thus he stated that the position of the Soviet Union in 
the field of control is such that it is preventing progress in the consid
eration of this question, that the Soviet Union objects to control, and 
that it agrees to its implementation only when some particular phase 
of disarmament has been completed.

We should like to point out that the position described as ours by 
the United States representative is a misrepresentation of our policy 
and position on questions of control. In this connexion I  might quote 
our formula, which fully corresponds with the agreement that was 
reached in 1961 in regard to the Agreed Principles for Disarmament.^ 
Here is what we say on the question of control:

“The States parties to the Treaty solemnly undertake to carry out 
all disarmament measures”— underline: all disarmament measures— 
“from beginning to end, under strict international control, and to en
sure the implementation in their territories of all control measures set 
forth in parts II, I I I  and IV of the present Treaty.” ^

Thus the position of the Soviet Union is that we consider it essential 
that all measures from beginning to end should be carried out under 
strict international control.

On the other hand, the position of the United States in the field of 
control is indeed creating real obstacles to our progress in disarmament 
matters. Indeed, just imagine, the United States proposes at the first 
stage— Î am taking this as an example— t̂o reduce nuclear delivery 
vehicles by 30 per cent, subdividing this stage into specific phases pro
viding for control to be carried out upon the completion of a specific 
phase— l̂et us say, after nuclear weapon delivery vehicles have been 
reduced by 10 per cent; I  repeat, 10 per cent. But in order to establish 
that the 10 per cent reduction had been carried out it would be neces
sary to inspect all armaments. And only after all armaments had been 
inspected would it be said whether or not the delivery vehicles had 
been reduced by 10 per cent. Undoubtedly this position of the United 
States involves a direct threat to the security of countries that would 
accept such a proposal.

Indeed, where is the guarantee that the following would not happen: 
the United States inspects all our installations, all our nuclear weapon 
delivery vehicles and all our strategic delivery vehicles, and then it 
turns out that there will not be any disarmament ? Thus, if we con
sider the position of the United States in the field of control in a 
strictly logical manner, we find this position to be that control must

 ̂Bocumewis on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 439-442.
^Tbid.,1965, p. 79.
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establish the state of armed forces; that is, it would be control over 
armaments. Whether or not there would be disarmament after that 
is, of course, a very big question. The whole system and all the pro
posals in the field of control undoubtedly involve a threat to the se
curity of the countries that would agree to this proposal.

Moreover, this proposal is certainly contrary to the Agreed Prin
ciples, paragraph 5 of which reads:

AU measures of general and complete disarmament should be balanced so 
that at no stage of the implementation of the treaty could any State or group 
of States gain military advantage and that security is ensured equally for all.

Of course we cannot count on our security being ensured if all our 
armaments are inspected and afterwards it turns out that no disarma
ment will follow. Of course such a system of control, in the first 
place control over existing armaments, is unacceptable to us; it is 
contrary to the Agreed Principles, contrary to the object of not creat
ing a threat to the security of any State. I  merely wish to express 
here the idea that the United States has represented our position in 
such a way that we are made out to be against control and that we only 
agree to control taking place when the disarmament process has been 
completed. That, of course, entirely misrepresents and misinterprets 
our proposals and our position in regard to control.

Now I  should like to say a few words on the remark made by the 
representative of the United States about the need to create the proper 
atmosphere for disarmament. I  must tell you that we agree one hun
dred per cent that a favourable atmosphere must be created for dis
armament and in particular for general and complete disarmament, 
otherwise it would be impossible. But we must say that it is precisely 
the United States that is preventing, by its actual deeds and policy, the 
creation of the proper atmosphere and conditions which would enable 
us to consider these questions here in sufficiently favourable circum
stances.

At one time it seemed to us that la more favourable situation was 
being created—that was during the period when we concluded a num
ber of agreements and, in particular, when an unwritten agreement 
was reached to reduce military budgets on the basis of mutual example. 
But when in the course of one year alone a vast budget of $50 thousand 
million is raised by more than 25 percent and attains the figure of $65 
thousand million, of course we cannot regard that as a favourable situ
ation. I t  certainly causes difficulty in our work, not only in regard 
to the implementation of general and complete disarmament but also 
in regard to the implementation of individual disarmament measures.

How can we ignore this fact ? Can we ignore the fact that a war is 
being waged in Viet-Nam, that the United States has started this war
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and is intensifying and expanding it all the time ? The representative 
of the United States has levelled against us the reproach that we are 
indulging in propaganda in this regard, when we call the war carried 
on by the United States in Viet-Nam a war of aggression, and that we 
are thus creating an unnecessary atmosphere of tension in the 
Committee.

I  must point out that we cannot disregard the war in Viet-Nam when 
we are considering any measure in the field of disarmament, whether 
it be a collateral measure or any problem relating to collateral meas
ures, or whether it be general and complete disarmament. How can 
we disregard this question? I f  we consider the international situa
tion as it really is, is that propaganda ? If  we want to be isolated by 
a kind of wall and not to see what is going on around us, I  am bound 
to say that in such conditions we should be unable, of course, to make 
any progress in considering the problems which we are called upon to 
study here, and that we must be aware of the actual facts that are 
taking place.

In concluding these preliminary remarks, I  should like to stress 
that the Soviet Union is making every effort to bring about the proper 
atmosphere for negotiations. I f  this proper atmosphere for negotia
tions on disarmament and for the work of the Committee does not 
exist, it is not the fault of the Soviet Union and the socialist countries. 
We must say quite plainly and frankly that it is the fault, in the first 
place, of the United States, which has created the tension that has re
cently been steadily increasing on account of the events brought about 
by the United States in South-East Asia precisely as a result of the 
war which it started there.

Those are the preliminary remarks which we deemed it necessary 
to make in order to put the important question of general and complete 
disarmament, which we are considering today, in the right perspective.

Statement by Secretary of State Rusk on Allied Nuclear- 
Sharing Arrangements, April 27, 1966 ^

The United States regards the problem of nuclear sharing as major 
unfinished business. The development of an arrangement to provide 
participation for NATO non-nuclear nations, including the Federal 
Republic of Germany, in the management of nuclear power is under 
the most serious discussion among interested governments.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, May 16, 1966, p. 768. The statement was read 
to news correspondents by a spokesman of the Deparitment of State.
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The United States Government has made no decision to foreclose a 
possible Atlantic nuclear force or any other collective approach to the 
problem. The position of the United States remains as stated in the 
communique of President Johnson and Chancellor Erhard December 
21, 1965."

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee; Nonprolif
eration of Nuclear Weapons, April 28, 1966 ^

As was agreed in the Committee, we are to devote four meetings to 
the question of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. Accordingly, 
our statement today will be devoted to this question.

The Committee has already been discussing for three months at this 
session the problem of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. We 
are bound, however, to recognize the regrettable fact that today we are 
just as far from a solution as we were in January, when the Commit
tee resumed its work after the twentieth session of the United Nations 
General Assembly. In  this connexion we cannot help asking ourselves 
what is the reason for this unsatisfactory state of affairs in regard to 
the solution of this important and urgent problem. We have already 
answered that question in the statements we made at the 252nd and 
255th meetings of the Committee.^

Today we shall confine ourselves to summing up our point of view on 
this subject and at the same time we shall develop a number of argu
ments put forward by us at previous meetings. As we have already 
noted, the reason for the lack of any progress in solving the problem 
of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons is the position of the United 
States of America, its policy of satisfying the claims of the Federal 
Republic of Germany in regard to nuclear weapons. That is why the 
United States is trying to leave the door open for the proliferation of 
these weapons among its NATO partners. I t is precisely to this aim 
that both the original  ̂and the amended United States draft treaty to 
prevent the spread of nuclear weapons are subordinated.

In this connexion we should like first of all to touch upon the

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 633-635. 
" ENDC/PV.260, pp. 4r-lS.
® See GMte, pp. 175-183,199-207.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 347-349. 
® Ante, pp. 159-160.
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question of how the concept of “control” over nuclear weapons is dealt 
with in the United States draft treaty on non-proliferation. The draft 
treaty submitted to the Committee for consideration contains a very 
narrow definition of the concept of “control”. The possession, han
dling and disposal of nuclear weapons by a State are not regarded in 
this draft treaty as an integral part of control over these weapons by 
that State. Control, you see, is merely “right or ability to fire nuclear 
weapons without the concurrent decision of an existing nuclear weapon 
State.”

But the word “control” in English embraces a very broad concept. 
Incidentally, our attention was drawn to this fact by the United States 
representatives in the Atomic Energy Commission of the United Na
tions as far back as 1946/1947, when the question of prohibiting nuclear 
weapons was being discussed. In defining the concept of “control” 
over atomic energy and atomic weapons, the United States delegation 
pointed out that this concept covered the production, ownership, han
dling and disposal of atomic materials, atomic energy and atomic 
weapons.^ The definition of the concept of “control” in the United 
States draft treaty, as we see, represents an obvious deviation by the 
authors of the draft from that natural sense of the word “control” 
whidh would assure the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and 
which had previously been given by the United States side when the 
nuclear problem was under discussion in United Nations bodies.

Why was it necessary to include in the United States draft treaty a 
very restricted definition of control, which is completely inappropriate 
to the aim of preventing the spread of nuclear weapons, a definition in 
which there is no mention of the possession, handling and disposal of 
nuclear weapons and only one element of their disposal is referred to : 
the firing of nuclear weapons without the concurrent decision of an 
existing nuclear-weapon State? The introduction of this restricted 
and truncated concept of control into the draft treaty to prevent the 
spread of nuclear weapons is due to the attempts of the United States 
to adapt this treaty to the aims and purposes of its policy in NATO, 
and in the first place to its desire to satisfy the claims of the Federal 
Republic of Germany to nuclear weapons.

Careful examination of this definition in comparison with other pro
visions of the United States draft treaty on non-proliferation con
vinces us that this draft provides the possibility for the United States, 
irrespective of whether unified nuclear forces are created in NATO 
or not, to transfer nuclear weapons to other countries, for example, the 
Federal Republic of Germany, and for the latter to obtain these 
weapons, keep them, transport them as it sees fit and put them into its

 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 7-16.
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missiles or aircraft, which could thus carry out flights with nuclear 
weapons aboard. Lastly, the Federal Kepublic of Germany would be 
able to use these weapons after receiving the consent of a nuclear 
Powei\

Further, we should like to consider the provision in the United 
States draft treaty article 1 paragraph 3, regarding the possibility of 
transforming a nuclear Power into an association of States having 
control over nuclear weapons. We have already expressed our views 
on this question at the meeting of the Committee held on 5 April.^ 
We have pointed out the dual inconsistency of this provision. First, 
a nuclear Power and an association of nuclear States are not one and 
the same thing. Secondly, the very problem of such a transformation 
is artificial and improbable and does not arise out of any real necessity, 
since no nuclear Power, as far as we know, has declared its intention 
of renoimcing nuclear weapons in favour of any association of nuclear 
States. The very formulation of the question of the possibility of 
transforming or converting a nuclear Power into an association of 
nuclear States is thus hypothetical, and merely testifies to the en
deavour of the authors of the United States draft treaty to provide 
therein additional loop-holes or chinks which would enable a single 
nuclear Power to transform itself into an association of nuclear 
Powers, so that, instead of a single nuclear Power, there would emerge 
two, three or more such Powers.

The existence of loop-holes in the United States draft treaty on non
proliferation is confirmed by the provision it contains for the right of 
veto of the nuclear Powers in regard to the use of nuclear weapons by 
States not possessing these weapons at the time of the conclusion of 
the treaty. The provision for the right of veto in the United States 
draft treaty shows quite obviously that under this treaty non-nuclear 
States may possess and fire nuclear weapons with the consent of a 
nuclear Power. Thus, the United States draft treaty directly pro
vides for the possibility of proliferating nuclear weapons; it lays down 
only one condition: namely, that the nuclear weapons placed at the 
disposal of a non-nuclear country should be used only with the consent 
of a nuclear Power. This is the only meaning of the provision for the 
right of veto included in the United States draft treaty.

The provision for the right of veto contained in the United States 
draft treaty to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons is a direct indi
cation that this draft treaty in no way prevents the spread of such 
weapons; it merely introduces a certain element of restriction on the 
use of such weapons. This restriction is the consent of a nuclear Power 
to their use. If the United States draft treaty provided for neither the

 ̂Ante, pp. 203-205.
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direct nor indirect proliferation of nuclear weapons, if it contained no 
loop-holes for such proliferation, there would be no need to introduce 
the right of veto into the treaty.

In this connexion we should like to stress that in the Soviet draft 
treaty there is, of course, no provision for the right of veto, since there 
is no necessity for it.  ̂ The Soviet draft provides for neither the direct 
nor the indirect proliferation of nuclear weapons. I t contains no loop
holes for their proliferation.

In  considering the United States draft treaty to prevent the spread 
of nuclear weapons as a whole, together with its provision for the right 
of veto, its deliberately narrow definition of the concept of ‘‘control”, 
and the possibility which it provides of transforming a nuclear Power 
into an association of nuclear States, can it be said that this draft 
treaty complies with the resolution of the General Assembly of the 
United Nations which lays down that—

2. (a) The treaty should be void of any loop-holes which might permit nuclear 
or non-nuclear Powers to proliferate, directly or indirectly, nuclear 
weapons in any form; *

To this question we reply with the utmost conviction that the United 
States draft treaty is directly and flagrantly contrary to this resolu
tion of the General Assembly. The United States draft treaty permits, 
first, the creation of joint nuclear forces within the framework of mili
tary blocs; and, secondly, the transfer of nuclear weapons into the con
trol of any non-nuclear State, with the proviso that the nuclear 
Powers retain the right of veto in regard to their use. Under the pro
visions of this treaty the United States would be able to transfer nu
clear weapons to the Federal Republic of Germany or to any 
other State—for instance, the Eepublic of South Africa—if it desires 
to do so.

Our analysis of the United States proposal—its draft treaty to pre
vent the spread of nuclear weapons—contains the answer to the ques
tion of what has brought about the obviously unsatisfactory situation 
in the Committee in regard to the solution of the problem of non-pro
liferation of nuclear weapons. Careful consideration of the United 
States position and proposals in this regard is bound to lead us to the 
conclusion that the United States is not prepared to come to an agree
ment on this question on the terms laid down by the unanimously- 
adopted resolution of the twentieth session of the United Nations Gen
eral Assembly— t̂hat is, on those terms which enable this problem to be 
solved at all. In fact, the United States proposes to us, not a treaty on 
the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, but a treaty on the prolifera

 ̂For the Soviet draft trî iaty, see Documents on Disarmament^ 1965, pp. 448-440.
p. 533.
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tion of such weapons with certain limitations, on terms which fit in 
with the aims and purposes of the policy of the United States. In fact, 
it is proposed to us that we should legalize the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons within a well-defined framework and under the limited con
trol of the United States, which envisages using the right of veto in 
regard to the use of nuclear weapons by States which, under this treaty, 
would obtain access to these weapons.

We have already stated here on many occasions, and we state once 
again, that there can be no agreement on the basis proposed by the 
United States. As we have already stressed, the Soviet Union will not 
agree to a treaty that would provide for the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons and the granting to the Federal Republic of Germany of ac
cess to these weapons. Undoubtedly such a treaty would fit in with 
the plans of the ruling circles of the Federal Republic of Germany. 
These circles are well aware that the United States draft treaty does 
not close to them the door to access to nuclear weapons. I t is there
fore not surprising that they have agreed to the submission by the 
United States of the draft treaty to prevent the spread of nuclear 
weapons now under consideration by the Committee, which obviously 
suits them completely.

Replying to our objections to the United States draft treaty and to 
our arguments concerning the threat to peace involved in giving the 
West German Bwndesmehr access to nuclear weapons, the representa
tives of the United States and other Western Powers in the Committee 
repeat their assertions that the policy of West Germany is peaceful 
and does not pursue any revanchist aims. In this connexion we have 
already adduced many facts and arguments which show the contrary.

We should also like to refer to the statement made on 10 November 
1965 by Chancellor Erhard of the Federal Republic of Germany in 
which he insisted on the re-establishment “of equity in settling the 
question of possession of their own nuclear weapons” by all members 
of NATO. This statement of the Federal Chancellor was echoed by 
the West German Press. Thus the Diisseldorf newspaper IndAjbstrie- 
kurier wrote on 23 October 1965 that, with the advent of the new 
Government—

. . . the most urgent problem is the German right to participate in deciding the 
nuclear strategy of NATO. Here a clear-cut decision should be taken after long 
years of fruitless debating and plan-making.

During the discussion in Munich on 29-30 January 1966 on the nu
clear defence of the West, at which many political leaders of the NATO 
countries were present, the representatives of the Federal Republic of 
Germany openly declared that West Germany must be given the right 
to have a say in regard to the use of the nuclear weapons stationed on
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its territory. Access to nuclear weapons by the Federal Republic of 
Germany is also being vigorously advocated by the former Defence 
Minister of the Federal Republic of Germany, Herr Strauss, who, 
speaking at the end of August 1965, threatened that a new Fuh/rer 
would come to power in the Federal Republic if West Germany’s claim 
to be given access to nuclear weapons was not satisfied. That was re
ported in The Svrnday Times of 29 August 1965.

I t  is necessary to bear in mind that all the statements we have quoted 
have been made in the circumstances of an extensive militarization of 
West Germany, which is facilitated by the political policy now being 
pursued by the United States. We have no illusions about what would 
happen if the Federal Republic of Germany obtained access to nuclear 
weapons. The course of events would drag us into a path fraught with 
the direst consequences for the peoples of the world. To insist, as the 
United States is doing, upon an agreement which would give the 
Federal Republic of Germany access to nuclear weapons is tantamoimt 
to dragging us into that path. Have we a right to give our consent 
to this ?

The sacrifices borne by our country in the two world wars—more 
than 20 million died during the Second World War alone—the tens of 
thousands of towns and villages destroyed and the huge losses suffered 
in these wars by many other countries, emphatically require us to make 
every possible effort and take all possible measures to prevent such a 
development of events, and forbid us to enter that path, which is ex
ceedingly dangerous for all countries, including the Federal Republic 
of Germany. I t  was precisely in order to prevent such a development 
of events that the Soviet Union, the United States of America and 
the United Kingdom took at the Potsdam Conference the following 
decision, to which France adhered later:
. . . German militarism and Nazism wlU be extirpated and the AlUes will take 
in agreement together, now and in the future, the other measures necessary to 
assure that Germany never again will threaten her neighbors, or the peace of the 
world.^

In the light of the events that have been taking place in the post-war 
years, the assertions of the representatives of the United States and 
other Western Powers about the peaceful character of the policy of 
Western Germany, and that the granting of nuclear weapons to that 
country under the conditions provided for by the United States draft 
treaty would serve the cause of peace, appear to us to be unconvincing. 
If  the ruling circles of the Federal Republic of Germany really wished 
to reduce international tension and to solve the problem of eliminating 
the nuclear danger, they would not seek to obtain access to nuclear

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, vol. XIII, no. 319 (Aug. 5,1945), p. 154.
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weapons, nor would they hinder the conclusion of a treaty on the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons in the form required by the aforesaid 
resolution of the United Nations General Assembly.

The stubborn efforts of the Federal Republic to obtain access to 
nuclear weapons show that its plans and policies are in direct opposi
tion to the aim of eliminating the vestiges of the Second World War, 
normalizing the situation in Europe and in the world, and strengthen
ing international security. In the Federal Republic and the United 
States people must surely realize that access to nuclear weapons by the 
Bvmdeswehr would mean closing the door to the conclusion of a treaty 
to prevent the spread of these weapons; it would also make interna
tional tension considerably more acute and increase the threat of a 
nuclear war. People in those countries must surely know also that any 
draft treaty on non-proliferation which provides for such access has 
no chance whatever of becoming the basis of an international agreement 
on this question.

We are told that the plans for the creation of a multilateral force or 
an Atlantic nuclear force have lost their immediate relevance and are 
a ‘‘dead letter”. But then we may ask: for what purposes does the 
United States draft treaty to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons 
leave a possibility for the creation of multilateral nuclear forces, or 
any similar plan for “sharing nuclear responsibility”, which is a dan
gerous form of proliferation, and why do the Western delegations not 
agree with the Soviet proposals which completely preclude such a 
possibility ?

The positions of the United States and of the United Kingdom do 
not give us any grounds for thinking that the plans for giving West 
Grermany access to nuclear weapons have been set aside to any extent 
or have lost their importance. This is shown in particular by the state
ment made by the Secretary of State, Mr. Dean Rusk, on 23 February 
this year in the Joint Atomic Energy Commission of the United States 
Congress, in which he stressed that—

. . . There is no conflict between U.S. nonproliferation policy and possible 
nuclear arrangements proposed for the NATO Alliance.^

Thus, the Secretary of State of the United States admitted that the 
attempt of the United States to give the Federal Republic of Germany 
access to nuclear weapons is entirely within the framework of the 
United States policy of so-called “non-proliferation” of nuclear 
weapons.

Only yesterday, in connexion with an article in The New York 
Times which had published a report that the United States had set

 ̂Ante  ̂p. 43.
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aside its plans for the creation of a multilateral nuclear force, the 
Secretary of State made the following statement:
The United States regards the problem of nuclear sharing as major unfinished 

’ business. The development of an arrangement to provide participation for 
NATO non-nuclear nations, including the Federal Republic of Germany, in the 
management of nuclear power is under the most serious discussion among inter
ested governments.

The United States Government has made no decision to foreclose a possible 
Atlantic nuclear force or any other collective approach to the problem. . . }

The plans for creating an Atlantic nuclear force in NATO are still 
on the agenda of the United Kingdom Government. In the pre-elec- 
tion manifesto of the Labour Party it was stressed that the proposal 
of the United Kingdom for the creation of an Atlantic nuclear force 
“is still the best basis for a discussion between a llie s” .̂  This position 
was confirmed in the Queen’s Speech on 21 April, in which she said: 
“The United Kingdom will endeavour to establish nuclear interaction 
among Western countries”.̂

All this stresses once more that the policy of the Western Powers 
aims at giving the Federal Eepublic of Germany access to nuclear 
weapons, with all the ensuing dangerous consequences for the people 
of all countries, including West Germany. I t  is precisely this fact 
that has led to stagnation and even to an impasse^ both within and out
side this Committee, in the negotiations on the problem of non-prolif
eration of nuclear weapons, which is of such great importance for 
the destiny of all the countries of the world.

In  this Committee a paradoxical situation has come about in regard 
' to consideration of the question of non-proliferation of nuclear weap
ons. Not one of the representatives of the Western Powers has been 
able to put forward any substantial arguments against the Soviet 
draft treaty on non-proliferation. No one has been able to point to 
any iacompatibility between the Soviet draft treaty and the task set 
by the General Assembly in regard to the way in which the problem 
of non-proliferation should be solved. Nevertheless, the representa
tives of the Western Powers evade serious consideration of this draft 
treaty and refuse to accept it as a basis for negotiations on 
non-proliferation.

In contrast to the United States draft treaty, the Soviet draft treaty 
contains a direct and clear formulation of commitments: not to trans
fer such weapons in any form—directly or indirectly, through third 
States or groups of States— t̂o the ownership or control of States or 
groups of States not possessing nuclear weapons and not to accord

Supra,
^Time For Decision: Manifesto of The Labour Party, General Election, 1966 

(London: The Lafbour Pairty, 1966), p. 21.
® The Times (London), Apr. 22,1966, p. 17.
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to such States or groups of States the right to participate in the own
ership, control or use of nuclear weapons. The Soviet draft treaty 
on non-proliferation fully ensures that no non-nuclear State would 
be able to fire nuclear weapons, for the simple reason that it would 
not possess such weapons nor have any access to them. Tlie Soviet 
Union has also proposed to include in the draft treaty a clause on the 
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear States 
parties to the treaty which have no nuclear weapons in their territory.

We should like to stress that the Soviet Union does not regard the 
conclusion of a treaty on non-prc^liferation of nuclear weapons as an 
end in itself. We consider that the conclusion of such a treaty would 
be merely a step towards the implementation of a wide range of 
measures leading to the elimination of the threat of a nuclear war. 
Among such measures are, in the first place, the discontinuance of 
underground nuclear tests; the creation of nuclear-free zones in vari
ous regions of the world, including Ctotral Europe; the prohibition 
of the use of nuclear weapons; and, lastly, the complete prohibition 
of such weapons, accompanied by the destruction of all existing stocks.

For a long time now we have been considering the question of non
proliferation of nuclear weapons but have not yet achieved any posi
tive results. We have by no means unlimited possibilities at our 
disposal in regard to the time required for reaching agreement on this 
question. Time is pressing us. We should make every effort to solve 
the problem of non-proliferation without delay. If  we do not solve 
it in the very near future, there may come about a situation in which 
we shall never be able to do so.

Those are our views on the question of non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons which we wished to set forth by way of addition to what 
we have already said at previous meetings of the Committee when 
considering this problem.

Statement by ACDA Director Foster to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee: Nonproliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons and the I.A.E.A. Safeguards System, 
April 28, 1966 ^

I  do not propose to reply in detail today to the statement of the 
representative of the Soviet Union. Every one of the charges that

* ENDC/PV.260, pp. 14-17.
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he has made has been answered and refuted by the United States 
delegation at previous meetings. I t  is clear, however, from his state
ment that the Soviet Union persists in its efforts to turn our discussion 
of means of halting proliferation into a campaign against NATO and 
against the Federal Eepublic of Germany.

I  must say that the Soviet representative is somewhat less than 
candid with us when he talks—or, rather, does not talk—about Warsaw 
Pact arrangements on nuclear defence. We have asked repeatedly 
about these arrangements and whether they, in the Soviet view, con
stitute proliferation. So far we have not received a direct reply. 
For instance, on 31 March Mr. Fisher took note of a Soviet press 
statement clearly implying that questions regarding the use of nuclear 
weapons are considered within the Warsaw Pact. But his question 
whether the Soviet Union considers the sharing of military decision
making on these matters as constituting proliferation is still unan
swered. At the same meeting Mr. Fisher also referred to the presence 
in the armed forces of certain Eastern European coimtries of Soviet- 
built delivery vehicles “capable of using nuclear warheads”.̂  I  submit 
that this appears to be evidence that the Soviet Union also trains its 
allies in the use of nuclear weapons. Yet Mr. Fisher received no 
answer when he asked if the Soviet Union considers this practice to 
be proliferation.

I t is no answer to say that the Soviet Union is prepared to abide 
by the terms of its draft non-proliferation treaty.^ The question 
before us here is : what do those terms mean ? The Soviet Union has 
told us in great detail how it would choose to interpret these terms 
as they might apply to possible NATO arrangements; but the W ar
saw Pact arrangements remain completely shrouded in secrecy. The 
United States does not assert that the practices of the Warsaw Pact 
constitute proliferation. However, if the Soviet Union feels free to 
comment on internal NATO defence matters while refusing to inform 
us about practices of the Warsaw Pact which have an equal bearing 
on the matter being discussed here, are we not entitled to question the 
seriousness of the Soviet Union in seeking a non-proliferation treaty?

I  fail to see how the approach taken by the Soviet Union can lead to 
the conclusion of the treaty which I  believe we all seriously wish to 
achieve. However, we shall study the remarks of the representative 
of the Soviet Union. We reserve the right to make a detailed reply at 
a subsequent meeting to some points he has raised.

My real purpose in speaking this morning is to make an announce
ment that should be of interest to this Committee. I t  is an announce-

^Anie,pp, 187-188.
 ̂Documents on Disarmamentj 1965, pp. 443-446.
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ment that is timely as we resume discussion today of our common ob
jective to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons; and it is highly per
tinent to the objective of seeking to ensure that in the nuclear field what 
is peaceful today remains peaceful tomorrow. By way of background, 
I  would recall the statement I  made before this Committed on 7 Sep
tember 1965 describing the International Atomic Energy Agency safe
guards system. We noted then that the system is designed to cover the 
entire nuclear fuel cycle, including fuel fabrication plants, reactors 
and fuel reprocessing plants—that is, chemical separation plants.^ 
The development of a safeguards system is, moreover, viewed by the 
International Atomic Energy Agency as a step-by-step matter, of 
which the first major step was the development of procedures for in
specting nuclear reactors. We also stated that procedures for 
inspecting other types of facilities will be developed as the need arises.

At the last meeting of the International Atomic Energy Agency 
Board of Governors in February of this year, it was recognized that 
the time had come to develop detailed procedures for safeguarding nu
clear fuel reprocessing plants. The Board therefore set up a com
mittee to develop such procedures. During our session last year the 
representative of India, Mr. Trivedi, referred to this subject on 12 Au
gust 1965 and stressed the importance of safeguards on such plants.^ 
As we have often said, the United States favours the widest possible 
coverage of international safeguards on all peaceful nuclear facilities 
in all countries. We have therefore contributed extensively to the de
velopment of such safeguards. We have invited the International 
Atomic Energy Agency to safeguard several of our nuclear reactors, 
including the large power station at Rowe, Massachusetts. We have 
done this to demonstrate that safeguards in no way infringe national 
sovereignty and impose no appreciable burden on the facility or on the 
host State. We have done this to assist the International Atomic 
Energy Agency in training inspectors and in developing improved 
inspection techniques.

Every nuclear power reactor generates as a by-product of its opera
tion materials which could be diverted for use in the manufacture of 
nuclear weapons. For this material to be used in a weapons pro
gramme it must first undergo treatment at a reprocessing plant. 
Given the present and foreseeable expansion of nuclear power produc
tion in the world, with increasing quantities of plutonium by-products 
being generated, the need for international safeguards on all peaceful 
nuclear activities and facilities becomes more and more evident if we

^For Mr. Foster’s statemenit, see ibid., pp. 397--103. The I.A.E.A. safe^ards 
appear ibid,, pp. 44^ 60 .

 ̂Ibid,, pp. 338-340.
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are to be successful in preventing the development of nuclear weapons 
by States not now possessing them.

As a new contribution to the development of International Atomic 
Energy Agency safeguards procedures, I  now wish to announce that 
the United States is offering to that Agency access to a commercial 
nuclear fuel reprocessing facility for development of safeguards pro
cedures and for the training of Agency inspectors. This plant, which 
is located at West Valley, New York, is owned and operated by Nu
clear Fuel Services Incorporated. I t  is the first, and so far the only, 
commercial nuclear fuel reprocessing plant in the United States, and 
we are grateful for the co-operation we have received from this com
mercial corporation.

Developing safeguards procedures for fuel reprocessing plants pre
sents technical problems which can best be dealt with in an operating 
plant. This offer will give the International Atomic Energy Agency 
safeguards staff the opportunity to try out various possible safeguards 
techniques and to evaluate them on an experimental basis. We hope 
that this practical experience will contribute to the more rapid devel
opment of such techniques.

The offer by my Government to give the International Atomic 
Energy Agency access to a commercial nuclear reprocessing facility 
in the United States is further demonstration of our continued strong 
support for international safeguards on peaceful nuclear activities and 
of our belief in the efficacy of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency system. We have urged and continue to urge other govern
ments to co-operate in expanding the coverage of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency safeguards to such peaceful nuclear activities. 
We agree that this is not a one-way street. Today my Government 
has again shown that it is prepared to do its part.

I understand that this is the last meeting of the Conference that 
Ambassador Correa do Lago of Brazil will be attending, and I  should 
like to address the following remarks to him. I t is always sad to have 
to say goodbye to good friends, and doubly so when the friend in ques
tion is the representative of Brazil, Ambassador Correa do Lago. 
Ambassador Correa do Lago has been with us since 1964 and had made 
many useful contributions to this Committee’s work. I  recall in par
ticular his words of encouragement and support for a treaty to pre
vent the spread of nuclear weapons, as well as for a comprehensive 
test ban. He has been active and eloquent in urging positive steps 
towards disarmament, in particular to free resources that can best be 
used for economic development in many parts of the world.

We shall miss the wise counsel of Ambassador Correa do Lago, as 
well as the charm and the grace which he has brought to our midst. I  
say this both as a co-Chairman of this Committee and as the head of
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the United States delegation. I should like to convey to Ambassador 
Correa do Lago our very best wishes for his future work in which, I  
am sure, he will be as successful as he has been in his many distin
guished posts in the past.

Report by the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy Regard
ing the Nonproliferation Resolution, April 28,1966 ^

The Senate members of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
having considered Senate Eesolution 179, a resolution pertaining to 
the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons, report favorably thereon 
and recommend that the resolution do pass.

SUMMARY OF THE RESOLUTION

The resolution would express to the President that the Senate com
mends his serious and urgent efforts to negotiate an international 
agreement limiting the spread of nuclear weapons and supports the 
principle of additional efforts by the President which are deemed 
appropriate and necessary in the interest of peace and for the solution 
of nuclear proliferation problems.

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY

Senate Eesolution 179, relating to nonproliferation of nuclear 
weapons, was introduced on January 18, 1966, by Senator John O. 
Pastore, vice chairman of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. 
The resolution was cosponsored by 55 other Senators and was referred 
on that day to the Joint Committee. Five more Senators were added 
as cosponsors on January 26,1966.

The Senate members of the Joint Committee having considered this 
matter, on April 28,1966, voted to report out favorably Senate Resolu
tion 179 and to adopt this report.

HEARINGS

Public hearings on Senate Resolution 179 were held on February 23, 
March 1, and March 7, 1966, before the full committee. The follow
ing witnesses testified on behalf of the executive branch of the U.S. 
Government. These witnesses are listed in order of their appearance.

February 23,1966:
Hon. Dean Rusk, Secretary of State, accompanied by William C.

Foster, Director, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency.

 ̂S. Rept. 1141, 89th Gong., 2d sess. The resolution appears post, pp. 306-307.
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March 1,1966:
William C. Foster, Director, Arms Control and Disarmament 

Agency.
Dr. Glenn T. Seaborg, Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission.

March 7,1966:
Hon. Eobert S. McNamara, Secretary of Defense.

COMMITTEE COMMENTS

In 1945 the United States was the only nation in the world that 
possessed the knowledge and capability to produce nuclear weapons. 
Within 4 years—in 1949—the U.S.S.E. became the second nation to 
develop this capability. In 1952 the United Kingdom, and in I960 
France, became the third and fourth nations to test nuclear weapons. 
In 1964 Communist China became the fifth nation to demonstrate 
nuclear weapon capability. Thus, in less than two decades, five 
nations have joined the “nuclear weapons club.”

From the beginning of the atomic age, the United States has recog
nized the danger to world peace and order if international controls of 
nuclear weapons and special nuclear material are not adopted. Be
ginning in 1946 with the Baruch plan,^ the United States continually 
has sought ways and means to control the military uses of atomic 
energy and to channel this tremendous source of power into peaceful 
uses.

During this same period the United States has recognized the im
portance of promoting stability and safeguarding the freedom of 
North Atlantic area nations. Accordingly, effective August 24, 1949, 
the United States joined with 12 other nations of the free world in the 
North Atlantic Treaty and agreed—

* * * that an armed attack against one or more of them in Europe or North 
America shall be considered an attack against them a ll; and consequently they 
agree that, if such an armed attack occurs, each of them, in exercise of the right 
of individual or collective self-defence recognized by article 51 of the Charter 
of the United Nations, will assist the party or parties so attacked by taking 
forthwith, individuaUy and in concert with the other parties, such action as it 
deems necessary, including the use of armed force, to restore and maintain the 
security of the North Atlantic area.̂

The United States, as a member of NATO, has committed its mili
tary forces, including significant numbers of nuclear weapons, to the 
defense of its European allies without, however, transferring these 
weapons to the control of other nations. The U.S. nuclear weapon 
policy thus has given its allies a powerful defensive shield which 
relieves them of the need to develop their own independent nuclear

 ̂Documents on DUcunnament, 191^5-1959  ̂vol. I, pp. 7-16.
 ̂American Foreign Policy, 1950-1955: Basic Documents, vol. I, p. 813.
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weapons capability. I t has helped to deter the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons.

The senior Government officials who testified before the Joint Com
mittee all supported passage of Senate Resolution 179 and emphasized 
that the long established U.S. policy of support of the principles of 
NATO is in consonance with the equally long established U.S. policy 
of nonproliferation of nuclear weapons. They stated that passage of 
Senate Resolution 179 will be of assistance to the executive branch of 
the Government in furthering U.S. policy.

The Senate members of the Joint Committee, having considered 
Senate Resolution 179, report favorably thereon with the clear under
standing that it in no way detracts from or limits the responsibility 
of each Member of the Senate to review without previous commit
ment any treaty or agreement which hereafter may be referred to the 
Senate for advice and consent.

The following Senate Members of the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy have voted to report out favorably Senate Resolution 179, 
relating to the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons, and to adopt the 
attached report thereon, with the understanding that the resolution 
will be referred to the Foreign Relations Committee prior to con
sideration by the Senate.

J o h n  O. P asto re ,

R io h a e d  B . R u s se l l , 

C l in t o n  P . A n d e r so n , 

A lber t  G ore,

BDbn r y  M. J a c k so n ,

B o u r k e  B . H ic k en lo o pe r , 

G eorge D. A i k e n ,

W allacei F. B e n n e t t ,

C ar l  T. C u r t is .

Draft Treaty on the Denuclearization of Latin America,
May 4,1966 ^

Preamble

In  the name of their peoples and faithfully interpreting their 
desires and aspirations, the Governments represented at the Con
ference of Plenipotentiaries for the Denuclearization of Latin 
America,

 ̂A/6328, May 12, 1966, pp. 13-38 and Oorr. 1, June 7, 1966.
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Desiring to contribute, so far as lies in their power, towards 
ending the armaments race, especially in nuclear weapons, and to
wards strengthening a world at peace, based on the sovereign equality 
of States, mutual respect and good neighbourliness.

Recalling that the United Nations General Assembly, in its reso
lution 808 (IX ), adopted unanimously as one of the three points of 
a co-ordinated programme of disarmament “the total prohibition of 
the use and manufacture of nuclear weapons and weapons of mass 
destruction of every type’V

Recalling also United Nations General Assembly resolution 1911 
(X V III), which established that the measures that should be agreed 
upon for the denuclearization of Latin America should be taken ‘Hn 
the light of the principles of the Charter of the United Nations and 
of regional agreements”,̂

Recalling that the Charter of the Organization of American States 
proclaims that it is an essential purpose of the organization to 
strengthen the peace and security of the continent,^

Conmnced:

That the incalculable destructive power of nuclear weapons has 
made it imperative that the legal prohibition of war should be strictly 
observed in practice if the survival of civilization and of mankind 
itself is to be assured;

That nuclear weapons, whose terrible effects are suffered, without 
distinction and without escape, by the armies and by the civilian 
population alike, constitute, through the persistence of the radio
activity they release, an attack on the integrity of the human species 
and ultimately may even render the whole Earth uninhabitable;

That general and complete disarmament under effective interna
tional control is a vital matter which all the peoples of the world 
equally demand;

That the proliferation of nuclear weapons, which seems inevitable 
unless States, in the exercise of their sovereign rights, use self-re
straint in order to prevent it, would make any agreement on disarma
ment enormously dilKcult and would increase the danger of the 
outbreak of a nuclear conflagration;

That the establishment of denuclearized zones is closely linked 
with the maintenance of peace and security in the respective regions;

That the privileged situation of the States represented at the Con
ference, whose territories are wholly free from nuclear weapons,

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. I, pp. 444 446.
* IMd., 1963, pp. 628-629.
®See art. 4 of the O.A.S. Charter (A Decade of American Foreign Policy: 

Basic Documents, 19̂ 1-1̂ 9 [S. doc. 123, 81st Oong., 1st sess.], pp. 428-429).
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imposes upon them the inescapable duty of preserving that situation 
both in their own interests and for the good of mankind;

That the existence of nuclear weapons in any country of Latin 
America would make it a target for possible nuclear attacks and 
would inevitably set off, throughout the region, a ruinous race in 
nuclear weapons which would involve the unjustifiable diversion, 
for warlike purposes, of the limited resources available for economic 
and social development;

That the foregoing factors, coupled with the traditional peace- 
loving outlook of their peoples, make it essential that nuclear energy 
should be used in Latin America exclusively for peaceful purposes, 
giving the Latin American countries the greatest and most equitable 
possible access to the peaceful uses of the atom, in order to expedite 
the promotion of their development in all respects;

That the denuclearization of vast geographical areas, adopted by 
the sovereign decision of the States comprised therein, will exercise 
a beneficial influence on other regions, where similar conditions exist;

Com)inced finaUy:

That the denuclearization of Latin America—^being understood to 
mean the undertaking entered into internationally in this Treaty 
to keep their territories free for ever from nuclear weapons—will con
stitute a measure of protection for their peoples against the squander
ing of their limited resources on nuclear armaments and against pos
sible nuclear attacks on their territories; a significant contribution 
towards preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons and a power
ful factor for general and complete disarmament; and

That Latin America, faithful to its tradition of universality, must 
not only endeavour to banish from its homelands the scourge of a nu
clear war, but must also strive to promote the well-being and advance
ment of its peoples, at the same time co-operating in the fulfilment of 
the ideals of mankind, that is to say, in the consolidation of a lasting 
peace based on equal rights, economic fairness and social justice for 
all, in accordance with the principles and purposes of the Charter of 
the United Nations and with the nature, purposes and principles of 
the Organization of American States as set forth in its Charter,

Have agreed as follows:

Obligations

A r tic le  1

1. The Contracting Parties hereby undertake to prohibit and pre
vent in their respective territories:

( a) The testing, use, manufacture, production or acquisition by any 
means whatsoever of any nuclear weapons, by tlie Parties themselves,

2i56-69a 0 — 67-------18
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directly or indirectly, by anyone on their behalf or in any other way; 
and

(b) The receipt, storage instal- (b) The receipt, storage [trans
lation, deployment and any form port], installation, deployment
of possession of any nuclear and any form of possession of any
weapon, directly or indirectly, by nuclear weapon, directly or in-
the Parties themselves, by any- directly, by the Parties them-
one on their behalf or in any other selves, by anyone on their behalf
way. or in any other way.

2. The Contracting Parties also undertake to refrain from engaging 
in, encouraging or authorizing, directly or indirectly, or in any way 
participating in the testing, use, manufacture, production, possession 
of or dominion over any nuclear weapon.

Deprdtion of Herritory^^

A r ticle  2

For the purposes of this Treaty, the term “territory” shall be under
stood to include the territorial sea, air space and any other space over 
which the State has sovereignty under its own law.

Defmition of ‘̂nuelear weapons '̂̂

A r tic le  3

For the purposes of this Treaty, a nuclear weapon is defined as any 
device which is capable of releasing nuclear energy in an uncontrolled 
manner and is intended to be used for military purposes. Any instru
ment that may be used for the transport or propulsion of the device is 
not included in this definition if it is separable from the device and 
not an indivisible part thereof.

Organization

A rtic le  4

1. In order to ensure fulfilment of the obligations of this Treaty, 
the Contracting Parties hereby establish an international organization 
to be known as the “Agency for the Denuclearization of Latin Amer
ica”, hereinafter referred to as “the Agency”.

2. The Agency shall be responsible for the holding of periodic or 
extraordinary consultations among member States on matters relating 
to the purposes, measures and procedures set forth in this Treaty and 
supervision of compliance with the obligations arising therefrom.

3. The Contracting Parties agree to extend to the Agency full and 
prompt co-operation in accordance with the provisions of this Treaty, 
of any agreements they may conclude with the Agency and of any
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agreements the Agency may conclude with any other international 
organization or body.

Organs

A u t ic l e  5

1. There are hereby established as principal organs of the Agency 
a General Conference and a Secretariat.

2. Such subsidiary organs as are considered necessary may be estab
lished in accordance with this Treaty.

The General Conference

AjRTICliE 6

1. The General Conference, the 
supreme organ of the Agency, 
shall be composed of all States 
[which are parties to this Treaty] 
and shall hold annual regular ses
sions [and special sessions when
ever this Treaty so provides or 
the circumstances so require].

2. The General Conference:

1. The General Conference, the 
supreme organ of the Agency, 
shall be composed of all [sover
eign] States [situated south of 
the parallel of latitude 30 degrees 
north in the western hemisphere] 
and shall hold annual regular ses
sions [but may, nevertheless, hold 
special sessions whenever this 
Treaty so provides or the circum
stances make this advisable].

(a) May discuss any matter covered by this Treaty and take a de
cision thereon within the limits of the Treaty;

(b) Shall establish the procedures for the control system to ensure 
observance of this Treaty, in accordance with the provisions of the 
Treaty and its annexes;

(c) Shall elect the General Secretary;
(d) Shall receive and consider the annual and special reports 

submitted by the General Secretary ;
(e) Together with the General Secretary, shall consider and initiate 

studies designed to facilitate the fulfilment of the aims of this Treaty;
(f) Shall be the organ competent to authorize the conclusion of 

agreements with Governments and other international organizations 
or bodies.

3. The General Conference shall adopt the Agency’s budget and fix 
the scale of financial contributions to be made by member States, tak
ing into account the s3rstems and criteria used for the same purpose 
by the United Nations.
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4. The General Conference shall elect its officers for each session and 
may establish such subsidiary organs as it deems necessary in order 
to discharge its functions.

5. The decisions of the General Conference shall be taken by the 
Parties present and voting, by a simple majority in the case of pro
cedural matters and by a two-thirds majority in the case of matters 
relating to the control system, the measures referred to in article 15, 
the admission of new members, the election of the General Secretary 
and adoption of the budget. In other cases, it shall be decided by a 
simple majority whether a two-thirds majority is required.

6. The General Conference shall adopt its own rules of procedure.

Secretariat

A r tic le  7

1. The Secretariat shall consist of a General Secretary, who shall 
be the chief administrative official of the Agency, and of such staff as 
he requires. The General Secretary shall have a term of office of three 
years and may be re-elected.

2. The staff of the Secretariat shall be appointed by the General 
Secretary, in accordance with the instructions issued by the General 
Conference.

3. In addition to the functions assigned to him under this Treaty and 
to such others as may be assigned to him by the General Conference, 
the General .Secretary shall ensure the proper operation of the control 
system established by this Treaty, in accordance with the provisions 
of the Treaty and the decisions taken by the General Conference.

4. The General Secretary shall act in that capacity at all sessions of 
the General Conference and shall make an annual report to it on the 
work of the Agency and any special reports that the General Confer
ence may request of him or that he deems desirable.

5. The General Secretary shall establish the procedures for distribut
ing, to all Contracting Parties, all information materials the Centre 
miay receive from governmental or non-governmental sources.

6. In the performance of their duties, the General Secretary and the 
staff shall not seek or receive instructions from any Government or 
from any other authority external to the Agency and shall refrain 
from any action which might reflect on their position as international 
officials responsible only to the Agency; subject to their responsibility
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to the Agency, they shall not reveal any mahufacturmg secrets or any 
other conj&dential information that conies to their knowledge through 
the performance of their official duties in the Agency.

7. Each of the Contracting Parties undertakes to respect the ex
clusively international character of the responsibilities of the General 
Secretary and the staff and not to seek to influence them in the dis
charge of their responsibilities.

Control system

A r t ic le  8

[1. A control system is hereby 
established for the purpose of 
verifying fulfilment of the obli
gations arising out of this Treaty 
and, to that end, of verifying in 
particular:

(a) that devices, services and 
facilities intended for peaceful 
uses of nuclear energy are not 
used in the testing or manufac
ture of nuclear weapons;

(b) that none of the activities 
prohibited in article 1 of this 
Treaty are carried out in the ter
ritory of the Contracting Parties 
with nuclear materials or weap
ons introduced from abroad;

(c) that explosions for peace
ful purposes are compatible with 
article 13 of this Treaty.

2. The procedures for putting 
into effect the control system re
ferred to in paragraph 1 of this 
article are set forth in articles 9- 
13 of this Treaty.]

[For the purpose of verifying 
fulfilment of the obligations en
tered into by the Contracting 
Parties in accordance with article
1, a control system shall be estab
lished and shall be put into effect 
in accordance with the provisions 
of articles 9-13 inclusive.]
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IA E A  Safeguards

A r t ic m : 9

The Contracting Parties [un
dertake to request the] Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency to 
apply [the] safeguards [of the 
Agency to special fissionable ma
terials and] to nuclear facilities 
in their respective territories 
[and undertake to conclude the 
corresponding bilateral agree
ments. These safeguards agree
ments shall include all the pro
visions of the Safeguards Sys
tem (1965)  ̂ and The Agency’s 
Inspectorate (GC (V) INF/39) 
that are applicable and such 
other provisions as are necessary 
in each case, including any 
amendments thereto made by the 
date of the agreement. These 
agreements shall enter into force, 
for each Party, not later than 180 
days after the date of the deposit 
of its instrument of ratification 
of this Treaty].

Reports of the Parties

A rtigle 10

1. The Contracting Parties shall submit to the Agency and to the 
International Atomic Energy Agency, for its information, semi-annual 
reports stating that no activity prohibited under this Treaty has oc
curred in their respective territories.

2. The Contracting Parties shall simultaneously transmit to the 
Agency a copy of any report relating to the matters which are the 
subject of this Treaty and to the application of the Safeguards which 
they may submit to the International Atomic Energy Agency.

3. The Contracting Parties shall also transmit to the Organization 
of American States, for its information, any reports that may be of 
interest to it, in accordance with the obligations established by the 
Inter-American System.

The Contracting Parties [shall 
negotiate bilateral agreements 
with the] International Atomic 
Energy Agency [for] the appli
cation of [its] Safeguards [Sys
tem] [approved by the ninth 
General Conference]  ̂to nuclear 
facilities [and activities] in their 
respective territories [including 
gaseous diffusion, centrifuge, 
chemical separation and reproc
essing plants and any other 
plants for the production, refin
ing or utilization of special fis
sionable material].

^Documents on Bisarmamcnt, 1965, pp. 446-460.
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Special reports requested hy the General Secretary

A r t ic le  11

1. The Greneral Secretary may request any of the Contracting 
Parties to provide the Agency with complementary or supplementary 
information regarding any event or circimistance connected with the 
application of this Treaty, explaining his reasons. The Contracting 
Parties undertake to co-operate promptly and fully with the General 
Secretary.

2. The General Secretary shall inform all Contracting Parties forth
with of such requests and of the respective replies.

Special inspections

A r tic le  12

1. Special inspections may be carried out in the following 
circumstances:

(a) By the International Atomic Energy Agency in accordance 
with the agreements referred to in article 9 of this Treaty;

(b) If  the General Secretary is so requested, the reasons for the 
request being stated, by any Party which suspects that some pro
hibited activity has been carried out, or is about to be carried out, in 
the territory of any other Contracting Party or anywhere on such 
latter Party’s behalf;

(c) I f  the General Secretary is so requested by any Party which is 
suspected or accused of having violated the Treaty. The General 
Secretary shall arrange immediately for such an inspection to be 
carried out.

2. The costs and expenses of any special inspection carried out imder 
paragraph 1, sub-paragraph (b) or (c), of this article shall be borne 
by the requesting Party or Parties, except where the report on the 
special inspection concludes that, in view of the relevant circum
stances, such costs and expenses should be borne by the Agency.

3. The General Conference shall formulate the procedures for the 
organization and execution of any special inspections that may be 
carried out in accordance with paragraph 1, sub-paragraphs (b) and
(c), of this article.

4. The Contracting Parties shall undertake to grant the inspectors 
carrying out such special inspections full and free access to whatever 
places and information may be necessary for the performance of their 
duties. If  so requested by the authorities of the Contracting Party in 
whose territory the inspection is carried out, the inspectors appointed 
by the Conference shall be accompanied by representatives of the said
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authorities, provided that this does not in any way delay or hinder 
the work of the inspectors.

5. The General Secretary shall imnjediately transmit to all the 
Contracting Parties a copy of the report pursuant to any special 
inspection.

6. Similarly, the General Secretary shall immediately send to the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations, for the information of the 
Security Council and the General Assembly, a copy of any report 
pursuant to any special inspection.

7. The General Secretary, or any of the Contracting Parties, may 
request a special session of the Conference for the purpose of con
sidering the report pursuant to any special inspection. The General 
Secretary shall convene a special session of the General Conference 
when so requested by any Contracting Party.

8. The General Conference, convened in special session under this 
article, may make recommendations to the Contracting Parties and 
submit reports to the Secretary-General of the United Nations for the 
information of the Security Council and the General Assembly.

Explosions for peaceful purposes

A r tic le  13

1. The Contracting Parties may carry out explosions of nuclear de
vices for peaceful purposes—including explosions which involve de
vices similar to those used in nuclear weapons—or assist third parties, 
or be assisted by third parties, for the same purpose, provided that 
they do so in accordance with the provisions of this article.

2. Parties intending to carry out, or co-operate in the carrying out 
of, such an explosion shall notify the Agency, as far in advance as the 
circumstances require, of the date of the explosion and shall at the 
same time provide the following information:

(a) The nature of the nuclear device and the source from which it 
was obtained;

(b) The date, place and purpose of the proposed explosion;
(c) The procedures which will be followed in order to comply with 

paragraph 3 of this article;
(d) The expected force of the device ;
(e) The fullest possible information on any radioactive fall-out that 

may result from the explosion or explosions, and the measures which 
will be taken to avoid danger to the population and territories of any 
other Party or Parties.

3. Members of the Secretariat and of the staff of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency may observe all the preparations, including
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the explosion of the device, and shall have unrestricted access to any 
areas in the vicinity of the explosion, in order to ascertain whether 
the device and the procedures followed during the explosion are in 
conformity with the information submitted in accordance with para
graph 2 of the present article.

Relations with other international organizations

A r t ic l e  14

1. The Agency may conclude such agreements with the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency as it considers likely to facilitate the 
efficient operation of the control system established by this Treaty.

2. The Agency may also enter into relations with any international 
organization or body, especially any which may be established in the 
future to supervise disarmament or measures for the control of arma
ments in any part of the world.

3. The Contracting Parties may, if they see fit, request the advice 
of the Inter-American Nuclear Energy Commission on all technical 
matters connected with the application of the Treaty with which 
the Commission is competent to deal under its statutes.

Measures in the event of violation of the Treaty

A r t ic l ie  15

1. The General Conference shall take note of all cases in which, 
in its opinion, any Contracting Party is not complying fully with its 
obligations under this Treaty and shall draw the matter to the atten
tion of the Party concerned, making such recommendations at it deems 
appropriate.

2. If, in its opinion, such non-compliance constitutes a violation of 
the Treaty which might endanger peace and security, the General 
Conference shall report thereon simultaneously to the Security Council 
and the General Assembly through the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations and to the Council of the Organization of American 
States. The General Conference shall likewise report to the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency for such purposes as are relevant in 
accordance with its Statutes.

United Nations and Organization of American States

A r t ic u s 16

None of the provisions of this Treaty shall be construed as impairing 
the rights and obligations of the Parties under the Charter of the 
United Nations or, in the case of States members of the Organization 
of American States, under existing regional treaties.
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Prerogatives and immunities

A rticle  17

1. The Agency shall enjoy in the territory of each of the Contract
ing Parties such prerogatives and immunities as are necessary for the 
exercise of its functions and may conclude agreements with the Con
tracting Parties to this end.

2. Representatives of the Contracting Parties accredited to the 
Agency and members of its staff shall also enjoy such prerogatives and 
immunities as are necessary for the performance of their duties.

Notification of other agreements

A r tic le  18

Once this Treaty has entered into force, the Secretariat shall be 
notified immediately of any international agreement concluded by 
any of the Contracting Parties on matters with which this Treaty is 
concerned; the Secretariat shall register it and notify the other Con
tracting Parties.

SetUement of disputes

A rticle  19

1. Unless the Parties concerned agree on another mode of peaceful 
settlement, any question or dispute concerning the interpretation or 
application of this Treaty which is not settled shall be referred to the 
International Court of Justice, subject to the consent of the Parties.

2. The General Conference shall be empowered, subject to author
ization from the General Assembly of the United Nations, to request 
the International Court of Justice to give an opinion on any legal 
question arising within the scope of the Agency’s activities.

Signature and accession

A rt ic le  20

1. This Treaty shall be open 
for signature [or accession to :

(a) All Latin American re
publics ;

(b) The other present and fu
ture sovereign States of the west
ern hemisphere situated in their 
entirety south of latitude 30® 
North, which express their desire

1. This Treaty shall be open 
for signature [and accession to 
all Latin American States. I t 
shall also be open to other present 
and future sovereign States 
which are situated in the western 
hemisphere south of latitude 30® 
North, except as provided in par
agraph 3 of this article].
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to accede to this Treaty and are 
admitted by the General Con
ference;

(c) States inside or outside the 
continent which have, de jure or 
de facto^ international responsi
bility for territories situated in 
the western hemisphere south of 
latitude 30° North, with refer
ence to the territories in respect 
of which they agree to accept 
the obligations arising out of this 
Treaty].

2. Nothing in this article shall 2. Nothing in this article shall 
be construed as prejudging the be construed as prejudging the
status of the territories [referred status of the territories [situated
to in paragraph 1(c)]. in the western hemisphere south

of latitude 30° North, for which 
States inside or outside the con
tinent have, de jwre or de facto^ 
international responsibility].

3. The General Conference shall not take any decision regarding 
the admission of a political entity whose territory is, in whole or in 
part and prior to the date of signature of this Treaty, the subject 
of a dispute or claim between a country outside the continent and one 
or more Latin American States until the dispute has been settled by 
peaceful means.

Ratification and deposit

A r t ic le  21

1. This Treaty shall be subject to ratification or accession by sig
natory States in accordance with their respective constitutional 
procedures.

2. The Treaty and the instruments of ratification or accession shall
be deposited with the Government o f ................................ , which is
designated the Depositary Government.

3. The Depositary Government shall send certified copies of the 
Treiaty to the Governments of signatory and acceding States and 
shall notify them of the deposit of each instrument of ratification 
or accession.
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Reservations

A r tic le  22

This Treaty shall not be subject to reservations. 

Entry into force

A rticle  23

1. The Treaty shall enter into 
force [between the States which 
have ratified it or acceded it to 
on the date on which they deposit 
their respective instruments of 
ratification or accession].

1. [This] Treaty shall enter 
into force [as soon as the follow
ing requirements have been com
plied with:]

[ (a) Transmittal to the Depos
itary Government of the instru
ments of ratij&cation of this 
Treaty by the Governments of 
the States mentioned in article 
20, except as provided in par
agraph 3 of that article.

(b) Signature -and ratifica
tion of the Additional Protocol 
of Guarantee I, annex I to this 
Treaty, by all the “nuclear 
Powers” ;

(c) Signature and ratification 
of the Additional Protocol of 
Guarantee II, annex I I  to this 
Treaty, by the Governments of 
all States which have, de jure or 
de facto^ international respon
sibility for territories situated in 
the western hemisphere south of 
latitude 30° North;

(d) Conclusion of bilateral 
agreements on the application of 
the Safeguards System of the 
International Atomic Energy 
^Agency, in accordance with arti
cle 9 of this Treaty.
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[2. The Agency shall start to Q. ‘‘Nuclear Powers” shall be 
operate when eleven instruments understood to mean those States
of ratification or accession have which possess, under their ex-
been deposited.]  ̂ elusive national control, the nu

clear weapons defined in article 
3 of this Treaty.] ^

Amendments

A r t ic le  24

1. Any Contracting Party may propose amendments to this Treaty, 
through the General Secretary of the Agency, who shall transmit them 
t6 all the other Contracting Parties. The General Secretary shall 
immediately convene a special session of the General Conference to 
consider such proposals, for the adoption of which a two-thirds major
ity of the Contracting Parties present and voting shall be required.

2. Amendments adopted shall enter into force as soon as the re
quirements set forth in article 23 of this Treaty have been complied 
with.

Duration and denv/aciation

A rt ic le  25

1. This Treaty shall be of a permanent nature and shall remain in 
force indefinitely, but any Party may denounce it by notifying the 
General Secretary of the Agency if, in the opinion of the denouncing 
State, there have arisen or may arise circumstances connected with the 
content of the Treaty which affect its supreme interests and the peace 
and security of one or more Contracting Parties.

{New paragraph)

2. This Treaty may also be denounced in the following cases:

(a) By unilateral decision of any of the Contracting Parties be
cause of the violation or denunciation of one or more provisions of the 
Additional Protocol of Guarantee I, annex I  to this Treaty;

^The working paper of the Ooorddmating Commiittee contained no specific 
proTisions eoncemimg the obtaining of guarantees from the nu^ear Powers 
because this aspect was already covered in the report of the Negotiating Com- 
mitftee, which put forward a specific procedure to be foUowed in this matter and 
an outline draft resolution to be submitted in due course to the General Assembly 
of the United Nations (annex 1), infra.

^The draft Treaty submitted by the delegations of Brazil and Oolombda 
included in addition to the provisions contained in this article, two draft 
Additional Protocols of Guarantee (annex 2), infra.
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(b) By unilateral decision of any of the Contracting Parties be
cause of the violation or denunciation of one or more provisions of the 
Addition>al Protocol of Guarantee II, annex I I  to this Treaty;

(c) By unilateral decision of any of the Contracting Parties, if any 
State that becomes a ‘‘nuclear Power” does not, for any reason, sign 
the Additional Protocol of Guarantee I, annex I to this Treaty, within 
a period of not more than 180 days from the date on which its status 
as a “nuclear Power” is made public.

3. The denunciation shall take effect three months after the General 
Secretary of the Agency is notified by the Government of the Signa
tory State concerned. The General Secretary shall immediately com
municate such notification to the other Contracting Parties and to the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations for the information of the 
Security Council and the General Assembly. He shall also communi
cate it to the Secretary General of the Organization of American 
States.

Authentic texts and registration

A r t ic l e  26

This Treaty, of which the Chinese, English, French, Portuguese, 
Russian and Spanish texts are equally authentic, shall be registered 
by the Depositary Government in accordance with Article 102 of the 
Charter of the United Nations. The Depositary Government shall 
notify the Secretary-General of the signatures, ratifications, acces
sions and amendments relating to this Treaty and shall communicate 
them to the Secretary General of the Organization of American States 
for his information.

In witness whereof the undersigned Plenipotentiaries, having de
posited their full powers, found in good and due form, sign this 
Treaty on behalf of their respective Governments.

Done a t __________ , on th e __________   days of the month of
___________ 19_____

ANNEX 1̂

PARAGRAPHS 7 AND 8 OF THE REPORT OF THE NEGOTIATING 
COMMITTEE (OOPREDAL/CN/1), V7HICH CONTAIN THE COMMIT
TEE’S SUGGESTIONS REGARDING THE PROCEDURE VTHEREBY 
THE NUCLEAR POWERS MAY APPROPRIATELY UNDERTAKE TO 
RESPECT THE LEGAL STATUS OF THE DENUCLEARIZATION OF 
LATIN AMERICA, INCLUDING THE OUTLINE DRAFT RESOLUTION 
PREPARED BY THE COMMITTEE FOR SUBMISSION TO THE 
GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF THE UNITED NATIONS

7. The members of the Negotiating Committee next considered what 
specific procedure could be suggested for the consideration of the

 ̂See ante, p. 269, n. 1.
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nuclear Powers whereby they might appropriately enter into the com
mitment referred to in resolution 1 (I) of the Preparatory Commission, 
namely, to respect the legal instrument of the denuclearization of 
Latin America, and came to the conclusion that a suitable method of 
achieving the desired end might be the following:

(1) Once the Treaty on the Denuclearization of Latin America had 
been signed, its text would be sent to the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations for circulation as a document of the General Assembly 
of that Organization in connexion with its resolution 1911 (X V III).

(2) At the session of the General Assembly immediately following 
signature of the Treaty, the signatory States would request the in
clusion in the Assembly’s agenda of an item entitled “Treaty on the 
denuclearization of Latin America”.

(3) The signatory States (or a group of them), together with any 
other States Members of the United Nations that so desired, would 
submit to the Committee of the Assembly responsible for dealing with 
the item a draft resolution which, among such other provisions as 
might be considered appropriate, would contain two whereby the 
Conmiittee would:

(a) Kecognize that, in order that the Treaty on the Denuclearization 
of Latin America should be as effective as possible, it was highly advis
able that all States, and particularly the nuclear States, should under
take to refrain from taking, directly or indirectly, for whatever reason, 
any action that might jeopardize faithful compliance with the pro
visions of the Treaty;

(b) Declare that any State voting in favour of the resolution of 
subsequently acceding to it would automatically be assuming the com
mitment referred to in the preceding paragraph.

8. This procedure, apart from its simplicity and the ease with which 
it could be put into effect, would have the advantage of making it pos
sible, not just for the nuclear Powers, but for all other States in the 
world, whether or not they are at present Members of the United 
Nations, automatically to assume the commitment in question at any 
time they so desired.

Hi ^  4s

Outline of a possible draft resolution of the General Assernhly of the
United Nations^ sfid>mitted hy the Negotiating Committee to the
representati'oes of the nuclear States for consideration hy their
respective Governments

The General Assembly^
HaA)im  ̂ considered the Treaty on the Denuclearization of Latin
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America (A / . . . )? which was transmitted to it by the
signatory States,

(Here would follow any other preambular paragraphs that might be 
considered appropriate.)

1. Expresses its particular appreciation of the methodical and 
assiduous work done by the signatory States, which has led to the 
conclusion of the Treaty on the Denuclearization of Latin America, 
this Treaty being an important contribution towards preventing the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons;

(Here would follow any other paragraphs that might be thought 
appropriate to insert before the last two, which would be worded as 
follows.)

X. Recognizes that, in order to ensure that the Treaty on the De
nuclearization of Latin America is as effective as possible, it is highly 
advisable that all States, and particularly the nuclear States, should 
undertake to refrain from taking, directly or indirectly, for whatever 
reason, any action that might jeopardize faithful compliance with the 
provisions of the Treaty;

XX. Declares that any State which votes in favour of this resolu
tion or subsequently accedes to it will be automatically assuming the 
commitment referred to in the preceding paragraph.

ANNEX 2^

ADDITIONAL PROTOCOLS

I

P rotocol of Guarantee

The undersigned Plenipotentiaries, being vested with full powers, 
respectively, by the President of the United States of America; the 
President of the French Republic; Her Majesty the Queen of the 
United Kingdom and of Her other Realms and Territories, Queen, 
Head of the Commonwealth; the Chairman of the Presidium of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics; and the Chairman of the People’s 
Republic of China,

Convinced that the Multilateral Treaty on the Denuclearization of 
Latin America, negotiated and signed pursuant to the recommenda
tions of the General Assembly of the United Nations contained in reso
lution 1911 (X V III) of 27 November 1963, is an important step for

 ̂See ante, p. 269, n. 2.
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ward towards ensuring the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons,
Conscious that the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons is not an 

end in itself but a means of achieving general and complete disarma
ment at a later stage,

Desiring to contribute, so far as lies in their power, towards end
ing the arms race, particularly in the field of nuclear weapons, and 
towards promoting and strengthening peace in the world, based on 
mutual respect and sovereign equality of States,

Have agreed as follows:

Article 1. The status of denuclearization of Latin America as de
fined, delimited and formulated in the provisions of the Mutilateral 
Treaty to which this Protocol is annexed shall be fully respected by 
the signatories of the present instrument as regards all its express aims 
and provisions.

Article 2. The Governments represented by the undersigned Pleni
potentiaries accordingly undertake not to contribute in any way to the 
performance of the following acts in the territory defined in the afore
said Treaty:

(a) The testing, use, manufacture, production or acquisition by 
any means whatsoever of nuclear weapons, either directly or by any
one on behalf of others;

(b) The receipt, storage or installation of any nuclear weapon or 
launching device, either directly or by anyone on behalf of others.

Article 3. The Governments represented by the undersigned Pleni
potentiaries also undertake to give the Contracting Parties to the 
Multilateral Treaty to which this Protocol is annexed, while it remains 
in force, full guarantees that they will not take the initiative in the 
use of nuclear weapons, of any kind, against any part of the territory 
included in the area defined in the aforesaid Treaty, provided that this 
same commitment is assumed by all other Powers possessing nuclear 
weapons.

Article 4. This Protocol shall have the same duration as the Mul
tilateral Treaty on the Denuclearization of Latin America to which it 
is annexed, and the provisions concerning ratification and denuncia
tion appearing in the body of the Treaty shall apply to it.

I n  w i t n e s s  w h e r e o f , the undersigned Plenipotentiaries, having 
deposited their full powers, found in good and due form, have signecj 
this Protocol of Guarantee on behalf of their respective Governments.

D o n e  at . . .  in the Chinese, English, French, Portuguese, Rus
sian and Spanish languages, on the . . . days of the month of . . . 
19 . . .

2i5^6(93 O— »7-------1©
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I I

Pbotocol of Guaraisttee

The undersigned Plenipotentiaries, being vested with full powers, 
respectively, by the President of the United States of America; the 
President of the French Republic; Her Majesty the Queen of the 
United Kingdom and of Her other Realms and Territories Queen, 
Head of the Commonwealth; and Her Majesty the Queen of the 
Netherlands,

Convinced that the Multilateral Treaty on the Denuclearization of 
Latin America negotiated and signed pursuant to the recommenda
tions of the General A ^m bly  of the United Nations contained in reso
lution 1911 (X V III) of 27 November 1963, is an important step for
ward towards ensuring the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

Conscious that the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons is not an 
end in itself, but a means of achieving general and complete dis
armament at a later stage,

Desiring to contribute, so far as lies in their power towards ending 
the arms race, particularly in the field of nuclear weapons, and 
towards promoting the strengthening of peace in the world, based on 
mutual respect and the sovereign equality of States,

Have agreed as follows:

Article 1. The status of denuclearization of Latin America, as de
fined, delimited and formulated in the provisions of the Multilateral 
Treaty to which this Protocol is aimexed, ehull be fully respected by 
the above-mentioned signatory Governments as regards all its express 
aims and provisions, with respect to the territories for which th ^  have, 
de jure or de facto^ international responsibility and which lies within 
the geographical area to which the Treaty applies.

Article 2. This Protocol shall have the same duration as the Multi
lateral Treaty on the denuclearization of Latin America to which it 
is annexed and the provisions concerning ratification and denunciation 
appearing in the body of the Treaty shall apply to it.

I n  w i t n e s s  w h e r e o f ,  the undersigned Plenipotentiaries, having de
posited their full powers, found in good and due form, have signed 
this Protocol of Guarantee on behalf of their respective Governments.

Done at . . ., in the Chinese, English, French, Portuguese, Russian 
and Spanish languages, on the . . . days of the month of . . . 19 . . .

(Adopted at the 33rd'meeting on 3 May 1966)
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RESOLUTION 15 (HI)

Amendments mbmitted hy the delegation of Venezuela

The Preparatory Gommission for the Denuclearization of Latin 
America^

Considering the fact that the amendments submitted by the dele
gation of Venezuela in docimient (X)PREDALi/L/14 could not be 
examined at the third session with the attention and care that their 
importance warrant,

Decides
To request the General Secretary to transmit copies of the said 

document to the Governments of member States, inviting them to take 
these amendments into account when considering the text of the pro
posal for the drafting of the Treaty on the Denuclearization of Latin 
America adopted by the Commission in resolution 14 ( I I I ) .

(Adopted at the 33rd meeting on 3 May 1966)

Statement by President Johnson on Exploration of the 
Moon and Other Celestial Bodies, May 7, 1966 ^

Just as the United States is striving to help achieve peace on earth, 
we want to do what we can to insure that explorations of the moon 
and other celestial bodies will be for peaceful purposes only. We want 
to be sure that our astronauts and those of other nations can freely 
conduct scientific investigations of the moon. We want the results 
of these activities to be available for all mankind.

We want to take action now to attain these goals. In my view, we 
need a treaty laying down rules and procedures for the exploration of 
celestial bodies. The essential elements of such a treaty would be as 
follows:

The moon and other celestial bodies should be free for exploration 
and use by all countries. No country should be permitted to advance 
a claim of sovereignty.

There should be freedom of scientific investigation, and all coun
tries should cooperate in scientific activities relating to celestial bodies.

Studies should be made to avoid harmful contamination.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, June 6, 1966, p. 900. The statement was read 
to news correspondents by the White House Deputy Press Secretary, together 
with the text of a leitter from Amhassiador Goldberg to the Ohai-rman of the 
U.N. Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space {infra) .
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Astronauts of one country should give any necessary help to astro
nauts of another country.

No country should be permitted to station weapons of mass destruc
tion on a celestial body. Weapons tests and military maneuvers should 
be forbidden.

I  am convinced that we should do what we can— n̂ot only for our 
generation, but for future generations—to see to it that serious polit
ical conflicts do not arise as a result of space activities. I  believe that 
the time is ripe for action. We should not lose time.

I  am asking Ambassador Goldberg, in New York, to seek early dis
cussions of such a treaty in the appropriate United Nations body.

Letter From Ambassador Goldberg to the Chairman of the 
United Nations Committee on the Peaceful Uses of 
Outer Space (Waldheim), May 9, 1966 ^

E x c e l l e n c y  : I  have the honor to bring to your attention the fol
lowing announcement by President Johnson on the need for a treaty 
governing the exploration of the moon and other celestial bodies:

[Text of President Jolmsoii*s statement of May 7, supra,'[

This proposal of my Government is based on our long-standing 
concern with the peaceful uses of outer space. You may recall that 
over seven years ago the United States inscribed the first item to ap
pear on the General Assembly’s agenda concerning the peaceful uses 
of outer space 2 and introduced a draft resolution sponsored by 20 
States.® This became the first outer space action taken by the As
sembly.^ I t was introduced in the First Committee by the then 
Majority Leader of the United States Senate, Senator Lyndon B. 
Johnson of Texas.®

Action since that time has been heartening to all of those who believe 
in the role of the United Nations as a source of international law and 
peaceful development. Eesolution 1721, of December 20, 1961, set

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, June 6,1966, pp. 900-901.
“ General Assembly Official Records: Thirteenth Session, Annexes, Agenda Item 

60, p. 4.
* Ibid., p. 5.
* Department of State Bulletin, Dec. 15,1958, pp. 977-980.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1969, vol. II, pp. 1301-1305.
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forth the essential legal principles applicable to outer space in an 
enlightened fashion that has no precedent in any previous age of ex
ploration.^ One of these principles was that international law, in
cluding the Charter of the United Nations, applies to outer space. 
Another principle is that outer space and celestial bodies are free for 
exploration and use by all States in conformity with international 
law, and are not subject to national appropriation. Building on this 
foundation, Resolution 1962, approved by the Assembly on December 
13, 1963, set forth a number of additional points that will be remem
bered gratefully centuries from now.^

Our current proposal for a treaty is designed to be another great 
step forward in the cooperative development of outer space for peace
ful uses. Because of its significance and urgency, I  would greatly 
appreciate your taking the necessary steps for an early convening of 
the Legal Subcommittee of the Committee on Outer Space.

I  should like to take this occasion. Excellency, to express our cpn- 
tinued appreciation for the admirable way in which you have presided 
over the work of this most important Committee and to assure you of 
our continued desire to extend the utmost cooperation in this field 
which is so important to the future of mankind.

Chinese Communist Communique on Thir<f Nuclear Test, 
May 9, 1966^

At 16:00 hours (Peking time) on May 9,1966 China successfully con
ducted over its western areas a nuclear explosion which contained 
thermo-nuclear material.

This experimental nuclear explosion is a new important achieve
ment scored by the Chinese people in their efforts to further strengthen 
their national defence and safeguard the security of their country and 
the peace of the world.

The complete success of this nuclear test was ensured by the Chinese 
People’s Liberation Army and China’s scientists, technicians and broad 
sections of workers and functionaries, who, under the correct leader
ship of the Communist Party of China and holding still higher the 
great red banner of Mao Tse-tung’s thought, gave prominenceio poli

^lUd., m i .v v -  738-741.
1963, pp. 644r-646.

® Peking Review, no. 20, May 13,1966, p. 4.
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tics, adhered to the “four firsts,”  ̂ creatively studied and applied 
Chairman Mao’s works, carried out the policy of self-reliance and hard 
work formulated by the Central Committee of the Party and Chairman 
Mao, and gave play to the spirit of collective wisdom and efforts and 
wholehearted co-operation by combining the leadership, the experts 
and the masses and integrating education, research and production. 
I t is a great victory for the Party’s general line of socialist construc
tion. I t  is a great victory for the three great revolutionary movements 
of class struggle, the struggle for production, and scientific experiment. 
I t is a great victory for Mao Tse-tung’s thought.

The Central Committee of the Communist Party of China, the 
State Council and the Military Commission of the Central Commit
tee of the Party extend their warm congratulations to all the com
manders and fighters of the People’s Liberation Army who took part 
in this test and to all the workers, engineers, technicians, scientists and 
other personnel who contributed to it, and express the hope that they 
will redouble their efforts and achieve new and continuous successes 
in the struggle for the further strengthening and the modernization of 
our country’s national defence.

China’s purpose in conducting necessary and limited nuclear tests 
and in developing nuclear weapons is to oppose the nuclear blackmail 
and threats of U.S. imperialism and its collaborators and to oppose 
the U.S.-Soviet collusion for maintaining nuclear monopoly and sabo
taging the revolutionary struggles of all oppressed peoples and nations. 
The Chinese people’s possession of nuclear weapons is a great encour
agement to the peoples who are fighting heroically for their own libera
tion as well as a new contribution to the defence of world peace.

At the time of the explosion of China’s first and second atom bombs, 
the Government of the People’s Republic of China already issued state
ments explaining China’s fundamental stand on the question of nuclear 
weapons and concretely proposed the holding of a summit conference 
of all the countries of the world to discuss the complete prohibition 
and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons.^

Since then, in disregard of the statements of the Chinese Govern
ment, U.S. imperialism has continued to develop and mass produce

^The “four firsts*' are: First place must be given to man in handling the 
relationship between man and weajwns; to political work in handling the rela
tionship between political and other work; to ideological work in relation to 
other aspects of political work; and, in ideological work, to the ideas currently 
in a person’s mind as distinguished from ideas in books (footnote in original).

* See Documents on Disarmament, 1964̂  pp. 448-451, 455, and ibid., 1965, prp. 
168-169.
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nuclear weapons of various kinds, further expanded its nuclear bases 
all over the world and stepped up its nuclear blackmail and threats 
against China and the whole world. China’s sole purpose in develop
ing nuclear weapons is defence, and her ultimate aim is to eliminate 
nuclear weapons. We solemnly declare once again that at no time and 
in no circumstances will China be the first to use nuclear weapons. The 
Chinese people sincerely hope that a nuclear war will never take place.

We are deeply convinced that a nuclear war can be prevented pro
vided that all peace-loving people and countries work together and 
persevere in struggle. As in the past, the Chinese people and Govern
ment will continue to carry on an unswerving struggle, together with 
all other peace-loving people and countries, Sor the noble aim of com
pletely prohibiting and thoroughly destroying nuclear weapons.

Statement by the Department of State on Chinese 
Communist Nuclear Test, May 9, 1966 ^

Nearly a year has passed since Communist China exploded its sec
ond nuclear device. The third test occurred today in Sinkiang and 
comes as no surprise. As you know, a Department of State spokes
man noted on April 28 that such a test should be expected soon.

Today’s test was an atmospheric test, with a yield in the same gen
eral range as previous Chinese tests. Further evaluation must await 
collection and analyses of the debris in the atmosphere.

This test, of course, is part of the deliberate and costly Chinese 
Communist program to acquire a nuclear weapon.

The United S ta t^  Government continues to deplore the disregard 
of the Chinese Communist leaders for the desires and well-being of 
people throughout the world who may suffer from the ill effects of 
atmospheric nuclear testing, which most of the world has banned by 
adherence to the limited test ban treaty.^

The United States reaffirms its defense commitments in Asia and 
the assurances given by President Johnson on October 18,1964, of our 
strong support to nations that do not seek national nuclear weapons 
if they need our support against any threat of nuclear blackmail.^

 ̂Department of State BuHetifiy May 30,1966, p. 869.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 196S, pp. 291-293.

m id ., 1964, p. 468.
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Address by Premier Chou at Sino-Albanian Banquet 
{Extract}, May 10, 1966 ^

. . . Our sale purpose in developing nuclear weapons is defence, 
and our ultimate aim is the elimination of nuclear weapons. At the 
time of the explosion of China’s first atom bomb, the Chinese Gov
ernment already explained China’s fundamental stand on the ques
tion of nuclear weapons and concretely proposed the holding of a 
summit conference of all the countries of the world to discuss the 
complete prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons.^ 
Moreover, China has proposed to the United States that the two coun
tries imdertake the obligation of not being the first to use nuclear 
weapons against each other. But U.S. imperialism has rejected 
China’s proposal, continued to develop and mass produce nuclear 
weapons of various kinds, further expanded its nuclear bases all over 
the world, particularly those around China, and stepped up its nu
clear blackmail and threats against China and other peace-loving 
countries. In  collusion with U.S. imperialism, the revisionist leading 
group of the Soviet Union is actively engineering a treaty on the “pre
vention of nuclear proliferation” so as to maintain their nuclear mo
nopoly, intimidate the oppressed nations and peoples and realize 
its dream of world domination through Soviet-U.S. collaboration. 
In these circumstances, China cannot but conduct necessary and 
limited nuclear tests to develop nuclear weapons. The success of 
China’s third nuclear test is undoubtedly a great encouragement to 
the peoples who are fighting heroically for their own liberation.

Blind faith in nuclear weapons is one of the main characteristics 
of the Khrushchev revisionists. While succumbing to the nuclear 
blackmail of U.S. imperialism, they are trying to blackmail others 
with nuclear weapons. They think that with nuclear weapons in 
hand they can settle all world problems. This is an utterly wrong 
idea, a reactionary idea. Like all other new weapons in history, nu
clear weapons cannot be monopolized. All reactionary forces are 
doomed to extinction, whatever new weapons they wield. Nuclear 
weapons can save neither U.S. imperialism nor the revisionist leading 
group of the Soviet Union.

China is developing nuclear weapons, but she absolutely will not 
place blind faith in them. We will never submit to the nuclear black
mail of anyone, nor will we ever use nuclear weapons to blackmail 
others. As we did on the previous two occasions of nuclear testing,

’̂ Peking Review, May 20, 1966, p. 17. The address was given at a fareweU 
banquet for an Albanian delegation which had been visiting Peking.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1 9 6 p. 455.
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we declare again this time that at no time and in no circmnstances will 
China be the first to use nuclear weapons. We are deeply convinced 
that a nuclear war can be prevented and nuclear weapons can be com
pletely banned, provided that all the peace-loving people and coun
tries work together and persevere in struggle.

Statement by the Indian Representative (Trivedi) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee {Extract}: 
Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, May 10, 1966 "

As the non-aligned delegations in the Committee have pointed out, 
the most important principle laid down by the United Nations is that 
the treaty should embody an acceptable balance of mutual responsibil
ities and obligations of the nuclear and non-nuclear weapon Powers. 
I t  needs to be emphasized that, out of the five principles laid down by 
the international community in this resolution, only this particular 
principle stipulates specifically what should be embodied in an accept
able treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons— t̂hat is, what 
should be in the body of the treaty. The treaty must therefore have 
specific provisions and articles in its text which would provide an 
acceptable balance of mutual responsibilities and obligations of the 
nuclear weapon Powers and the non-nuclear weapon Powers.

The United Nations has not accepted the thesis that this treaty 
should by its nature be discriminatory, that it is not a measure of 
disarmament, that it should embody principally the obligations and 
responsibilities of the non-nuclear weapon countries, and that as far as 
the nuclear weapon countries are concerned they need only attempt to 
negotiate measures balancing the obligations of the non-nuclear weapon 
countries separately, in the hope that they may reach some agree
ment on them some time in the future.

As I  said earlier, the United States and the Soviet Union presented 
their draft treaties before the adoption of the General Assembly 
resolution, with its firm and clear principles. Since then both delega
tions have advanced some amendments or proposals of amendment. 
The Indian delegation has already welcomed the proposal made in 
Chairman Kosygin’s message of 1 F eb ru ary an d  would like to take

" ENDC/PV.263, pp. 8-13.
 ̂AntCj pp. 9-13.
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this opportunity of welcoming the message from His Majesty the 
Emperor of Ethiopia, circulated to the Conmiittee on 1 March in the 
context ‘‘of the fact that the present nuclear possession and prolifera
tion could be a serious danger to the security of mankind ..

The Indian delegation also welcomes the amendment put forward 
by the United States delegation defining rationally the status of the 
countries concerned and using the expressions “nuclear weapon States” 
and “non-nuclear weapon States”.̂  I  am personally grateful to the 
United States delegation for its handsome and generous acknowledg
ment of my modest contribution in that behalf.^

Those are some wholesome developments and deserve to be praised. 
In particular, the Indian delegation believes that they indicate a 
welcome receptiveness on the part of the United States and the Soviet 
Union delegations; it hopes that in the same approach of imderstand- 
ing they will soon introduce other amendments so as to reflect the 
directives given to all of us by the United Nations in its resolution 
2028 (XX).^

Principle 2(b) of that resolution talks of the responsibilities and 
obligations of non-nuclear weapon countries and of nuclear weapon 
countries. As far as the non-nuclear weapon countries are concerned, 
the two draft treaties before us set out their obligations and their re
sponsibilities. First, there is the question of dissemination, pure and 
simple. The drafts provide, in principle, that the non-nuclear weapon 
countries shall not receive weapons or weapon technology. Secondly, 
there is the question of the production of nuclear weapons'; and the 
drafts stipulate that the non-nuclear weapon countries shall not manu
facture these weapons. Thirdly, a suggestion has been made for some 
kind of control on the peaceful activities of nations. I t is true that 
article I I I  in the United States draft is only a statement of an objective 
to be attained,® although a preambular statement of that type could 
properly find its place only in the preamble of the treaty, rather than 
in a substantive article. Nevertheless, some statements have been made 
which seem to indicate that the imposition of such control is believed 
to be an important feature of an international instrument on non
proliferation.

The United Nations resolution says that all obligations should apply 
mutually to the nuclear weapon Powers as well and that they should 
be balanced as between the non-nuclear weapon countries and the 
nuclear weapon countries. I t  goes further and says that the balanced

 ̂Ante, p. 07.
* Ante, p. 160.
® Ante, p. 164.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 532-534.
®/6«f.,pp. 347-549.
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and mutual obligations of the nuclear weapon Powers should be em
bodied in the treaty. This requirement is clearly spelt out in the 
resolution and cannot be ignored.

I f  we look at the two drafts, however, we find—^presumably because 
they were presented before the adoption of the United Nations reso
lution— t̂hat the principle of balance and mutuality is reflected only in 
the first set of obligations: those relating to disseminia/tion proper. 
Just as the non-nuclear weapon Powers are required not to receive 
weapons and weapon technology, the nuclear weapon Powers are 
required not to give them. This certainly provides balance and 
mutuality in the body of the treaty.

Incidentally, apart from the controversy between the two alliances 
on the exact definition of what constitutes the giving or receiving of 
weapons and weapon technology, there is another aspect of this prob
lem which needs to be attended to. The transfer of weapons and 
weapon technology should be considered not only in relation to trans
actions between the nuclear weapon Powers on the one hand and the 
non-nuclear weapon Powers on the other, but also among the nuclear 
weapon Powers themselves. This is a point which India made as 
early as 1961. I t  means that transfer of nuclear weapons and tech
nology should be prohibited even if it involves transfer from one 
nuclear weapon Power to another nuclear weapon Power.

Despite this lacuna, and despite the controversy on the definition 
of the contours of dissemination, the two drafts embody in principle 
the mutuality and balance enjoined upon us by the international com
munity. When we come to the other two sets of obligations, however, 
we find that there is as yet no provision to reflect the requirements 
of the United Nations resolution. As far as production is concerned, 
it is only the non-nuclear weapon countries which are directed not 
to manufacture nuclear weapons. The nuclear weapon Powers re
tain the right to continue to manufacture these dread weapons of 
destruction. That provides no balance and no mutuality. This lacuna 
is particularly calamitous when one considers the case of the People’s 
Kepublic of China, an incipient nuclear weapon Power, a Power which 
does not as yet have either a stockpile of nuclear weapons or a de
veloped system of delivery. The drafts as they stand would give it 
a licence to develop its stockpile and its delivery systems. They would 
permit such a coimtry to proliferate at will under the umbrella of 
an inadequate treaty.

Leaving aside individual cases, however, the fact remains that the 
iJnited Nations resolution demands balance and mutuality as between 
non-nuclear weapon countries and nuclear weapon countries. The 
Indian delegation has noted with satisfaction that the Swedish dele-
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gation made a concrete proposal in that respect on 10 March,^ and it 
endorses the suggestion that the very first article of an acceptable 
treaty on non-proliferation should prohibit the production of fissile 
material for weapon purposes to all countries alike, nuclear weapon 
Powers and non-nuclear weapon Powers, in accordance with the prin
ciple of mutuality and balance. The other articles can then follow 
in a rational and coherent sequence.

The Indian delegation is aware that the United States delegation 
has referred at several meetings to the question of cessation of such 
production. In implementation of United Nations resolution 2028 
(X X ), however, this requirement has to be embodied in the treaty 
itself. The Indian delegation hopes that this will be done in the near 
future so that the Committee can express itself in detail on the actual 
terms of the article in que^ion.

There is yet another aspect of the balance which needs to be embodied 
in the treaty, and this arises from the existence of the awesome arsenals 
of the existing nuclear weapon Powers. There is no balance nor 
security if these over-kill stockpiles continue even at their present 
hazardous levels. Several delegations have devoted their attention to 
this problem, and in particular the Indian delegation is impressed with 
the suggestion in that respect made to the Committee by the delegation 
of the United Arab Republic on 3 March.^ The treaty should thus em
body an article providing for a legal obligation on the part of the 
nuclear weapon Powers to reduce their stocks in an acceptable man
ner. As Ambassador Khallaf said, this should be a formal and firm 
indication.

The Indian delegation believes that, if the first article of a treaty 
on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons covers the problem of produc
tion and the second article the problem of dissemination, the third 
article should provide for an obligation for reduction of stockpiles. 
This is not a preambular matter but a substantive one, and needs to be 
embodied in the su'bstantive articles of the treaty. Other subsidiary 
articles, like the withdrawal clause and the one on the coming into 
force of the treaty, could then follow these basic articles.

Finally, there is the question of control on the peaceful nuclear activ
ities of nations. India has always maintained that control and dis
armament should be simultaneous and that it is not possible to isolate 
the two concepts. What is even more important in the context of a 
treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons is that any measure 
we envisage should be mutual and balanced. I t  should leave no loop
holes, as enjoined in principle 2(a) of resolution 2028 (X X ); and in

^Ante, p. 131.
77.



TRIVEDI STATEMENT, MAY 10 285

accordance with principles 2(b), (c) and (d) of that resolution it 
should apply in particular to the armed activities of nations.

If, therefore, any control is to be envisaged in a treaty of this 
nature—and that is another issue— ît should first apply equally 
and without any discrimination to all nuclear facilities of all nations 
and not only to the facilities of non-nuclear nations or developing 
nations; and secondly, it should apply to the peaceful activities of 
nations as well as their warlike activities. As India has stated 
several times in the past, nuclear weapons are fabricated by the 
nuclear weapon Powers with the fissile mat^erial produced by them in 
their gaseous diffusion plants. They are not manufacturing these 
weapons in their atomic reactors or in their atomic power plants, and 
it is no use controlling the semi-finished product while leaving the 
finished product completely uncontrolled. The most essential fa
cility to be controlled, therefore, is the gaseous diffusion plants.

In this Committee, unlike other organizations and agencies, we 
are discussing only the issues of disarmament, and as far as we are 
concerned it is our obligation to deal specifically with these issues. 
At any rate, the directives given to us by the United Nations resolu
tion are that a treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons should 
leave no loop-holes which might permit either the nuclear weapon 
Powers or the non-nuclear weapon Powers to proliferate nuclear 
weapons in any form; that the body of the treaty should provide for an 
acceptable balance of mutual responsibilities and obligations of nuclear 
weapon Powers and non-nuclear weapon Powers; and that the treaty 
should be a step towards the achievement of general and complete dis
armament and particularly of nuclear disarmament.

The Indian delegation believes it necessary to emphasize that it 
lays special stress on the resolution of the United Nations, not so 
much because that resolution represents the combined and over
whelming opinion of the international community on the subject as 
because the principles laid down in it have a universal validity and 
represent the fundamental verities of the situation. Again, the 
sovereign, equal and independent nations of the world desire that an 
international treaty should be non-discriminatory.

But that is not the main emphasis of the resolution. Its main 
emphasis is that an international instrument on non-proliferation 
must ensure security for all and should safeguard not only the in
terests of countries which are militarily aligned with the nuclear 
weapon Powers, but also the interests of the non-aligned nations— 
in fact, the interests of the entire world society. I t  was with this 
supreme consideration in mind that the United Nations adopted 
resolution 2028 (XX) by a massive vote.
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Statement by ACDA director Foster to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee: Nonproliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons, May 10, 1966 ’

In preparation for the resumption of our debate on the question 
of non-proliferation, I  have reviewed the discussions which have 
recently taken place in this Committee. Today I  shall comment 
further on some of the points raised by the representative of the Soviet 
Union. In doing so I  shall attempt to state as clearly as I  can the 
United States position on certain fundamental aspects of the non- 
proliferation problem. I  believe it is important at this stage of our 
work that there ^ou ld  be no misunderstanding of these fundamental 
aspects, nor of the position of the United States.

Mr. Eoshchin has criticized the approach of the United States in a 
number of ways. First, he has alleged that the United States inten
tion to retain its veto over the firing of its nuclear weapons somehow 
proves United States assent to the proliferation of nuclear weapons. 
That is simply not so. As we have pointed out over and over again, 
the United States intends to maintain control over its own nuclear 
weapons. The President of the United States has said so,̂  the Secre
tary of State has said so,® the Secretary of Defense has said so,̂  and
I  have said so repeatedly.® There can be no doubt on this score. 
However, the Soviet Union apparently remains unsatisfied.

In  an effort to make clear our intentions, we have introduced into 
our draft non-proliferation treaty precise provisions.® This Com
mittee is familiar with these clauses of our draft treaty—articles I,
I I  and IV —and there is thus no need to recite them again. What 
they say, in effect, is the following: no one—I repeat, no one—^will 
be able to fire United S ta t^  weapons unless the United States decides 
that they are to be fired. This is the situation which now obtains, 
and we have no intention whatsoever of changing it.

We have talked a great deal about this question of whether a coun- 
ti*y can fire nuclear weapons. The reason for this is obvious. The 
purpose of any weapon, unfortunately, is to fire it or to threaten to 
fire it. So long as the effective decision to use nuclear weapons is 
left in the hands of an existing nuclear weapon State, there is no 
proliferation. To ensure the effective control of the United States

 ̂ENDC/PV.263, pp. 1^-20.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1965, p. 534.
® Ante, pp. 240-241.
* Ante, p. 100.
® See ante, pp. 38-39,81-82.
® Documents on Disarmmnent, 1965, pp. 347-349; ante, pp.159-160.
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over the iiriiig of its own nuclear weapons, my Government has made 
great efforts and has gone to considerable expense to develop and 
apply complex codes and electronic devices which prevent any imau- 
thorized action.

We all hope, as earnestly as it is possible to hope for anything in 
this world, that it will never be necessary to fire nuclear weapons. 
However, if such a day should ever arrive, it will be the United States 
and not some other country which will decide whether United States 
weapons are to be fired.

I  wish now to take up a second line of argument presented by the 
Soviet delegation. On 5 April Mr. Roshchin made the charge that, 
instead of discussing specific provisions of a non-proliferation treaty, 
we were “being involved in the intricacies of the internal relations 
within NATO which it is said will control the use of nuclear weapons 
by the members of this bloc”. He proceeded to conclude that this 
was apparently necessary in order to obtain agreement to the conclu
sion of a non-proliferation treaty which would permit proliferation 
of these weapons within this military bloc of the Western Powers.^

I t  should not be necessai^ to belabour the obvious. However, when 
the Soviet representative makes such a charge, frank and plain words 
are necessary. With regard to this line of argument, I  wish to stress 
one point in particular. The United States—and I  believe I  can speak 
for its allies as well—does not plan to seek the approval of the Soviet 
Union for carrying out any plans for nuclear defence which we and 
our allies may deem to be necessary. I t  is therefore not appropriate 
for the Soviet Union or other States outside the NATO alliance to 
become involved in the intricacies of the internal relations within 
NATO.

I t is also not nece^ary because the United States has stated over 
and over again that any arrangements for nuclear defence in NATO 
will not involve the proliferation of its nuclear weapons. By this I  
mean that in the process of carrying out any arrangements we con
template, or as a result of such arrangements, participating States 
will not get from us their own nuclear weapons; nor will they acquire 
an independent right or ability to fire nuclear weapons. This is in 
accordance with firm United States policy and legislation which 
rule out the possibility of proliferation. The historical experience 
of over twenty years has confirmed that we have lived up to these re
quirements. In addition, we now propose a non-proliferation treaty 
which would reinsure this tesult. Once such a treaty comes into force, 
there will be a firm international basis for ensuring that nuclear de

Ante, p. 202.
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fence arrangements in N'ATO do not involve proliferation of nuclear 
weapons to any of the participants.

There is a third line of argument of the Soviet Union which I  wish 
to discuss. On several occasions the Soviet representative has stated 
that the security of the Soviet Union and other communist States, as 
well as of the non-aligned nations, cannot be based on some agree
ments which exist or may exist within the framework of NATO. 
Specifically on 29 March Mr. Koshchin said that the Soviet Union 
could not base its “security on the United States right to enter a Veto’ 
when decisions are taken in NATO on questions relating to the use 
of nuclear weapons”.̂

This argument is unhelpful because it di^orts and confuses reality. 
We fully understand what the security of the Soviet Union is based 
upon. Like the security of the United States, the security of the So
viet Union is based upon weapons and forces which are believed to be 
sufficient to deter aggression and to protect vital interests. Beyond 
this, of course, both the Soviet Union and the United States depend 
for their security on the self-restraint, judgement and wisdom w*hich 
are brought to bear on the international scene by both sides. We are 
not asking the Soviet Union to base its security on intra-NATO agree
ments. That would be absurd. The Soviet Union can rest assured, 
none the less, that the NATO alliance is strictly defensive and that 
aggre^ion will never be its aim.

In  estimating our strength to deter aggression, a very important 
factor for the United States is the strength of its allies and the common 
plans and purposes within the alliance. To provide for our common 
defence, we and our allies have had to undertake co-operative activities 
in the field of nuclear defence; but these activities do not and will not 
involve giving to any non-nuclear weapon participants their own 
nuclear weapons. We have considered and discussed possible addi
tional arrangements for nuclear defence with our allies because their 
co-operation is important to us and we have confidence that they share 
with us common aims and aspirations.

We must assume that the Soviet Union has also had to work out 
some forms of co-ordinated nuclear defence with its allies. We have 
pointed out that it seems apparent that the Soviet Union also trains 
with its allies in the use of delivery vehicles capable of using nuclear 
weapons. Our hope is that Soviet arrangements have the same reli
able safeguards against proliferation as those which we have insisted 
upon in any defence arrangements in which we participate. I t  is 
worth noting again, however, that we have not yet received any satis

 ̂Ante, p. 180.
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factory answer to our question whether such Warsaw Pact arrange
ments are regarded by the Soviet Union as constituting proliferation.

That is an important point. I t  is in fact possible for an alliance 
to be the setting for proliferation of nuclear weapons. Eegrettably, 
in the Sino-Soviet alliance assistance was at first given by the Soviet 
Union to the communist Chinese, who only yesterday conducted a third 
nuclear explosion in continued defiance of the nuclear test-ban Treaty.^ 
Of course, this assistance in the spread of nuclear weapons may now 
be regarded with some dismay by those who granted i t ; but they have 
no basis for imputing an intention to the United State to disseminate 
nuclear weapons.

I  have spoken in plain terms of certain basic concepts because I  be
lieve that we have unfortunately been caught up in debaters’ points. 
For example, it is only a debater’s point to charge, as the representative 
of the Soviet Union did in our meeting on 28 April, that fhe United 
States has taken a step backward by failing to incorporate a concept 
of control which was utilized in a completely different context some 
twenty years ago.  ̂ As everyone is aware, the United States was pro
posing at that time to place under international control the entire 
technology of the atom, both peaceful and military. Instead of at
tempting to score debaters’ points we must focus much greater atten
tion on basic concepts, on underlying realities. , I t would be tragic if 
we failed to close the door to proliferation in time because we had kept 
ourselves busy with an abstract argument about the number of loop
holes that might be imagined in this or that treaty clause.

The principal reality which the Soviet Union seems bent on ignoring 
relates to the nature of alliances, and the NATO alliance in particular. 
This alliance was formed and is being maintained by its members be
cause of the existence of a powerful threat against them. This is a 
threat which they did not provoke and which includes hundreds of 
Soviet nuclear weapons ready for employment against the territory 
of Western Europe. The NATO countries have a vital interest and 
naturally wish to participate in the nuclear defence which is a deter
rent against that threat. The United States is willing to work out 
with its allies nuclear defence arrangements, not involving prolifera
tion, which will result in their having responsible and meaningful 
roles in their own nuclear defence.

The Soviet Union has said in effect that the non-nuclear NATO 
countries cannot participate in training involving the effects of nuclear 
weapons, in decisions regarding the deployment of nuclear weapons, 
in decisions regarding strategy, and so forth. However, the Soviet

 ̂For the CMnese test, see ante, pp. 277-2T9. The test-ban treaty appears in 
Docwmmta on Disarmament, 196S, pp. 291-293.

 ̂Ante, p(p. 242-243.
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Union surely recognizes that the responsible arrangements pursuant 
to which these activities take place will continue as long as they are 
deemed necessary. Moreover, they will have to be adapted as neces
sary to changing circumstances. The question arises, therefore, why 
the Soviet Union has chosen to present increasingly extreme positions 
in our discussions of this matter. I t  certainly does not facilitate the 
negotiation of a non-proliferation treaty.

For two years now the Soviet Union has persisted in its efforts to 
complicate our task of halting the proliferation of nuclear weapons 
by means of a campaign against NATO and the Federal Republic of 
Germany. We all know the way in which this is intended to serve 
Soviet foreign policy objectives in Europe, but what does it have to 
do with the proliferation of nuclear weapons ?

During this period existing NATO nuclear arrangements have re
mained in force. Other proposed arrangements have been under dis
cussion; but no new arrangements, apart from continuing efforts to 
improve consultations, have as yet been implemented. But neither 
has a non-proliferation treaty been concluded. Such a treaty, which 
is the proper concern of this Committee, not only would halt the world
wide proliferation of nuclear weapons but would also establish the 
framework within which any NATO arrangement would have to fit.

Unless we find a way out of the present impasse, all of us, including 
the Soviet Union, stand to lose. And we shall not t>e able to chart 
our way out of this impasse by ignoring realities. That perhaps is the 
most important point I  wish to emphasize today. I  sincerely hope 
that it will be possible for all of us, when during the recess we review 
our position, to come to appreciate the great issues at stake and the 
need to deal with those issues in a direct, fair and realistic manner. 
I  also hope that we all come to recognize the urgency of our task. The 
realities of the present situation will not soon change, let alone dis
appear. I f  we procrastinate we stand a very good chance of missing 
completely the opportunity of concluding a non-proliferation treaty.

Nor should we miss opportunities to make progress in other areas 
which will contribute importantly to our over-all non-proliferation 
objective. In these areas my delegation has sought to make construc
tive contributions. We have submitted detailed suggestions on the 
means of verifying a cut-off in the production of fissionable material 
for weapons. We have elaborated on the means of verifying the de
struction of nuclear weapons.^ We have described some feasible new 
methods of verifying a comprehensive test-ban treaty.^ The practical 
procedures we have presented result from a continuous effort by my

 ̂See antCy pp. 218-224. 
 ̂Ante, pp. 190-199.
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Grpvernment, including its utilization of the talent of the most skilled 
sp€K5ialists available in our country, inside and outside the Government. 
We are trying to find practical avenues of progress in solving the dif
ficult problems which confront us.

Our suggestions are not and have not 'been presented on a “take- 
it-or-leave-it” basis. They are illustrative suggestions designed to 
help our work. We would hope that other delegations would study 
them during the recess and perhaps make suggestions of their own 
when we resume our work. I  refer particularly to those delegations 
which have underscored the importance of collateral measures related 
to non-proliferation.

For our part we shall continue to study the interesting suggestions 
regarding means of facilitating progress toward a ban on all nuclear 
tests which have b ^n  m-ade by the delegations of Sweden,^ the United 
Araib Repu'blic ̂  and Mexico.  ̂ Although some aspects of tihese sug
gestions do not coincide with our own positions, we nevertheless recog
nize these suggestions as serious contributions designed to advance the 
work of this Committee.

My delegation has also sought to make contributions to our work 
in other fields. We have elaboraited President Johnson’s proposa;l 
concerning regiona;l limitations in the field of conventional armaments.^ 
The guidelines which I  have set forth are intended as a stimulus to 
constructive initiatives. We appreciate that such initiatives cannot 
emerge overnight. However, the processes of study, exploration, 
consultation can begin. We sincerely hope they will, and we stand 
ready to be of every possible assistance.

I  should like now to refer to a major initiative having relation to 
arms control which has been announced by the President of the United 
States. On 7 May this year the President proposed conclusion of a 
treaty to govern exploration of the moon and other celestial bodies. 
The proposed treaty should ensure that explorations of the moon and 
other celestial bodies will be for peaceful purposes only. As the Presi
dent has indicated, no country should be permitted to station weapons 
of mass destruction on a celestial body. Nor should weapon tests or 
military manoeuvres be permitted. In addition we want to ensure 
that our astronauts and those of other nations can freely conduct sci
entific investigations of the moon. We want the results of these activi
ties to be available to all mankind. The President said:

 ̂AntCj pp. 212-217.
ENDO/PV. 259, pp. 24-30.

« ENDO/PV. 246, pp. ^11.
* See Mr. Foster’s statemen't of Apr. 19 {ante, pp. 226-230) and President 

Jolmson’s message of Jan. 27 {ante, pp. 5-^).
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I am convinced that we should do what we can— n̂ot only for our generation, but 
for future generations— t̂o see to it that serious political conflicts do not arise as 
a result of space activities/

The United States is seeking early discussions on this proposal in the 
appropriate United Nations body.

I  should like to recall that one of our members in this Committee 
has made an important contribution to this initiative. In June 1963 
the delegation of Mexico submitted in this Committee specific sugges
tions to accomplish the same purposes which President Johnson has 
urged in his recent proposal.^ We appreciate the foresight and wis
dom which have characterized the action of the Government of Mexico 
in this regard.

But our priority task in this Committee remains the negotiation of 
a non-proliferation treaty. In the stocktaking and analysis which 
should take place during the forthcoming recess every member of this 
Committee can be assured that the United States seeks and will con
tinue to seek with all possible determination and speed a fair and 
effective non-proliferation treaty. We shall not be discouraged by 
ill-concealed efforts to weaken or embarrass the NATO alliance. And 
we shall not be side-tracked by deceptive distortions of our proposals 
and intentions or those of our allies. We shall maintain our deter
mination and our optimism, because the fundamental realities with 
which we are concerned must be recognized ultimately.

The seriousness and urgency of our task in negotiating a non-pro
liferation treaty must be appreciated. When that happens I  believe 
that this Committee will then devote its time and efforts in earnest to 
the negotiation of a non-proliferation treaty. And this, I  am confi
dent, will be a fair and effective treaty—a treaty which will contribute 
greatly to the security of us all.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, May 10, 
1966^

Today the ninth session of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Dis
armament comes to an end. In accordance with established custom 
we should like to analyse in a very general way the work accomplished

 ̂Ante, p. 276.
® Documents on Disarmament, 196S, pp. 239-242. 
» ENDC/PV. 263, pp. 20-29.
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by the Committee and to smn up the results of the session which is 
now ending.

The Conmiittee had before it extremely important recomnuendations 
by the United Nations General Assembly and also proposals submitted 
by States members of the Committee both on questions of general and 
complete disarmament and on collateral measures in the field of dis
armament, including the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. I t  is 
upon the achievement of progress in such an important sphere as the 
problem of disarmament that the future trend of international events 
depends—whether towards a further deterioration of the world situa
tion, or towards a lessening of tension and the settlement of other ur
gent outstanding questions. That is why public opinion in many 
countries is following the work of the Committee with great attention 
in the expectation of positive steps by the Committee in solving the 
questions before it.

When speaking of the results of the work of this session of the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee, we must first of all characterize the in
ternational situation in which this session has been held. In  this con
nexion we must point out that, as a result of the aggressive policy of 
the United States, there has been a perceptible increase in interna
tional tension. The war which is being waged by the United States 
against the people of Viet-Nam and which constitutes a serious threat 
to peace in Asia and to world peace is obviously having a negative 
effect on the efforts of all people of goodwill to achieve a solution to 
outstanding international problems, including disarmament problems. 
The war in Viet-Nam is undoubtedly having a definitely negative effect 
of the work of the Eighteen-Nation Committee and its efforts to solve 
the problems before it.

I t  is also necessary to refer to the dangerous development of events 
in Western Europe, where the Federal Eepublic of Germany, with the 
support of the United States, is increasingly pursuing the course of 
resuscitating militarism and revanchism. The Potsdam Agreements, 
which provided for joint efforts'by the anti-Hitler coalition Powers 
against the rebirth of German militarism and Nazism,^ have in fact 
been laid aside by the United States and the United Kingdom. West 
Germany has been transformed into a vast military arsenal crammed 
with atom bombs, missiles, shells and mines. The West German 
Bv/ndesvyehr has become one of the biggest NATO armies in equip
ment and numbers.

All the designs and aspirations of the ruling circles of the Federal

 ̂For the Potsdam protocol, see Senate Foreign Relations Committee, A Decadc 
of American Foreign Policy: Basic Documents^ 1941-49 (S. doc. 123, 81st CJong., 
1st sess.), pp. 34ff.
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Republic of Germany are focused on obtaining access to nuclear weap
ons, by means of which they intend to carry out their plans for revenge. 
That is why Bonn is incessantly taking the initiative in continuing 
the negotiations to set up a NATO multilateral nuclear force, and this 
is preventing the solution of the problem of the non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons.

Thus in Europe, where during the lifetime of a single generation 
two world wars have broken out in the first half of this century, a 
hotbed fomenting the danger of war is again being created. In this 
connexion can it be forgotten that a conflict in Europe, where the 
armed forces of NATO and of the Warsaw Treaty confront each other, 
would have the direst consequences for all countries and peoples and 
for the cause of peace as a whole ?

The favourable trend towards a lessening of international tension 
which was to be observed a few years ago and which found expression 
in the conclusion of the Moscow Treaty banning nuclear weapon tests 
in the atmosphere, under water and in outer space,  ̂and also in a cer
tain limitation of the arms race, has been frustrated by the political 
policy of the United States in Asia and in Europe. The arms race in 
the United States and in certain Western countries has again begmi 
to spiral steeply upwards, and the already swollen military arsenals of 
States continue to be replenished with weapons of mass destruction of 
truly unlimited power and range.

All this, of course, could not fail to affect the work of the present 
session of the Committee. At the same time these circumstances re
quired of the members of the Committee the utmost efforts and per
severance in order to overcome the difficulties standing in the way of 
the accomplishment of the tasks assigned to it and to make progress 
in working out agreements in the field of disarmament and arms limi
tation which could be the starting-point for an improvement in the 
international situation.

Attaching great importance to the problem of disarmament, the 
Soviet Union has made considerable endeavours to help to bring about 
a solution to the problems of general and complete disarmament and 
also of collateral measures aimed at halting the arms race. I t is our 
profound conviction that the cause of peace and international security 
depends to a considerable extent on the solution of these problems. The 
need for an immediate solution of the disarmament problem was 
stressed again in the message from the Chairman of the Council of 
Ministers of the USSR, Mr. Kosygin, to the Eighteen-Nation Com
mittee on Disarmament, setting forth a programme of measures in

 ̂BocvmenU on Diaarmammt, 196Sy pp. 291-293.
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I lie field of disarmament the implementation of which is advocated by 
the Soviet Union.^

As is well known, the Soviet Union has submitted for consideration 
by the Committee a concrete draft treaty on the non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons.^ This draft treaty is pervaded from beginning to 
end by an endeavour to close all doors and all loop-holes to the direct 
and indirect proliferation of nuclear weapons. I t  fully corresponds 
to the aim set before all States by resolution 2028 (XX) of the General 
Assembly concerning the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.® 

Furthermore, the Soviet Union has proposed consideration of a 
whole series of other concrete and urgent measures the implementation 
of which would really lead to a slowing-down of the arms race, the 
alleviation of international tension, and the deliverance of the peoples 
from the threat of nuclear war. The delegation of the Soviet Union 
has proposed, in particular, that agreement be reached on an immediate 
solution of the problem of the elimination of foreign military bases 
and the withdrawal of foreign troops from the territories of other 
countries.^ This has long been demanded by the peoples of many 
countries of the world, since there is no doubt that the implementation 
of this measure would substantially strengthen the security and sover
eignty of States and would place considerable obstacles in the way of 
the accomplishment of aggressive acts.

Guided by the well-known resolution of the United Nations General 
Assembly, we have also vigorously urged the implementation of such 
important measures as the establishment of denuclearized zones in 
various areas of the world and the prohibition of underground nuclear 
tests. We have also advocated the achievement of an agreement to 
ban the use of nuclear weapons, and have proposed that, before the 
achievement of such an agreement, the nuclear Powers should agree 
among themselves not to be the first to use nuclear weapons.®

In putting forward its programme of individual measures in the 
field of disarmament, the Soviet Union does not regard them as an 
end in themselves the achievement of which would permit a halt to be 
made, but as steps towards the main goal—^general and complete dis
armament under strict international control. The Soviet Union has 
therefore proposed that the examination of the question of general and 
complete disarmament in the Committee should be continued, since it 
considers the agreeing of a treaty on general and complete disarmament 
to be one of the basic tasks of the Eighteen-Nation Committee.

 ̂Ante, pp. 9-13.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 443-446.

pp. 532-534.
 ̂Ante, pp. 11-12. 
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In  order really to put an end to the danger of a nuclear war and to 
the nuclear arms race, the Soviet Government has proposed consider
ation of the question of the immediate implementation of a programme 
of nuclear disarmament, bearing in mind that such disarmament must 
provide for the destruction, under appropriate international control, 
of all stockpiles of nuclear weapons accumulated by States, the prohi
bition of the manufacture of such weapons, the complete destruction 
of all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles, and the prohibition of the 
manufacture of such vehicles.^

In  putting forward its programme in the field of disarmament, the 
Soviet delegation has at the same time kept in mind that it is ready to 
study and consider without prejudice the proposals of any other dele
gation aimed at advancing the cause of disarmament.

The broad programme advocated by the Soviet Union of construc
tive and realistic measures aimed at ridding the peoples of the threat 
of nuclear war has received during this session the fullest support 
from the delegations of the socialist countries members of the Com
mittee. These delegations in their turn have put forward a number 
of extremely important and useful proposals designed to limit the 
arms race and strengthen European security. In this connexion, men
tion must be made of the proposals] of the Polish People’s Republic 
to establish a denuclearized zone in Central Europe  ̂and to freeze nu
clear arms in that area.® We should also like to recall that the Gov
ernment of the German Democratic Republic, in a special message to 
the Committtee, called upon the nuclear Powers, in so far as they have 
nuclear weapons on German soil, to withdraw these nuclear weapons 
from German territory and in future to keep it free of nuclear weap
ons. At the same time the Government of the German Democratic 
Republic solemnly declared that it was ready to enter into a commit
ment on the renunciation of nuclear weapons provided that the Fed
eral Republic of Germany expressed the same readiness.^

I t should be noted that extremely important and noteworthy pro
posals on certain urgent questions relating to the elimination of the 
threat of nuclear war and the improvement of the international situa
tion have been put forward at the current session by the representa
tives of the non-aligned countries. We also note with satisfaction that 
in their statements the representatives of the non-aligned countries 
have spoken of the need to adopt a number of measures designed to 
eliminate the danger of war; these measures have been supported by 
the USSR and the other socialist countries.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. I, pp. 201-205.
^im .,1964, pp. 53-55.
‘ ENDC/168.
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Despite, however, the efforts of the socialist countries and also of 
the non-aligned States, the Eighteen-Nation Commitee on Disarma
ment at this session has again been unable to achieve any positive re
sults. In fact, the United States and its supporting partners in the 
NATO military-political bloc have not given the Committee a chance 
to make any progress.

In  regard to the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, the United 
States has put forward its concept of so-called “limited proliferation” 
of such weapons, a concept expressed both in the old and the new 
United States draft treaties.^ This concept, which is in absolutely 
blatant contradiction with the resolution of the United Nations Gen
eral Assembly on this question, is based on the assumption of the 
possibility of transferring nuclear weapons to non-nuclear countries 
and of establishing joint nuclear forces in military blocs. In short, 
it is based on the assumption of the possibility of direct and indirect 
proliferation of nuclear weapons which would be limited merely by 
the right of veto of the nuclear Powers over the firing of such weapons.

In his statement today the United States representative, Mr. Foster, 
has endeavoured to sidetrack and dispute all the arguments which we 
have advanced in the meetings of the Committee against the United 
States Draft treaty on non-proliferation. He stated that the United 
States treaty ensured. non-proliferation. He stated that NATO 
members would not get nuclear weapons into their control.^ But a 
mere statement is utterly inadequate. This statement needs to be 
corroborated by realistic grounds and, in particular, by the draft 
treaty on non-proliferation which we are discussing here.

The United States representative said nothing to explain the fact 
that the word “control” and the concept of “control” in the United 
States draft treaty are defined in such a curtailed and limited way that 
they are altogether inadequate to prevent proliferation. He still has 
not proved to us why the right of veto over the use of nuclear weapons 
is needed in the United States draft treaty. There is no such right of 
veto in our proposal on non-proliferation. There should be no place 
for such a right in a treaty of this kind. If  it appears as an integral 
part of the treaty, it assumes as a consequence that non-nuclear Powers 
will get nuclear weapons, will possess them, will control them and will 
be able to fire them, subject to only one limitation— t̂he right of veto. 
Obviously this is not the answer we expected from the representative 
of the United States. The answer which has been given to us here 
merely strengthens our firm conviction that the United States draft

 ̂Docmnents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 347-^9; ante, pp. 159-160.
* Supra,
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treaty is inadequate for the purpose which this document sets itself: 
to ensure the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

The representative of the United States did not touch upon the 
third argument we put forward against the United States proposal : 
that the United States treaty provides for the possibility of transform
ing a nuclear Power into an association of nuclear States, when in
stead of one nuclear Power there could be five, six or fifteen States 
possessing nuclear weapons. How is it possible, logically, to justify 
in a non-proliferation treaty such a blatant and obvious proliferation 
of nuclear weapons? We have not been given any explanation of 
that in the past, nor have we been given any throughout the work of 
this session of the Committee.

In reply to our statement that the Soviet Union and the other 
socialist countries, as well as the non-^aligned countries, cannot base 
their security on some agreements which exist within NATO, the 
United States representative stated: ‘‘Yes, the security of the Soviet 
Union must be based on weapons and forces, but the very reason why 
we are sitting here and discussing matters is to ensure security by 
means of international agreements”. But the international agree
ment, the draft treaty which has been submitted to us by the United 
States, does not bring about this security. That is the crux of the 
matter.

The United States representative asked how the Soviet draft treaty 
was to be regarded and whether it adequately provided for the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons.^ After all, the members of the 
Warsaw Treaty also have certain reciprocal relations with the Soviet 
Union and some relations to nuclear weapons. Here we must repeat 
the statement which we have already made on many occasions: that 
our treaty has been agreed with all the countries of the Warsaw 
Treaty, and that therefore answers that part of the question.

Another reply which we should like to hear from the United States 
representative is how in his opinion our treaty is likely to contribute 
to proliferation. We have pointed out three important and essential 
elements. The first question is that of ‘‘control” which does not en
sure control, although the United States representative pleaded that 
in 1946-1947 control pursued different aims. We agree that control 
pursued different aims, but tJie concept did not consist in that cur
tailed, restricted formula which is given to the word “control” in the 
United States draft treaty. As the second element we put forward 
the right of veto, which shows that proliferation is involved. As the 
third element we put forward the question of the possibility of trans
forming or converting a nuclear Power into an association of nuclear

 ̂For the Soviet draft treaty, see Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 443-446.
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States. Here are three clear and obvious pointers which testify to the 
existence of elements of proliferation provided for in the United 
States treaty.

We have not heard from the United States representative what ele
ments, in his opinion, there are in our draft treaty which would con
tribute to proliferation and contradict the resolution of the General 
Assembly on this question. Consequently the reproaches and doubts 
which have been put forward in regard to our draft treaty and our re
lations with the Warsaw Treaty countries have not been corroborated 
in any way in the statement of the United States representative.

The United States representative has said that we should not inter
fere in the internal affairs of NATO, that this does not, strictly speak
ing, come within our competence, that it is sufficient to declare that 
NATO exists, that NATO is a realistic alliance to be reckoned with, 
which we cannot avoid here and which we are bound to take into ac
count. We must say in reply to this that we recognize the reality and 
existence of NATO, but that we do not recognize that within the frame
work of a non-proliferation treaty NATO members should have nu
clear weapons. And certainly in this sphere we may touch upon the 
problems of NATO as such. We cannot evade them, because the 
United States draft treaty itself provides for the possibility of pro
liferation within the framework of military alliances. That is why we 
must consider NATO from the standpoint of the non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons and to the extent that non-proliferation is concerned. 
I t  is precisely the draft treaty submitted by the United States that 
compels us to consider this problem. I f  we failed to consider it, we 
should be by-passing a very important clause, a very important pro
vision laid down in the United States draft.

Those are our preliminary comments on the statement of the United 
States representative which we deem it appropriate to make at the 
present meeting. In concluding our comments, we should merely like 
to mention that we have not received the answers which we awaited.
I  sihould like to say th-at from our point of view the explanations given 
by the representative of the United States concerning the United 
States draft treaty and our objections have not added anything to our 
understanding of the state of affairs which has now come about in 
r^ a rd  to the discussion of the United States draft treaty on the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons.

With regard to other collateral measures aimed at the limitation of 
armaments, the United States and the other Western Powers have in 
fact evaded even the consideration of the relevant proposals put for
ward by the Soviet Union. Thus they have categorically opposed the 
proposal for the elimination of foreign military bases and the with
drawal of troops from the territories of other countries, thus showing
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that they intend in future to use these bases as a springboard for con
ducting military operations against other States and as an instrument 
for exercising influence on their policies. The United States has 
ignored the important General Assembly resolution concerning the 
prohibition of the use of nuclear and thermonuclear weapons,^ thus 
endeavouring to keep for itself freedom of action in the use of such 
weapons. The United States and its NATO partners have not given 
a positive answer to the proposal [s] of the Polish People’s Eepublic, 
supported by the other socialist countries^ to establish a denuclearized 
zone in Central Europe and to freeze nuclear arms in that area, al
though the need for the establishment of such a zone in the most dan
gerous area of the world is obvious.

By insisting—despite the opinion of eminent scientists in many 
countries, including the United States—on so-called on-site inspection, 
the United States has created an artificial obstacle in the way of a solu
tion to the problem of the prohibition of underground nuclear tests. 
In  fact, the United States has shown that it is not seeking the con
clusion of an agreement on the prohibition of underground tests and 
that its aim has been and still is to continue an extensive programme 
of such tests in order to improve existing nuclear weapons and to 
create new types.

In the discussion of general and complete disarmament in the Com
mittee at this session, the reluctance of the United States and the other 
Western States supporting that country to solve the fundamental ques
tions relating to general and complete disarmament has been clearly 
revealed. The United States, with the support of the other Western 
countries represented in the Eighteen-Nation Committee, continues 
as before to insist on retaining till the end of the disarmament process 
a considerable quantity of nuclear weapons and their means of de
livery, and refuses to decide in principle the question of the uncondi
tional prohibition and destruction of nudear weapons. As a result 
it has to be noted that there is stagnation and even an impasse in the 
negotiations on this important problem.

We should now like to make some comments on the statement made 
by the United Kingdom representative. Lord Chalfont, at the meeting 
of the Committee held on 5 May in defence of the policy of the Federal 
Eepublic of Germany against our allegedly unjust attack on the mili
taristic and revanchist course taken by that country. In  connexion 
with his description of our approach to that problem as “myopic” and 
“doctrinaire”,2 we must say that the position of the United Kingdom 
in regard to German revanchism and militarism and to the question 
of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons cannot in any way be

1961, pp. 648-650.
^ENDO/PV.262, p. 5.



ROSHCHIN STATEMENT, MAY 10 301

described as far-sighted and realistic. We well know the result of 
such a position of the raling circles of the Unit-ed Kingdom in regard 
to German militarism and revanchism in the thirties of this century 
after Hitler came to power, when he openly broke all under*fcakuigs 
concerning the limitation of German armaments. The so-called “far
sighted” and “flexible” approach of the ruling circles of the United 
Kingdom cost mankind many tens of millions of human lives and 
caused the peoples imtold suffering.

We lay bare the dangerous course of the Wes/t-German militarists 
so that such mistakes will not be repeated and the great sacrifices of 
the peoples in the Second World War will not have been in vain. One 
can only be astonished that the Munich spirit ^till exists in the ruling 
circles of the United Kingdom and that the lessons of history have 
had no proper effect on them. Surely they cannot fail to realise that 
the weapons to which they are striving so hard to ensure access by 
the West German Bundesmehr will threaten the United Kingdom as 
much as the other countries of Europe—and not only Europe. The 
assertion by the United Kingdom representative that our approach 
allegedly hampers progress in solving the problem of non-prolifera
tion is absolutely unfounded and contrary to the most obvious facts.

Lord Chalfont devoted a considerable pai t̂ of his statement at the 
last meeting of the Committee to a eulogy of the United States pro
posals for a cut-off m  the production of fissile material and some re
duction of its quantity. He has raised this question at this late hour 
in the Committee’s work and has even tried to insist on something like 
priority for the consideration of these proposals. In this connexion we 
should like to put a question, likewise at a somewhat late hour. What 
is the position of the United Kingdom on a whole number of measures 
such as a substantial reduction in military expenditures, implementa
tion of the General Assembly resolution concerning the prohibition of 
the use of nuclear weapons, and many other proposals put forward by 
the socialist countries that have received the broad support of an over
whelming number of States ?

Lord Chalfont merely touched in passing on the question of the 
elimination of bases in foreign territories, which in his opinion does 
not merit attention. Yet there is the resolution of the United Nations 
General Assembly calling for the elimination of foreign military 
bases in colonial territories.^ This resolution clearly has priority over 
the United States proposals. Then why did the United Kingdom 
representative not consider it possible to give to his and many other 
vitally important questions the attention they deserve ?

^General Aisse(m!bly Official Records: Twentieth Session, Supplement No, 14 
(A/6014), pp. 3-4.
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That, briefly, is the unsatisfactory situation in the Committee in re
gard to the consideration of fundamental questions which are de facto 
on its agenda. The situation in the Committee, which is largely a 
reflection of the existing world situation, is bound to cause concern 
and anxiety. In order to get out of the impasse there must be further 
efforts, initiative and, of course, determination to overcome the ex
tremely grave existing difficulties in solving the problems of disar
mament as well as other international problems.

In summing up the unsatisfactory results of the present session of 
the Eighteen-Nation Committee as a whole, it would of course be in
correct to say that it has been altogether useless. As we have already 
said, during the session proposals have been put forward which are of 
definite interest and deserve careful study. A further useful element 
in our work has been the fact that, in the course of discussion both of 
the problem of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and of other 
problems, the positions of the various parties have been clarified and 
we have ascertained what lies at the basis of the fundamental diver
gencies among members of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on various 
disarmament questions. All this makes it possible to visualize more 
clearly the situation in which the negotiations are involved, the reasons 
preventing progress, and the prospects for the negotiations both with 
regard to the problem of disarmament as a whole and to individual 
aspects of this problem.

Today the delegations of the Eighteen-Nation Committee are part
ing for the recess. I t  has been agreed that the Committee will re
assemble in five weeks’ time. We hope that the recess will be used by 
the members of the Committee to ponder once again on the situation 
which has come about with regard to consideration of the disarmament 
problem, and to prepare new steps with a view to resolving the impasse 
on a problem which has been awaiting solution for many years.

Report by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on the 
Nonproliferation Resolution, May 11, 1966 ^

The Committee on Foreign Relations, to which was referred the 
resolution pertaining to the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons hav-

 ̂S. Rept. 1155, 89th Cong., 2d sees. The resolution ajxpears post, pp. 306-307.
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ing considered the same, reports favorably thereon without amendment 
and recommends that the resolution do pass.

P urpose of the E esoltjtion

The resolution would express to the President that the Senate com
mends his serious and urgent efforts to negotiate an international agree
ment limiting the spread of nuclear weapons and supports the principle 
of additional efforts by the President which are deemed appropriate 
and necessary in the interest of peace and for the solution of nuclear 
proliferation problems.

B ackground 

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY

Senate Resolution 179, relating to nonproliferation of nuclear 
weapons, was introduced, on January 18, 1966, by Senator John O. 
Pastore, vice chairman of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. 
The resolution was cosponsored by 60 other Senators. By unanimous 
consent the resolution was referred to the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy on the condition that the resolution be returned to the Senate 
to be re-referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations for its 
consideration.

The Senate members of the Joint Committee considered this matter 
on April 28,1966, and voted to report out favorably Senate Resolution 
179 (S.Rept.No. 1141).^

In accordance with the prior agreement. Senate Resolution 179 
was re-referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations, as it is this 
committee which has jurisdiction over matters pertaining to inter
national agreements. The resolution was considered by the Committee 
on Foreign Relations on May 5,1966.

C o m m it t e e  A c t io n  a n d  R e c o m m e n d a t io n

The committee takes into account the fact that public hearings on 
Senate Resolution 179 were held by the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy on February 23, March 1, and March 7, 1966, at which time 
the Secretaries of State and Defense, Messrs. Rusk and McNamara; 
the Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Mr. 
William C. Foster; and Dr. Glenn Seaborg, Chairman of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, testified in support of the resolution. The Com
mittee on Foreign Relations considered the resolution favorably and 
recommends that the Senate approve Senate Resolution 179.

 ̂For the Joint Ckmnmdittee refport, see ante, pp. 253-255.
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United States Outline of Points for Inclusion in a 
Celestial Bodies Treaty, May 11, 1966 ^

1. The Moon and other celestial bodies should be free for explora
tion by all in accordance with international law.

2. Celestial bodies should not be subject to any claim of sovereignty.
3. There should be freedom of scientific investigation, and all coun

tries should co-operate in scientific activities relating to celestial 
bodies.

4. A State conducting explorations on a celestial body should report 
on the results of a mission.

5. Open access to all areas of celestial bodies should be assured.
6. Celestial bodies should be used for peaceful purposes only. No 

country should be permitted to station weapons of mass destruction 
on a celestial body. Military fortifications, weapons tests, and mili
tary manoeuvres should be forbidden.

7. A launching State should be entitled to exercise authority over its 
facilities on a celestial body and persons participating in its activities 
there.

8. Ownership of objects landed, constructed or used on a celestial 
body should be retained by the launching State.

9. Astronauts of one country should render assistance to other astro
nauts as may be required by circumstances.

10. States should pursue studies and take appropriate steps to avoid 
harmful contamination.

11. Consideration should be given to a provision for the settlement 
of any disputes that might arise.

12. Final clauses— t̂here should be appropriate provisions on signa
ture, ratification, depositary, entry into force, amendment, duration, 
and registration with the United Nations.

Note by Secretary-General Thant on Conversion to Peace
ful Needs of the Resources E.eleased by Disarmament, 
May 14, 1966^

In resolution 1087 (X X XIX) of 30 July 1965, the Economic and 
Social Council requested the Secretary-General to continue to inform

 ̂A/AC.105/32, June 17, 1966. Ambassador Goldberg gave this outline to Am
bassador Fedorenko on May 11.

 ̂B/4169, May 14,1966, pp. a-4.
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the Council of the national studies he received concerning the economic 
and social consequences of disarmament, of the international studies 
carried out as part of a co-ordinated programme of the Inter-Agency 
Committee and of such studies undertaken by non-governmental 
organizations as he deemed appropriate.^

Pursuant to this request, the Secretary-General circulated a note 
verbale, on 29 October 1965, inviting Governments to provide informa
tion regarding any national studies that might have been undertaken 
in connexion with the use for peaceful purposes of the resources re
leased by disarmament. To maintain continuity with previous reports 
and increase the feasibility of international studies of the problem, the 
note verbale was accompanied by a “framework” classifying various 
aspects of concern and by a “questionnaire” devised by the Inter- 
Agency Conmiittee on the Conversion to Peaceful Needs of the Ee- 
sources Released by Disarmament.^

Subsequently, in line with a recommendation of the Administrative 
Committee on Co-ordination, a second note verbale was sent to Govern
ments to acquaint them with the relevant studies and activities being 
carried out by the various agencies in the United Nations family.^

The replies received from Governments up to 7 May are reproduced 
below.  ̂ They reconfirm the conviction that whatever the transitory 
problems that might accompany it, disarmament would in the longer 
run be of incalculable benefit to all nations and people. As far as the 
reconversion problems are concerned, the replies indicate that there 
is a widespread awareness not only of the nature of the economic and 
social difficulties that might be occasioned by disarmament, but also 
of their magnitude. Several Governments have carried out econo
metric studies of the effects of possible changes in military expendi 
ture. Quantitative studies have also been conducted on the repercus
sions at the plant, local and regional levels of changes that have 
actually occurred in the use of particular military facilities. A num
ber of Governments also report on the measures that are contemplated 
to ease transitional difficulties that a redeployment of resources might 
occasion.

While a certain amount of new research has been undertaken since 
the previous report in this series,^ many Governments indicate that 
they have nothing further to add to what has already been reported. 
In the absence of any significant disarmament activity, the opportuni
ties to carry out empirical studies have not been very great. Most of

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1965, p. 290.
 ̂Not printed here.

® For the U.S. reply, see ante, pp. 60-63. The other repUes are not printed here.
* Documents on Dimrmament, 1965, pp. 165-168.
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the Governments that devote a sizable proportion of their gross 
product to military defence have established regular machinery to 
study disarmament problems, including those that may arise in the 
economic and social jfields.

Though the replies of some Governments to the Secretary-General’s 
inquiry elicited a certain amount of cognate material, or references to 
published sources of such material, there was little direct response to 
the questionnaire. The information provided does not lend itself to 
meaningful international comparisons. Nor was there much reference 
to the possibility of using resources released by disarmament to aug
ment the flow of assistance to developing countries.

The facts that the Governments chiefly concerned are committed to 
the maintenance of high levels of employment and high rates of 
growth, that they are alert to the need to meet the problems that dis
armament may cause and that many of them find it difficult to furnish 
the sort of data that would be required for international studies of a 
comparative or quantitative nature suggest that the role to be played 
by the United Nations in this field may be due for a re-examination.

In this connexion it might be noted that while calling for a renewed 
effort “to obtain, from the Member States concerned, that information 
without which the. United Nations family of organizations would not 
be in a position to carry out realistic studies”,̂  the Administrative 
Committee on Co-ordination endorsed the idea put forward at the 
fortieth session of the Council, namely, that the Secretary-GeneraPs 
report on development in the field of the economic and social conse
quences of disarmament should be made biennially rather than 
annually.^

Senate Resolution on Nonproliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons, May 17, 1966^

W h e r e a s  th e  sp re a d  o f  n u c le a r  w e a p o n s c o n s t itu te s  a  g r a v e  th r e a t  

to  th e  se c u r ity  a n d  p ea ce  o f  a l l  n a tio n s , a n d  

W h e r e a s  th e  k n o w le d g e  a n d  a b il it y  to  d e s ig n  a n d  m a n u fa c tu r e  n u 

c le a r  w e a p o n s  is  b e c o m in g  m o re  u n iv e r s a lly  k n o w n , a n d  

W h e r e a s  th e  d a n g e r  o f  n u c le a r  w a r  b eco m es g r e a te r  a s a d d it io n a l 

n a tio n s  a c h ie v e  in d e p e n d e n t n u c lea r  w ea p o n  c a p a b ility , a n d

^E/4191.
® See post, pp. 505-506.
® S. Res. 179, 89th Cong., 2d sess.



RUSK REMARKS, MAY 17 307

W hereas it is the policy of the United States, as stated by President 
Johnson, “to seek agreements that will limit the perilous spread of 
nuclear weapons, and make it possible for all countries to refrain 
without fear from entering the nuclear arms race” ^: Therefore be it

Resolved^ That the Senate commends the President’s serious and 
urgent efforts to negotiate international agreements limiting the 
spread of nuclear weapons and supports the principle of additional 
efforts by the President which are appropriate and necessary in the 
interest of peace for the solution of nuclear proliferous problems.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Rusk: 
Chinese Communist Disarmament Proposals, May 17, 
1966^

Q, Mr. Secretary . . . Chou En-lai claimed that the United States 
has twmed down or rejected an offer hy him or hy China to agree not 
to strike each other first in a nuclear attach.^ Wovld yoni ha/ve cmy 
comment on that?

A. Well, we are aware of their proposal on that. But we did not— 
and that proposal has been made by others and it has been made 
publicly from time to time. But we did not accept the Chinese Com
munist proposal because we believe that these disarmament measures 
should be carried out under strict and effective international control 
so that all parties can be assured of honoring their obligations. Mere 
declarations on such matters would not be adequate.

And so we are very much concerned about that, that any measures 
that involve the prohibition or the control of nuclear weapons should 
deal with the question of verifioation and inspection. We have our
selves put forward some very far-reaching proposals about limiting 
nuclear weapons and freezing and possibly reducing nuclear weapons 
delivery vehicles. You recall that the first Chinese proposal was made 
in connection with their own nuclear tests. They had refused to sign 
the nuclear test ban treaty,^ and they have made certain suggestions 
which seem to be an attempt to soften the impact upon world opinion 
of their gross failure to cooperate in a worldwide effort to limit the 
further spread of these weapons.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament^ 1965̂  p. 281.
 ̂Department of State Bulletin, June 6,1966, pp. 884-885.

® See Documents on Disarmament^ 1964t p. 455, and ante, p. 279.
4 1963, pp. 291-293.
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Now, we have suggested that they ought to l̂ e associated with a 
preparatory committee, the so-called exploratory group, which might 
try to work out arrangements for a world disarmament conference. 
But we have had no indication from the Chinese that they are willing 
to do that. They have not responded constructively on those occasions 
when we ourselves have raised the disarmament question in our bilateral 
talks. We are prepared to sit down with them, as we have said many 
times, to talk about disarmament, such problems as the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons, but we can’t take up these great issues of war 
and peace solely on the basis of unverified declarations which may or 
may not mean anything.

We have had a fairly recent agreement with Peiping, the agreement 
of 1962 on Laos,^ and we can’t  find that Peiping has lifted a finger 
to assure that that agreement is complied with. Indeed, we have every 
reason to believe that they have encouraged its violation, both in terms 
of keeping North Vietnamese troops in Laos, contrary to the agree
ment, and using Laos as an infiltration route into South Viet^Nam, 
contrary to the agreements. So we would like to see an organized 
peace, arrangements which can be reliable, in order to get on with 
these great tasks of disarmament and assuring the safety and the 
independence of countries large and small.

Soviet Note to the Federal Republic of Germany 
{Extracts}, May 17, 1966'

The U.S.S.R. government has the honor of stating the following in 
connection with the March 25, 1966, note of the government of the 
Federal Republic of Germany.^

1. . . .  The note speaks of the F.R.G. government's desire for
peace and for living on good terms with its neighbors. The Federal 
government declares that it does not pursue either a revanchist or a 
restoration policy, that its eyes are turned not to the past but to the 
future.

A statement of this sort is naturally of interest. However, the 
question arises: Do these statements signify that the Federal gov
ernment is renouncing its present policy, which is incompatible with 
the interests of European peace and security?

' American Foreign Policy: Current Documents  ̂ 1962, pp. 1075-1083.
2 Pravda, May 19, 1966, p. 5; The Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XVIII, 

no. 20 (June 8, 1966), pp. 18-20.
3 Ante, pp. 168-174.
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2. The F.R.G. government cannot deny that, in the years the 
Federal Republic has existed, no threat to its security has arisen. . . .

Nevertheless, the Federal government has openly made the mili
tarization of the coimtry and the creation of a large war machine the 
center of its activity. SacriJficing the interests of national unity, it 
brought about the inclusion of West Germany in the aggressive NATO 
military organization: flouting the obligations stemming for the
F.R.G. from the Potsdam Agreement,^ it created an army of half a 
million (the Bundeswehr), which is being trained in nuclear and 
missile warfare. . . .

Hundreds of unions, organizations and associations of an openly 
Nazi, militarist and revanchist stripe are highly active in the F.R.G. 
They enjoy unconcealed political, moral and material support from 
government organs and high officials of the F.R.G. The venom of 
militarist and revanchist ideas poisons F.R.G. citizens literally from 
childhood on, it infects school curriculums, literature, the press, 
motion pictures and television. . . .

3. . . . There is no state in Europe now that has designs on the 
established boundaries. The only exception is the Federal Republic, 
whose government has placed at the center of its state policy its claims 
to vast territories' of several European states.

Even in the note, which the F.R.G. government wishes to depict 
as a ‘‘peace initiative,’’ it has deemed appropriate the setting forth 
of the thesis of a revision of the European frontiers and the thesis that 
allegedly ‘‘Germany continues to exist within the frontiers of Dec. 31, 
1937.’’ This gives away the secret of the entire policy of the F.R.G. 
government. . . .

The Soviet people are particularly familiar with the methods of 
German mihtarism and its unrestrained passion for aggrandize
ment. . . . More than 20,000,000 human ives, 1,710 cities burned 
or ia ruins, more than 70,000 villages wiped oflf the face of the earth, the 
barbarous destruction of monuments of culture—such was the 
monstrous outcome of Hitler’s aggression against the Soviet Union 
at the time of the second world war. . . .

Enormous losses and sufferings befell the peoples of Poland, Czech
oslovakia, Yugoslavia, France and many other countries of Europe. 
Each of these peoples has its own account to present to German mili
tarism. The Federal government cannot get away from this.

4. . . . The Soviet Union does not conceal its sentiments of sincere 
friendship and brotherhood for the German Democratic Republic, 
which is building socialism, making a great contribution to peace and

 ̂ Senate Foreign Relations Committee, A Decade of American Foreign Policy; 
Basic Documents, 1941-49 (S. doc. 123, 81st Cong., 1st sess.), pp. 34 ff.
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security in the heart of Europe and enjoying the respect of the peace- 
loving states and peoples of the world.

The government of the Federal Kepublic is well acquainted with 
the obligations assumed by the U.S.S.R., the G.D.R., Poland, 
Czechoslovakia, Hungary and other members of the Warsaw Treaty 
to prevent new aggression by German militarism and to ensure the 
inviolabihty of the established frontiers. Further, the F.R.G. govern
ment cannot disregard the June 12, 1964, Treaty on Friendship, 
Mutual Aid and Cooperation between the U.S.S.R. and the
G.D.R. . .

The frontier along the Oder and Neisse-Luzicka established by the 
Potsdam Agreements and sanctioned by the Zgorzele Treaty, which 
was concluded between Poland and the G.D.R.,^ is final and inmiutable. . . .

The government of the F.R.G., its parliament and its population 
must clearly understand that any attempt against the frontiers and 
sovereignty of the German Democratic Republic and at the frontiers 
of Poland and Czechoslovakia will encounter a crushing blow from 
the U.S.S.R., the G.D.R., Poland, Czechoslovakia and other European 
states allied with them.

The Federal government pretends in its note that it can speak not 
only on its own behalf but also on behalf of the Gennan Democratic 
Republic. . . .

The lengths to which the F.R.G. government goes in its preposterous 
claims to speak in the name of ‘̂ all Germany” is shown by its attempts 
to extend the effect of F.R.G. laws to citizens of the German Demo
cratic Republic and even of Poland and the Soviet Union. The Soviet 
government fully agrees with and supports the German Democratic 
Republic government statement concerning these absurd actions of 
the F.R.G. authorities, which merely imderhne the aggressive nature 
of their policy. . . .

5. . . . One cannot but remark that the F.R.G. government does 
not say a word in its note about its attitude toward the idea of 
concluding a treaty on the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons, as if 
such an idea did not exist. In fact, it makes clear that it does not 
care a bit either about the eflForts of the states that are pressing for 
the speediest conclusion of such a treaty or about the aspirations of 
the peoples, who want to eliminate the threat of a nuclear war. . . .

There are forces in West Germany that have visions of making 
their coxmtry the leader of Eiu*ope. This is the position from which 
they approach schemes for a ‘‘Bonn-Washington axis.” The acquisi
tion of nuclear weapons is now raised in the F.R.G. to the status of a 
government-wide problem and viewed as the chief element in creating 
such an ‘‘axis.” . . .

1 Izvestiya, June 13, 1964, p. 1.
2 319 UNTS 93.
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The note, in which the F.R.G. government, in its own words, 
presents a policy of peace and disarmament contains no sign of the 
F.R .G /s readiness to part with its nuclear aspirations. The F.R.G. 
government favors, in this note as in the past, access to ‘̂responsibility 
for nuclear defense^' within the NATO framework. I t does not even 
disavow the notorious plan of creating a multilateral NATO nuclear 
force, which is condemned by several members of this bloc.

I t  is no secret that the F.R.G. government’s persistent striving for 
access to nuclear weapons within the NATO framework is accompanied 
by a forced development of an atomic industry in West Germany 
itself. The participation of ramified links of the state apparatus, of 
major concerns and of numerous research institutions in the F.R.G. 
atomic program is eloquent testimony to the importance the F.R.G. 
government attaches to work in this area. . . .

The U.S.S.R. government considers it its duty to declare again 
that if the F.R.G. passes from words to actions and acquires nuclear 
weapons, directly or indirectly, alone or in partnership with anyone 
else, then the F.R.G. and those who assist it wiU have to bear full 
responsibility for the grave consequences of such actions. The 
Soviet Union and its allies will be obliged to adopt the necessary 
measures to ensure their security, in conformity with warnings already 
issued. . . .

6. . . .  I t  can be said that the ideas of strengthening European 
security now permeate the air we breathe and reflect an urgent and 
profound need arising from the whole international situation. Ap
parently in tribute to these sentiments, the Federal government 
proposes in its note that European governments, regardless of the 
military groupings to which they belong, exchange official statements 
on the renunciation of the use of force in settling international ques
tions in dispute. . . .

The F.R.G. government should at the very least realize that peace 
in Europe does not exist by grace of the German militarists, that the 
peoples of Europe cannot make their security dependent on whether 
anyone in the F.R.G. likes or does not like the postwar changes in 
Europe.

The F.R.G. government cannot, either singly or in association with 
its partners, shake the unity and cohesion of the socialist countries. 
All the schemes of the F.R.G. government to create conditions that 
would give an outlet to its animosity against its closes*, neighbor to 
the east—the German Democratic Republic—are built on sand.

As for the Federal government’s assurances concerning its general 
desire to enhance European security, the Soviet government must 
remark without prejudice that up to now any initiative toward a 
relaxation of tension and the creation of a European security system,
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no matter by whom made—the socialist or tlie capitalist states— ĥas 
met with massive fire from the West German propaganda batteries. . ..

If today a wall of mistrust and suspicion grows around the F.R.G., 
the F.R.G. government has no one on whom to shift the blame. I t  
is erecting this wall with its own hands, stone by stone. . . .

7. . . . The F.R.G. government declares that it could ‘'approve
an agreement in which the states concerned would pledge not to in
crease the atomic weapons stockpiles in Europe and to reduce them in 
phases.^’ I t proposes extending these measures to ''all of Europe/^ 
leaving aside the nuclear potential of the U.S.A., and asserts in the 
same breath that such a solution would ^'retain the overall correlation 
of forces.’’ Such a thought has previously been expressed in oflBicial 
F.R.G. documents, when the Federal government has tried to justify 
its armament policy by claiming that the overall volume and com
position of the F.R.G. armaments falls short of the strength of the 
Soviet Union’s armed forces.

I t  is incomprehensible how such ideas can even occur to people 
who are familiar with the radically new situation in Europe and all 
over the world after the last war. The identity of those to whom these 
proposals are addressed also remains a mystery, since with the best 
will it is impossible to find in them even a hint of a realistic, business
like approach. The Soviet Union, at any rate, cannot be misled by 
them.

As for the F.R.G. government’s statements concerning the importa
tion of fissionable materials, it should be remarked that the Soviet 
Union is in principle resolutely opposed to the mass acciunulation in 
the F.R.G. of any materials that can be used to produce nuclear 
weapons.

8. The Soviet Union shows understanding for the German national 
problem. But it cannot, any more than any other country, solve 
this problem for the Germans. The key to it is in the hands of the 
two German states. . . .

9. . . . The U.S.S.R. government hopes for cooperation with
the Federal government, in particular on the following questions:

a) There must be joint efforts by states to solve the most pressing 
task of our time—preventing the threat of a nuclear war. A big 
step in this direction would be the immediate conclusion of a treaty 
on the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons that, in accordance with the 
U.N. decision,  ̂ would close any loop-holes for proliferation. I t  must 
further be kept in mind that the treaty should also provide for the 
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons agaiast the nonnuclear

 ̂ Documents on Diaarmamenty 1966, pp. 532-534.
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states that sign this treaty and that have no nuclear weapons on their 
territory.

b) The interests of strengthening general peace and the security 
of peoples would also be served by the dismantling of foreign military 
bases on other countries’ soil and the withdrawal of foreign troops 
from these countries. . . .

c) With a view to a cessation of the arms race and relaxing inter
national tension, the Soviet Union favors disbanding military blocs, 
including NATO and the Warsaw Treaty, which stand face to face 
in Europe and whose armed forces are in contact on German soil. 
The Soviet government is willing to participate in working out a 
system of reliable guarantees for the security of European states.

d) The Soviet government declares its support of the proposals of 
the German Democratic Republic on the renunciation of nuclear 
weapons by the two German states, on measures to reduce armed 
forces and armaments in the two German states, and on measures to 
ensure European security;^ the proposals of the Polish People's 
Republic on creating an atom-free zone in Central Europe^; and 
other proposals on questions of European security advanced by the 
European socialist states.

e) . . . The utilization of any opportunities for stepping up and 
developing peaceful political, economic, scientific, technological, 
cultural and other mutually advantageous ties among all European 
states could become one of the most important aspects of their 
foreign-policy activity. . . . The liquidation of the ''cold war” 
and its concomitant phenomena would be a sure path toward creating 
an atmosphere that would facilitate the solution of pressing problems 
that disturb the European peoples, including the German people.

f) The Soviet government considers it important to discuss on an 
all-European basis the proposals of the socialist and other states of 
Europe on questions of European security, including military relaxa
tion and a reduction of armaments in Europe and the development of 
peaceful and mutually advantageous ties among all European states. 
This goal would be served by the convocation of an appropriate 
conference of European states.

g) . . . The Soviet government highly appreciates the application 
of the German Democratic Republic for admission to the U.N. and 
the willingness it has expressed to assume the obligation to observe 
the goals and principles of the U.N. I t reafiBrms that in case of a 
similar application by the Federal Republic to the U.N., the Soviet 
Union will favor admitting the two Geiman states to the U.N. . . .

1 ENDC/168.
2 Documents on Disarmamentf 1962, vol. I, pp. 201-205.
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h) . . . A German peace settlement within a European security 
system could also provide a place for West Berlin as an independent 
political formation. A relaxation of tension in the center of Europe 
and a growth of mutual imderstanding and cooperation of European 
countries would contribute to the normal development of this city 
and to the broadening of its economic, cultural, scientific and other 
ties witn the outer world.

10. The government of the Soviet Union has repeatedly declared 
and aflBirms once again that it is for a normalization and improvement 
of relations between the U.S.S.R. and the Federal Republic of Ger
many and for leaving behind the mistrust generated by the past. 
I t is the Federal government's turn to act. A shift in the policy of 
the F.R.G. government toward realism and peaceful coexistence— 
this is what the peoples of the Soviet Union and the other peace- 
loving states expect from it.

The Soviet government expresses the hope that the F.R.G. govern
ment will study with full earnestness the considerations presented in 
this note. A willingness of the F.R.G. to join in the peaceful efforts 
of states will always meet with understanding and support on the part 
of the Soviet Union.

Address by Secretary of Defense McNamara to the 
American Society of Newspaper Editors, May 18, 
1966 ^

Any American would be fortunate to visit this lovely island city, 
in this hospitable land.

But there is a special satisfaction for a Secretary of Defense to cross 
the longest border in the world—and realize that it is also the least 
armed border in the world. I t prompts one to reflect how negative 
and narrow a notion of defense still clouds our century.

There is still among us an almost ineradicable tendency to think 
of our security problem as being exclusively a military problem— 
and to think of the military problem as being exclusively a weapons- 
system or hardware problem.

The plain, blunt truth is that contemporary man still conceives of 
war and peace in much the same stereotyped terms that his ancestors 
did. The fact that these ancestors—both recent and remote— 
were conspicuously unsuccessful at avoiding war, and enlarging peace, 
doesn't seem to dampen our capacity for cliches.

 ̂ Department of Defense press release no. 422-66. The address was delivered 
at Montreal.
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We still tend to conceive of national security almost solely as a 
state of armed readiness: a vast, awesome arsenal of weaponry.

We still tend to assmne that it is primarily this purely military 
ingredient that creates security.

We are still haimted by this concept of military hardware.
But how limited a concept this actually is, becomes apparent when 

one ponders the kind of peace that exists between the United States 
and Canada.

I t is a very cogent example. Here we are, two modern nations: 
highly developed technologically, each with immense territory, both 
enriched with great reserves of natural resources, each militarily 
sophisticated—and yet, we sit across from one another, divided by 
an unguarded frontier of thousands of miles . . . and tJfciere is not a 
remotest set of circumstances, in any imaginable time-frame of the 
future, in which our two nations would wage war on one another.

I t is so unthinkable an idea as to be totally absurd.
But why is tJiat so?
Is it because we are botn ready in an instant to hurl our military 

hardware at one another?
Is it because we are both zeroed in on one another’s vital targets?
Is it because we are both armed to our technological teeth that we 

do not go to war?
The whole notion—as applied to our two countries— îs ludicrous.
Canada and the United States are at peace for reasons that have 

nothing whatever to do with our mutual military readiness.
We are at peace—truly at peace—because of the vast fimd of com

patible beliefs, common principles, and shared ideals.
We have our dilfferences and our diversity—and let us hope for the 

sake of a mutually rewarding relationship we never become sterile 
carbon copies of one another.

B u t  th e  wJbLole p o in t  is  th a t  ou r b a s is  o f m u tu a l p e a c e  h a s  n o th in g  

w h a te v e r  to  d o  Avith ou r  m ilita r y  h a rd w are .

Now this is not to say, obviously enough, that the concept of 
military deterrence is no longer relevant in the contemporary wbrld.

Unhappily, it still is critically relevant with respect to our potential 
adversaries.

But it has no relevance whatever between the United States and 
Canada.

We are not adversaries. We are not going to become adversaries. 
And it is not mutual military deterrence that keeps us from becoming 
adversaries. I t is mutual respect for common principles.

Now I mention this—as obvious as it all is—simply as a kind of 
reductio ad ahsurdum of the concept that military hardware is the
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exclusive or even the primary ingredient of permanent peace in the 
mid-twentieth century.

In the United States—over the past five years—we have achieved 
a considerably improved balance in our total military posture. That 
was the mandate I received from Presidents Kennedy and Johnson; 
and with their support, and that of the Congress, we have been able to 
create a strengthened force structure of land, sea, and air components— 
with a vast increase in mobility and materiel—*and with a massive 
superiority in nuclear retaliatory power over any combination of 
potential adversaries.

Our capabilities for nuclear, conventional, and counter-subversive 
war have all been broadened and improved; and we have accomplished 
this through military budgets that were in fact lesser percentages of 
our gross national product than in the past.

From the point of view of combat readiness, the United States has 
never been militarily stronger.

We intend to maintain that readiness.
But if we think profoundly about the matter, it is clear that this 

purely military posture is not the central element in our security.
A nation can reach the point at which it does not buy more security 

for itself simply by buying more military hardware—we are at that 
point.

The decisive factor for a powerful nation—already adequately 
armed—is the character oj its relationships with the world.

In this respect, there are three broad groups of nations: first, those 
that are struggling to develop; secondly, those free nations that have 
reached a level of strength and prosperity that enables them to 
contribute to the peace of the world; and f^ally, those nations who 
might be tempted to make themselves our adversaries.

For each of these groups, the United States—to preserve its own 
intrinsic security—has to have distinctive sets of relationships.

First, we have to help protect those developing countries which 
genuinely need and request our help, and which—as an essential 
precondition—are willing and able to help themselves.

Secondj we have to encourage and achieve a more eflfective partner
ship with those nations who can and should share international peace
keeping responsibilities.

Third, we must do all we realistically can to reduce the risk of con
flict with those who might be tempted to take up arms against us.

Let us examine these three sets of relationships in detail.
First, the developing nations.
Roughly 100 countries today are caught up in the difficult transition 

from traditional to modern societies.
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There is no uniform rate of progress among them, and they range 
from primitive mosaic societies—fractured by tribalism and held 
feebly together by the slenderest of political sinews—to relatively 
sophisticated countries, well on the road to agricidtural suJKciency 
and industrial competence.

This sweeping surge of development, particularly across the whole 
southern haK of the globe, has no parallel in history.

I t has turned traditionally listless areas of the world into seething 
cauldrons of change.

On the whole, it has not been a very peaceful process.
In the last eight years alone there have been no less than 164 inter

nationally significant outbreaks of violence—each of them specifically 
designed as a serious challenge to the authority, or the very existence, 
of the government in question.

82 different governments have been directly involved.
What is striking is that only 15 of these 164 significant resorts to 

violence have been military conflicts between two states.
And not a single one of the 164 conflicts has been a formally- 

declared war.
Indeed, there has not been a formal declaration of war—anjrwhere 

in the world—since World War II.
The planet is becoming a more dangerous place to live on— n̂ot 

merely because of a potential nuclear holocaust—but also because of 
the large number of de jacto conflicts and because the trend of such 
conflicts is growing rather than diminishing.

At the beginning of 1958, there were 23 prolonged insurgencies 
going on about the world. As of February 1, 1966, there were 40.

Further, the total number of outbreaks of violence has increased 
each year: in 1958, there were 34; in 1965, there were 58.

But what is most significant of aU is that there is a direct and 
constant relationship between the incidence of violence and the 
economic status of the countries afflicted.

The World Bank divides nations, on the basis of per capita income, 
into four categories: rich, middle-income, poor, and very poor.

The rich nations are those with a per capita income of $750 per year 
or more. The current U.S. level is more than $2700. There are 27 
of these rich nations. They possess 75% of the world^s wealth, 
though roughly only 25% of the world^s population.

Since 1958, only one of these 27 nations has suffered a major internal 
upheaval on its own territory.

But observe what happens at the other end of the economic scale. 
Among the 38 very poor nations—those with a per capita income of 
under $100 a year—no less than 32 have suffered significant conflicts. 
Indeed, they have suffered an average of two major outbreaks of
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violence per country in the eight year period. That is a great deal of 
conflict.

What is worse, it has been, predominantly, conflict of a prolonged 
nature.

The trend holds predictably constant in the case of the two other 
categories: the poor, and the middle-income nations. Since 1958, 
87% of the very poor nations, 69% of the poor nations, and 48% of the 
middle-income nations have suffered serious violence.

There can, then, be no question but that there is an irrefutable 
relationship between violence and economic backwardness. And the 
trend of such violence is up, not down.

Now, it would perhaps be somewhat reassuring if the gap between 
the rich nations and the poor nations were closing; and economic 
backwardness were significantly receding.

But it is not. The economic gap is widening.
By the year 1970, over one-half of the world’s total population will 

live in the independent nations sweeping across the southern half of 
the planet. But this himgering half of the human race will by then 
conmiand only one-sixth of the world’s total of goods and services.

By the year 1975, the dependent children of these nations alone— 
children under 15 years of age—will equal the total population of the 
developed nations to the north.

Even in our own abundant societies, we have reason enough to 
worry over the tensions that coil and tighten among underprivileged 
young people, and finally fiail out in delinquency and crime. What are 
we to expect from a whole hemisphere of youth where mounting 
frustrations are likely to fester into eruptions of violence and 
extremism?

Annual per capita income in roughly half of the 80 underdeveloped 
nations that are members of the World Bank is rising by a paltry one 
per cent a year or less. By the end of the century, these nations— 
at their present rates of growth—will reach a per capita income of 
barely $170 a year. The United States, by the same criteria, will 
attain a per capita income of $4,500.

The conclusion to all of this is blunt and inescapable: given the 
certain connection between economic stagnation and the incidence 
of violence, the years that lie ahead for the nations in the southern 
half of the globe are pregnant with violence.

This would be true even if no threat of Communist subversion 
existed—as it clearly does.

Both Moscow and Peking—^however harsh their internal differences— 
regard the whole modernization process as an ideal environment for 
the growth of communism. Their experience with subversive internal
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war is extensive; and they have developed a considerable array of both 
doctrine and practical measures in the art of political violence.

What is often misunderstood is that communists are capable of 
subverting, manipulating, and finally directing for their own ends the 
wholly legitimate grievances of a developing society.

But it would be a gross oversimplification to regard communism as 
the central factor in every conflict throughout the underdeveloped 
world. Of the 149 serious internal insurgencies in the past eight years, 
communists have been involved in only 58 of them—38% of the 
total—and this includes seven instances in which a Communist 
regime itself was the target of the uprising.

Whether communists are involved or not, violence anywhere in a 
taut world transmits sharp signals through the complex ganglia of 
international relations; and the security of the United States is 
related to the security and stability of nations half a globe away.

But neither conscience nor sanity itself suggests that the United 
States is, should, or could be the Global Gendarme.

Quite the contrary, experience confirms what human nature sug
gests: that in most instances of internal violence, the local people 
themselves are best able to deal directly with the situation within 
the framework of their own traditions.

The United States has no mandate from on high to police the world, 
and no inclination to do so. There have been classic cases in which 
our deliberate non-action was the wisest action of all.

Where our help is not sought, it is seldom prudent to volunteer.
Certainly we have no charter to rescue floundering regimes, who 

have brought violence on themselves by deliberately refusing to meet 
the legitimate expectations of their citizenry.

Further, throughout the next decade advancing technology will 
reduce the requirement for bases and staging rights at particular 
locations abroad, and the whole pattern of forward deployment will 
gradually change.

But—though all these caveats are clear enough—the irreducible 
fact remains that our security is related directly to the security of the 
newly developing world.

And our role must be precisely this: to help provide security to 
those developing nations which genuinely need and request our help, 
and which demonstrably are willing and able to help themselves.

The rub comes in this: we do not always grasp the meaning of the 
word security in this context.

In a modernizing society, security means development
Security is not military hardware—though it may include it. 

Security is not military force—though it may involve it. Security 
is not traditional military activity—though it may encompass it.
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Security is development.
Without development, there can be no security.
A developing nation that does not in fact develop simply cannot 

remain ^ ŝecure.”
It cannot remain secure for the intractable reason that its own 

citizenry cannot shed its human nature.
If security implies anything, it implies a minimal measure of 

order and stability.
Without internal development of at least a minimal degree, order 

and stability are simply not possible. They are not possible because 
himian nature cannot be frustrated beyond intrinsic limits. It 
reacts—because it must.

Now, that is what we do not always understand; and that is also 
what governments of modernizing nations do not always understand.

But by emphasizing that security arises from development, I  do 
not say that an underdeveloped nation cannot be subverted from 
within; or be aggressed upon from without; or be the victim of a 
combination of the two.

I t can. And to prevent any or all of these conditions, a nation 
does require appropriate military capabilities to deal with the specific 
problem. But the specific military problem is only a narrow facet of 
the broader security problem.

Military force can help provide law and order—but only to the 
degree that a basis for law and order already exists in the developing 
society: a basic willingness on the part of the people to cooperate.

The law and order is a shield, behind which the central fact of 
security—development—can be achieved.

Now we are not playing a semantic game with these words.
The trouble is that we have been lost in a semantic jungle for too 

long. We have come to identify ‘̂ securitywith exclusively milHary 
phenomena; and most particularly with military hardware.

But it just isn^t so. And we need to accommodate to the facts of 
the matter, if we want to see security survive and grow in the southern 
haK of the globe.

Development means economic, social, and political progress. I t 
means a reasonable standard of living—and the word ^'reasonable'’ 
in this context requires continual redefinition. What is ' 'reasonable’’ 
in an earlier stage of development will become ''unreasonable” in a 
later stage.

As development progresses, security progresses; and when the people 
of a nation have organized their own himian and natural resources to 
provide themselves with what they need and expect out of life—and 
have learned to compromise peacefully among competing demands in
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the larger national interest—then, their resistance to disorder and 
violence will be enormously increased.

Conversely, the tragic need of desperate men to resort to force to 
achieve the inner imperatives of human decency will diminish.

Now, I have said that the role of the United States is to help provide 
security to these modernizing nations—providing they need and re
quest our help; and are clearly willing and able to help themselves.

But what should our help be?
Clearly, it should be help towards development. In the military 

sphere, that involves two broad categories of assistance.
We should help the developing nation with such training and 

equipment as is necessary to maintain the protective shield behind 
which development can go forward.

The dimensions of that shield vary from coimtry to coimtry; but 
what is essential is that it should be a shield, and not a capacity for 
external aggression.

The second—and perhaps less understood category of military 
assistance in a modernizing nation— îs training in civic action.

^'Civic action^’ is another one of those semantic puzzles. Too few 
Americans—and too few oflBicials in developing nations— r̂eally com
prehend what military civic action means.

Essentially, it means using indigenous military forces for non- 
traditional military projects—projects that are useful to the local 
population in fields such as education, pubUc works, health, sanita
tion, agriculture—indeed, anything connected with economic or social 
progress.

I t has had some impressive results. In the past four years, the 
U.S.-assisted civic action program, worldwide, has constructed or 
repaired more than 10,000 miles of roads; built over 1,000 schools; 
himdreds of hospitals and clinics; and has provided medical and 
dental care to approximately four million people.

What is important is that all this was done by indigenous men in 
uniform. Quite apart from the developmental projects themselves, 
the program powerfully alters the negative image of the mihtary 
man, as the oppressive preserver of the stagnant status quo.

But assistance in the purely military sphere is not enough. Eco
nomic assistance is also essential. The President is determined that 
our aid should be hard-headed and rigorously reaUstic: that it should
deal directly with the roots of imder-development, and not merely 
attempt to alleviate the symptoms. His bedrock principle is that 
U.S. economic aid—no matter what its magnitude—is futile unless 
the country in question is resolute in making the primary effort itself. 
That will be the criterion, and that will be the crucial condition for 
aU our future assistance.

256-693 o — 67-------22



322 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1966

Only the developing nations themselves can take the fundamental 
measures that make outside assistance meaningful. These measures 
are often unpalatable—and frequently call for political courage and 
decisiveness. But to fail to undertake painful, but essential, reform 
inevitably leads to far more painful revolutionary violence. Our 
economic assistance is designed to offer a reasonable alternative to 
that violence. I t is designed to help substitute peaceful progress for 
tragic internal conflict.

The United States intends to be compassionate and generous in 
this effort, but it is not an effort it can carry exclusively by itself. 
And thus it looks to those nations who have reached the point of 
self-sustaining prosperity to increase their contribution to the develop
ment—and, thus, to tJie security—of the modernizing world.

And that brings me to the second set of relationships that I under
scored at the outset; it is the policy of the United States to encourage 
and achieve a more effective partnership with those nations who can, 
and should, share international peace-keeping responsibilities.

America has devoted a higher proportion of its gross national prod
uct to its military establishment than any other major free world 
nation. This was true even before our increased expenditures in 
Southeast Asia.

We have had, over the last few years, as many men in uniform as all 
the nations of Western Europe combined—even though they have a 
population half again greater than our own.

Now, the American people are not going to shirk their obligations 
in any part of the world, but they clearly cannot be expected to bear 
a disproportionate share of the common burden indefinitely.

If, for example, other nations genuinely believe—as they say they 
do—that it is in the common interest to deter the expansion of Red 
China's economic and political control beyond its national boundaries, 
then they must take a more active role in guarding the defense 
perimeter.

Let me be perfectly clear: this is not to question the policy of 
neutralism or non-alignment of any particular nation. But it is to 
emphasize that the independence of such nations can—in the end— b̂e 
fully safeguarded only by collective agreements among themselves 
and their neighbors.

The plain truth is the day is coming when no single nation, however 
powerful, can undertake by itselj to keep the peace outside its own 
borders. Regional and international organizations for peace-keeping 
purposes are as yet rudimentary; but they must grow in experience 
and be strengthened by deUberate and practical cooperative action.

In this matter, the example of Canada is a model for nations every
where. As Prime Minister Pearson pointed out eloquently in New
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York just last week: Canada ‘̂is as deeply involved in the world^s 
affairs as any country of its size. We accept this because we have 
learned over 50 years that isolation from the policies that determine 
war does not give us immunity from the bloody, sacrificial conse
quences of their failure. We learned that in 1914 and again in 1939 
. . . That is why we have been proud to send our men to take part in 
every peace-keeping operation of the United Nations—in Korea, and 
Kashmir, and the Suez, and the Congo, and Cyprus.”

The Organization of the American States in the Dominican Re
public, the more than thirty nations contributing troops or supplies 
to assist the Government of South Vietnam, indeed even the parallel 
efforts of the United States and the Soviet Union in the Pakistan- 
India conflict—these efforts, together with those of the U.N., are the 
first attempts to substitute multinational for unilateral policing of 
violence. They point to the peace-keeping patterns of the future.

We must not merely applaud the idea. We must dedicate talent, 
resources, and hard practical thinking to its implementation.

In Western Europe—an area whose burgeoning economic vitality 
stands as a monument to the wisdom of the Marshall Plan—the 
problems of security are neither static nor whoUy new. Fundamental 
changes are under way, though certain inescapable realities remain.

The conventional forces of NATO, for example, still require a 
nuclear backdrop far beyond the capability of any Western European 
nation to supply, and the United States is fully committed to provide 
that major nuclear deterrent.

However, the European members of the Alliance have a natural 
desire to participate more actively in nuclear planning. A central 
task of the Alliance today is, therefore, to work out the relationships 
and institutions through which shared nuclear planning can be 
effective. We have made a practical and promising start in the 
Special Conmiittee of NATO Defense Ministers.

Common planning and consultation are essential aspects of any 
sensible substitute to the unworkable and dangerous alternative of 
independent national nuclear forces within the Alliance.

And even beyond the Alliance, we must find the means to prevent 
the proliferation of nuclear weapons. That is a clear imperative.

There are, of course, risks in non-proliferation arrangements; 
but they cannot be compared with the infinitely greater risks that 
would arise out of the increase in national nuclear stockpiles.

In the calculus of risk, to proliferate independent national nuclear 
forces is not a mere arithmetical addition of danger. We would not 
be merely adding up risks. We would be insanely multiplying them.

If we seriously intend to pass on a world to our children that is not
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threatened by nuclear holocaust, we must come to grips with the 
problem of proliferation.

A reasonable nonproliferation agreement is feasible. For there 
is no adversary with whom we do not*share a common interest in 
avoiding mutual destruction triggered by an irresponsible nth power.

That brings me to the third and last set of relationships the United 
States must deal with: Those with nations who might be tempted to 
take up arms against us.

These relationships call for realism. But realism is not a hardened, 
inflexible, unimaginative attitude. The realistic mind is a restlessly 
creative mind—free of naive delusions, but full of practical alternatives.

There are practical alternatives to our current relationships with 
both the Soviet Union and Communist China.

A vast ideological chasm separates us from them—and to a degree, 
separates them from one another.

There is nothing to be gained from our seeking an ideological rap
prochement; but breaching the isolation of great nations like Red 
China, even when that isolation is largely of its own making, reduces 
the danger of potentially catastrophic misunderstandings, and in
creases the incentive on both sides to resolve disputes by reason 
rather than by force.

There are many ways in which we can build bridges toward nations 
who would cut themselves oflF from meaningful contact with us. We 
can do so with properly balanced trade relations, diplomatic contacts, 
and in some cases even by exchanges of military observers.

We have to know where it is we want to place this bridge; what sort 
of traffic we want to travel over it; and on what mutual foundations 
the whole structure can be designed.

There are no one-cliff bridges. If you are going to span a chasm, 
you have to rest the structure on both cliffs.

Now cliffs, generally speaking, are rather hazardous places. Some 
people are afraid even to look over the edge. But in a thermonuclear 
world, we cannot afford any political acrophobia.

President Johnson has put the matter squarely. By building 
bridges to those who make themselves our adversaries ' ‘we can help 
gradually to create a community of interest, a community of trust, 
and a community of effort.^

With respect to a ^'community of effort’̂  let me suggest a concrete 
proposal for our own present yoimg generation in the United States.

I t is a committed and dedicated generation: it has proven that in its 
enormously impressive performance in the Peace Corps overseas; and

 ̂ Department of State Bulletinj May 23, 1966, p. 797.
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in its willingness to volunteer for a final assault on such poverty and 
lack of opportunity that still remain in our own country.

As matters stand, our present Selective Service System draws oji 
only a minority of eligible young men.

That is an inequity.
I t seems to me that we could move toward remedying that inequity 

by asking every young person in the United States to give two years 
of service to his country—whether in one of the miUtary services, in 
the Peace Corps, or in some other volunteer developmental work at 
home or abroad.

We could encourage other countries to do the same; and we could 
work out exchange programs—much as the Peace Corps is already 
planning to do.

While this is not an altogether new suggestion, it has been criticized 
as inappropriate while we are engaged in a shooting war.

But I believe precisely the opposite is the case. I t is more appro
priate now than ever. For it would underscore what our whole pur
pose is in Vietnam—and indeed anywhere in the world where coercion, 
or injustice, or lack of decent opportunity stiU holds sway.

I t  would make meaningful the central concept of security: a world 
of decency and development—where every man can feel that his per
sonal horizon is rimmed with hope.

Mutual interest—mutual trust—mutual effort; those are the goals. 
Can we achieve those goals with the Soviet Union, and with Com
munist China? Can they achieve them with one another?

The answer to these questions lies in the answer to an even more 
fundamental question.

Who is man?
Is he a rational animal?
If he is, then the goals can ultimately be achieved.
If he is not, then there is little point in making the effort.
All the evidence of history suggests that man is indeed a rational 

animal—but with a near infinite capacity for folly. His history seems 
largely a halting, but persistent, effort to raise his reason above his 
animality.

He draws blueprints for Utopia. But never quite gets it built. 
In the end, he plugs away obstinately with the only building material 
really ever at hand: his own part-comic, part-tragic, part-cussed, but 
part-glorious nature.

I, for one, would not count a global free society out.
Coercion, after aU, merely captures man.
Freedom captivates him.

Thank you very much.
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Letter From Foreign Minister Gromyko to Secretary- 
General Thant: Conclusion of an International Agree
ment on Legal Principles Governing the Activities of 
States on the Exploration and Conquest of the Moon 
and Other Celestial Bodies, May 30, 1966 ^

S ir ,

On the instructions of the Government of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics I request the inclusion in the agenda of the 
twenty-first session of the United Nations General Assembly, as a 
separate and important question, of the item ^^Conclusion of an 
international agreement on legal principles governing the activities 
of States in the exploration and conquest of the moon and other 
celestial bodies/’

As you know, great new scientific and technological successes have 
been achieved this year in the exploration of the moon.

The Soviet Union successfuDy launched the automatic station 
'^Luna-9'^ which for the first time in history made a soft landing on 
the earth's natural satellite. The Soviet automatic station ‘̂Luna-lO’̂  
was for the first time successfuUy placed in a circumlunar orbit and 
became an artificial satellite of the moon. With these scientific 
experiments a further significant advance was made in man's explora
tion and conquest of the moon and of the other planets of the solar 
system. The flights of the ^'Luna-9'' and “Luna-10'' stations opened 
a new era in the exploration of space and convinciugly demonstrated 
the real possibility of man's conquest of the moon in the very near 
future—a feat which will undoubtedly be the outstanding event of our 
century.

I t  is still difficult at the present time to enumerate all the spheres of 
human knowledge which will be further developed through the ex
ploration of the moon and other celestial bodies. But there is no doubt 
that this exploration will enrich mankind with new data on the 
secret laws of nature.

The conquest of the moon and other celestial bodies, however, 
raises not only technical and scientific problems but also the question 
in what direction and on what basis States wiU conduct their activities 
in this sphere. This is a question of exceptional importance for 
all States.

 ̂A/6341, May 31, 1966. Ambassador Fedorenko transmitted this letter 
to Secretary-General Thant on May 31 {ibid.).
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The Soviet programme for the exploration of the moon and other 
celestial bodies is designed exclusively to serve science. The Soviet 
Government considers that the conquest of the moon and other 
celestial bodies should be carried out in the interests of peace and 
progress exclusively, for the benefit of all mankind. No one State 
has the right to regard its achievements in this sphere as a basis for 
claims to dominion over the moon and other celestial bodies or to 
use those achievements for activities directed against other States.

In the Soviet Government's view, it has now become essential 
to begin the formulation of rules of international law in accordance 
with which States would take practical measures for the conquest 
of the moon and other celestial bodies, and above all to take steps 
to prohibit the use of the moon and other celestial bodies for military 
purposes.

It is quite obvious that plans for the miUtary use of the moon and 
other celestial bodies cannot in any way be justified by reference 
to the national security interests of States and are intended merely 
to serve the purposes of aggression, the purposes of preparing for 
global war.

The Soviet Union, as is Imown, is consistently working for the 
conclusion of an agreement on general and complete disarmament, 
for the limitation of the armaments race and the relaxation of inter
national tension. To prohibit the use of the moon and other celestial 
bodies for military purposes would be a major step in that direction, 
and would be calculated to ensure peace on earth and the security of 
peoples. At the same time, the prohibition of any military use of 
the moon and other celestial bodies and the establishment of a solid 
foundat on of international law on which States would carry out 
practical measures for their conquest would help to promote broad 
international co-operation in various aspects of the exploration and 
use of the moon and other celestial bodies, and thereby foster mutual 
understanding and strengthen friendly relations among States 
and peoples.

The conquest of the moon wiU proceed the faster the more countries 
make their contribution to the necessary investigations and experi
ments. That means that equal opportunities should be opened to all 
States. In taking advantage of these opportunities. States should 
conduct their activities with due regard for the relevant interests of 
other States. Co-operation of this kind has consistently been ad
vocated by the Soviet Union, which has always regarded and still 
regards its successes in space exploration as achievements not of the 
Soviet people alone but of all mankind as well.

As early as 1958 the Soviet Government proposed the conclusion of 
an international agreement providing for co-operation in the explora-
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tion and peaceful use of outer space, and referred the question to the 
United Nations for its consideration.^ In 1961, after the first manned 
space flight, the Soviet Union again took steps designed to establish 
and develop co-operation with othqr countries in the conquest of 
space.

On the basis of the USSR's proposals, the United Nations in 1963 
adopted a declaration of legal principles governing the activities of 
States in the exploration and use of outer space.^ Thanks to the 
Soviet Union's efforts, a resolution was adopted calling on all 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 installing such weapons on celestial bodies.

The Government of the Soviet Union, desiring to place the achieve
ments of science and technology in the conquest of the moon and 
other celestial bodies at the service of peace and progress and to 
make it possible for all States to benefit by the practical results of 
research and make their own contributions to such research, proposes 
the conclusion of an international agreement, which could be based 
on the following principles governing the activities of States in the 
exploration and conquest of the moon and other celestial bodies:

1. The moon and other celestial bodies should be open for explora
tion and use by all States, without discrimination of any kind. All 
States enjoy freedom of scientific research in regard to the moon and 
other celestial bodies on equal terms and in accordance with the 
fimdamental principles of international law.

2. The moon and other celestial bodies should be used by all States 
exclusively for peaceful purposes. No military bases or installations 
of any kind, including facilities for nuclear and other weapons of 
mass destruction of any type, should be established on the moon or 
other celestial bodies.

3. The exploration and use of the moon and other celestial bodies 
shall be carried on for the good and in the interest of all mankind; 
the moon and other celestial bodies shall not be subject to appro
priation or territorial claims of any kind.

4. In the exploration of the moon and other celestial bodies. States 
shall be guided by the principles of co-operation and mutual aid and 
shall carry out their activities with due regard for the relevant interests 
of other States and with a view to the maintenance of international 
peace and security.

An agreement based on principles of that kind would ensure the 
necessary climate for the peaceful exploration and conquest of the 
moon, would prevent any possibility of this sphere of himian activity

 ̂Documents on Disarmament  ̂ 1946-1969, vol. II, pp. 973-977.
2 Ihid.y 1963, pp. 644-646.
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being made a source of international dissension, and would create 
favourable conditions for the future concretization of the international 
legal aspects of State activities relating to the conquest of other 
celestial bodies.

The Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics coimts 
on the General Assembly to give due attention at its twenty-first 
session to the question of the ‘̂Conclusion of an international agree
ment on legal principles governing the activities of States in the 
exploration and conquest of the moon and other celestial bodies/^

I should be glad if you would regard this letter as an explanatory 
memorandum as provided in rule 20 of the rules of procedure of the 
General Assembly, and circulate it as an official United Nations 
document.

Accept, Sir, etc.

Letter From President Johnson to Senator Pastore, 
June 13, 1966^

D ear J o h n :

During the course of the hearings you conducted before the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy on S. Res. 179, Secretaries Rusk and 
McNamara, Mr. Foster and Dr. Seaborg all expressed the support of 
this Administration for what has become known as the ‘Tastore Non
proliferation Resolution.^'  ̂ Although they spoke for me, I would 
now like to give you my own personal expression of agreement and 
gratitude.

In my message to the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee 
at Geneva last January, I noted that your resolution and similar 
resolutions in the House supporting measures to prevent the spread 
of nuclear weapons ‘‘are an indication of the importance that the 
people of the United States attribute to such measures.^’ ^

Now your resolution has been approved by the Senate without one 
dissenting vote. This overwhelming expression of sentiment is more 
than an indication of the support of the American people for our un
remitting efforts to stop further proliferation of nuclear weapons. I t 
is clear and unequivocal evidence of the depth of our conunitment. 
As such, it is there for the whole world to see. I know it will reinforce 
Mr. Foster’s position at Geneva, where on my instructions he will

1 Congressional Record (daily), June 27, 1966, pp. 13738-13739.
2 Ante, pp. 306-307.
3 Ante, p. 6.
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shortly renew our urgent pursuit of a treaty to prevent the spread of 
nuclear weapons.

It is a source of great strength to me to know that, in dealing with 
this vitally urgent problem, I have the support of the United States 
Senate.

Sincerely,

L y n d o n  B. J o h n s o n .

Statement by ACDA Director Foster to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee, June 14, 1966 ^

Firsty may I join our Chairman in welcoming our new colleague, 
Ambassador Azeredo da SUveira, to our Conference? I feel sure that 
with his distinguished diplomatic background he will be able to add 
much to our possibilities for success here. We are very happy to 
have him here.

Secondly, it is good to see so many of our former colleagues back 
again. I think that fact makes it clear that we can return to serious 
work immediately with the hope of early progress in our important 
tasks.

Thirdly, I should like to inform the Committee that Ambassador 
Timberlake, who has been my colleague here for the last two years, 
has been assigned to important new diplomatic tasks, in which I am 
sure we all wish him well. The new deputy chairman of the United 
States delegation is beside me. He is an old friend of most of the 
representatives—Mr. George Bunn—, and I am very happy to have 
him with me again at this table.

I think, Mr. Chairman, that the enlightened statement you made 
today in opening our meeting is a good augury. Your interpretation 
of resolution 2028 (XX)^ deserves the close attention of all of us. 
The efforts which your country has made to create a nuclear-free 
zone in Latin America deserve the strong support of this Conference, 
and I hope that it will help you in the success of your efforts in this 
field.

Twenty years ago to this day—on 14 June 194‘6—Bernard Baruch 
presented to the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission a 
United States plan to dispose of all atomic bombs and prohibit their 
further production. The atom was to be harnessed for peaceful 
purposes for all mankind. The manufacture of atomic bombs was

1 ENDC/PV.264, pp. 8-14.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1966, pp. 532-534.
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to cease, and existing bombs were to be dismantled. In 1946 the 
United States was the only nuclear weapon Power in the world. 
We nevertheless thought that one such Power was too many. We 
believed that our national interests, and indeed the interests of all 
nations, would be best served by a world without the bomb. Had 
the Baruch plan been accepted, nuclear energy would have been 
removed entirely from the military field.

We shall gain little by speculating on what might have been. But 
let us heed Bernard Baruch’s words of twenty years ago:

We are here to make a choice between the quick and the dead.
That is our business.
Behind the black portent of the new atomic age lies a hope which, seized upon 

with faith, can work our salvation. If we fail, then we have damned every man 
to be the slave of Fear. Let us not deceive ourselves: We must elect World Peace 
or World Destruction.^

The Baruch plan, subsequent disarmament plans, and attempts to 
halt nuclear testing, were blocked by objections to international 
control. -But on 14 June 1957, nine years ago today, the Soviet 
Union agreed for the first time to the exercise of international control 
over a prohibition on nuclear weapon tests. Its proposal to the 
United Nations Disarmament Commission reads in part:

Considering that the problem of control over the cessation of these tests is now 
being advanced as the main obstacle to the attainment of an agreement on this 
matter the Soviet Government, with a view to removing that obstacle, expresses 
its agreement to the institution of control over the cessation of atomic and hydro
gen weapons tests.^

As we all know, agreement on the nature of the international control 
arrangements could not be reached in the negotiations for a com
prehensive test ban which began in 1958. In 1962 the United States 
oflFered a limited test ban which could be monitored by national 
controls.® The 1963 Treaty banning tests in the atmosphere, under 
water and in outer space resulted.^ However, a ban on underground 
tests has not been possible, because the Soviet Union has reverted to 
its earlier view that only national control systems are needed. My 
Government remains strongly committed to completing the limited 
test-ban treaty by a ban on underground nuclear testing. Despite 
the substantial progress which science has made, hard evidence still 
points to the need for on-site inspection in order to verify a com
prehensive test ban.

1 Ibid,, 1946-1969, vol. I, pp. 7-8.
2 Ihid.j vol. II, p. 791.
* Ihid.y 1962, vol. II, pp. 804-807. 
< Ibid,, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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Before the recess my delegation described scientific techniques 
which might be utilized to simplify on-site inspection.^ We would 
welcome further comment from other delegations. United Nations 
General Assembly resolution 2032 (XX) specifically requested this 
Committee to take account in its work of improved possibilities 
for international co-operation in the field of seismic detection.^ 
Recalling this, we are encouraged by signs of heightened interest by 
many countries in establishing such co-operation and in exchanging 
seismic data. We have noted with special interest the meeting held 
in Stockholm last month at the initiative of the Swedish Government 
as a follow-up to its proposal for a seismic ‘‘detection club^\ We 
understand that the agreed aim of the ‘‘club’̂  should be to arrive at 
an efficient and open exchange of high-quality seismic data. On the 
occasion of the inauguration last year of a new large-aperture seismic 
array in Montana, President Johnson announced that the seismic 
data from that array would be freely available to all coimtries.®

We hope that international co-operation on collection and exchange 
of seismic data, and a continuing search towards improved detection 
and identification technology will contribute to agreement on a com
prehensive test ban. The Soviet Union could make a major contri
bution by returning to its earlier view that national control systems 
are not alone sufficient to monitor a ban on all tests. While the 
Soviet Government now takes the position that national systems are 
adequate, it has not submitted any technical data to support such a 
position, despite repeated requests. The world is weary of Soviet 
contentions that inspection would always constitute espionage.

A treaty banning underground tests could go hand in hand with 
a treaty banning proliferation, if we could overcome the differences 
on both which now prevent agreement. But time is running out. 
The world does not stand still while we debate. We have only to 
recall the third nuclear test conducted by mainland China, to which 
our Chairman referred and which took place in the closing days of 
the first haK of our session.^ In the interim there has also been 
renewed speculation in the world Press on whether or not nuclear 
weapons might be developed in other countries and in other regions.

Agreement on a non-proliferation treaty will continue to be impeded 
as long as preoccupation with short-term objectives obscures the true 
nature and dimensions of the real problem over the long term. We 
must look beyond the immediate future: we must not be obsessed 
with any one country but concerned rather with the global aspects

1 See ante, pp. 190-199.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1966, pp. 623-624.
3 Ibid., pp. 465-466.
 ̂ See ante, pp. 277-279.
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of the nuclear threat. To the extent that certam among us profess to 
fear for their security unless the alleged nuclear ambitions of another 
are contained, they must ask themselves whether in these circimi- 
stances they can be more comfortable and secure looking to a future 
with no bar to proliferation at all; for the alternative to prevention of 
nuclear spread is not a world with one or two new nuclear-weapon 
States in, say, five years, but rather a world with perhaps ten new 
nuclear-weapon States in ten to twenty years from now. That is the 
real dimension of the problem, the real threat.

We cannot be so short-sighted as to negotiate for today alone, with 
only, today’s problems in mind. We must try to build a safer, more 
peaceful world for the future. There comes a time, therefore, if we 
are to have agreement, when we must reconcile our diJfferences and 
our rivalries and work together for what we recognize to be the 
common good. That time has come.

Before the recess the United States submitted draft treaty amend
ments designed to meet suggestions by other delegations. We re
viewed General Assembly resolution 2028 (XX),^ the Soviet draft 
treaty,^ and the comments on our earlier draft ® made by others. We 
suggest a similar review by the Soviet Union. The difference between 
the two sides will not be bridged if the movement comes from only 
one.

Whatever may be the final language, we must have an effective 
treaty. I t can have no loop-holes permitting the spread of nuclear 
weapons. But we must be prepared for the possibility that it may 
not be perfect for all time. Few treaties are. If experience reveals 
problems that were not apparent at the time of drafting, then we can 
deal with them under procedures that can be buUt into the treaty.

The treaty must reflect balance in terms of mutual obligations and 
responsibilities assumed. But what is balance, and can it be perfect 
in today’s world? We must be reaUstic in terms of what is both 
possible and necessary for an effective treaty to prevent the further 
spread of nuclear weapons.

In his final words to this Committee on 10 May, just before we 
recessed, the representative of the Soviet Union, Mr. Roshchin, indi
cated that the discussions within the Committee during the first part 
of our session had not been, as he put it, ^'altogether useless’’.̂  In the 
context in which the phrase was used, we took it to be a positive sign. 
We share Mr. Roshchin’s view that our earlier discussions permitted 
positions to be better defined and reasons for divergencies to be better

 ̂Documents on Diaarmamentf 1966, pp. 532-534.
2 Ihid., pp. 443-446.
»Ibid., pp. 347-349.
 ̂Ante, p. 302.
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ascertained. We hope, as he did, that new steps can now be taken to 
resolve the impasse on the conclusion of a non-proliferation treaty. 
We also support Mr. Roshchin's assessment that, during the first part 
of our session, ^^proposals have been put forward which are of definite 
interest and deserve careful study’\  We hope that he meant to in
clude certain United States proposals in this broad reference, not
withstanding the initial Soviet reactions.

In addition to the test-ban and non-proliferation treaty proposals 
to which I have already referred, the United States has submitted to 
this Committee two working papers related to a cut-off of fissionable 
material production for weapon purposes. One described methods 
for demonstrating the destruction of nuclear weapons to produce 
fissionable material for peaceful purposes in connexion with the cut-oflf.̂  
The other outlined an inspection method for verifying the status of 
shutdown plutonium production reactors.^ The production cut-off and 
weapon destruction proposals would be highly germane to our non
proliferation objectives, as the representative of Sweden has pointed 
out.  ̂ Moreover, the problem of verification should be far simpler to 
resolve in this case, since some international machinery is already 
available to help. I  refer, of course, to the International Atomic 
Energy Agency.

My delegation invites detailed comment on our two working papers, 
as well as on our general proposals for a cut-off and destruction. The 
elimination of all nuclear weapons from national arsenals in the con
text of general and complete disarmament remains our idtimate 
objective. We have said before that we question the realism of 
pretending to make it an immediate, short-term goal, which has some
times seemed to be the position of the Soviet Union. A cut-olff, 
however, is practical and possible today. I t is an essential first step 
towards reduction of nuclear stockpiles and the eventual elimination 
of nuclear weapons. I t deserves thorough study, in the first instance, 
by the Soviet Union.

A United States proposal for a verified freeze of the number and 
characteristics of offensive and defensive strategic nuclear deUvery 
vehicles is also before this Committee.^ Moreover, we have recently 
stated that if progress could be made towards a freeze we should be 
prepared to explore the possibility of significant reductions in the 
number of strategic nuclear dehvery vehicles.® Here again, unless 
we can first agree on ways to halt the build-up of nuclear dehvery

' Antey pp. 103-104.
2 Antej pp. 224-226.
® AntCt PP* 130-131.
* Documents on Diaarmamentj 1964, P* 8.
® Ante  ̂ p. 7.
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vehicles and perhaps begm to reduce their numbers, it is difficult to 
t̂ fcke seriously any counter-proposal for their total elimination.

We are proposing to halt the nuclear arms race. We are proposing 
to begin the nuclear disarmament which the world has awaited so long. 
We think that our measures are realistic. They could be agreed upon 
rapidly. The stakes involved are such that this Committee, would be 
remiss if it did not explore the potential of these measures fully and 
with good will.

Another useful suggestion that warrants greater attention by this 
Committee is point seven of President Johnson’s message of 27 Janu
ary to this Committee.^ President Johnson suggested, it will be re
called, that countries might explore on a regional basis ways of halt
ing costly conventional arms races. The Committee will recall our 
elaboration of this suggestion in my statement of 19 April.^ This 
United States suggestion stems from the awareness that conventional 
arms races threaten the peace in many regions of the world. They 
divert precious resources needed for the betterment of economies and 
the welfare of peoples.

This is not a measure which the United States or this Committee 
can bring about. Regional arms limitations can be agreed only upon 
the initiative of, and under conditions worked out by, the countries 
of a given region. Yet in this Committee representatives of countries 
in regions where mutually-agreed limitations on conventional arms 
might contribute to stability and peace could agree to explore the 
potentials of the approach which we suggest. The Conmcdttee as a 
whole might wish to make the suggestion its own and conmaend it to 
the General Assembly of the United Nations. Members of the Com
mittee which, like the United States, are suppliers of arms could 
encourage this suggestion by giving strong support and signifying 
readiness to respect regional agreements on limitation of conventional 
armaments.

These are the problems to which we wished to call the Committee’s 
special attention today. Can progress be made on these and others in 
the weeks now remaining before us? It can be if the will is here. The 
fonmi at our disposal—this Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Commit
tee— îs tailored to that particular task. We claim to be a negotiating 
body. Then let us really negotiate. But let us negotiate quickly.

In 1963 an historic step was realized. The limited test-ban Treaty 
was concluded; and, as we all know, other important steps were taken. 
Those measures constituted a fundamental change of direction from 
the hazards of a completely unguided arms race in this nuclear age. 
They proved that, with patience, goodwill and imagination, agreement

1 Ibid,
2 Anie, pp. 226-230.
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could be achieved for the common benefit. However, we have barely 
begun to turn in a different direction. We are not yet firmly on the 
path of international agreements in thê  common interest towards 
making the world safe from the threat of cataclysmic nuclear war, 
towards a world free from the daily grinding tragedies inflicted by 
wars of indirect aggression and subversion, a place where men and 
women around the globe can pursue their ways of life without the 
heavy burdens of armaments and wars.

Our work here is as important as any in the world in helping to 
move forward towards the realization of those goals. My delegation 
is determined to bend every effort towards resuming the forward 
movement which we began in 1963. We urge every delegation to 
consider seriously and with good will the new proposals which we 
advanced before the recess. We urge them to give us their comments, 
to suggest alternative solutions and approaches. If our crucial work 
can proceed in this fashion, the United States will never be found 
lacking in constructive contributions.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, June 14, 
1966^

We should like to take this opportunity to associate our delegation 
with the welcome which you, Mr. Chairman, have extended to the 
newly-appointed representative of Brazil, Ambassador Azeredo da 
Silveira. We too wish him every success in his new post and in his 
new activities as our colleague in the work of the Committee.

Mr. Chairman, we have Hstened with due attention to your state
ment, as also to the statement made by the representative of the 
United States. We shall in due course state our views in the fullest 
possible way on the questions which have been touched upon in your 
own statement and in that of the representative of the United States. 
We intend also in our intervention today to deal with some of the 
questions which have been raised both in your statement, Mr. Chair
man, and in that of the representative of the United States, and to 
give some explanation of our position in regard to them.

At present, without going into the details of the statement t>i&'the 
representative of the United States, we must state in a very general 
way that, on a number of very important points to which the United

1 ENDC/PV.264, pp. 14r-23.
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States representative has drawn the attention of the Committee, we 
are unable to share the opinion expressed by him.

Thus the representative of the United States referred today to the 
date of 14 June, which marks the twentieth anniversary of the pres
entation of the ^^Baruch Plan’' in the United Nations.^ The repre
sentative of the United States pointed out that the aim of this plan 
was to eliminate atomic weapons, to eliminate them even though at 
that time there was only one atomic Power. In this connexion we 
should like to observe that our assessment of the “Baruch Plan”, 
which we gave twenty years ago and which we have also dealt with in 
our statements here, emphasized that we do not share the opinion that 
the “Baruch Plan” pursued the aim of eliminating atomic weapons. 
We stated, and we must repeat here once again, that we believe that 
the “Baruch Plan” pursued the aim of keeping the monopoly of 
atomic weapons in the hands of the United States. In this connexion 
we submitted on 19 June 1946, five days after the presentation of the 
“Baruch Plan”, a proposal for the complete prohibition of nuclear 
weapons, for the destruction of all stockpiles of nuclear weapons and 
for the prohibition of the production, storage, transport and use of 
such weapons.^ Twenty years after that event we cannot, of course, 
but regret that that very important proposal of the Soviet Union was 
not accepted.

At present we are dealing with problems closely connected with the 
aim of eliminating nuclear weapons, and it is to this subject that we 
are also devoting our statement today. As I have g,lready said, we 
shall give an appropriate answer also in our statement today to a 
number of other questions touched upon by the representative of the 
United States.

Today after a month’s recess the Eighteen-Nation Committee is 
resuming its work. I t  faces the same tasks as those at which it worked 
before the recess—the preparation of agreements on the non-prolifer
ation of nuclear weapons and the prohibition of underground nuclear 
tests; limitation of the arms race, particularly the nuclear arms race; 
and lastly, a solution of the problem of general and complete dis
armament.

In comparing the international situation in which the present 
session of the Eighteen-Nation Committee is beginning its work with 
that in which the work of the previous session was conducted, we 
have to note with regret the absence of any change in a positive direc
tion. The disarmament negotiations are being resumed in circum
stances where the international situation has not only not improved

1 Documents on Disarmamentj 194^-1969j vol. I, pp. 7-16.
2 Ibid., pp. 17 fif.
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since the end of the previous session of the Committee but has become 
even more tense. The United States of America continues to follow 
a course set at interfering in the internal affairs of other countries 
and peoples, at creating dangerous centres of conflict and unrest in 
one or another area of the world, and is carrying out a policy aimed 
at further intensifying the arms race.

I t is impossible to shut one’s eyes to the fact the United States of 
America is waging on an ever more extensive scale a war of aggression 
against the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam and against the whole 
of the Viet-Namese people. At the same time as the Disarmament 
Committee resumes its work here in Geneva, more and more ships 
with further destructive means of warfare and troops from the United 
States are arriving at the coasts of Viet-Nam. The number of United 
States troops in Viet-Nam already amounts to about 270,000 and 
within the next one-and-a-half months, according to official annoimce- 
ments in the United States, it will increase still further. United 
States divisions, aircraft carriers, powerful bombers, poison gases and 
napalm—all these are being hurled against the small but freedom- 
loving Viet-Namese people, whose only desire is that no one should 
interfere in their internal affairs and that their right to decide their 
own future should be respected.

The echo of the war in Viet-Nam, the thunder of the bombings to 
which United States aircraft are subjecting the territory of an inde
pendent, sovereign State—the Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam— 
resounds throughout the world. United States aggression is being 
condemned ever more severely in all countries of the world, and the 
protest movement is growing even in the United States itself. The 
Soviet Union, together with all peace-loving peoples, demands the 
cessation of United States aggression against Viet-Nam and the 
withdrawal of all interventionist troops from that country.

The unceasing provocative acts of the United States against the 
Republic of Cuba are also causing serious alarm. The recent hostile 
actions by United States troops against the Republic of Cuba in the 
area of the Guantanamo military base have confirmed once again 
that the United States is carrying out in that part of the world a 
policy aimed at intensifying international tension and creating a 
danger to world peace.

A tense situation is also to be seen in Europe. In the present cir
cumstances the problems of ensuring European security are becoming 
increasingly important. Here, in the very centre of the continent of 
Europe, there exists a hotbed of a serious danger of war. The threat 
to peace stems from West Germany, which with the support of the 
United States of America is going ever further along the path of the 
rebirth of militarism and revanchism. Today, little more than two
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decades since the end of the Second World War, West Germany, 
in violation of the Potsdam Agreements/ has built up an army of half 
a million men, which is equipped with modern means of warfare.

The Federal Republic of Germany is the only State in Europe 
that has openly expressed itself in favour of re-drawing the borders 
between European countries. In essence the whole European policy 
of the Federal RepubUc of Germany is a striving to make the peaceful 
life and security of the European peoples depend upon the satisfaction 
of the unreasonable claims of the West German revanchists. The 
attempts of West Germany to secure access to nuclear weapons by 
any means whatsoever are a particular menace to security in Europe 
and to world peace. For a number of years the training and technical 
equipment of the armed forces of the Federal Republic of (Germany 
have been carried out with due regard to the use of nuclear weapons. 
The Minister of Defence of the Federal RepubUc of Germany, Mr. 
von Hassel, in a foreword to a book on the role of the Bundeswehr, 
wrote recently that the West Germany Army should possess technical 
equipment and weapons not inferior to the technical equipment and 
weapons of a ^^potential enemy’\  Does that not mean that the aim 
is to possess nuclear bombs?

I t is precisely with a view to obtaining access to nuclear weapons 
that the Government of West Germany continues so persistently 
to strive for the establishment in one form or another of a NATO 
joint nuclear force. I t is quite obvious that, by pursuing a policy 
aimed at securing West Germany’s access to nuclear weapons, the 
ruling circles of the Federal Republic of Germany and those who 
support them are preventing the conclusion of a treaty on the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons; since it is clear that the nuclear 
arming of the Federal Republic of Germany, in whatever form it may 
be planned, would be incompatible with such a treaty.

The policy of militarism and revanchism pursued by West Germany 
and the bilateral military alliance that is taking shape between the 
United States of America and the Federal Republic of Germany 
seriously complicate the international situation and increase the 
danger of war. I t is impossible not to realize that a conflict in Europe, 
where the armed forces of the NATO countries and those of the 
Warsaw Pact countries face each other, would be fraught with the 
danger of a world thermo-nuclear war with all the consequences 
arising therefrom.

 ̂ For the Potsdam protocol, see Senate Foreign Relations Committee, A 
Decade of American Foreign Policy: Basic Documents  ̂ 1941-49 (S. doc. 123, 
81st Cong., 1st sess.), pp. 34 ff.
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The solution of the most important international problems—the 
cessation of United States aggression in Viet-Nam and the ensuring of 
European security—would change the whole situation in the world 
and would thereby facilitate the achievement of other aims of im
portance to all the peoples of the world, such as the cessation of the 
arms race, the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, and controlled 
general disarmament.

The whole international situation cannot fail to affect the work of 
the Eighteen-Nation Committee. The forces responsible for the 
acts of aggression that are being perpetrated in the world and for the 
intensification of the arms race also bear the responsibility for the 
lack of progress in the work of the Eighteen-Nation Committee. In 
this situation more tense than ever before, it is important to exert 
every effort to put a brake on and stop the dangerous process of 
increased international tension, and to dow down and halt the ac
celerating arms race. In the situation that has come about the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee faces a highly responsible task: to achieve 
in the negotiations ahead a solution to the urgent problems of 
disarmament.

A particularly important task in the field of disarmament is the 
elimination, or at least the reduction, of the danger of a nuclear war. 
A radical solution of this problem would be the implementation of 
complete nuclear disarmament. The Soviet Union is altogether in 
favour of such a solution of this problem. Our position is clear and 
specific: we are in favour of the unconditional prohibition and com
plete destruction of nuclear weapons, together with the cessation 
of production of such weapons and the destruction of all stockpiles. 
That proposal, as I mentioned just now, was first made on 19 June 
1946. We are prepared to accept such a solution of this problem. 
We are also prepared to accept the implementation of individual 
measures in the field of nuclear disarmament and the slowing-down 
of the nuclear arms race.

Among these measures the problem of non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons occupies a very important place. One would have thought 
that this problem should and could have been solved long ago. How
ever, by the efforts of the United States of America and the Federal 
Republic of Germany obstacles have been placed in the way of a 
solution to this problem which, as events have shown, have proved 
very diJEcult to overcome. One obstacle to the solution of the 
problem of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons is the fact that the 
United States of America is striving to secure a situation in which 
the claim of the Federal Republic of Germany to have access to 
nuclear weapons would be satisfied. The draft treaty on non-pro-
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liferation submitted by the United States of America  ̂ is drafted 
precisely in such a way, and consequently does not at all correspond 
to the aim set by the twentieth session of the United Nations General 
Assembly in this regard.

Mr. Foster today referred to the fact that the United States first 
submitted one draft to the twentieth session and then, last March, 
submitted an amended draft. But both drafts reflect essentially one 
and the same position. In the new draft there is no essential change 
in the position. Consequently the plea that the United States has 
submitted a new draft and is thus dispensed, as it were, from the 
need to do anything more in the way of submitting new proposals 
that would eliminate the possibility of the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons is without any weight or validity. The United States draft 
cannot be taken as a basis for drafting a treaty on the non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons, since that draft, including the amendments, 
is not aimed at the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and is 
based on the idea of a limited proliferation of such weapons.

The United States draft treaty on non-proliferation by no means 
forbids a nuclear Power to transfer nuclear weapons into the possession 
of a non-nuclear country. I t imposes on non-nuclear countries only 
one limitation, namely to use nuclear weapons by agreement with an 
existing nuclear-weapon State. The position of the United States 
in regard to non-proliferation quite obviously shows that it does not 
wish to conclude a treaty that would prohibit the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons and would correspond in this regard to the recom
mendations of the General Assembly on this subject.

The Soviet Union is very much interested in an immediate and 
positive solution of the problem of non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. The Soviet Union is against the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons in any form. The proliferation of such weapons constitutes 
a great danger to world peace and to the security of all peoples. In 
this connexion it is particularly necessary to stress the serious threat 
to peace in Europe and throughout the world which is entailed in the 
plan for the establishment of a NATO multilateral nuclear force, 
which is being supported by the United States and the Federal 
Republic of Germany, and in plans for the establishment of any 
other NATO nuclear forces.

The Soviet Union's draft treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons, 2 which is before the Committee, precludes the possibility of 
any loop-holes for direct or indirect proliferation of such weapons. 
I t is important to note that during the consideration of the Soviet 
draft treaty in the Committee not a single representative in the

 ̂ Documents on Disarmament  ̂ 1965, pp. 347-349; ante, pp. 159-160.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 443-446.
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Committee, not excluding the representative of the United States, 
put forward any objection to this draft on the ground that it fails to 
establish the necessary guarantees against the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons in any form. The main objections of the United States and 
its Western partners to the Soviet draft treaty on non-proliferation 
took the line that the draft is aimed at disrupting the NATO military 
bloc of the Western Powers. In such an interpretation of the position 
and proposals of the Soviet Union in regard to non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons there is, of course, not even a shred of truth. The 
Soviet draft prevents only the proliferation of nuclear weapons through 
military alliances, such as NATO, and does not aflFect these alliances 
in any other respect.

The Soviet Union believes that the question of non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons can and must be solved in strict conformity with the 
recommendations of the twentieth session of the United Nations 
General Assembly on this subject.^ We are prepared to exert every 
effort to achieve such a solution.

The Soviet Union attaches great importance to the solution of 
another problem connected with slowing down the arms race: the 
prohibition of underground nuclear weapons tests. Concern is in
creasing daily in the world because continuing nuclear tests are a 
means of improving weapons of mass destruction and creating even 
more devastating types of these weapons.

All the conditions are now present—and this can hardly be denied— 
for the speediest achievement of an agreement to ban imderground 
nuclear explosions. The guarantee that an agreement on this subject 
would be strictly observed is the fact that at the present time there 
are reliable means of detecting and identifying imderground nuclear 
weapon tests. Anyone who ventured in a secret and deceptive way 
to violate the agreement on this subject would be caught in the act 
and exposed. I t is difficult to imagine that, faced with the possibility 
of such an exposure, any government would venture to violate the 
agreement reached on this question.

However, despite the ardent wish of the overwhelming majority 
of the peoples and governments of the countries of the world, an 
agreement banning underground nuclear tests still remains an im- 
realizable desire. I t is being frustrated on account of the unwar
ranted demands of the Western Powers for the establishment of a 
system of international control and inspection over the prohibition 
of nuclear tests. I t becomes even more obvious that these demands 
are put forward by the United States in order to prevent the achieve

1 Ibid., pp. 532-534.
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ment of an agreement to put an end to underground nuclear tests, 
so that the United States can keep its hands free to continue dangerous 
experiments with nuclear weapons.

I t would not be out of place to recall that the United States is 
displaying particular activity in carrying out underground tests. 
This year alone the United States has announced 24 underground 
nuclear explosions—that is, one explosion a week—; and altogether, 
since the Moscow Treaty was signed,^ according to statements 
in the American press the United States has carried out 92 
underground tests. We have already noted at the last session— 
and this has been confirmed in the last report of the United States 
Atomic Energy Commission—that in the United States extensive 
plans have been worked out and adopted for carrying out under- 
groimd nuclear tests in the next few years.^

Articles have appeared in the American press which show that the 
United States is carrying out nuclear tests and developing at the 
Atomic Energy Commission's proving grounds in Nevada ^̂ a new 
generation of warheads”. As an official from the United States 
Atomic Energy Commission has stated, the new generation of atomic 
weapons which are being tested in the territory of the United States 
makes the bombs dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki look like 
‘̂ innocent toys”.

The achievement of an agreement banning underground nuclear 
weapon tests would be an important contribution to the cause of 
disarmament. For its part, the Soviet Union is prepared to help in 
every way to bring this about.

Besides the problems I have already mentioned, there are many 
others whose solution would halt, or in any case slow down, the arms 
race in the field of conventional and nuclear weapons and would help 
towards a relaxation of international tension.

Further efforts are required in order to break the deadlock on the 
question of prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons. So far the recom
mendations of the sixteenth session of the United Nations General 
Assembly providing for the convening of a special conference to sign 
an agreement on this question have not been put into effect.  ̂ In order 
to help towards solving this problem, the Soviet Union has proposed 
that States possessing nuclear weapons should assume an obligation 
not to be the first to use nuclear weapons.^ The Committee should 
resume its efforts to achieve a positive solution of this problem.

1 Ibid,, 1963, pp. 291-293.
2 Cf. Annual Report to Congress of the Atomic Energy Commission for 1965, 

pp. 93-104.
3 Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 648-650.
 ̂See anie, p. 11.
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The question of the elimination of foreign military bases and the 
withdrawal of foreign troops from the territories of other countries 
still awaits solution. There is a resolution of the General Assembly, 
adopted at its twentieth session, calling for the elimination of foreign 
military bases on colonial territories.^ Solution of the whole problem 
of the withdrawal of foreign troops and armaments from the territories 
of other countries would be of enormous significance for bringing 
about a radical improvement in the international situation and normal
ization of the state of affairs in the world.

The question of establishing denuclearized zones in various parts 
of the world has still to be solved. The Committee has before it many 
other problems relating to collateral measures in the field of disarma
ment and requiring immediate steps for their solution.

In speaking of collateral measures in the field of disarmament, one 
must always bear in mind the solution of the most important problem— 
general and complete disarmament. As events develop and the 
weapons of war become more sophisticated, the importance of this 
problem increases rather than decreases. The problem of general 
and complete disarmament must be the basic programme of the work 
of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament. In this con
nexion we can refer to the resolution of the twentieth session of the 
General Assembly which requests our Committee to continue its 
efforts towards making substantial progress in reaching agreement on 
the question of general and complete disarmament.^

The twenty-first session of the General Assembly of the United 
Nations will open in September. By then a very wide range of ques
tions should have been examined by the Committee. As a resalt of 
this examination there should be definite positive solutions of dis
armament questions, or at least definite positive progress in solving 
these problems. The past session of the Committee unfortunately 
had no positive solutions of disarmament questions to show on the 
credit side of its balance sheet. This fact lays a particular responsi
bility upon the current session. The Committee cannot and must 
not go empty-handed to the twenty-first session of the General 
Assembly. Great efforts and readiness to solve the problems of dis
armament are necessary. The Soviet delegation will make every 
effort to achieve agreement on these matters. I t believes that the 
Committee should find mutually-acceptable ways of solving the 
disarmament questions before it, and should prepare concrete pro
posals and recommendations.

 ̂ General Assembly Official Records: Twentieth Sessionf Supplement No. 14
(A/6014), pp. a-4.

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 622-623.
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Statement by ACDA Director Foster to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee: Reply to Soviet 
Charges on Viet-Nam, Germany, and Nuclear Tests, 
June 14, 1966 ^

I must express my deep regret that the representative of the Soviet 
Union has chosen to open our discussions here with a propaganda 
blast. I cannot see how it can contribute in any way to the serious 
business of this Conference. We have stated time and again the 
basic and essential fact that South Viet-Nam is being subjected to 
armed attack by Communist North Viet-Nam. We are in South 
Viet-Nam to repel that aggression. We are there to help to assure 
the South Viet-Namese people the basic right to decide their own 
future. We are there to help them achieve a better standard of 
living for themselves and for their children. We are there to help 
establish the principle that in this nuclear age aggression cannot be 
an acceptable means of settling international disputes or of realizing 
national objectives.

But, above all else, I think it is clear to the world that we want 
peace in Viet-Nam. There can be no doubt of the overriding desire 
of the United States to find a peaceful solution that will safeguard 
the interests of the people of Viet-Nam. We have undertaken many 
initiatives in this direction. All of them have been thwarted by 
Hanoi and by Communist China. Clearly the question of peace in 
Viet-Nam rests in the hands of the leaders in Hanoi and those who 
support them.

If the Soviet Union is truly concerned over the conflict in Viet-Nam, 
if it has an interest in a peaceful settlement, then it should urge 
Hanoi to cease its invasion of the South. This would better serve 
the cause of peace than instructions to Soviet representatives at 
international conferences to repeat a stale ideological line which fits 
neither the facts nor the world’s need for peace in South-East Asia.

The Soviet representative has once more attempted to raise doubts 
about the attitude of the Federal Republic of Germany witn respect 
to non-proliferation. If there are really any doubts on this score, I 
should like to lay them to rest. I apologize to this Committee for 
again going through the same set of facts with which all representatives 
are familiar. The leaders of the Federal Republic of Germany have 
emphatically denied that they seek nuclear weapons. The Federal 
Republic of Germany is the only nation which has voluntarily pledged

1ENDC/PV.264, pp. 23-24.
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itself not to manufacture nuclear weapons, and it has stated its 
support of the principle of non-proliferation.

To demonstrate that, let me read from the joint communique of 
21 December 1965 by President Johnson and Chancellor Erhard:

. . . the Chancellor emphasized that the Federal Republic of Germany 
neither intended nor desired to acquire national control over nuclear weapons, 
that it had in 1954 given an undertaking to its allies not to produce such weapons 
in Germany  ̂and that, finally, it is the only State in the world to have subjected 
itself to international supervision of such an obligation. . . The President and 
the Chancellor were in agreement in upholding the principle of non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons into the national control of States. They were of the view 
that alliance nuclear arrangements would not constitute proliferation of nuclear 
weapons and in fact should contribute to the goal of preventing the spread of 
nuclear weapons. They stressed the importance of continuing efforts to reduce 
the threat of war and bring about an effective arms control.*

In his press statement in February of this year Chancellor Erhard 
stated:

I would like to repeat here explicitly and unmistakably that the Federal Gov
ernment does not raise any claim to obtain nuclear weapons under national 
control, as well as that the Federal Government sticks to her repeatedly-stated 
solemn obligation that she on her part renounces the production of A, B, C 
weapons.

Those are not the words of a revanchist, or revenge-seeker; they are 
the words of a man properly concerned with the security of his own 
people and with the interests of his neighbours.

In our discussions let us deal with facts instead of fancies. The 
fact is, not that Germany has a special privilege or a special nuclear 
ambition, but that it faces a special danger, the danger of himdreds 
of nuclear weapons targetted upon it. Those who cite past history 
in order to dramatize present risks must also recognize that the 
menace of very recent history compelled the establishment of NATO 
and requires its continued strong existence.

With regard to one other item, that of nuclear tests, it is somewhat 
ironical for the Soviet representative to attack the number of tests 
and the size of the explosions carried out imderground by the United 
States. I need only remind my colleagues of the Soviet series of 
atmospheric tests less than five years ago, in the autumn of 1961. 
Need more be said?

Finally, if the Soviet representative is really concerned about halt
ing the spread of nuclear weapons or about stopping underground 
tests, let him seek a change in the position of his Government. As I 
said earlier, the differences between us cannot be eliminated solely 
by the efforts of one side.

' See American Foreign Policy^ 1950-1966: Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 979 ff.
* Documents on Disamumient, 1966, p. 633.
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Soviet Draft Treaty of Principles Governing the Activities 
of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, 
the Moon, and Other Celestial Bodies, June 16, 1966 ^

The Governments . . . , hereinafter referred to as the Parties to the 
Treaty,

Inspired by the great prospects opening up before mankind as a 
result of man’s entry into outer space,

Recognizing the common interest of all mankind in the progress of 
the exploration and use of outer space for peaceful purposes,

Believing that the exploration and use of outer space should be 
carried on for the benefit of all peoples 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 aspects 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 rela
tions between States and peoples.

Taking account of General Assembly resolution 110 (II) of 3 No
vember 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,^

Have agreed on the following:

A r t ic l e  I
The exploration and use of outer space shall be carried out for the 

benefit and in the interests of all countries and shaU be the province of 
all mankind. The Parties to the Treaty undertake to accord equal 
conditions to States engaged in the exploration of outer space.

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 international law, 
and there shall be free access to all regions of celestial bodies.

A r t ic l e  II
Outer space and celestial bodies shall not be subject to national 

appropriation by claim of sovereignty, by means of use or occupation, 
or by any other means.

* A/6352, June 16, 1966. Ambassador Morozov transmitted the draft treaty 
to Secretary-General Thant with a letter requesting that it be considered at the 
21st session of the General Assembly (ibid.).

2 General Assembly Official Records: Second Session, Resolutions (A/519), p. 14.
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A r t ic l e  III

The 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 Charter of the 
United Nations, in the interest of maintaining international peace and 
security and promoting international co-operation and understanding.

A r t ic l e  IV

The Parties to the Treaty undertake not to place in orbit around the 
earth any objects carrying nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass 
destruction and not to station such weapons on celestial bodies or 
otherwise to station them in outer space. The moon and other celes
tial bodies shall be used exclusively for peaceful purposes by all 
Parties to the Treaty. The establishme. t of military bases and 
installations, the testing of weapons and the conduct of military 
manoeuvres on celestial bodies shall be forbidden.

A r t ic l e  V

A State Party to the Treaty on whose registry an object laimched 
into outer space is carried shall retain jurisdiction and control over 
such object, and over any personnel thereon, while it is in outer space 
or on a celestial body. Ownership of objects launched into outer 
space, including objects delivered to or constructed on a celestial 
body, and of their component parts, shall not be affected by their 
presence in outer space or on a celestial body or by their return to 
earth. Such objects or component parts found beyond the hmits of 
the State Party to the Treaty on whose registry they are carried shall 
be returned to that State, which shaU, upon request, furnish identifying 
data prior to their return.

A r t ic l e  VI

The Parties to the Treaty shall bear international responsibility fot 
national activities in outer space or on celestial bodies, whether such 
activities are carried on by governmental agencies or by non-govern- 
mental bodies corporate. The activities of non-governmental bodies 
corporate in outer space shaU require authorization and continuing 
supervision by the State concerned. When activities are carried on 
in outer space by an international organization, responsibility for 
compliance with this Treaty shall be borne both by the international 
organization and by the States Parties to the Treaty participating in 
such organization.

A r t ic l e  VII

Each State Party to the Treaty which launches or organizes the 
launching of an object into outer space and on to celestial bodies, and
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each State from whose territory or facility 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, in outer space or on the celestial body.

A r t ic l e  VIII

In the exploration and use of outer space, 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, includ
ing activities on celestial bodies, with due regard for the corresponding 
interests of other States. States Parties to the Treaty shall conduct 
research on celestial bodies in such a manner as to avoid harmful 
contamination. If a State Party to the Treaty has reason to believe 
that an outer space activity or experiment planned by it or its nationals 
would cause potentially harmful interference with activities of other 
States Parties in the peaceful exploration and use of outer space, 
including activities on celestial bodies, it shall imdertake appropriate 
international consultations before proceeding with any such activity 
or experiment. A State Party to the Treaty which has reason to be
lieve that an outer space activity or experiment planned by another 
State Party would cause potentially harmful interference with activ
ities in the peaceful exploration and use of outer space, including ac
tivities on celestial bodies, may request consultation concerning the 
activity or experiment.

A r t ic l e  IX

States Parties to the Treaty shall regard astronauts as envoys of 
mankind in outer space, and shall render to them all possible assist
ance in the event of accident, distress, or emergency landing on the 
territory of another State Party or on the high seas. Where astro
nauts make such a landing, their safety shaU be assured and they shall 
be enabled promptly to return to the territory of the State Party 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.

A r t ic l e  X

In the event of disputes arising in connexion with the application 
or interpretation of the Treaty, the States Parties concerned shall 
immediately consult together with a view to their settlement.

A r t ic l e  XI

1. This Treaty shall be open to aU States for signature. Any 
State which does not sign this Treaty before its entry into force in
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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. 
Instrimients of ratification and instrmnents of accession shall be 
deposited with the Governments of . . which are hereby designated 
the Depositary Governments.

3. This Treaty shall enter into force after its 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 
ratification or accession.

5. The Depositary Governments shaU promptly inform aU signa
tory 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.

A rticle X II

This Treaty, of which the Chinese, French, Russian, English and 
Spanish texts are equally authentic, shall be deposited in the archives 
of the Depositary Governments. Duly certified copies of this Treaty 
sliall be transmitted by the Depositary Governments to the Govern
ments of the signatory and acceding States.

In w i t n e s s  w h e r e o f  the undersigned, duly authorized, have signed 
this Treaty.

D one i n  at the city o f _________, t h e    day
o f __________one thousand nine hundred a n d _________

Letter From Ambassador Goldberg to the Chairman of 
the United Nations Committee on the Peaceful Uses 
of Outer Space (Waldheim), June 16, 1966 ^

On 9 May, I informed you of the statement by President Johnson 
of 7 May in which he proposed early discussion of a treaty governing 
the exploration of the moon and other celestial bodies.^

The purpose of my letter was to request an early convening of the 
Outer Space Legal Sub-Committee to prepare a draft treaty for sub
mission to the General Assembly at the next session.

1 A/AC.105/32, June 17, 1966.
2 ante, pp. 275-276.
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Shortly after that request, we consulted with members of the Outer 
Space Committee to give them our views in some detail on the twelve 
points which we believed should be included in a celestial bodies 
treaty.

One of the first to be consulted was the Soviet Mission, on whose 
Permanent Representative I called on 11 May. At that time I gave 
him a written outline as follows:

[The U.S. outline appears ante, p. 304.]

In the course of our consultations with the Committee’s member
ship, we made clear our desire to make early progress on this subject 
as well as on the other international agreements which the General 
Assembly asked the Committee to prepare in resolution 2130 (XX).'

In response to the United States request, you were good enough, 
on 18 May, to consult the Comimittee’s membership with regard to an 
early meeting. I imderstood that thus far none of those who have 
replied have opposed an early session; in fact there is, I believe, con
siderable support for the idea of using the time between now and the 
General Assembly to prepare a. draft treaty which could be presented 
to the Assembly this faU.

We have been encouraged by the substantial area of apparent agree
ment between the points we had proposed for inclusion in a treaty, 
and the letter of the Minister for Foreign AflFairs of the USSR which 
was circulated as a United Nations document on 30 May.^ My 
Government then made known its welcome of what appeared to be an 
aflBjmative interest in President Johnson's proposal and again ex
pressed the wish that maximum progress be made without further 
delay in the hope that the Assembly could give its approval to a com
pleted text at its twenty-first session.

In order to take advantage of the favourable response to President 
Johnson's proposal, I have the honour herewith to present the attached 
draft ^Treaty Governing the Exploration of the Moon and Other 
Celestial Bodies” and request that it be circulated as a United Nations 
document.®

Further, I have the honour to propose that the Outer Space Legal 
Sub-Committee be convened on 12 July so that work on this important 
subject be gotten under way at the earliest time.

The speed with which men's actual progress in outer space is being 
recorded requires that we allow no delay in assuring the prompt 
extension of international law and the United Nations Charter.

1 General Assembly Official Records: Twentieth Session, Supplement No, 14 
(A/6014), pp. 10-11.

2 Ante, pp. 326-329.
3 Infra,
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United States Draft Treaty Governing the Exploration of 
the Moon and Other Celestial Bodies, June 16, 1966 ^

The Contracting Parties,
Recalling General Assembly resolution 1962 (XVIII), entitled 

‘̂Declaration of Legal Principles Governing the Activities of Spates 
in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space”, adopted unanimously 
by the General Assembly on 13 December 1963,̂

Further recalling General Assembly resolution 1884 (XVIII), 
concerning weapons of mass destruction, adopted by acclamation on 
17 October 1963,^

Becognizing that it is in the interest of all mankind that celestial 
bodies should be used for peaceful purposes only.

Anticipating the substantial contributions to scientific knowledge 
which wiQ flow from international co-operation in the scientific 
investigation of celestial bodies.

Convinced that a treaty on the use of celestial bodies will further 
the Purposes a id  Principles of the Charter of the United Nations,

Agree that:

A r t ic l e  1

Celestial bodies are free for exploration and use by all States on 
a basis of equality and in accordance with international law. They 
are not subject to national appropriation by claim of sovereignty, 
by means of use or occupation, or by other means.

A r t ic l e  2

There shall be freedom of scientific investigation on celestial bodies.

A r t ic l e  3

States shall facilitate and encourage international co-operation in 
scientific investigations concerning celestial bodies.

A r t ic l e  4

A State conducting activities on a celestial body shall (a) promptly 
provide the Secretary-General of the United Nations with a de
scriptive report of the nature, conduct, and locations of such activities 
and (b) make the findings of such activities freely available to the 
public and the international scientific commimity.

‘ A/AC.105/32, June 17, 1966. Ambassador Goldberg transmitted the draf t 
treaty to Dr. Waldheim on June 16 (supra).

* Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 644-646.
» Ibid., p. 538.
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A r t ic l e  5

States in a position to do so shall, where requested or required by the 
circumstances, render assistance to nationals of other States engagea n 
activities on celestial bodies.

A r t ic l e  6

All areas of celestial bodies, including all stations, installations, 
equipment, and space vehicles on celestial bodies, shall be open at 
all times to representatives of other States conducting activities on 
celestial bodies.

A r t ic l e  7

A State may excercise authority over its facilities and persons 
participating in its activities on a celestial body. Ownership of ob
jects shall not be aflFected by their being landed, constructed or used 
on a celestial body.

A r t ic l e  8

In accordance with the sense of General Assembly resolution 1 8 8 4  

(XVIII), adopted by acclamation on 17 October 1963 , no State shall 
station on or near a celestial body any nuclear weapons or other 
weapons of mass destruction.

A r t ic l e  9

Celestial bodies shall be used for peaceful purposes only. All 
States undertake to refrain from conducting on celestial bodies any 
activities such as the establishment of military fortifications, the 
carrying out of military manoeuvres, or the testing of any type of 
weapons. The use of military personnel, facihties or equipment for 
scientific research or for any other peaceful purpose shall not be 
prohibited.

A r t ic l e  10

States shall pursue studies of and, as appropriate, take steps to avoid 
harmful contamination of celestial bodies and adverse changes in the 
environment of the Earth resulting from the return of extraterrestrial 
matter.

A r t ic l e  11

Any disputes arising from the interpretation or application of this 
Agreement may be referred by any Contracting Party thereto to the 
International Court of Justice for decision.

A r t ic l e  12

This Agreement shall be open for signature by States Members of 
United Nations or of any of the specialized agencies of Parties to the

2&6-G93 0 — 67-------24
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Statute of the International Court of Justice, and by any other State 
invited by the General Assembly of the United Nations to become a 
Party. Any such State which does not sign this Agreement may 
accede to it at any time.

A r t ic l e  13

This Agreement shall be subject to ratification or approval by 
signatory States. Instruments of ratification or approval and in- 
strimients of accession shall be deposited with the Secretary-General 
of the United Nations.

A r t ic l e  14

This Agreement shall enter into force upon the deposit of the second 
instrument of ratification, approval, or accession. I t shall enter into 
force as to a State ratifying, approving, or acceding thereafter upon 
the deposit of its instrument of ratification, approval, or accession.

A r t ic l e  15

A Contracting Party may propose amendments to this Agreement. 
Amendments shall come into force for each Contracting Party ac
cepting the amendments on acceptance by a majority of the Con
tracting Parties and thereafter for each remaining Contracting Party 
on acceptance by it.

A r t ic l e  16

A Contracting Party may give notice of its withdrawal from this 
Agreement one year after its entry into force by written notification 
to the Secretary-General of the United Nations. Such withdrawal 
shall take effect one year from the date of receipt by the Secretary- 
General of the notification.

A r t ic l e  17

The Secretary-General of the United Nations shall inform all States 
referred to in article 12 of signatures, deposits of instruments of 
ratification, approval, or accession, the date of entry into force of this 
Agreement, proposals for amendment, notification of acceptances of 
amendments, and notices of withdrawal.

A r t ic l e  18

This Agreement shall be registered in accordance with Article 102 
of the Charter of the United Nations.

A r t ic l e  19

The original of this Agreement, of which the Chinese, English, 
French, Russian and Spanish texts are equally authentic, shall be de
posited with the Secretary-General of the United Nations who
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shall send certified copies thereof to the States referred to in article 12.
In w it n e s s  w h e r e o f , the undersigned, being duly authorized, 

have signed this Agreement.

D one a t _______________ , t h i s ______ day o f ____________ ,
196

Chinese Communist Article on Disarmament, June 20,
1966 ^

China successfully conducted its third nuclear test on May 9.̂  
The next day, at Comrade Mehmet Shehu^s farewell banquet. Premier 
Chou En-lai in his speech again expounded China’s consistent stand 
on the question of nuclear weapons.^ He pointed out that China had 
already proposed to the United States that the two countries under
take the obligation of not being the first to use nuclear weapons 
against each other. But U.S. imperialism had rejected China’s 
proposal. China’s third successful nuclear test and Premier Chou 
En-lai’s speech dealt another heavy blow at U.S. imperialism, 
caused a turmoil in the United States, and threw the U.S. Govern
ment into a very awkward position.

In these circimastances, at the Sino-American ambassadorial talks 
on May 25 the U.S. Government proposed that the Chinese Govern
ment consider linking its non-first use of nuclear weapons draft 
agreement to the U.S.-British-Soviet treaty on partial cessation of 
nuclear testing. Then on June 3, the U.S. Government disclosed 
the content of this proposal through the New York Times to the effect 
that  ̂̂ neither would be the first to use nuclear weapons, providing 
the Chinese would agree to stop their atomic testing.” ^

This card played by the U.S. Government was just another of its 
big frauds on the question of nuclear weapons.

As early as October 16, 1964, the day China conducted its first 
nuclear test, the Chinese Government proposed the holding of a 
summit conference of aU the coimtries of the world to discuss the 
complete prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons 
with the undertaking not to use nuclear weapons as the first step 
towards the complete prohibition of nuclear weapons.® The Chinese

1 Renmin Ribao, June 20, 1966; Peking Reviewj June 24, 1966, pp. 27-28.
2 See arUe, pp. 277-279.
* Ante, pp. 280-281.
* See The New York Times, June 3, 1966, pp. 1, 4.
® Documents on Disamwment, 1964, pp. 448-451, 455.
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Government was the j&rst to announce that at no time and m no 
cu*cumstances would China be the ifirst to use nuclear weapons. I t 
also proposed to the United States that before a world summit con
ference is held, China and the United States first reach an agreement 
on the question of undertaking not to use nuclear weapons. But the 
U.S. Government adamantly refused to do so. Now the U.S. Gov
ernment suddenly indicates that it may “consider'' an agreement on 
an undertaking not to be the first to use nuclear weapons. Does 
this mean that it has chang d its previous position? No, definitely 
not.

The U.S. promise that it will consider the question of not using 
nuclear weapons first is false; its real intention is to fasten China to 
the tripartite partial nuclear test ban treaty.^

Just what is the tripartite treaty? I t is a crim nal concoction by 
the two nuclear overlords—the United States and the Soviet Union— 
to consolidate their nuclear monopoly, to bind all the peace-loving 
countries hand and foot and to hoodwink the people of the world. 
I t is a gross betrayal of the interests of the people of the Soviet Union 
and other peoples of the world by the leaders of the Conamunist Party 
of the Soviet Union. The Chinese Government was the first to oppose 
the treaty and oppose it most firmly. At no time and in no circum
stances shaU we subscribe to it. This solemn position taken by 
China is known to the whole world and the U.S. Government, too, is 
well aware of it.

Why then should the U.S. Government bring this preposterous 
proposal forward now and publicize it widely round the world? The 
reason is quite simple. The rapidity of China's progress in developing 
nuclear weapons has gone far beyond U.S. expectations, and has 
accelerated the bankruptcy of its nuclear monopoly and nuclear 
blackmail policy. Thus, Washington thought up this scheme to snare 
China into accepting the tripartite treaty with the bait that it may 
“consider'' the non-first use question. By this it hopes to restrict 
China's development of nuclear weapons while it continues to develop 
them in a big way. This is a scheme to save its nuclear monopoly. 
If China refuses to be taken in, the United States would have a 
plausible excuse to refuse to undertake the obligation that it will not 
be the first to use nuclear weapons, and put all blame on China.

Washington has overrated its own cunning in believing that this 
swiiqidle can extricate it from its awkward position. The swindle is too 
clumsy and can be seen through by anyone with common sense. 
China's proposal that the two countries imdertake not to use nuclear 
weapons against each other is a practical step towards the elimination 
of the threat of a nuclear war and towards the complete prohibition

1 Ibid,, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons, while the tripartite 
treaty is a serious move to legalize the U.S. development of nuclear 
weapons and its policy of nuclear blackmail and to increase the threat 
of nuclear war. How can one mention them in the same breath and 
“link up’̂ these two things which have nothing in common but conflict 
with each other? By deliberately tying them together, the U.S. 
Government is in fact proposing that we forsake principles and strike a 
deal with it. This is absolutely impossible. The Chinese Govern
ment will never do such a thing. If we did so, it would amount to 
betraying and selling out the people of the world and helping the 
United States to consoUdate its nuclear monopoly and carry out its 
policy of nuclear blackmail. In that case would we be any different 
from the KJirushchov revisionists? Would we not commit a historic 
crime?

At the Sino-American ambassadori. 1 talks, the U.S. Government 
proposed to consider the Chinese proposal not to use nuclear weapons 
first in conjunction with the tripartite partial nuclear test ban treaty. 
Then it deliberately disclosed the ĉ  ntents of this in a blare of propa
ganda. The purpose behind all this is also to induce China to join 
in the so-called disarmament talks. In 1965, when the 20th Session 
of the United Nations General Assembly passed a resolution for a 
world disarmament conference,^ the U.S. and Soviet representatives in 
the assembly sang a duet, one saying that there was the “possibility’’ 
of admitting China to the conference and the other declaring that 
China’s participation in the conference was “essential.” Recently, 
on the same day that the New York Times disclosed what went on 
at the last Sino-American ambassadorial talks, the U.S. State Depart
ment spokesman, Robert McCloskey, said: “We are, of course, always 
interested in whether there is any indication that the Chinese Com
munists might be seriously interested in workable disarmament 
agreements.” These activities were meant to sound out our reaction. 
However, we wish to tell the United States straight out that all your 
efforts in this regard are in vain.

We have long seen through what U.S. imperialism calls disarma
ment. Disarmament in its dictionary means arms expansion. By 
general disarmament it means general arms expansion. The United 
States has been talking a lot about “disarmament” in order to deceive 
world opinion and hide its general arms expansion and war prepara
tions. More than one thousand sessions of various disarmament 
meetings have been held in the postwar years, but the armaments of 
U.S. imperialism have increased enormously instead of being reduced. 
U.S. military spending has increased from U.S.$ 14,300 million in

1 Ibid,, 1966, p. 585.
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1947 to approximately U.S.$60,000 million this year and its armed 
forces from 1.58 million men in 1947 to over 3 million men this year. 
The United States has more than 2,000 military bases and installa
tions and more than one million troops abroad. This is general and 
complete arms expansion to the full, offering not the slightest re
semblance to disarmament.

Today, the sharpest outstanding international question is the 
Vietnam question, not the disarmament question. U.S. imperialism 
is stepping up its aggression against Vietnam and threatening to 
spread the war flames to the whole of Indo-China and China. In 
such conditions, what disarmament is there to speak of? How can 
one sit at the conference table and discuss disarmament with U.S. 
imperialism? If one does so, it will hold no practical significance. 
On the contrary, it will divert the people of the world from their 
target of struggle so that U.S. imperialism may extend its war of 
aggression at will. Therefore, China wiU definitely not attend any 
world disarmament conference at the United Nations or outside it.

The disarmament question has always been a subject in the political 
dealing between the Soviet modern revisionists and U.S. imperialism. 
After signing the treacherous tripartite treaty, the Soviet Union 
intensified its collusion with the United States on the so-called 
question of the prevention of nuclear proliferation. As the United 
States expanded its war of aggression against Vietnam, the Soviet 
Union, in response to the U.S. requirement, in July last year resumed 
the Geneva disarmament conference which had been broken off 
for ten months. The Soviet delegate openly said: ^̂ I do not want to 
make our discussions dependent on Vietnam.^’ He even said that it 
was precisely because of the international situation being greatly 
aggravated by U.S. aggression against Vietnam that ^'maximum 
efforts must be exerted’’ so that headway may be made at the Geneva 
disarmament conference.^ The reason why the Soviet leaders were 
so impatient to strike a deal on the question of the prevention of 
nuclear proliferation was a hasty attempt to maintain the hegemony 
of the two nuclear powers—the Soviet Union and the United States— 
through such a treaty so that they may collaborate in dominating 
the world, and at the same time to create the false impression that the 
international situation has relaxed so as to slacken and paralyse the 
anti-U.S. imperialist struggle of the revolutionary people of the world. 
This again exposes the reactionary features of the Soviet leaders as 
U.S. imperialism’s accomplices pushing forward the line of Soviet- 
U.S. collaboration for world domination.

Such things as the tripartite treaty, the wo»ld disarmament con
ference, the prevention of nuclear proliferation and the linking of

1 See ENDC/PV.218, pp. 7-8.
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China’s non-first use proposal to the tripartite treaty on partial 
cessation of nuclear testing are all aimed at restricting and depriving 
China and all other peace-loving countries of their legitimate right to 
develop their own armed forces for self-defence and their right to 
possess and develop nuclear weapons. In a word, they only permit 
the United States to carry out all-round arms expansion while for
bidding the peace-loving countries of the world and particularly 
the Asian and African countries to possess armed forces for self- 
defence. They only permit the United States and the Soviet Union 
to have nuclear weapons while forbidding the other countries to have 
them. But this will never do. China's success in its three nuclear 
tests has dispelled the fond dreams of the United States and its 
accomplices and given immense encouragement to the peace-loving 
countries and people of the world. In such circumstances, it is all 
the more certain that the U.S. attempt to introduce a new fraud over 
the question of nuclear weapons is doomed to failure.

The Chinese Government always advocates the complete prohibition 
and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons. China’s purpose in 
conducting nuclear tests and developing nuclear weapons is to 
counter the U.S. nuclear threat, break its nuclear monopoly and 
finally destroy nuclear weapons. As long as the United States holds 
on to its nuclear weapons, China will determinedly continue to 
develop nuclear weapons and will never slacken its vigilance. The 
various frauds perpetrated by the United States on the question of 
nuclear weapons can produce no other result than its own self
exposure.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Nonpro
liferation of Nuclear Weapons, June 23, 1966 "

The Committee has decided to examine first, after the general 
debate, the question of non-proUferation of nuclear weapons. In 
this question one can see with particular clearness how the artificial 
slowing-down of the achievement of agreement and the delay in 
drafting a treaty are creating more and more obstacles in the way to 
the objective set before us by the twentieth session of the United 
Nations General Assembly. With every day that passes we are not 
only not getting any nearer to that objective but are perhaps moving 
farther away from it.

1 ENDC/PV.267, pp. 4r-13.
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The reason for this situation is that one of the participants in the 
negotiations, namely the United States of America, has placed its 
policy in NATO and its plans for strengthening its military alliance 
with the Federal Republic of Germany above the interests of solving 
the problem of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, above the 
demands of the General Assembly of the United Nations. In this 
question the main consideration of the United States is Western Ger
many, which in its turn is striving its utmost to obtain access to 
nuclear weapons.

In fact, the United States is suggesting to the Committee that it 
should find a solution to the problem of non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons— îf indeed the very word ^'solution’' is appropriate—whereby 
the West German revanchists would obtain access to these weapons 
legalized by an international agreement. The basic idea running 
through both the original and the amended United States draft treaty 
on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons  ̂ is the retention of loop
holes and actually the legalization of the spread of nuclear weapons 
within the framework of military alliances.

Having set itself the aim of reconciling and combining in a single 
package two contrary objectives: namely, non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons outside military alliance and blocs, and plans for the prolifera
tion of such weapons within the framework of Western blocs and 
alliances, and in the first place in NATO through the creation of a 
NATO multilateral nuclear force or a NATO Atlantic nuclear force, 
as well as through the so-called ‘̂sharing of nuclear responsibility^’ 
within the framework of that organization, the United States has 
thereby led the consideration of the problem of non-proliferation into 
an impasse. To seek to combine and reconcile two contrary objec
tives—non-proliferation and simultaneously proliferation of nuclear 
weapons within the framework of military alliances—^means to 
condemn to failure the task of achieving an agreement on the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons in the world. That circumstance 
has been noted not only by our delegation but also by members of the 
United States Senate, who have undertaken the work of studying in 
-detail the position of the United States on this question.

Thus, speaking in the United States Senate on 17 May of this year. 
Senator Clark stated:

In short, our problem is to choose between agreement with the Russians to 
join in a major effort to prevent the further spread of national nuclear capability 
or to continue to flirt with such schemes as MLF, ANF, and the actual sharing of 
nuclear weapons with West Germany.

I have no doubt that both world peace and our own national security interests 
strongly impel us to the former course—that is to say, agreement with the 
Russians . . . .

^Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 347-349; ante, pp. 159-160.
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Consequently I hope—and this is not the first time that I have expressed this 
hope—that the executive branch will abandon its efforts to provide for nuclear 
sharing by West Germany through NATO, a multilateral force, an Atlantic 
nuclear force, or otherwise.^

In the same speech Senator Clark deemed it necessary to mention 
specifically—and I quote— ‘̂the somewhat restricted and unusual 
definition^^ of the term '̂controF  ̂ given by the United States delega
tion in Geneva. As the concept of “control” is indeed the key concept 
in the present United States draft treaty on non-proliferation, permit 
me to dwell on this in somewhat greater detail.

According to the text of the United States draft treaty, control 
means “right or abiUty to fire nuclear weapons without the concurrent 
decision of an existing nuclear-weapon State” . That definition is 
taken from the proposal submitted by the United States in our 
Committee in March of this year. Thus there is the prohibition 
only of the unilateral use of nuclear weapons. The rest of the United 
States draft allows one to do whatever one likes with nuclear weapons.

For instance, under the United States draft treaty any non-nuclear 
State may obtain nuclear weapons, store them, position them where it 
chooses—on land or sea—transport them, keep them attached to 
its missiles or in its aeroplanes, target them on any State or any point. 
I t can proclaim a state of emergency and order general mobilization, 
using nuclear weapons as a threat or as a means of blackmail in regard 
to other States. Moreover, very considerable nucle^-r arsenals might 
be involved.

In other words, under the United States draft treaty a non-nuclear 
State will actually obtain, or at any rate can obtain, complete access 
to nuclear weapons. In order to start a nuclear war it has only to 
obtain the consent, the concurrent decision—I stress these words of 
the United States draft treaty—of any nuclear State. It should be 
noted, however, that the United States draft treaty does not even 
specify from whom the permission to fire nuclear weapons can come. 
I t speaks of the concurrent decision of “any” nuclear State. Such a 
decision, apparently, can be taken by the State which transferred the 
nuclear weapons, or it can, under the United States draft treaty, also 
be taken by any other existing nuclear State. In other words, having 
obtained physical access to nuclear weapons, a non-nuclear State can 
carry on a large-scale political game with nuclear Powers, a game which 
could also be directed against the State from which it had received the 
nuclear weapons.

One can easily imagine what dangerous situations could arise on the 
international scene in those circumstances. There are many examples 
in history, including quite recent ones, of how, in arming one State

1 Congressional Recordf May 17, 1966 (daily version), p. 10287.
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against another, the instigator of an arms race ended by being himself 
the victim of it. I t is true that in those days there were no nuclear 
weapons.

But let us suppose that the United States has in mind that it is 
precisely the nuclear Power which provided the nuclear weapons that 
will have to take the decision regarding their use. Even such an 
interpretation opens up very gloomy prospects. Let us imagine that 
a nuclear Power which has granted nuclear weapons to its ally in a 
military bloc in Europe, Asia or Latin America will in fact use the 
right to authorize the firing of those weapons. In what situation 
will the other nuclear and non-nuclear Powers of that bloc find them
selves? They run the risk of being involved in a nuclear war by the 
decision of the aforementioned two States—the one that gave the 
weapons and the one that received them.

I t is necessary to stress particularly that the so-called ^ r̂ight of 
veto'^ provided for in the United States draft treaty on non-prolifera
tion will be illusory. After all, in order to get hold of a nuclear 
arsenal a State kas only to promise that it will not fire nuclear weapons 
without someone else’s permission. Once it has obtained the weapons, 
a State that has aggressive intentions can easily repudiate its earlier 
promises. Remember how, between the two World Wars, Hitler’s 
Germany flouted aU the restrictions on its rearmament. In these 
days the restrictions on the militarization of the Federal Republic 
of Germany are being cancelled one after the other.

Of course, neither the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics nor many 
other States can base their security on the “right of veto’’ which the 
United States evidently counts on possessing. Experience shows 
that one cannot place any confidence in such a right, just as one 
cannot place any confidence in the control which is supposed to exist 
over the militarization of the Federal Republic of Germany.

At our meeting on 14 June the United States representative, Mr. 
Foster, tried to defend the position of the Federal Republic of Ger
many on the question of nuclear weapons, and for this purpose he 
quoted a joint communique issued by President Johnson and Chan
cellor Erhard on 21 December 1965.̂  We should like to draw the 
attention of members of the Committee to the fact that, in that and 
in other statements of the Federal Republic of Germany on the 
question of non-proliferation, stress is laid on the restricted nature of 
the obligations by which the Government of the Federal Republic of 
Germany considers itself bound in matters of nuclear armament. In 
those statements of the representative of the Federal Republic of 
Germany nothing is said about the attitude of the Government of the

1 For Mr. Foster’s statement, see antê  p. 346. The Johnson-Erhard com
munique appears in Documents on Disarmament, 1966, pp. 633-635.
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Federal Republic of Germany to the idea of concluding a treaty on 
the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, a treaty without loop-holes, 
as is called for by the General Assembly of the United Nations.

The Government of the Federal Republic of Germany passes over 
in silence the possibility of non-nuclear States being given access to 
nuclear weapons through existing military groupings of Powers. On 
the other hand, it actively champions ^^participation in nuclear de
fence^’—and I am quoting from the communique of 21 December 
1965. It demands ^^participation in the nuclear weapon system'\ 
Those are the words of the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the Federal 
Republic of Germany, Mr. Schroeder. I would also like to remind 
the Committee that on 22 December 1965, the day after the aforesaid 
communique. was signed, Chancellor Erhard stated in a television 
interview that the nuclear problems of NATO should have priority 
over the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

The Soviet delegation has already asked the United States delega
tion what situation would arise if, at a given moment, the partners of 
the United States in NATO or in military blocs in other parts of the 
world refused to take account of the ‘‘right to veto^^ What would 
happen if they were able to open the electronic locks by which this 
veto will allegedly be safeguarded? We have so far received no answer 
to these questions. Yet their importance is perfectly obvious.

In the past the Soviet delegation has dwelt on the fact that the 
United States draft treaty not only provides an opportunity for 
actually circumventing the far-fetched ‘‘right of veto’’, but also con
tains provisions which allow of such circumvention while complying 
with all juridical rules. I am.referring to article 1, paragraph 3 of the 
United States draft treaty. Here, in fact, the possibility is envisaged 
that one or another nuclear Power will give up the right to use nuclear 
weapons in favour of a group of States or in favour of the whole 
military alliance. That is to say, one nuclear Power will thus be 
transformed into a whole series of nuclear States, and instead of one 
there may be five, ten, fourteen or fifteen Powers having the right 
and ability to use nuclear weapons.

In other words, a nuclear Power is permitted to be transformed into 
an association of nuclear States possessing the right to use nuclear 
weapons. The purport of the introduction of such an element into 
our discussion is to create, in addition to the factual basis, a juridical 
basis for the transfer of the right to use nuclear weapons to those who 
at present have no such right. That fact speaks for itself: juridically 
and factually the United States draft treaty leaves loop-holes for the 
spread of nuclear weapons.

The many chinks and loop-holes for the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons which the United States draft treaty on non-proliferation
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opens up are intended in the first place for the benefit of the States 
members of the NATO bloc. In this connexion permit me to recall 
once again the main objection put forward by the United States to 
the Soviet treaty on non-proliferation.^ The United States alleges 
that the aim of the Soviet draft treaty is to undermine the NATO 
military bloc. The Soviet delegation has already shown that there 
is not a shred of truth in such assertions. The United States draft 
treaty, by creating for the members of military blocs the possibility 
of obtaining access to nuclear weapons, obviously pursues the aim of 
strengthening the position of the United States in NATO and at the 
same time of bringing other States into the NATO alliance; but it 
certainly does not pursue the aim of completely preventing the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons.

It is quite obvious that the United States proposals cannot at all 
solve the problem of preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons. 
Indeed, the adoption of the United States draft treaty would be an 
incentive to non-nuclear States to acquire nuclear weapons.

It is significant that in the present international situation even the 
Federal Republic of Germany, having proclaimed a policy of border 
revision and having set out on the path of militarism, deems it neces
sary to be as cautious as possible in its demands for nuclear weapons. 
I t is behaving in this way because it sees the emphatic opposition of 
world public opinion to plans for arming the Bundeswehr with nuclear 
weapons, including plans for arming it through a NATO nuclear
force of any kind whatsoever. I t is compelled to take account of
the forces that are opposed to this, the forces that are opposed to
any proliferation of nuclear weapons.

The adoption of the United States draft treaty on non-proliferation 
would mean, as we have already emphasized, legalization of the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons through military blocs and alliances. 
The ruhng circles of West Germany would no longer have the political 
and other misgivings which at present compel them to be cautious. 
West German militarists will pursue even more insistently their 
cherished aim, the possession of nuclear weapons, on the strength 
of the draft treaty which has been submitted to the Eighteen-Nation 
Conmiittee on Disarmament by the United States delegation.

Yesterday, 22 June 1966, was the twenty-fifth anniversary of the 
invasion of the Soviet Union by Hitlerite Germany. We cannot 
forget the tens of thousands of burnt villages and towns, ruined 
factories and flooded mines, the destruction of objects of cultural 
value, the Fascist extermination camps. We cannot resurrect twenty 
million Soviet citizens and many millions of people of other countries 
who were killed or tortured, or died of hunger and disease in the

1 Ibid,, pp. 443-446.



ROSHCHIN STATEMENT, JUNE 23 365

territory of the Soviet Union and in the territories of many other 
States of Eiu*ope that were occupied for a time by the Hitlerite soldiery.

In the hearts of the Soviet people there is no feeling of vengefulness, 
but we cannot ignore the occurrences that I have just recalled. We 
know from our own experience what German militarism means, and 
that is why we are resolutely fighting the revanchist policy pursued 
by the militaristic forces of the Federal RepubUc of Germany. In 
no circumstances can we agree to that country^s obtaining access 
to nuclear weapons. That is why we urge the earliest possible 
reaching of an understanding on an effective agreement on a non
proliferation treaty.

The Soviet Government, which regards the solution of the problems 
of nuclear disarmament as the basic task before the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee at the present time, advocates the immediate conclusion 
of a treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. In the 
question of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons our delegation 
bases its position on the Soviet draft treaty, which fully ensures the 
achievement of the aims mentioned in resolution 2028 (XX) of the 
United Nations General Assembly.^

Articles I and II of the Soviet draft treaty provide for prohibition 
of the transfer of nuclear weapons in any form to the ownership or 
control of non-nuclear States or groups of States; and they also 
prohibit the granting to such States of the right of participation in 
the ownership, control or use of nuclear weapons. The prohibition 
also extends to units of the armed forces or military personnel of 
States not possessing nuclear weapons, even if such units or personnel 
are \mder the command of a military alliance. Thus Articles I and
II, as indeed the whole of the Soviet draft treaty on non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons, close completely every chink and every loop-hole 
through which the spread of nuclear weapons might occur.

In this connexion I should like to draw your attention to the fact 
that it is precisely in the Soviet draft treaty that there are no restric
tions to the concept of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. As we 
have already pointed out, the Soviet draft treaty on non-proliferation, 
unlike the United States proposal, does not provide for any ‘̂right 
of vetô  ̂ in regard to the use of nuclear weapons. There is no need 
for such a right of veto, for the simple reason that the Soviet draft 
treaty precludes the possibility of transferring nuclear weapons and 
therefore the question of the ^ r̂ight of veto” and its use does not and 
cannot arise. Not one of the non-nuclear States, however much it 
wants to use nuclear weapons, will be able to do so, since it will not 
possess these weapons and will not have any access to them. These 
nuclear weapons will be beyond the reach of a non-nuclear State,

1 Ibid,, pp. 532-534.
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regardless of whether it is or is not a member of a military bloc to
gether with nuclear Powers. We have already pointed out more 
than once that this will be the only really eflfective guarantee against 
the proliferation of nuclear weapons.

I t is very significant that, during the discussion in the Eighteen- 
Nation Committee on the problem of non-proUferation, no one at
tempted to cast a shadow of doubt on the fact that the Soviet pro
posals completely and definitively close all channels for the further 
spread of nuclear weapons. Not one delegation claimed that the Soviet 
draft treaty was inadequate in this respect, or that additional pro
visions were necessary to avert the possibility of the spread of nuclear 
weapons. Mthough the Soviet delegation has more than onCe, in
cluding today, demonstrated specifically which of the provisions in 
the United States draft treaty do not guarantee a solution of the 
non-proliferation question, and why this is so, we have not yet heard 
from the United States delegation, nor have we heard from the dele
gations of the other Western countries, what provisions in the Soviet 
treaty do not correspond to the aim of non-proliferation or allow for 
the proliferation of nuclear weapons in the world. There have so 
far been no such statements.

We are still waiting for business-like comments of this kind from the 
United States delegation instead of unfounded assertions that the aim 
of the Soviet draft treaty on non-prohferation is to undermine or 
even to topple NATO. Apparently we must come to the conclusion 
that the aim of the poHcy of NATO and the United States on the one 
hand, and the aim of preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons 
on the other hand, are incompatible and that one aim contradicts 
the other. We are compelled, unfortunately, to reach this conclusion.

The Soviet delegation is prepared to consider any amendments 
and additions to our draft treaty that would correspond to the aim 
of preventing the spread of nuclear weapons throughout the world. 
We shall examine such amendments from the point of view of whether 
they contribute to the common cause and whether they help towards 
the conclusion of the treaty which the resolution of the United 
Nations General Assembly calls for.

Let us now establish, by comparing the two draft treaties submitted 
by the delegations of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the 
United States of America respectively, which of them meets the 
requirements for solving the problem of preventing the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons; and, if necessary, let us add other clauses to the 
existing ones in order to provide in a concrete way for the closing 
of all loop-holes for access to nuclear weapons. We are convinced 
that the drafting of such a treaty is not at all as complicated as some 
people try to make us believe. I t  is necessary to have the will to do so;
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but unfortunately we have so far not observed this m the United 
States delegation.

In stressing the fact that a non-proliferation treaty would create 
a reliable obstacle to further pullulation of nuclear weapons in the 
world, the delegation of the USSR does not disregard the proposition 
that was mentioned in the Eighteen-Nation Committee by the 
representatives of a number of States: namely that nuclear and non
nuclear States must assume proportionate obligations under the treaty. 
We consider that a non-proliferation treaty is not an end in itself; 
it is not a single and isolated measure, but merely a definite stage 
on the road to the complete prohibition and destruction of nuclear 
weapons. Since the non-nuclear States, by signing the non-prolifer
ation treaty, would thereby renounce such a means of national defence 
as nuclear weapons, definite steps towards meeting them must be 
taken by the nuclear Powers.

An important step of this kind was taken, as you will remember, 
in the message of the Head of the Soviet Government, Mr. Kosygin, 
to the Eighteen-Nation Committee, in which it was stated that the 
Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics was prepared 
to include in the draft treaty a clause on prohibition of the use of 
nuclear weapons against non-nuclear States.^ The text of such a 
clause could be drafted, for example, as follows: ^̂ The parties to the 
treaty possessing nuclear weapons imdertake not to use nuclear 
weapons and not to threaten the use of such weapons against States 
which do not possess nuclear weapons and in whose territory, terri
torial waters and air space there are no foreign nuclear weapons^\

Such a formulation of the question of not using nuclear weapons 
could, in our opinion, contribute greatly to the achievement of an 
agreement on non-proliferation. Such an agreement must serve as a 
starting-point for the accomplishment of a number of other disarma
ment measures and of measures to reduce international tension, and 
there are indications in this regard in the Soviet draft treaty. The 
Soviet delegation views the solution of the problem of non-proUfera- 
tion in the context of the solution of other disarmament problems, 
such as the ending of all nuclear weapons tests, the prohibition of the 
use of nuclear weapons, the establishment of nuclear-free zones in 
various parts of the world, and the achievement of agreements on 
many other problems of nuclear disarmament which have been ex
pounded here by the Soviet delegation during the previous sessions of 
our Committee.

Permit me to recall that the Soviet Government, in the message of 
its Head, Mr. Kosygin, to our Committee, has suggested to the nuclear 
Powers that they consider the question of carrying out immediately

* Ante, p. 11.
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the programme relating to nuclear disarmament. Such disarmament 
must provide for the destruction, under appropriate international 
control, of aU stockpiles of nuclear weapons accumulated by States, 
the prohibition of their manufacture, the complete destruction of all 
nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and the prohibition of their produc
tion, and the elimination of miUtary bases in foreign territories.

The previous session of the Eighteen-Nation Committee showed 
that our approach to the solution of the problem of non-proliferation 
meets with support and understanding among the members of our 
Committee. At this session we must take action without wasting 
time and carry out at last the instructions of the General Assembly 
of the United Nations. The diflFerences in our positions are clear, and 
it is even clearer which of them reflects the demand of the peoples of 
the world that we put an end to the proliferation of nuclear weapons. 
The United States must reconsider its position and renounce the idea 
of using the treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons in 
order to legalize the nuclear arming of its allies and to legalize access 
to nuclear bombs and charges by the West German revanchists. In 
order to fulfil the demands of the peoples of the world, we must reach 
agreement on a draft treaty and submit it to the twenty-first session 
of the United Nations General Assembly. The Soviet delegation is 
prepared to co-operate constructively in carrying out this task.

Statement by ACDA Director Foster to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee: Nonproliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons, June 23, 1966 ^

First, I should like to thank the representative of Italy for respond
ing to some of the imfortunate points that the representative of the 
Soviet Union has felt it necessary to bring into this discussion, t  
had not planned to speak today, and I reserve the right to answer at a 
later meeting some of the destructive comments which Mr. Roshchin 
has chosen to put forth this morning.^ Nevertheless, I shall answer 
some of the tired charges which have been made by him.

In the first place, the head of the Soviet delegation quoted a dis
tinguished Senator of the United States at length, but with certain 
omissions to which attention has been called by the representative of 
Italy. The Soviet representative implied that the United States 
Senator was supporting the Soviet thesis.

1 ENDC/PV.267, pp. 17-19.
2 Supra.
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Unlike the Soviet Union, the United States has a democratic 
process which allows for the expression of differing opinions on any 
subject. Out of such free exchange, we beUeve, there develop the 
soundest policies. Senator Clark’s comments are set forth and re
ceived in that spirit.^ However, the execution of United States 
foreign poUcy is the responsibility of the President of the United States, 
and his final judgment, after taking into account all such expressions 
of opinion, is what governs United States policy. I am sure that the 
representative of the Soviet Union, because of his competence in the 
field of history, is well aware of that fact.

Mr. Roshchin has sought to question the sincerity of the United 
States in seeking a non-proliferation treaty. He has claimed that the 
United States prefers to satisfy alleged nuclear ambitions of the 
Federal Republic of Germany and that the United States no longer 
attaches top priority to a non-proliferation treaty but seeks instead 
to lead treaty negotiations ^̂ into an impasse”. I think that it is 
clear to this Committee that nothing could be further from the tru th .

Since the dawn of the nuclear age the United States has sought to 
curb the spread of nuclear weapons and to bring about an effective 
international agreement to that end. The United States needs no 
lectures from those who have given nuclear assistance to the Com
munist Chinese. Of course, that assistance in the spread of nuclear 
weapons may now be regarded with dismay by those who granted it, 
but they have no basis for imputing to the United States an intention 
to disseminate nuclear weapons. The record of our endeavours to 
reach agreement on curtailing the spread of nuclear weapons is 
unmistakably clear.

During each of the past three years the President of the United 
States has urged that this Conference strive with determination to 
conclude a non-proliferation treaty. When our Conference opened its 
discussion this year. President Johnson placed a non-proUferation 
treaty first among the seven points which he put before this group.^ 
We can assure each delegation here that negotiation of a non-prolifera- 
tion treaty remains first on the agenda for the Government of the 
United States, and it remains first on the agenda for the people of the 
United States. I think that most representatives in the Committee 
are aware that on 17 May of this year the United States Senate 
adopted unanimously a resolution supporting urgent efforts on the 
part of the United States to achieve a treaty on non-proHferation.^ 
The United States delegation has tried to carry out that objective in 
practical ways.

 ̂See Congressional Recordy May 17, 1966 (daily version), p. 10287.
2 Ante  ̂ pp. 5-8.
3 Ante, pp. 306-307.
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In August 1965 we were the first to submit to this Committee a 
draft treaty on non-proliferation designed to facilitate our negotiations 
here.  ̂ After we had heard comments and suggestions from others, 
both here and in New York, we then submitted amendments to 
improve our draft.^ Those are the facts concerning this situation.

Regrettably, the representative of the Soviet Union has also taken 
the time of this Committee again to launch completely spurious 
charges against the Federal Republic of Germany. Only on Tuesday 
of last week he paraded before us the same old charges,^ and I felt 
compelled in response to describe with specificity the policies and 
intentions of the Federal Republic of Germany with regard to nuclear 
weapons.^ I shall not take the time to do so again. However, the 
propagandistic, violent and frequent attacks by the Soviet Union 
against the Federal RepubUc of Germany cause real concern. We 
have no fear that those tirades will aflPect anybody^s sound judgment 
concerning the real facts; but we submit that the Soviet delegation 
now seems to be more interested in propaganda than in negotiation.

We hope that the Soviet representative may still demonstrate here 
by constructive proposals and, may I say, serious interventions that 
his delegation is not interested in the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament 
Committee merely as a for,mi for fulminations against the Federal 
Republic of Germany. We should be able to leave behind his diatribes 
about who is most interested in non-proliferation if he would put 
businesslike proposals before us. Recriminations of the kind to 
which we have Ustened this morning do not provide the means for us 
to make headway with the serious task with which we have been 
charged.

Report of the International Assembly on Nuclear 
Weapons, June 26, 1966 ®

1. Twenty-one years ago it became apparent that nuclear fission 
could be used both as a new form of civil energy and as a new form of

1 Documents on Disarmament, 1966, pp. 347-349.
 ̂Ante, pp. 159-160.

* Ante, pp. 336-344.
* Ante, pp. 345-346.

World of Nuclear Powers? (Toronto, 1966). The report contained the 
following introductory statement:

The participants in the IrUernational Assembly on Nuclear Weapons reviewed the 
following report in plenary session at the close of their discussions. The report 
reflects conclusions generally acceptable to the participants. However, no one 
signed it and it should not be assumed that every participant necessarily subscribed 
to every statement.
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explosive of infinitely greater power than any weapon that man had 
hitherto devised. Two countries, the United States and the Soviet 
Union, have developed very large stocks of nuclear weapons and have 
thereby permanently altered the structure of international relations. 
Two other coimtries, Britain and France, have developed nuclear 
weapons, and the People^s Kepublic of China has, in the last two years, 
shown by her test explosions that she has mastered the essential 
technology.

At the same time a number of other countries have developed, or 
are acquiring for peaceful purposes, nuclear reactors and related 
technologies, which may offer them the choice of becoming military 
nuclear powers, if they should decide to exercise that option. We 
have been examining the pressing problem of whether the number of 
military nuclear powers in the world will continue to increase, what 
the eflFects of such an increase will be upon the prospects of peace and 
a stable world order, and what agreed measures will eliminate or 
minimize swch r,n increase.

2. In the view of the Assembly there is a serious possibility that a 
number of cjunlries which are making extensive use of nuclear tech
nology f r ; : eful vjrposes may embark on a weapons program. 
There r.rc tinee bi:«sic reasons that may prompt them to this course: 
anxiety for their own security and the wish to introduce a stronger 
element of deterrence into their systems of national defense; a desire 
to share in the position of prestige and influence which possession of 
nuclear weapons is thought to confer upon the existing military nuclear 
powers; and a drive for greater autonomy. The strength of these 
motives naturally varies in different coimtries, and individual mem
bers of the Assembly attached differing weights to them. But it was 
significant that the question of security now appears to play a large 
part in the considerations of the civil nuclear powers.

3. At the same time it was clear from our discussions that the 
countries that are already nuclear powers in tue sense of operating 
large power and research nuclear reactor programs would, at present, 
take the decision to become military nuclear powers with considerable 
reluctance. Ir formed opinion in ill these coimtries (v l i:h £,re here 
described as civil nuclear powers) iLi aware of some of the serious 
political, social, and economic consequences involved in becoming a 
military nuclear power. The development of ancillary plants to 
manufacture nuclear warheads from plutonium accumulated in their 
reactors would be only a small part of the economic cost. Even a 
small nuclear force requires accurate and increasingly expensive 
delivery means (many of whose components such as aero engines and 
missile guidance systems can, at present, be designed only by the most 
advanced powers) radar and warning systems, protected mfasile silos,
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and elaborate command and control systems; all of these systems 
absorb large amoimts of valuable scientifio and technical manpower.

Two points in particular wer^ stressed: firsts that much of the tech
nology involved in developing a system of nuclear deterrence is of 
limited value for civil purposes or for advancing the nation's economic 
strength; and second, that once the decision to acquire a nuclear mili
tary force has been taken, a country embarks upon a rising scale of 
risks and costs.

It was, however, agreed that it is hard to generalize. Countries 
feeling the need to deter a local adversary by developing only a small 
nuclear stockpile and a simple delivery system nodght not feel the 
strength of these arguments to the same extent as a coimtry whose 
objective was to deter one of the major powers. Moreover, there is 
always a danger that some crisis or national disaster might lead to a 
demand for nuclear weapons in which these arguments would be brushed 
aside. Finally, the fact must be faced that as national wealth and 
technological resoiu*ces increase, the number of coimtries able to face 
the economic, social and scientific costs of becoming a military nuclear 
power will also increase, even without any form of direct assistance 
from other countries.

But it was proposed and widely agreed, that the military nuclear 
powers should make a positive effort to acquaint the civil nuclear 
powers with a better estimate of the costs—economic, scientific and 
strategic—of becoming a military nuclear power, even if this involves 
somewhat relaxing the secrecy that surrounds their planning. Ac
curate information about the initial and continuing costs of nuclear 
weapons programs is at present fragmentary, and there is much to be 
said for pubUshing an objective international report on the subject.

4. There was a wide measure of agreement on two likely effects 
of proliferation. First, the period, anything up to ten years, during 
which a country is developing its own military nuclear capabiUty, 
might be one of extreme danger for it and for others. Second, in 
certain troubled areas—such as Europe, the Middle East and Asia— 
the acquisition of nuclear weapons by opposing powers might in
definitely postpone the prospects of political settlements. In addition, 
many participants felt that the acquisition of nuclear weapons by 
one or more countries might accelerate a chain reaction in which many 
of the civil nuclear powers would feel compelled to acquire them. 
Since, however, the Assembly included participants from .such a wide 
range of countries, it was natural that opinions should differ on the 
probable effect of the development of nuclear weapons by additional 
coimtries. Some members of the Assembly argued that in Asia such a 
development would correct a dangerous imbalance that might occur if 
the People’s Republic of China is the only Asian military nuclear
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power. However, it was agreed that an increase in the number of 
military nuclear powers in Europe would improve neither the security 
of the area nor that of any individual country. If nuclear weapons 
spread to one nation or to many, the risks of nuclear war will increase 
and world security wiU decrease.

5. The Assembly then turned its attention to the complex question 
of preventing the further spread of nuclear weapons. I t is clear that 
there are steps which the existing military nuclear powers could take 
to make it less likely that the civil nuclear powers will develop military 
programs. The restriction of some types of information is one of these, 
but it should be remembered that the basic principles of the design of 
nuclear weapons and rocket propulsion are now in the public domain. 
But competence in many technologies is required to construct plu
tonium separation plants, and strict controls on export of th^ir com
ponents does make it materially harder for a civil nuclear power to 
produce warheads. The gyros, servo-mechanisms and solid fuel tech
nology associated with dependable and accurate missile systems are in 
the same category. But it is clear that a restrictive poUcy alone on the 
part of the existing nuclear missile powers wiU not provide a permanent 
solution. Some participants believed that such restrictions might well 
engender the kind of friction which will encourage civil nuclear powers 
to force their way into the nuclear weapons club.

6. The best general solution to the problem of proliferation is a 
non-proliferation treaty, which would be signed by'^all the existing 
military nuclear powers, and under which all other powers would 
undertake not to manufacture or acquire nuclear weapons. This 
would require the creation of strengthened international controls 
and additional agreements. Even a treaty signed only by the Soviet 
Union, the United States and Britain plus the existing civil nuclear 
powers, would have a profoimd effect upon the immediate prospects 
of proliferation.

Unfortimately, negotiations in the Eighteen Nation Disarmament 
Committee at Geneva on a non-proliferation treaty have been 
imsuccessful so far, owing mainly to a dispute between the Eastern 
and Western powers about arrangements for nuclear weapons within 
NATO (the so-called nuclear sharing issue).

It was the view of some members of the Assembly that when these 
diflSiculties have been resolved, the wisest course is to negotiate a 
simple treaty. This would leave for later negotiation measures of 
control, such as increased safeguards over the supply of components 
for civil nuclear programs, as well as the cut-off of production of 
fissionable material for military purposes, and the extension of a test- 
ban treaty to underground tests. I t must, however, be noted that 
the problem of explosions for peaceful purposes will present a compli-
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cation even for such a simple treaty. In view of the similarity between 
the technology involved in devices for peaceful nuclear explosions 
and the technology involved in some nuclear weapons, it was recog
nized that any underground test-ban or non-proliferation treaty 
which permitted the spread of nuclear devices for peaceful explosions 
would not be an effective one. There was awareness among the 
participants that any program of nuclear explosions for peaceful 
purposes must be safeguarded in a manner consistent with the 
objectives of a non-proliferation treaty.

7. However, there is evident impatience on the part of many 
nations with the slow progress of great-power agreement even on such 
a simple treaty, and also great reluctance on the part of others to 
sign it until some of the related measures have been put into force. 
Participants from certain countries proposed to embark forthwith 
on obtaining agreement on the extension of the test-ban treaty^ 
to underground tests and on an inspected cut-off of all fissionable 
material production. This would make the strengthening of the 
inspection machinery of the International Atomic Energy Agency 
more universally acceptable—to which many participants attach 
great importance.

The Assembly did not attempt to reach a decision on which course 
should now be pursued, but one position that is shared by almost all 
the civil nuclear powers and which was forcefully expressed at the 
Assembly must be taken into accoimt in judging how nuclear pro
liferation is to be controlled by agreement. They showed the same 
anxieties as the existing military nuclear powers about the dangers 
of proliferation. But these powers are reluctant to sign a non- 
proliferation/non-acquisition treaty unless there is some ' 'equality 
of obligation’  ̂on the part of both the military and civil nuclear powers.

If the military nuclear powers ask other powers to sign a non
prolifer ation/non-acquisition treaty while themselves continuing to 
test; if they embark on a new phase of their technological competition 
such as Ballistic Missile Defense Systems; if they cannot agree to 
halt their arms race and to work more vigorously toward nuclear 
disarmament; if they are unwilling to contemplate a pledge of non-use 
of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear powers; if, in short, they seek 
to impose restrictions on others without accepting any for themselves, 
some civil nuclear powers might not be willing to adhere to such a 
treaty.

Moreover, each civil nuclear power has certain special security 
problems and political objectives on which it hopes to achieve at 
least some general satisfaction if it is to abjure an option which 
others have taken up. This problem is made harder by the fact

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 196$, pp. 291-293.
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that— în the opinion of the Assembly— f̂ew if any countries would 
find much reassurance in any form of guarantee by one or more of 
the mihtary nuclear powers, and by the fact that the civil nuclear 
powers in Asia have severe doubts aboilt the wisdom of signing a 
treaty imposing mutual restraints to which China is not a party. 
At the very least, this means that some of the civil nuclear powers 
would sign a non-proliferation treaty only for a limited number of 
years, and would make their continuing adherence conditional on the 
adherence of all the military nuclear powers and on evidence of 
effective measures of restraint and arms control on their part.

8. I t was the general view that, even if a non-proliferation treaty 
should prove beyond our immediate grasp, responsible countries 
should consider a number of other important initiatives, which are 
not necessarily dependent on the concurrence of all the nuclear 
powers—^military and civil alike.

The first is the negotiation of Nuclear Free Zoties. The initiative 
of the Latin American states in themselves preparing the ground 
work for a non-nuclear zone was warmly endorsed by the whole 
Assembly. I t is possible that the African states may also be able 
to take a parallel initiative, and that nuclear free zones might be set 
up in other areas of the world, including Europe, although the diffi
culties will be somewhat greater. Given the dangerous consequences 
of any nuclearization of the Middle East, a serious effort should be 
made to negotiate a Nuclear Free Zone for that area. Some felt, 
however, that the success of any such effort is likely to depend upon 
a limitation of the conventional arms race in the region.

Second, there is the possibility of extending the safeguards and 
inspection functions of the International Atomic Energy Agency to 
all countries, independent of the conclusion of a non-proliferation 
agreement. This proposal commanded active support by participants 
from a variety of nuclear powers, civil and military. The proposal 
already referred to for a general cut-off in the production of fissionable 
material is another important independent measure.

Finally, there is the possibility of preventing prohferation by an 
underground test-ban which would reinforce the Moscow partial test- 
ban treaty of 1963. This also need not await the conclusion of a 
non-proliferation treaty. High importance was attached to further 
negotiations on this subject. A constructive discussion took place 
on the means by which some of the problems which it presents could 
be solved. It was suggested that there should be an agreement by 
the mihtary nuclear powers to forego all underground testing for a 
limited trial period, with a system of verification of seismologically 
ambiguous events by challenge or invitation; it was hoped that such 
an experimental suspension of underground tests would provide the
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necessary assurances that could lead to a treaty banning underground 
tests. Another suggestion was for a ‘‘threshold treaty’̂  banning all 
tests above a certain seismic magnitude. I t was represented that 
either approach would be greatly assisted by the creation of the pro
posed ‘‘nuclear detection club,” in which nations would cooperate 
in the collection and exchange of seismological data.

9. The knowledge of the danger involved in the spread of nuclear 
weapons to more and more coimtries should stimulate serious con
sideration of the means whereby we create a firm and just structure 
of international security. Preventing the spread of nuclear weapons 
is a problem to which the international community must now address 
itself. It can probably be accomplished before far-reaching measures 
of disarmament and general detente have been achieved, particularly 
if the suggestions contained in Sections 6, 7 and 8 of this document are 
actively pursued. But, whatever limited treaties and agreements the 
civil and the military nuclear powers may conclude, proliferation will 
remain a physical possibility as long as the diffusion of technology 
continues. In the long run, it can only be permanently prevented by a 
serious commitment on the part of all nations to the principles of the 
United Nations Charter.

Statement by ACDA Deputy Director Fisher to the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee CExtracts), June 28, 
1966^

Mr. Chairman and Senator Case, I am really overwhelmed by these 
kind and undeserved remarks. I just want to say I appreciate them 
very much.

I am pleased to have this opportimity to appear before you to 
discuss the arms control and disarmament aspects of our relationship 
with Europe today. Arms control and disarmament measures cannot 
be discussed in just a NATO security context without dealing with 
broader European and East-West problems as well.

The focal point of our dialog with Europe in this field is the Eight
een-Nation Committee on Disarmament now sitting in Geneva. Its 
membership, as you know, is made up of five NATO nations (the 
United States, United Kingdom, Canada, Italy, and France); five 
Warsaw Pact nations (the U.S.S.R., Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Poland,

1 United States Policy Toward Europe {And Related Matters): Hearings Before 
the Committee on Foreign Relationsf United States Senatej Eighty-ninth Congresŝ  
Second Session, pp. 218-226.
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and Rumania); and eight nonalined nations or nations selected to 
represent other geographical areas in the world. These include Brazil, 
Burma, Ethiopia, India, Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden, and the United 
Arab Republic. France, xmfortunately, has declined to take her seat 
at the Conference.

Arms control and disarmament matters are, of course, discussed 
elsewhere, both with our NATO Allies and with the Warsaw Pact 
countries. But the Eighteen-Nation Conference has afforded an 
opportunity for a continuing body of workable size to focus on ques
tions of arms control and disarmament. And the deUberations of the 
Geneva Conference, I think, are particularly pertinent to these hear
ings, since, even without France, there are eight European participants. 
Moreover, through the continuing liaison which the Western Four 
members of the ENDC maintain with the North Atlantic Council, 
France as well as other NATO allies not represented at the Confer
ence are consulted and kept informed of Western plans in this field 
and developments at the Conference.

U.S. PROPOSALS AT GENEVA

The principal objective of U.S. proposals currently before the Con
ference is to prevent the further spread of nuclear weapons. The 
European participants at the Conference aU outwardly share this 
objective, although differing in varying degrees on the approach to 
achieving it.

To help combat nuclear spread, the United States has submitted a 
draft nonproliferation treaty,^ which I shall discuss in detail in just a 
moment.

But it has also proposed an extension of the limited test ban treaty^ 
to cover undergroimd tests. I believe it goes without saying that 
failure, so far, to achieve a comprehensive test ban, a long-stated goal 
of the United States, is one of the great disappointments of the past 
year of negotiations. I do not believe that the difficulties which 
separate the United States and the Soviet Union are insuperable, and 
that is what makes the Soviet failure to be more forthcoming in dis
cussing this problem so frustrating. On our part, we have continued 
our efforts to improve seismic verification capabilities, and we have 
made considerable progress. We have not, however, reached a point 
where international confidence would be enhanced by a comprehensive 
test ban without some onsite verification.

Somehow, the Soviet Union must be brought to see that it is in our 
conamon interest to have an agreement in which suspicion will not be 
left to smolder but can be met by the parties acting in good faith to

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 347-349; ante, pp. 159-160.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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reassure each other. We have been, and are, reviewing all approaches 
to the problem of how to extend the limited test ban treaty. This is 
proper, for I beUeve this Government must always give continidng 
review to all practical approaches to advancing the effort to bring the 
nuclear arms race under control and thereby to aid the common goal 
of preventing the spread of nuclear weapons.

The United States has also continued to urge a verified halt in the 
production of fissionable materials for use in weapons, and the transfer 
of large amoimts of such materials to peaceful purposes under interna
tional safeguards. Within the past year, we have proposed the dem
onstrated destruction of a substantial number of nuclear weapons by 
the United States and the Soviet Union to provide this fissionable ma
terial. This last suggestion helps meet the call of nonnuclear countries 
for moves toward nuclear reductions by nuclear states. Some of the 
nonnuclear powers feel that any imdertaking restraining them from 
becoming nuclear powers should be matched by reductions in existing 
nuclear hardware so that the equities could be more appropriately 
balanced between the ‘ ĥaveŝ  ̂ and ‘‘have nots.^'

Controlling and reducing the means of deUvering nuclear weapons 
would, in addition to its dramatic impact in arresting the arms race, 
also contribute to U.S. nonproliferation policy. To this end, we have 
proposed the exploration of a verified freeze on offensive and defensive 
strategic bombers and missiles designed to carry such weapons.

At the U.N. last fall, we stated that if progress could be made on 
this proposal, we would be prepared to explore the possibihty of sig
nificant reductions in the number of these delivery vehicles.  ̂ Again, 
such action helps meet the call for nuclear disarmament by nonnuclear 
powers we would like to see adhere to a nonproliferation treaty or a 
ban on underground tests.

NUCLEAR FREE ZONES

Because of their obvious relationship to our nonproliferation objec
tives, the United States also supports the establishment of nuclear free 
zones in areas of the world where they would not affect the mihtary 
balance and where opportimities for assuring compUance exist.

We also beUeve it important that the initiative for such zones origi
nate in the areas concerned. Consistent with these standards, we have 
indicated our support for nuclear free zones in Africa and Latin Amer
ica. Proposals advanced by Warsaw Pact nations for a nuclear free 
zone in central Europe, however, we beheve, would upset the mihtary 
balance since they would in no way affect the hundreds of Soviet mis
siles targeted on Western Europe and would thus be clearly to the 
military advantage of the Soviet Union.

* 1966, p. 435.
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With regard to the broader problems of European security, we hope 
that progress toward resolving the substantive poUtical and security 
issues that have divided Europe would open up new and important 
possibihties for the limitation of armaments. In the meantime, we 
are, of course, always ready to entertain arms control proposals that 
would not adversely affect the military balance and that would provide 
solid prospects for progress in resolving the issues which underlie the 
present mihtary confrontation in Europe.

A number of the U.S. positions mentioned above were endorsed by 
the Citizens^ Panel on Arms Control and Disarmament of the White 
House Conference on International Cooperation, headed by a distin
guished scientist. Dr. Jerome Wiesner, from whom you have heard 
this morning.^ We consider the report of the Panel a helpful and 
vigorous effort to devise new approaches to the solution of arms control 
and disarmament problems. Some of the suggestions in this report 
have already been adopted as U.S. poUcy. Some others are under 
review within the executive branch.

SOVIET ATTITUDE TOWARD NONPROLIFERATION TREATY

I would like to discuss now the nonproliferation treaty and some 
issues related to it. I think the Soviets want such a treaty. But they 
also want to divide the Western aUiance and prevent the closer political 
integration of Europe. To the extent they can, they are attempting to 
exploit our interest in nonproliferation to serve the latter objectives.

The principal Soviet charge against the U.S. draft treaty is that it 
does not by its terms prevent German access to nuclear weapons—that 
it leaves open the possibiUty of a German jSnger on the nuclear trigger.

In fact, the treaty is very clear in prohibiting the transfer of nuclear 
weapons into the national control of any additional country. ‘̂ Con- 
troF’ is defined as the right or ability of any country to fire nuclear 
weapons without the concurrent decision of any nuclear weapon state, 
and we have made it quite clear that this concurrent decision must be 
an explicit one, a conscious one, not a delegated one. In other words, 
the nuclear weapon powers would bind themselves under this treaty 
not to relinquish their veto over the use of nuclear weapons by any 
nonnuclear weapon state, including the Federal Republic of Germany.

In this connection. Secretary McNamara said last week:

I donH think there should be any misunderstanding on this point * * * the 
Germans have not asked for control. They have not asked for a dilution of our 
veto. Nor should there be any misunderstanding on our position.

We do not have legal authority to grant the power of veto to any other nation, 
nor do we propose to request legal authority to so grant it.

1 See ihid.f pp. 555-581.
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1 tried to be specific and categorical on this today, not so much to convince the 
Soviets of our intention because I think they are rather convinced already, but 
to insure that peoples in the Alliance again understand this and, therefore, are not 
potential victims of the Soviet propaganda campaign to sow dissension among 
the peoples of the Alliance.^

A related observation was made by Mr. McGeorge Bundy in his 
testimony before this conamittee, when he said:

Germany is well and wisely— ând permanently—out of the national nuclear 
business.2

POSSIBLE ^̂ ACCESŜ ' TO NUCLEAR WEAPONS FOR GERMANS

The second Soviet line of attack is that our treaty leaves open 
the possibility of mvltUateral nuclear-sharing arrangements through 
which the Federal Republic of Germany might indirectly gain 
‘‘access” to nuclear weapons. They have never defined what they 
mean by this term ''access.” If we look at the Soviet draft treaty, 
however, it seeks to prevent any 'participation by a nonnuclear weapon 
state or group of states in the ownership, control, or use of nuclear 
weapons.

This clearly goes too far, since participation by our European 
allies, at least in making plans with respect to the deployment or 
use of nuclear weapons, is essential to the maintenance of the Alliance.

Consistent with the suggestion in Senator Churches report that 
such allies should have more of a voice in NATO affairs, the United 
States is trying to eUcit formally from the Europeans themselves 
what nuclear arrangements within the Alliance would meet their 
needs without going down the trail of proliferation. I believe the 
McNamara Special Committee will be very instrumental in eliciting 
a reasonable and studied solution to the problem in the near future. 
That Committee, composed of the Defense Ministers of 10 NATO 
nations, was formed by the North Atlantic Council in November 
1965, to examine means of increasing aUied participation in various 
aspects of nuclear planning and consultation. Since then, the various 
working groups—and the most important one of the working groups 
is working group 3 on nuclear planning, consisting of the United 
States, the United Kingdom, the Federal Republic of Germany, 
Italy, and Turkey—these various working groups have held a number 
of meetings and Secretary McNamara has expressed the hope that
recommendations will be made in December.
—  ' )■

* The Atlantic Alliance: Hearings Before the Subcommittee on National Security 
and International Operations of the Committee on Government Operationsy United 
States Senatej Eighty-Ninth Congress, Second Session, p. 209.

2 United States Policy Toward Europe, p. 6.
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NATO NUCLEAR ARRANGEMENTS SHOULD BE RESOLVED 
MULTILATE RALLY

Given the existing situation, which depends on a European voice 
in whatever formulations are agreed upon, I do not believe we should 
try to resolve the issue of NATO nuclear arrangements unilaterally. 
But, also given our stated policy, which rules out any arrangements 
that would constitute nuclear proliferation, there is, in my opinion, 
no reason why the Soviet Union, if it is really interested in stopping 
nuclear spread, should not agree to a nonproliferation treaty that 
would be in our mutual interest, in the interest of Europe, and in the 
interest, of the world at large.

That completes my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman.

PROPOSED VOLUNTARY SUSPENSION OF UNDERGROUND TESTING

Senator M o r s e . I would like to propound this question based on 
the article. I notice from an article in yesterday's New York Times 
that you were a participant in the International Assembly on Nuclear 
Weapons, a private meeting held last week at Scarborough, Ontario.^

The Times reported that the Conference proposed a voluntary 
experimental suspension of underground testing, a proposal reportedly 
suggested by American representatives at the Conference, and 
supported by the Soviet representative.

Would you please explain to the committee the proposal which, I 
gather, included a system of verification by challenge. Why couldn’t 
the proposal be put in the form of a treaty of limited duration? 
What are the risks involved in verification by challenge? What is the 
official U.S. position on verification by challenge?

I have thrown all those questions at you at once, but I will break 
them down at your request from point to point as you discuss them. 
But I thought I would give you all the questions because they show 
the interest of the committee in the so-called package.

INTERNATIONAL ASSEMBLY ON NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Mr. F i s h e r . Mr. Chairman, if I  may, rather than comment on the 
story as a story, I would like to recount what happened at the Inter
national Conference at Scarborough, the nature of its report, and 
then the U.S. attitude on the questions which you raised, if that is 
acceptable to the committee.

Senator M o r s e . Yes.
Mr. F i s h e r , I  am going to have my counsel take the question over to 

you. I t is question 8 on the list of questions that I  have to ask.

* For the report of the Scarborough meeting, see an<e, pp. 370-376.
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Mr. F ish e r . The International Assembly on Nuclear Weapons, a 
private group financed by a group of people consisting of the ISS, 
the Carnegie Foundation, the American Assembly, and its Canadian 
equivalent, met for 3K days in Scarborough, a suburb of Toronto, 
Canada.

There were people there from many countries. They were not 
there technically as representatives of countries. They met in 
various working groups, discussion groups. They divided up into 
three discussion groups, and finally met Sunday morning from 9 
until about 12:30 to make a report to the plenary group which sum
marized the report of its discussions.

I was assigned to discussion group 3, and I must admit and/or 
confess, Mr. Chairman, that this particular subject was not discussed 
in discussion group 3. We discussed other things.

I was advised that, in one of the other discussion groups, in the 
context of discussing the test ban as a measure which might go along 
with, or even be a possible temporary substitute for, a formal non
proliferation agreement, they got to the old question of verification, 
an area where we have been hung up on the issue of on-site inspection 
for the reasons I have indicated in my prepared statement.

At that discussion group, on which there were representatives of 
the American (government, the British Government—they were not 
representatives of the American Government, I stand corrected, my
self, there—on which there were people participating who were from 
the British Government, the American Government, the Soviet Union 
and other countries, the discussion went into the question of whether 
or not the system of inspection by challenge, which has been discussed 
at the ENDC as a possible provision for a permanent treaty— ît has 
been most strongly supported by Madam Myrdal from Sweden— 
whether or not that should be tried on sort of a trial run, so to speak.

This discussion was fairly detailed. I was advised of this by the 
American participants in it, and when we met to assemble the plenary 
report of the International Assembly on Nuclear Weapons, a copy of 
which I have now before me, the tentative draft of the preliminary 
report had the following paragraph in it:

Finally, there is the possibility of preventing proliferation by an underground 
test-ban which would re-enforce the Moscow partial test-ban treaty of 1963. 
This also need not await the conclusion of a non-proliferation treaty. High 
importance was attached to further negotiations on this subject. A constructive 
discussion took place on the means by which some of the problems which it 
presents could be solved. It was suggested that there should be an agreement 
by military nuclear powers to forego aU underground testing for a limited trial 
period, with a system of verification of seismologically ambiguous events by 
challenge or invitation; it was hoped that such an experimental suspension of 
imderground tests would provide the necessary assurances that could lead to
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a treaty banning underground tests. Another suggestion was for a “threshold 
treaty’̂  banning all tests above a certain seismic magnitude. It was represented 
that either approach would be greatly assisted by the creation of the proposed 
^̂ nuclear detection club*' in which nations would cooperate with the collection 
and exchange of seismological data.

When I saw this draft in the final report I found nothing to take 
exception to in it, and, although I did make some other comments in 
the report in other areas, I raised no objection to this because it did not 
purport to be a recommendation that the U.S. Government subscribed 
to; that it merely reported to be the fact that there had been a serious 
suggestion of this in one of the relevant committees of this particular 
assembly. That, in fact, had happened. I saw nothing wrong in a 
formal reporting of that event.

Now, so much for what happened in Toronto. The latter part of 
the question relates to the U.S. attitude.

U.S. ATTITUDE TOWARD CHALLENGE INSPECTION

The United States has taken a position with respect to challenge in
spection in terms of a permanent treaty, and our position has been that 
a challenge inspection has more problems to it than benefits in a per
manent treaty because of the large number of events that might give 
cause to a challenge each year, and the fact that it might be a factor 
in increasing tension between the United States and the Soviet Union 
rather than decreasing it. The channels and dialogs open to us with 
the Soviet Union, perhaps, should be filled up with more constructive 
discussion than a series of continual requests to explain particularly 
unidentified seismic events.

This was the feeling that led the U.S. Government, as a whole, to 
consider that a system of challenge inspections, as a part of a treaty, 
would not be acceptable to us, and we have so stated that at Geneva. 
Mr. Foster has stated it when he was the U.S. representative, and I 
have during the periods that I have been the U.S. representative, 
pointing out that it might really lead to more arguments than we want, 
and what we want probably is less arguments rather than more.

This suggestion which was discussed in the second discussion group 
of this International Assembly meeting, was really to try it on for a 
trial period.

Now, the U.S. Government has not directly addressed itself to that 
subject up to now, and while I could not say it is acceptable— în fact, 
our experience with previous moratoriums has been poor; the 1959-61 
moratorium gave us some problems, as you will recall—on the other 
hand, this is a little bit more than a moratorium. This is a mora
torium for a trial period, with a form of verification which we have not 
been willing to adopt on a formal basis. But this suggestion is to try
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it out—^maybe our hopes are dupes or our fears are liars—to try out 
for a period.

All I can say is that the U.S. Government has got no position on it 
yet. I, therefore, personally—it is sometimes dangerous to have a 
personal opinion, as I may say later—but this, I think, is worth study.

I have not been in position to say that I thought it was a good thing 
or engaged in a discussion about it with the Soviets up in Toronto, be
cause the facts are as I told you.

Here is a report by a group that this is something that has been sug
gested by someone and that it might be a good idea. We have not pro
posed it. I could not now say it is acceptable. All I can say is, I have 
a feeling we will look at it. Maybe we will look at it and decide it is 
not worth it, but we will look at it.

WAS SUSPENSION PROPOSAL A COMMITMENT BY UNITED STATES?

Senator M o r s e . I am very glad the committee asked you the 
question because I think the clarification not only was needed but I 
think with our American representatives at this conference, as well as 
onr American representatives at the 18-Nation Conference, we are 
entitled to the explanation you have given.

But I wonder if you share the view that I now express. The Times 
story says that the conference proposed a voluntary suspension of 
imdergroimd testing, a proposal reportedly suggested by an American 
representative at the Conference and supported by the Soviet repre
sentative. I t does not foBow in a conference such as this that because 
a U.S. representative made this proposal or a number of other propos
als, that making the proposal means a commitment on the part of the 
United States. I t is a proposal for discussion to see what the points 
of view of those at the conference may be and what might be hammered 
out by way of a workable compromise. That is basic, is it not, in 
such international conferences?

Mr. F i s h e r . This being an informal conference, sir, it was my feel
ing that this was not put to the conference as a reconmiendation. I t 
was put to the conference as a suggestion which had been discussed 
in one of its committees, a discussion which, as described, was a con
structive discussion which took place on the means by which some of 
the problems presented by an extension of the test ban could be solved.

When that was presented to me in the plenary, not as the senior 
U.S. representative, because I was not there as such, I was there as 
one of the members of the conference who happened to come from 
the United States, I found nothing in it to object to.

A constructive discussion did take place, and among the discus
sions were a group of suggestions, including the one that T have 
referred to as a suggestion, a suggestion for discussion, not a proposal.
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I  think it ill befits me to say on something that we have not yet 
previously considered as a government, to say ‘̂Whatever it is, I am 
against it.’’ I think, rather, the attitude should be: This is not a pro
posal we have made. My approving this report involves nothing more 
than an indication of not voting against this report—or to put it 
another way, not voting to strike it. I t  involves nothing more than 
my recognition that a discussion did take place with some intelligent 
people, and I assume it was constructive because they had some good 
people in the group that this took place in.

My reference to the official position of the United States can only 
be that this has not been directly focused on. I am not at all sure 
we would find it acceptable because I have seen many difficulties 
before in moratoriums.

On the other hand, I would not want to say, prior to study, that— 
to paraphrase the old story of the justice of the peace in Selby County, 
Tenn., who said, that he would study this matter over the weekend and 
then decide for the plaintiff—I would not want to say that we will 
study this matter, which we have not studied before, over the weekend 
and say that it is not desirable. I cannot promise the other result. We 
have not a position against this. We have a position against chal
lenge inspection on a permanent basis, and we really have not focused 
at this stage on what one conunittee of the International Assembly on 
Nuclear Weapons says we should.

I can say without any commitments of any kind that if this matter 
is thrown in the air, we will take a look at it.

Statement by ACDA Director Foster to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee: Nonproliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons, June 28, 1966 ^

First, I  should like to say that I have listened with great interest 
to the comments of the Polish representative. I  think that he has 
adopted a business-like approach to our problems. I hope that in 
some of my later remarks he may find answers to some of his questions. 
We shall study his remarks with care and perhaps respond to them 
at a later date.

I should like to mention that my delegation has with it in the room 
today, as an official adviser. Senator Frank Carlson of Kansas. He

1 ENDC/PV.268, pp. 10-19.
25^693 0 — 67------- 2̂6
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is a senior member of the United States Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee and has long been interested in disarmament and in the 
work of this Conference. The United States delegation is honoured 
by his presence here.

In om* review of past statements on non-proliferation, one particular 
problem stands out. That problem is that obstacles to the successful 
negotiation of a treaty are being added rather than removed as our dis
cussions here proceed. The negotiation of a non-proliferation treaty 
is no easy task; if it were, we would not be here continuing to struggle 
with our assignment some five years after the acceptance and adoption 
of the Irish resolution in 1961 at the General Assembly of the United 
Nations.^ The treaty would long since have been concluded. Given 
the considerable difficulty which already existed in 1961, we should 
not now be looking for additional difficulties. That is particularly 
true since, with the passing of time, the need for a non-proliferation 
treaty has become even more urgent. We should be seeking ways to 
eliminate obstacles, by understanding them and by finding ways 
around them. We should not be adding to them.

Unfortunately, changes in the Soviet position seem to have added 
new obstacles. Last September Mr. Tsarapkin declared that one 
obstacle stood in the way of a non-proliferation treaty: that was, 
he said, the proposed NATO multilateral force and similar plans.^ 
In the faU, however, the Soviet Union proposed a draft non-prolifera
tion treaty with language so broad that it could be said to bar even 
consultation between NATO allies in preparation for their defense 
against possible nuclear attack or deployment of United States 
nuclear weapons under United States control on the territory of 
NATO allies.®

Article I of the Soviet draft treaty can be interpreted to bar partici
pation by non-nuclear allies in decisions concerning where nuclear 
weapons belonging to their nuclear allies might be emplaced on their 
territory. That is clearly unreasonable. The United States can 
hardly deny its allies a voice in determining where its nuclear weapons 
are to be stored on their territory.

Article I of the Soviet draft can also be interpreted as prohibiting 
the transfer to non-nuclear aUies of any information concerning use 
of nuclear weapons. This would prevent any meaningful allied con
sultations about what to do in the event of a nuclear attack. How" 
can any alliance prepare to defend itself against nuclear attack unless 
its members can consult about the effects resulting from the use of 
nuclear weapons by an adversary?

1 Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 694.
2 Ibid., 1966, pp. 394r-395.
* Ibid., pp. 443-446; see also ENDC/PV.234, pp. 29-30.
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We do not, of course, know what goes on in the case of the Warsaw 
Pact, for the Soviet representative refuses to say. We do know that 
Soviet-built deUvery vehicles capable of using nuclear weapons have 
been seen with the armed forces of certain Soviet aUies. Does the 
Soviet Union give its aUies no information on the use of these weapons 
or on how to defend against the use of similar weapons? Does the 
Soviet Union permit its allies no voice in deciding where nuclear 
weapons are stored on their territory?

There have been repeated reports of meetings of defence ministers 
of Warsaw Pact members. Do those ministers never talk among 
themselves about the use of nuclear weapons by the Soviet Union or 
any other country?

We, of course, cannot answer those questions, and the Soviet 
Union refuses to. However, we can point out that three serious 
Soviet obstacles to the negotiation of a non-proliferation treaty seem 
to have been raised, whereas before there appeared to be only one. 
As I have indicated, the two new obstacles appear to be prohibitions 
against deployment on aUied territory and against consultation among 
allies.

On 8 December 1965, in a speech to the Supreme Soviet, Foreign 
Minister Gromyko confirmed Soviet opposition to both consultation 
and deployment, and he did so in a speech discussiag Soviet views on 
non-proliferation.^ At our meeting of 29 March ̂  and at our last 
meeting,® Mr. Roshchin made statements which seemed more con
sistent with Foreign Minister Gromyko’s speech than with Mr. 
Tsarapkin’s statement of last September. I t  appears, therefore, 
that the Soviet Union may indeed have ^Vaised the ante'' from what 
it was last summer.

The representative of the Soviet Union has stated a number of 
times—most recently at our last meeting—that no delegation has 
criticized the Soviet draft as inadequate for closing all routes to 
proliferation. However, that misstates the problem. I t is easy to 
design treaty clauses which are broad enough to cover aU possibilities 
of proliferation, and even much that is not proliferation. For ex
ample, a treaty clause could be proposed pi^oviding that no national 
of a non-nuclear weapon State could ever come closer than 100 miles 
to a nuclear weapon. The question could then be put forth: does 
that proposal not bar all routes to the spread of nuclear weapons?

It merely obfuscates our debate for the representative of the Soviet 
Union to ask why his Government’s text is insufficient to close all 
avenues to proliferation. A minute ago I said that the Soviet draft

* Pravda, Dec. 10, 1965; Current Digest of the Soviet Press, Jan. 12, 1966, pp. 5-6.
^Ante, pp. 175-183.
* Ante, pp. 359-368.
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seemed to prohibit deployment on the territory of non-nuclear weapon 
States, and consultation about nuclear defence between nuclear and 
non-nuclear weapon States. Those are matters which it is wholly 
unrealistic to prohibit in a non-proliferation treaty. To ask whether 
a treaty which prohibits them also closes all loop-holes is to put a 
question of interest only to scholars, for such a treaty will never 
be adopted.

At earlier meetings my delegation has raised various questions 
about the realism of the Soviet approach. Does the Soviet Union 
really believe that consultation among allies about nuclear strategy 
should be prohibited? Does it intend to prevent allies from sharing 
any information regarding defence against use of nuclear weapons? 
Does it intend to change existing arrangements for deployment of 
nuclear weapons within alliances? Those are examples of the ques
tions we should like to have answered. Unfortunately, we have 
received no elucidation from the Soviet representative.

At our last meeting Mr. Roshchin described three objections 
regarding our draft treaty.^ The first relates to why the United 
States definition of control of nuclear weapons hinges on right or 
ability to fire nuclear weapons. We have answered that point before. 
Most recently, at our meeting of 10 May, I said that the purpose of 
having any weapon, unfortunately, was to be prepared to fire it or 
to threaten to fire it if that should ever become necessary; and I 
continued: ‘‘So long as the effective decision to use nuclear weapons 
is left in the hands of an existing nuclear weapon State, there is no 
proliferation.^'  ̂ The crucial and vital purpose of non-proliferation 
is to lessen the chance that the world will ever be visited by the 
catastrophe of nuclear war. That, as we have said over and over 
again, explains our purpose in focusing our treaty definition on the 
firing of nuclear weapons.

Mr. Roshchin's second objection concerned the need for retention 
of a veto in a non-proliferation treaty. That point also has been 
answered before. At our meeting of 10 May I explained that the 
United States would retain its veto because, in fact, the United States 
does intend to maintain control over its own nuclear weapons. 
Frankly, the Soviet representative’s criticism of our draft treaty in 
that regard is baffling. Is the Soviet representative suggesting that 
the United States should not retain its veto over its own nuclear 
weapons? Even if the Soviet Union is suggesting this, which I must 
say I doubt, I can assure this Committee that the United States is a 
fully responsible nuclear Power and that it will not eliminate its veto 
over the use of its own nuclear weapons. Perhaps the word ‘Veto’’

1 Documents on Disarmament, 1966, pp. 347-349; ante, pp. 159-160.
* Ante, p. 286.
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does not convey a sniEciently strong sense of prohibition in Russian. 
To us, in this instance, it means that the United States remains 
affirmatively in control of its own weapons, no matter where they 
may be. I shall have more to say on that a little later in these 
remarks.

Finally, the Soviet representative has objected to the clause in our 
draft treaty forbidding an increase in the total number of States and 
associations of States having control of nuclear weapons. He has 
charged that that clause somehow permits wide-open proliferation to 
innumerable States. We have explained before why that is not so. 
For example, during our meeting of 31 March we explained how an 
association could receive control of nuclear weapons only if one of the 
existing nuclear weapon States completely relinquished all its own 
nuclear arsenal.^ We explained that there would not be an increase, 
even by one, in the number of centres able to take the awesome 
decision to fire nuclear weapons. Clearly it is fanciful to suggest 
that a dozen or more countries could become nuclear Powers when 
there is an unequivocal prohibition in the treaty against any increase, 
even by one, in the number of States or associations having control 
over nuclear weapons.

The three specific provisions of the United States draft to which 
the representative of the Soviet Union objected have been explained 
by the United States delegation many times before. However, the 
Soviet representative has refused to answer our questions about the 
practical and realistic application of the Soviet draft with respect to 
military alliances.

Mr. Roshchin also contended that the only prohibition in the 
United States draft was on unilateral use of nuclear weapons by 
non-nuclear weapons States; that all a non-nuclear weapon State 
would have to do to obtain nuclear weapons in its territory was to 
promise not to use them without nuclear-weapon State consent: and 
that promises of that kind were easily broken.

In the first place, one needs only to read the first article of the 
United States draft to find many prohibitions in it beyond those on 
the use of nuclear weapons. In addition to the bar to transfers of 
contr.ol, there are prohibitions on assistance in the manufacture of 
nuclear weapons or in their testiug. There are prohibitions relating 
not only to manufacturing but to acquisition of nuclear weapons 
^^otherwise^  ̂ that is, by any other means. There is also the pro
hibition of ‘‘any other action^' which would cause an increase in the 
number of nuclear weapon entities in the world. There are thus 
many prohibitions other than the one on the final use of nuclear 
weapons.

1 AntCt p. 185.



390 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1966

Contrary to a possible implication in Mr. Roshchin’s statement at 
our last meeting our NATO allies do not obtain, store, deploy, trans
port, aim or attach to missiles or aircraft any United States nuclear 
weapons. Like the Soviet Union^s Warsaw Pact allies, United States 
allies do receive training in dual-capability weapon systems, such as 
artillery and fighter-bomber aircraft. However, United States nu
clear weapons remain firmly in United States hands.

In the second place, the Soviet representative's argument overlooks 
an important word in the United States definition of control. That 
word is ^^ability^\ Under the United States draft, no non-nuclear 
weapon State could be given the independent ''ability^’ to fire nuclear 
weapons, whether or not it has torn up its agreement not to fire them.

In this connexion, I wish to call the Soviet representative's atten
tion to the efforts the United States has made to see to it that no one 
other than the President of the United States has the ability to order 
firing of United States nuclear weapons. As President Johnson put 
it in an address in September 1964:,

^The release of nuclear weapons would come by Presidential deci
sion alone'^—I repeat: ‘‘by Presidential decision a l o n e . ‘‘Complex 
codes and electronic devices prevent any unauthorized action. Every 
fiu*ther step along the way from decision to destruction is governed 
by the two-man riile. Two or more men must act independently 
and must decide the order has been given. They must independently 
take action. An elaborate system of checks and counterchecks, 
procedural and mechanical, guards against any unauthorized nuclear 
bursts.’̂  ^

The President went on to describe the additional electronic protec
tive devices which have recently been inserted into United States 
weapons in situations where unauthorized firing might conceivably be 
possible. He said: “These are electro-mechanical locks which must 
be opened by secret combination before action at all is possible . . 
Thus the United States has taken every step that brilliant designers 
have been able to devise to ensure that no unauthorized person, be he 
a national of the United States or of any other coimtry, can acquire 
the ability to fire United States weapons. The word “ability” was 
inserted into the United States definition of control in recognition of 
the fact that devices and procedures have been devised for that 
purpose.

Finally, the United States does not intend to delegate the control 
over its weapons which these procedures and devices now place in the 
hands of its President. The most recent statement on this subject 
was the testimony before Congress given on 21 June by the Secretary

1 Documents on Disarmament, 1964, P* 431.
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of Defense, Mr. McNamara. He agreed with a statement that in no 
case is it an element of United States policy that there should be con
trol of United States nuclear weapons by a non-nuclear weapon State. He 
emphasized that the United States ‘̂does not have plans for delegating 
control over nuclear weapons to other single nations or groups of 
nations.'^ ^

Given those facts, there should be no misunderstanding of the 
United States draft and no need to raise any of the obstacles which 
the Soviet Union has placed in the path to the successful conclusion 
of a treaty.

I should like to turn now to another type of hurdle which seems 
increasingly to get in our way. This hurdle is the demand that a 
non-proliferation treaty contain obligations on the nuclear weapon 
States to cease all nuclear weapon tests, to halt production of fission
able material for weapons, to stop making nuclear delivery vehicles, 
to put a ceiling on numbers of nuclear weapons or vehicles, or even to 
begin nuclear disarmament.

The underljdng concept of non-proliferation has been well imder- 
stood for many years. Non-proliferation, like the cessation of nu
clear tests or the cessation of the production of fissionable material 
for weapons, has been viewed as a collateral measure designed to 
accomplish a specific but limited purpose. Like all collateral meas
ures, a reason for its existence as a separate measure is that it covers 
only one subject, one upon which agreement may be possible before 
it can be reached on broader and more complex issues.

The purpose of non-proliferation has always been the prevention of 
the spread of nuclear weapons to countries which do not have their 
own nuclear weapons. That p\u*pose was articulated in the Irish 
resolution of 1961 which called for agreement to prevent ‘‘an increase 
in the number of States possessing nuclear weapons’\^

1 know of no reason for beUeving that since 1961 the inherent 
concept of non-proliferation has been transmuted into something 
else—for example, a cut-off of production of fissionable material for 
nuclear weapons, a freeze of strategic delivery vehicles, or nuclear 
disarmament. Incorporating such measures into a non-proliferation 
treaty, in our opinion, is not required in any way to meet the objec
tives of United Nations General Assembly resolution 2028 (XX).® 
That resolution deals with a treaty on non-proliferation, not one on 
nuclear disarmament or some other subject.

* The Atlantic Alliance: Hearings Before the Subcommittee on National Security 
and International Operations of the Committee on Government Operations  ̂ United 
States Senate  ̂ Eighty-Ninth Congress  ̂ Second Session, p. 193.

2 Documents on Disarmament^ 1961, p. 694.
3 Ibid,, 1966, pp. 532-634.



392 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1966

More important, the interpretation of that resolution as a call for 
linking additional, more diflSicult measures to a non-proliferation treaty 
is inconsistent with the fundamental purpose of the resolution. I t 
was designed to give support and direction towards the urgent con
clusion of a non-proliferation treaty. I t seems inconceivable to us 
that the overwhelming majority of the United Nations Members that 
supported the resolution had in mind burdening non-proliferation 
negotiations with the task of resolving the difficult problems raised by 
other measures. Certainly the United States had no such thing in 
mind when it voted for the resolution.

We have urged the original and weU-understood meaning of non
proliferation for a fundamental reason. That reason brings us back 
to the underlying theme of my statement: we must not add new 
difficulties to a task which is already difficult enough.

We categorically support agreement on a comprehensive test ban 
and a verified cut-off of production of fissionable material for weapon 
purposes with a demonstrated destruction of nuclear weapons. We 
have proposed—for urgent exploration—a freeze of the number of 
strategic nuclear dehvery vehicles.^ We have stated our genuine 
willingness to explore the possibility of significant reductions in the 
numbers of these vehicles if progress can be made towards the freeze. 
Each of those measures would help to keep the ability to trigger nuclear 
war from spreading to even more countries. Each would help to limit 
the danger and destruction of nuclear war. But each of those meas
ures is more complex than a non-proliferation treaty. For example, 
each would involve inspection on Soviet territory.

Those who have proposed the incorporation of additional arms 
control measures into the body of a non-proliferation treaty must 
surely understand that such a proposal, if acted upon, would result in 
the postponement of a non-proKferation treaty. That would be to the 
advantage of none of us. Certainly the non-nuclear weapon States 
wiU not be more secure if, in addition to the present nuclear weapon 
States, there come into being many more with nuclear weapons. I 
need not state again all the reasons that the international community, 
through the United Nations, has year after year given for an agree
ment on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

We of course recognize the seriousness and the legitimacy of the 
concern of the non-nuclear Powers for their security. In fact pro
visions in the United States draft treaty—and, I beUeve, also in the 
Soviet draft treaty—are directly relevant. In each of these treaties 
there is a clause permitting withdrawal if the supreme interests of a 
country are jeopardized by extraordinary events related to the subject 
matter of the treaty. We have not previously talked about with-

1 Ante, p. 7.
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drawal. In part, I suppose, that results from the general reluctance 
to talk about divorce before there has been a marriage. However, 
matters of delicacy should not prevent us from imderstanding funda
mental problems.

The United States draft would permit a non-nuclear weapon State 
to withdraw if the development of nuclear weapons by a particular 
nuclear weapon State had proceeded so far that, under aU the circum
stances, the supreme interests of the non-nuclear weapon State were 
jeopardized; or, if the policies of a particular nuclear weapon State 
became so hostile and menacing that the non-nuclear weapon State 
concluded, under all the relevant circumstances that its supreme 
interests were jeopardized, it could then withdraw.

Recourse to a withdrawal clause would be an extreme measure. 
Before it took place, many other developments could occur. Of most 
importance is the fact that, after a non-proliferation treaty had been 
concluded, all the parties could take steps to enhance their own secu
rity. A variety of steps could be considered, and diflFering steps could 
be taken, depending on the interests and capabilities of individual 
participants or groups of participants. On the broadest level, I 
would recall that Ambassador Goldberg stated in the United Nations 
on 23 September 1965: ^'Action by the Assembly can be a useful part 
of such assurances.’̂   ̂ I t  is to be noted that he referred to General 
Assembly action as a ‘‘useful part'' of security assurances. Additional 
steps might certainly be taken, depending on the wishes of the parties 
concerned.

I do not mean to convey that my delegation has any magic formula 
for the very dij05cult question of security in relation to non-prolifera
tion. As we aU know, the matter is complicated by the apparent 
determination of Peking to proceed with nuclear development as 
quickly as possible, while flouting the basic standards of international 
conduct and ignoring or berating all disarmament proposals made by 
other nations.

However, despite the difficulties, there are possibilities for construc
tive action. The negotiation of a non-proUferation treaty is clearly 
such a possibihty. I t continues to be in the security interests of us all. 
By itseK, naturally, the treaty wiU not solve all security problems; 
but no one measure ever will.

We have little time remaining in which to make progress on a 
treaty before the opening of the twenty-first session of the United 
Nations General Assembly. Let us not create new obstacles. Let us 
instead use our intelligence, our energies and our imagination to 
overcome those already facing us. In that way progress will be 
possible.

 ̂Documents on Diaarmament, 1965  ̂ p. 434.
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In conclusion, I should like to read from a letter from the President 
of the United States addressed to Senator John O. Pastore, who 
originated the resolution recently adopted unanimously by the United 
States Senate supporting measures to prevent the spread of nuclear 
weapons:

[The President's letter is printed an̂ e, pp. 329-330.]

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Nonpro
liferation of Nuclear Weapons, June 30, 1966 ^

As representative of the Soviet Union, I consider it necessary to 
state our views. We have listened with great interest to the state
ments of the representatives of India, Czechoslovakia and Mexico. 
The Soviet delegation will study these important statements with the 
attention and thoroughness they deserve.

The Soviet delegation has taken the floor in order to express once 
again its views on the question of the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. We feel obliged to speak on this question both in the inter
ests of clarifying the situation with regard to the drafting of a non- 
proUferation treaty and in view of the need to achieve progress in 
solving this question. A correct idea of the substance of the problems 
before us is an essential condition for making progress. To arrive at 
such a correct idea is all the more important since attempts have 
recently been made in the Committee to depict in an obviously 
distorted light the reasons for the lack of success in the negotiations 
on the non-prohferation of nuclear weapons.

Already at the last session of the Committee the discussion revealed, 
it would seem, the basic difference in our respective approaches to 
the question of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons: namely that 
one draft treaty submitted to the Committee provides a complete 
and exhaustive solution to the problem of non-prohferation while the 
other creates merely the semblance of a solution, under cover of which 
fm*ther puUulation of nuclear weapons can take place. Obviously 
the problem of non-prohferation cannot be solved 10, 20 or 30 per cent. 
Therefore the delegation of the United States, whose draft ̂  is un
satisfactory, was expected to take constructive steps towards a 
genuine solution of the problem of non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons.

1 ENDC/PV.269, pp. 29-38.
^Documents on Disarmammtf 1966, pp. 347-349; ante, pp. 159-160.
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However, we must say that at the meeting of the Committee on 
28 June nothing new was said by the United States delegation. 
In not a single question did the United States take a step towards 
solving this important problem. The basic theme of the statement made 
by the United States representative, Mr. Foster, was the contention 
that the USSR was allegedly creating additional obstacles to the 
solution of the problem of non-proliferation: that the USSR had re
cently put forward additional conditions for the solution of this 
problem which, allegedly, were making the negotiations on this 
question more difficult.^

In this connexion we must emphatically reject that obviously 
far-fetched assertion of the United States representative. Since 
September the Soviet Union has introduced no additional conditions—
I emphasize, no additional conditions— înto its proposal on the subject 
of non-proliferation and the assertions on that score misrepresent the 
position of the USSR in an attempt to relieve the United States of 
responsibility for the failure of the disarmament negotiations and 
to shift this responsibility on to the Soviet Union.

Since Mr. Foster has stated that the USSR has recently put forward 
some new conditions which make the negotiations more diflEicult, 
we should like to ask him in which provisions of our draft treaty he 
sees those new difficulties which the USSR has allegedly placed in 
the way of the solution of the problem of non-proliferation. We want 
to know specifically. We have proposals; we have articles; we have 
provisions; we have definitions. TeU us which of these articles, which 
of these provisions, which of these definitions, have really been in
troduced recently and are making the solution of this problem more 
difficult. Then we shall be able to conduct concrete negotiations; 
then we shall be able to negotiate in a businesslike manner without 
reference to various artificial hypotheses.

In actual fact the situation is as follows. On 24 September 1965 the 
USSR submitted for consideration by the twentieth session of the 
General Assembly a draft treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons.^ That draft, without any new conditions having been 
introduced into it, is before the Conamittee for consideration. We 
are conducting our negotiations here on the basis of specific texts of 
a treaty on non-proliferation. We must examine these texts article 
by article, provision by provision, including individual definitions. 
Instead of following that path for the negotiations, which is the only 
possible one if there is an intention to get positive results from them, 
Mr. Foster has brought into these negotiations non-existent, ob-

1 Supra,
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1966, pp. 443-446.



396 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1966

viously far-fetched hypotheses which are making our negotiations 
more difficult.

It is true that in one respect the statement of the United States 
representative at the last meeting contains an important admission. 
Mr. Foster admitted that the Soviet draft treaty resolved exhaustively 
the problem of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. His com
plaint against our draft is merely that it is too exhaustive. According 
to the United States representative, the Soviet draft treaty has the 
shortcoming that it can be interpreted—I should like to draw the 
attention of members of the Committee to the words can he inter'preted— 
in the sense that it does not contain approval of certain forms of NATO 
activity in the field of nuclear weapons.

One should not try, however, to make out, as the United States 
delegation is trying to do, that the aim of the Soviet draft treaty is 
to disrupt NATO. Its only aim is to resolve the problem of the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons. Of course, if the United States 
does not conceive the continuing existence of the NATO bloc without 
the proliferation of nuclear weapons within it, without the transfer 
of these weapons to its non-nuclear partners, in the first place to the 
Federal Republic of Germany, then on that basis an agreement cannot 
be reached. The Soviet draft treaty does not allow for such a possi
bility. In no other respect does the Soviet draft concern the existence 
of blocs. This is clear from the text of the draft treaty submitted by 
us to the Conamittee.

Instead of following the text of our draft treaty, the United States 
representative, in analysing the situation that would come about with 
the conclusion of a treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, 
has engaged in diversionary manoeuvres, thus attempting to divert 
us from solving the problem before us. For example, he raised the 
question that the United States does not know what goes on in the 
case of the Warsaw Pact; he is interested in the question whether the 
Soviet Union gives any information to the participants in the Warsaw 
Treaty on questions concerning nuclear weapons, and so forth.

The raising of that question by the United States representative 
compels us, in our turn, to put certain questions. Does the United 
States delegation intend to report to the Eighteen-Nation Committee 
what is going on in the Western military blocs, what agreements 
exist in NATO in respect of nuclear weapons and what plans are 
being drawn up concerning them, particularly in the so-called 
‘‘McNamara Committee’’? Does the United States consider it neces
sary to engage in negotiations with the States represented here in 
regard to the danger of the proliferation of nuclear weapons among 
non-nuclear States members of NATO?
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The United States representative brought up a question which is 
said to be creating an obstacle in the negotiations on non-proliferation: 
namely, the question of consultations. In this connexion we should 
like to put the question in the following way: which of the provisions 
in our draft does not suit the United States delegation? Which of 
the articles of that draft would it like to change or supplement, and 
in what way, in view of the question of consultation raised by Mr. 
Foster? In regard to consultation we should like, in our turn, to ask 
the United States delegation the following question: to what type of 
consultation is it referring? Is it referring to consultations concerning 
the manufacture of nuclear weapons, concerning their use, or some
thing else? Does the United States delegation consider that con
sultations, for example, on questions regarding the production of 
nuclear weapons can be allowed within the framework of a non
proliferation treaty?

The representatives of the United States and the other Western 
Powers are elaborating the idea that material and non-material 
proliferation of nuclear weapons exists. In what category do they 
include the disclosure of information to a non-nuclear State or a 
consultation with a non-nuclear State on the question of the manu
facture of nuclear weapons?

In order to find a reason for criticizing our draft treaty, Mr. Foster 
even had to concoct the so obviously far-fetched thesis that—
. . .  a treaty could be proposed providing that no national of a non-nuclear- 
weapon State could ever come closer than 100 miles to a nuclear weapon.^

The United States representative needed to advance such an un
founded and obviously hypothetical proposition only because our 
text in fact contains no such provisions which he could subject to 
criticism in such a way as to convince the members of the Committee. 
Since such provisions were not to be found, they had to be invented.

Let us now pass on to the explanations given by the United States 
representative concerning our objections to the United States draft 
treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

Speaking about our objection to the definition of the concept of 
control in the United States draft, Mr. Foster repeated the earUer 
assertion that the decision to use nuclear weapons would be left in the 
hands of an existing nuclear State. However, the essential point of 
the non-proUferation of nuclear weapons is not who will have the 
right to decide the question of the use of nuclear weapons, but that 
they should not come into the hands of other non-nuclear States. In 
this connexion we have asked Mr. Foster the question, and we repeat 
it now: does the United States draft non-proliferation treaty permit

1 Supra.
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the establishment of a multilateral, Atlantic or any other NATO 
joint nuclear force? We are awaiting an answer to this question. 
So far we have not received it.

We must say, however, that we have not received an answer pre
cisely because the United States draft contains, not only loop-holes 
for the proliferation of nuclear weapons, but huge yawning gaps 
through which can freely pass whole flotillas of ships equipped with 
nuclear weapons and belonging to a NATO multilateral nuclealr force 
or to other joint forces of the military blocs of the Western Powers. 
This point, which we have already stated before, has not been refuted 
by the United States delegation. And this is quite understandable. 
The United Statte delegation has been unable to do so for the ex
tremely simple reason that the United States draft treaty does provide 
for the possibility of setting up such a NATO nuclear force.

The United States delegation feigned surprise at our criticizing 
the Mr. Foster asked the rhetorical question: do we suggest
that the United States should not retain its veto over the use of its 
own nuclear weapons? Allow me to reply to that question. In our 
opinion a non-proliferation treaty should not place before the United 
States the question whether or not the United States should keep its 
nuclear weapons in its own hands. The question of the right of veto 
derives from the fact of the transfer of nuclear weapons to a non
nuclear State. The idea of non-proliferation excludes such a transfer. 
If Mr. Foster insists on the ‘̂ right of veto’̂  he thereby merely con
firms the United States intention to transfer United States nuclear 
weapons to its non-nuclear allies; that is, to disseminate these weapons 
in flagrant violation of the recommendations of General Assembly 
resolutions on this subject.

In this connexion we aflBrm that in a non-proliferation treaty there 
should be no place for a ‘Veto’' at all, because the treaty should 
prohibit any transfer by a nuclear Power of nuclear weapons, con
ditionally or unconditionally, to a non-nuclear State. We have also 
put the question: what would happen if a non-nuclear State, say the 
Federal RepubKc of Germany, refused to submit to the United States 
veto? We have not received an answer to that question either. 
The only thing which Mr. Foster has referred to in this regard is 
electronic locks, which are said to safeguard the United States veto. 
But not a single State can build its security on the United States 
veto and on the United States electromechanical locks to which the 
United States representatives refer.

One can, of course, assume that such locks do exist; one can even 
assume that they are effective today, but one certainly cannot guaran
tee that they will also be effective tomorrow; and, of course, it is 
impossible to base an important international treaty and the security
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of States on such locks. Therefore, whatever assurances are given 
us here about the reliability of the United States electromechanical 
locks, we declare quite categorically our objection to the solution 
proposed by the United States in regard to the question of the “non- 
proliferation’̂  of nuclear weapons, a solution which would directly 
provide for the possibility of proliferating such weapons and which 
would offer as a guarantee the United States veto equipped with 
electromechanical locks.

I t is also absolutely impossible to accept the argument of the 
Western Powers regarding the transfer of control over nuclear weapons 
from one State to a group of States, as expounded at the last meeting 
by Mr. Foster and earlier by the representative of Italy, Mr. Caval- 
letti. That argument testifies to an unwillingness to go along the 
path of nuclear disarmament. For example, Mr. Cavalletti admitted 
that the prospect of the establishment of a European federation was 
^̂ a remote one, perhaps very remote’̂  ̂ I t  is this remote and— ŵe 
would stress—^hypothetical prospect that has been put forward in 
order to prevent the solution of an extremely urgent, real and im
portant problem.

The Soviet Union has emphasized more than once that a non
proliferation agreement should be followed by other steps in the field 
of nuclear disarmament and the ensuring of the security of States. 
The task of the Eighteen-Nation Conmiittee is to ensure that, in the 
very remote future to which Mr. Cavalletti referred, there should be 
no room left in the world for nuclear weapons. We must be concerned, 
not about Hving for many years under the threat of nuclear war, but 
about eliminating that threat. For us non-proliferation is a step in 
the context of other disarmament measures. For Mr. Cavalletti, 
apparently, this non-proliferation agreement should be achieved and 
then there should be a full stop. We cannot agree with that way of 
thinking, and we are put on our guard by the endeavour to reserve 
for many years ahead for alliances of States the possibility of trans
ferring, disseminating and using nuclear weapons.

Mr. Foster has tried to give us an explanation regarding the possi
bility, provided for in the United States draft treaty on non-prohfera- 
tion, of the transformation of a nuclear Power into an alliance of 
States possessing nuclear weapons. He assured us that there would 
not be an increase, even by one, in the number of centres able to take 
the decision to fire nuclear weapons. But precisely that way of stating 
the question shows that a nuclear Power will be able to proliferate 
nuclear weapons by forming an association, hinged upon itself, with 
non-nuclear States, which will also obtain access to nuclear weapons.

1 ENDC/PV. 267, p. 16.
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In this question it is impossible to argue on the basis of arithmetical 
deductions. Behind these deductions extremely grave political 
problems are concealed. I t  is far from being a matter of indiflference 
what political forces make up a particular “centre able to take the 
awesome decision to fire nuclear weapons” .̂  In any case the Soviet 
delegation cannot agree that nuclear weapons could be transferred to 
associations or alliances of States and, for example, to such an alliance 
of States as that in which the Federal Repubhc of Germany would 
play the leading role. Such a way of stating the question by the 
representatives of the United States and Italy is ainaed either at 
legalizing the proliferation of nuclear weapons or at making our 
negotiations on this subject more difficult.

Thus all the considerations and argimients advanced by Mr. Foster 
on 28 June show with the utmost clarity that the United States does 
not want to depart from its policy, which is designed to proliferate 
nuclear weapons. How is it possible simultaneously to follow a 
course directed toward the proliferation of nuclear weapons through 
a multilateral or Atlantic nuclear force, and to talk about wishing to 
reach an agreement on non-proliferation? These two directions are 
mutually exclusive and contradictory, just as the arms race conducted 
by the United States contradicts the idea of disarmament, which 
we are vainly trying to tm'n into reality. Neither references to the 
Pastore resolution  ̂ nor references to statements by United States 
statesmen change the situation in regard to this question. The 
criterion for our evaluation of the United States position is the text 
of the agreement which the United States has submitted for our 
consideration. But this text clearly shows the lack of readiness 
on the part of the United States to conduct here in the Committee 
businesslike, concrete negotiations on a question which has been 
awaiting solution for so many years.

In this connexion we note that the United States is going even 
further in the direction of the arms race, whicji is closely linked with 
the escalation of United States aggression in Viet-Nam. We are 
now witnessing a new stage in the expansion by the United States 
of the war against the Viet-Namese people. The densely-populated 
areas of Hanoi and Haiphong have been bombed, and we cannot fail 
to recognize that these actions by the United States are arousing 
universal indignation and leading to an increase in international 
tension. The Soviet delegation fully agrees with and adds its voice 
to the remarks made by the representative of Czechoslovakia con
cerning the aggressive actions of the United States in Viet-Nam and

 ̂ Supra,
2 Ante, pp. 306-307.
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against the latest acts of aggression, namely the bombing of the 
Hanoi and Haiphong areas.

Mr. Foster reminded us at the last meeting that almost five years 
had already elapsed since the General Assembly adopted a resolution 
of non-dissemination on the initiative of Ireland  ̂but he did not say 
that, soon after the adoption of that resolution the United States 
and the United Kingdom concluded an agreement in Nassau regarding 
a multilateral nuclear force,  ̂ an agreement which has placed new 
obstacles in the way of a solution to the problem of the non-prolifera- 
tion of nuclear weapons.

Furthermore, we should like to recall that, when the United Nations 
General Assembly adopted in 1961 the well-known resolution 1665 
(XVI), it was prompted by a different interpretation of the term 
'^non-proliferation’' from that which Mr. Foster gave us. I shall 
quote the definition which Mr. Foster gave us: ‘̂ So long as the 
effective decision to use nuclear weapons is left in the hands of an 
existing nuclear weapon State, there is no proliferation.’’ That 
definition was given by him at the meeting of 10 May and also at the 
last meeting of the Committee.^ Before the voting on the afore
mentioned resolution its author, the Minister for External Affairs of 
Ireland, Mr. Aiken, stressed that the purpose of a non-proliferation 
agreement was ^̂ not to give these weapons to those who do not possess 
them” .̂  After that explanation the United States delegation voted 
in favor of the resolution, evidently agreeing that non-proliferation 
envisaged the non-transfer of nuclear weapons. Now, however, the 
United States does not regard the physical transfer of nuclear weapons 
to a non-nuclear State as proliferation. This shows quite clearly the 
change made by the United States in its concept of non-proliferation.

The problem of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons could have 
been successfully solved long ago if the United States had not put in 
the way of its solution artificial barriers and obstacles which have 
brought us into a dead end.

We have also not heard from the United States representative why 
the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, according to the United 
States imderstanding of the term, must necessarily provide for the 
possibility of transferring nuclear weapons to the armoury of non
nuclear States aUied to the United States. In what way is the United 
States approach to the solution of the problem we are examining 
better than the approach which the General Assembly recommends 
to us and which prohibits any loop-holes for the direct or indirect

1 Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 694.
2 Ibid., 1962, vol. II, pp. 1274-1276.
* Ante, pp. 286, 388.
 ̂A/C. 1/PV. 1209, p. 37.
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proliferation of nuclear weapons? Does the United States concept
of ‘‘non-proliferation” really move the world further away from the
danger of a nuclear war? Does that concept really facilitate the 
achievement of a non-proliferation agreement? All our efforts to 
extricate this problem from the impasse and to remove the obstacles 
to its solution come up against the stubborn resistance of the United 
States, which evidently has no liking for a solution of this problem 
because it does not suit the plans and designs of its main NATO 
partner—the Federal Republic of Germany.

All is not yet lost. We appeal again to all participants in the
negotiations to apply themselves in earnest to the task entrusted
to us and to make efforts to carry out the behest of the United Nations 
General Assembly: namely, to draft an effective treaty on the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons, containing no loop-holes and no gaps.

That concludes my statement as representative of the Soviet Union.

Joint Declaration by President De Gaulle and Chairman 
Podgorny {Extracts}, June 30, 1966 ^

At the invitation of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet and of 
the Government of the Soviet Union, the President of the French 
Republic and Madame de Gaulle were the guests of the Soviet Union 
from June 20 to July 1, 1966.

During his stay, the President of the French Republic, who was 
accompanied by the Minister of Foreign Affairs, M. Couve de Mur- 
ville, has made a trip which has enabled him to enter into contact 
with the main regions of the USSR and to discern the most charac
teristic features of the life and activity of the Soviet people.

The President of the Republic had conversations in Moscow with 
Messrs. Leonid I. Brezhnev, Aleksei N. Kosygin and Nikolai V. 
Podgorny. M. Maurice Couve de Murville, French Minister of 
Foreign Affairs, and Mr. Andrei A. Gromyko, Soviet Minister of 
Foreign Affairs, took part in these conversations, as did M. Philippe 
Baudet, French Ambassador to the USSR, and Mr. Valerian A. 
Zorin, Ambassador of the USSR to France.

These conversations, which took place in the climate of great 
cordiality corresponding to the friendly relations and the historic ties 
existing between the two countries, permitted useful and compre-

* French Embassy Press and Information Service (New York) release 943, 
June 30, 1966.
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hensive exchanges of views on the great problems of international 
policy, as well as on French-Soviet relations.

European problems were the first to receive the attention of Gen
eral de Gaulle and the Soviet statesmen. These problems are, of 
course, of major importance to France and the Soviet Union, for it 
is on their solution that depends the establishment of a normal situa
tion throughout the continent and, consequently, of a real and stable 
peace. For them it is above all a matter of European security and 
of the German question, on which the two parties exchanged their 
views. Both Governments agree in thinking that the problems of 
Europe should be considered first of all in a European framework. 
They consider that the States of the continent should devote their 
efforts to creating the conditions necessary for the agreements to be 
concluded, and, in particular, to establishing a climate of detente 
between all countries, in the East and in the West. Such a climate 
would indeed favor rapprochement and entente and, consequently, 
examination and settlement of the problems that arise.

For France, as for the Soviet Union, the first goal is, in this spirit, 
normalizing, then gradually developing, relations between all Euro
pean countries, with respect for the independence of each and non
intervention in its internal affairs. This action should be pursued in 
all domains, whether in economics, culture, technology and, naturally, 
politics.

I t was noted with satisfaction on both sides that considerable 
progress had already been made toward normalizing the situation in 
Europe. I t must be pursued with the intention of finally opening the 
road to a fruitful cooperation of all of Europe.

France and the Soviet Union agree that their own cooperation can 
make a decisive contribution to such an evolution. They noted with 
satisfaction that, insofar as they are concerned, in recent years im
portant progress has been made, which is embodied in the trip of 
General de Gaulle to Moscow and in the talks which he had on this 
occasion with the Soviet leaders. They are determined to continue 
along this path, by trying to associate progressively all the European 
countries in their efforts.

The situation in Southeast Asia was examined. I t was noted that 
the situation in the Indochinese peninsula was causing more and more 
concern, due to the worsening of the war in Vietnam, which multiplies 
in that country the suffering and the destruction and makes the situa
tion of the neighboring States of Cambodia and Laos even more 
precarious.

The French Government and the Soviet Government continue to 
think that the only possible outcome to such a situation, which
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presents a threat to the cause of peace, is a settlement based on the 
1954 Geneva agreements,^ excluding all foreign intervention in Viet
nam. They are in agreement to continue in this spirit to exchange 
their information and to compare their views.

The two parties discussed the problem of disarmament. They 
noted with regret that as yet no agreement has been reached to move 
toward general and controlled disarmament.

Both sides emphasized the danger to peace represented by the dis
semination of nuclear weapons. Taking into account the paramount 
importance of nuclear problems, not only with respect to the dis
semination of atomic weapons, but also with respect to the ban on 
their manufacture and the destruction of the existing stockpiles, it 
was recognized that it was necessary for the powers possessing these 
weapons to discuss the means likely to ensure true disarmament in 
this field.

As regards the United Nations Organization, note was taken with 
satisfaction of the progress made toward a more accurate awareness of 
the role that is devolved on the Organization by the Charter, as well 
as of the efforts in progress to seek to introduce more financial and 
admin/istrative discipline into its fimctioning.

With a view to strengthening mutual confidence and to expanding 
the areas of entente and cooperation between France and the USSR, 
the two Governments have decided to continue consultations between 
themselves regularly.

These consultations will deal with European problems and with 
other international problems of mutual interest. The two Govern
ments will attempt to concert their efforts in the interest of peace and 
security in Europe and in the world. The consultations will also deal 
with bilateral relations, taking into accoimt the determination of both 
parties to develop friendly relations and more active cooperation 
between France and the USSR.

In order to strengthen mutual contacts at the highest level, France 
and the Soviet Union have decided to establish between the Kremlin 
and the Elys6e a direct communication line, which it will be possible 
to use for exchanges of views and for sending messages each time that 
will appear necessary.

^American 'Foreign Policy, 1960-1966; Basic Documentsj vol. I, pp. 750-767, 
785 p.
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General de Gaulle has invited the Soviet leaders with whom he had 
conversations, Messrs. Leonid I. Brezhnev, Aleksei N. Kosygin and 
Nikolai V. Podgomy, to pay an official visit to France. This invi
tation has been accepted by them with gratitude in the name of the 
Presidium of the Supreme Soviet and of the Soviet Government.

The visit by General de Gaulle to the USSR and the conversations 
which took place on that occasion constitute a capital contribution to 
the development of understanding between France and the Soviet 
Union, between the French people and the Soviet people. In this 
way is strengthened a renascent sentiment of confidence in a Europe 
that should further stress its traditional role as the hearth of civili
zation and act in concert in the interest of progress and peace through
out the world.

Signed: The President of the French Republic
The Chairman of the Presidium of the 
Supreme Soviet of the USSR

News Conference Remarks by President Johnson: Non
proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, July 5, 1966 ^

Q, Mr, Presidenty how do you assess the chances now for a treaty 
banning the s'pread oj nuclear weapons? Does your decision to bomb 
Hanoi and Haiphong in any way jeopardize that?

T h e  P r e s i d e n t . N o , I don’t think so. We are doing everything 
we can to reach an agreement on such a treaty. We are very anxious 
to do it. We hope the Soviet Union will meet us and find an accept
able compromise in language which we can both live with.

They have some problems at the moment, but we are going to live 
up to the test ban treaty, religiously and scrupulously follow it. 
We are going to do everything within the power of our most imagina
tive people to find language which will bring the nuclear powers 
together in a treaty which will provide nonproliferation. We think 
it is one of the most important decisions of our time and we are going 
to do everything to bring people together on it.

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents  ̂ vol. II, no. 27 (July 11, 1966), 
p. 905.
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News Conference Remarks by Acting Secretary of State 
Ball, July 6, 1966 ^

N o n p r o l if e r a t io n  o f  N u c l e a r  W e a p o n s

Q. Mr, Secretary, reporters in Texas have been led to understand 
that the President's reference yesterday  ̂ to a compromise on the non
proliferation treaty was Tiotice to the Russians that we were prepared to 
modify the language of our draft treaty.^ I  wonder, sir, is the State 
Department preparing a new draft treaty?

A. Well, we have tabled a draft at Geneva, as you know. The 
[Soviets] have tabled a draft.^ We are constantly looking at what 
might be done in the way of changes in language that would facilitate 
an agreement at Geneva.

At the same time we are very determined that we are not going to 
invite the Soviet Union to sit at the NATO table and determine 
NATO nuclear policy.

So that we have—this is a matter which we are not going to decide 
on a unilateral basis. Whatever kind of agreement is tabled there— 
draft agreement— îs going to be one which is fully satisfactory to the 
other nations which are particularly interested.

Q. Do you foresee certain concessions on either the European clause 
in the draft treaty or on the nuclear-hardware-sharing clause?

A. I  think we have made quite clear our interest in meeting what 
seemed to us to be legitimate interests on the part of the non-nuclear 
countries in Europe in having a share in the management of their 
nuclear defense. The exact ways in which that may be accomplished 
are not finally determined, and meanwhile we do not want to fore
close possible options.

What is quite clear—and this is something that we must insist 
upon—is that the draft treaty that we have now tabled does not in 
any way permit proliferation, because, as we see proliferation, it 
means adding to the number of nations that have national nuclear 
deterrents, and this we are not proposing to do. So that we find no 
legitimate objection to the language that we have tabled.

To the extent that the objections to it may stem from a desire to 
interfere in other arrangements within the NATO organization

* Department of State Bulletin, July 25, 1966, pp. 122-123, 126.
* Supra,
* Documents on Disarmament, 1966, pp. 347-349; ante, pp. 159-160.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1966, pp. 443-446.
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among the NATO countries that do not constitute proliferation, we 
have made it clear that we are not proposing to acquiesce in that.

At the same time, if problems can be cured by some modification 
of language, obviously this is something that we will work at and 
we are continuing to work at. And it may well be that we will have 
some suggestions, further suggestions, to make.

P r o b l e m  oj N u c l e a r  T e s t  I n s p e c t i o n

Q, To return to the disarmament question, do you see more hope for 
progress on a comprehensive test ban treaty than on a nonproliferation 
treaty?

A. A comprehensive test ban treaty has always suflFered from the 
same problem, which is the problem of how there can be adequate 
inspection in order to provide adequate safeguards. This is a prob
lem we keep working at continually to see to what extent technological 
developments may have given us ability to obtaia that assurance with 
less on-the-spot inspections. But we haven’t anything that we are 
prepared to put forward at this point along this line. And when you 
talk about comparative rates of progress on these, I think it’s very 
difficult to hazard a view.

So far as we are concerned on the nonproliferation agreement, we 
have put forward a draft treaty in Geneva which meets any reason
able standard with regard to the prohibition of proliferation. And 
we have a feeling that it’s largely extrinsic, extraneous political con
siderations on the part of the Soviet Union that are influencing them 
not to agree. However, as 1 said a moment ago, we will continue to 
examine the possibility that there may be some language that might 
be found which would facilitate an agreement on their part.

Declaration on European Security by the Political Con
sultative Committee of the Warsaw Pact States, July 
6, 1966"

I .

The ensuring of lasting peace and security in Europe accords with 
the ardent desires of all peoples of the European continent and with 
the interests of universal peace.

 ̂Pravda, July 9, 1966, pp. 1-2; The Current Digest of the Soviet Press, July 27, 
1966, pp. 3-7.
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The peoples of Europe, who have made and are making an immense 
contribution to the cause of the progress of mankind, can and must 
create in that part of the world a climate of detente and international 
mutual understanding that will make it possible to utilize in full 
measure the material and spiritual resources of each people, of each 
coimtry in conformity with their will and decision.

The state of the relations between the European coimtries exerts 
a great influence on the state of affairs throughout the world. I t  
should not be forgotten that two world wars, which cost tens of mil
lions of himian lives and caused vast devastation, arose on the 
European continent.

The problem of European security did not arise today or yester
day. Half a century ago it was placed on the agenda with the out
break of World War I. I t  rose before the peoples in all its vital 
significance two decades later, when Europe and the world came face 
to face with a brutal fascism that crushed one country after another 
under its feet.

The peoples who entered the mortal combat imposed on them 
inspired by the hope that they were fighting the last world war.

In 1945 the goal of ensuring EOTopean security appeared close; 
the roads to it seemed open. German fascism had been defeated 
and was awaiting judgment. Justice was celebrating victory. The 
peoples who had just lived through a war of imprecedented savagery 
with Hitler^s Germany were demanding that everything possible be 
done to prevent the forces of militarism and aggression from ever 
again disrupting the peaceful life and creative labor of the present 
and future generations.

The Potsdam Agreement, which crowned the allied relations of the 
powers of the anti-Hitler coalition, proclaimed a broad program, 
aimed at the future, for establishing peace.  ̂ For the first time in 
history Europe had a real chance of solving the problem of its own 
security. I t was generally recognized that the chief condition for 
security in Europe was to prevent a resurgence of German militarism 
and Nazism and to ensure that Germany would never again threaten 
its neighbors or the preservation of peace throughout the world. Nor 
was there any disagreement that the fulfillment of this chief condition 
called for honest and friendly cooperation among the states of Europe, 
among all states interested in the preservation of European and 
universal peace.

But events did not justify these aspirations. The hopes of the 
peoples of Europe did not materialize, their desire for a life free of 
the fear of war has not been realized to this day. The responsibility

' Senate Foreign Relations Committee, A Decade of American Foreign Policy: 
Basic Documents, 1941-49 (S. doc. 123, 81st Cong., 1st sess.), pp. 34 fif.
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for this devolves on the powers which immediately after the defeat 
of the German aggressors renounced the cooperation that had been 
forged in the great anti-Hitler coalition, which did not follow the 
common path of building peace in Europe and, moreover, became 
themselves the bearers of an aggressive policy.

Now, two decades after the end of World War II, its consequences 
have not yet been liquidated in Europe; there is no German peace 
treaty, there are hotbeds of tension, abnormal situations in the 
relations between states.

The socialist states that have signed the present Declaration 
believe that if this situation is to be eliminated and a firm foundation 
is to be laid for peace and security in Europe, relations between 
states must proceed from the renunciation of the threat of force or the 
use of force, from recognition of the need to solve international 
disputes only through peaceful means, on the principles of sovereignty 
and national independence, of equality and noninterference in domestic 
affairs, on respect for territorial inviolability. The European states 
must strive for the adoption of effective measures for preventing the 
danger of the outbreak of armed conflict in Europe and for strengthen
ing European collective securit}". The realization of the common 
desire of all European nations presupposes the responsibility of 
and a contribution from each state, big or small, irrespective of its 
social and political system, in establishing worthy cooperation 
between sovereign, independent and equal states.

In the opinion of the states participating in the present conference, 
today^s situation requires of all the peoples of Europe, of all peace- 
loving forces even greater determination and vdgor in the struggle 
for strengthening peace and security in Europe.

II.

One of the decisive features of the present-day international 
situation is the growth of the forces that favor the preservation and 
strengthening of peace. Against the imperialist policy of aggression 
and for ensuring the security of peoples are resolutely ranged the 
socialist states with their vast economic, political and military might, 
the international workmg class headed by its Communist Parties, 
the national-liberation movement, the new states that have attained 
independence in the last few years, the progressive and democratic 
forces of the whole world. Tendencies are increasingly arising and 
developing in Europe toward liquidating the sediment of the cold 
war and the obstacles standing in the way of the normal development 
of all-European cooperation, toward solving disputed issues through 
mutual understanding, toward the normalization of international 
life and the rapprochement of peoples.
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This course is opposed by imperialist reactionary circles, which, 
pursuing aggressive goals, are striving to fan tensions, to poison 
relations between European states.

A direct threat to peace in Europe and the security of the European 
peoples is presented by the present policy of the United States of 
America, that same poUcy which in another part of the world—South
east Asia— ĥas already led to the unleashing of an aggressive war 
against the Vietnamese people and which in recent years has more 
than once exacerbated relations between states to the point of inter
national crises. The United States interferes in the domestic affairs 
of other states, violates the sacred right of each people to decide its 
own destiny, resorts to colonial repressions and armed interventions, 
stages plots in various parts of Asia, Africa and Latin America, and 
everywhere supports reactionary forces and venal regimes hated by 
the peoples.

There can be no doubt whatsoever that the goals of U.S. policy in 
Europe have nothing in common with the vital interests of the Euro
pean peoples, with the tasks of Europe^s security. The American ruling 
circles would like to impose their will on their allies in Western Europe 
with a view to making Western Europe a tool of the global policy of 
the U.vS.A., which is based on a desire to halt or even turn back the 
historical process of the national and social liberation of peoples. 
Hence the attempts to draw some West European states into military 
ventures even in other regions of the world, in particular Asia.

The aggressive circles of the U.S.A., which are supported by the 
reactionary forces of Western Europe, are trying, with the help of the 
North Atlantic military bloc and the war machine it has created, to 
deepen ever further the division of Europe, to fan the arms race, to 
increase international tension and to frustrate the establishment and 
development of normal ties between the West European and East 
European states.

In pursuit of these ends, which are alien to the genuine interests 
of the security of the European peoples, troops of the United States 
are still kept in Europe, their military bases are located in West 
European countries, stockpiles of nuclear weapons are being created, 
nuclear submarines are sent to the seas that wash Europe, the Ameri
can Sixth Fleet sails in the Mediterranean Sea and planes carrying 
nuclear bombs fly in the skies over European countries.

The policy pursued by the U.S.A. in Europe in the postwar decades 
is all the more dangerous for the European peoples in that it is in
creasingly based on collusion with the militarist and revanchist forces 
of West Germany. These forces are directly prodding the U.S.A. 
to a stiU more dangerous course in Europe.

This policy finds its expression in the projected creation of a sort of
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alliance between the American imperialists and the West German 
revanchists.

The militarist and revanchist forces of West Germany refuse to 
consider the vital interests of the German people themselves and are 
pursuing aggressive goals that manifest themselves in aU their actions 
in the switching of the country^s economic potential to military 
rails, in the creation of a 500,000-strong Bimdeswehr, in the glorifica
tion of the history of German conquests, and in the nurturing of 
hatred against other peoples, whose lands are again coveted by the 
above-mentioned circles of the Federal Republic of Germany.

At present this policy is focused on the demand for nuclear weapons. 
In the F.R.G. the creation of a scientific-technological and industrial 
base that could at some time serve for the production of its own 
atomic and hydrogen bombs is being openly and secretly pushed. 
The combined efforts of the peace-loving countries and peoples have 
so far succeeded in delaying the creation of a joint NATO nuclear 
force that would give the F.R.G. access to nuclear weapons. How
ever, plans to this effect have not been abandoned.

The fundamental interests of all peoples demand the renunciation 
of plans for creating a NATO multilateral nuclear force. But if the 
NATO members, acting in disregard of the interests of peace, embark 
on the path of implementing the plans for creating a multilateral 
nuclear force or for giving West Germany access to nuclear weapons 
in any form whatsoever, in that case the Warsaw Treaty member- 
states, faced with the grave consequences that this would entail for 
the cause of peace and security in Europe, would be compelled to 
carry out the necessary defensive measures to ensiu*e their security.

The territorial demands of the West German revanchists must be 
decisively rejected. They are totally uiifounded and hopeless. The 
question of the frontiers in Europe has been solved finally and ir
revocably, and the peoples of Europe will know how to bar the path 
to revanchism.

One of the chief conditions for ensuring European security is the 
inviolability of the existing borders between the European states, 
including the borders of the sovereign German Democratic Republic, 
Poland and Czechoslovakia. The states represented at this confer
ence reaflBrm their resolve to crush any aggression against them on 
the part of the forces of imperialism and reaction.

The Warsaw Treaty member-states declare for their part that they 
have no territorial claims with respect to any state in Europe.

The policy of revanchism and militarism pursued by German 
imperialism has always suffered bankruptcy. Given the present 
correlation of forces in the world arena and in Europe, it not only 
will fail to bring any advantages or benefits to the F.R.G. but is
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fraught with ureparable consequences for the Federal Republic of 
Germany.

The interests of peace and security in Europe and in the whole 
world, like the interests of the German people, demtod that the 
ruling circles of the Federal Republic of Germany take into account 
the actually existing situation in Europe. And this means that they 
must proceed from the fact of the existence of two German states, 
renounce their claims for the redrawing of the map of Europe, their 
claims to the exclusive right to represent the whole of Germany and 
the attempts to exê rt pressure on states that recognize the German 
Democratic Republic, renounce the criminal Munich diktat and 
recognize that it has been invalid from the very beginning. They 
must prove in deeds that they are really taking the lessons of history 
to heart, are putting an end to militarism and revanchism and will 
pursue a policy of normalizing relations between states and developing 
cooperation and friendship among peoples.

The German Democratic Republic, which is an important factor 
in ensuring peace in Europe, has addressed constructive proposals 
to the F.R.'G. government and the Bundestag: to renounce nuclear 
arms on a reciprocal basis, to reduce the armies of both German 
states, to pledge not to use force against each other, to sit down at a 
table and confer on the solution of urgent national questions of interest 
to both the G.D.R. and the F.R.G. However, the F.R.G. govern
ment has displayed no interest in these proposals. The states that 
have signed the present Declaration support the above-mentioned 
initiative of the G.D.R.

Having comprehensively reviewed the present situation in Eiirope 
and weighed the basic factors determining its development, the states 
represented at the conference arrived at the conclusion that in Europe, 
where almost half of the states are socialist, there are chances for 
preventing an undesirable development of events. The problem of 
European security can be solved through the joint efforts of all the 
European states, of all social forces that are for peace, regardless of 
their ideological views and religious and other persuasions. The 
more quickly the influence of the forces that would like to continue 
kindling tension in relations between European states is paralyzed, 
the more successfully will this task be solved.

In the postwar years it has more than once been possible to thwart 
plans aimed at imdermining peace in Europe. Of decisive importance 
in this have been the unity and soUdarity of the European socialist 
states, of all the countries of socialism, their pursuit of a peace-loving 
foreign policy while maintaining vigilance with respect to potential 
violators of peace, their willingness to cooperate with all states that 
are ready to make their contribution to the strengthening of European
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security. The efforts of the working class of the West European 
countries, of its advanced detachments, of democratic progressive 
organizations and the movement of peace partisans, which mold the 
public opinion of the broad working masses, are directed with all vigor 
to the same end.

A major factor that is increasingly complicating the implementation 
of military ventures in Europe is the growing influence of forces in 
the West European states that are aware of the need to rise above 
differences in political views and convictions and to take steps toward a 
relaxation of international tension, toward the all-round development 
of mutually advantageous relations among all the states of Europe 
without discrimination, toward the complete independence of their 
countries and the preservation of their national identities.

The states that have signed the present Declaration note as a posi
tive phenomenon the presence in the Federal Republic of Germany 
of circles that oppose revanchism and militarism, demand the estab
lishment of normal relations with the countries of both West and 
East, including normal relations between the two German states, and 
strive for a relaxation of international tension and the ensuring of 
European security so that all Germans may enjoy the blessings of 
peace.

The influence of those who are for peace and security in Europe 
is becoming more marked each day, while the proponents of an ag
gressive course are beginning to lose their positions. More and 
more European countries and peoples are coming to understand 
the real source of the threat to each of them and to Europe as a 
whole and what is needed to protect the security of aU European 
states.

The participants in the conference proceed from the premise that 
each European state is called upon to play a worthy role in inter
national affairs and to become a full-fledged partner in building in 
Europe a system of relations between peoples and relations between 
states whereby the security of each would at the same time be the 
security of all. The European states are capable of solving questions 
of the relations among them without outside interference.

The socialist countries believe that one of the basic conditions for 
the realization of European security is the aflBirmation and develop
ment of normal relations between states based on observance of the 
principles of sovereignty and national independence, equality, non
interference in internal affairs and mutual advantage. The situation 
in Europe proves that, despite various obstacles, these principles are 
being more and more broadly recognized as a reasonable basis for 
cooperation between peoples and for improving the international 
situation.
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It is very important to strengthen political relations between states, 
regardless of their social systems, aimed at the defense of peace.

The European countries, bound by traditional trade relations, can 
only gain from the development of their economic cooperation on a 
reciprocal basis. A broadening of economic relations between Euro
pean states, and the elimination of the discrimination and obstacles 
existing in this area, is an especially important factor for rapproche
ment and for the estabhshment of an atmosphere of trust and mutual 
understanding among peoples. The development of economic rela
tions among European countries makes it possible to broaden their 
trade with partners in other parts of the world. These relations, 
together with the all-round development of scientific, technical and 
cultural cooperation which makes possible the better mutual acquaint
ance of peoples, may provide as they develop a material base for 
European security and for the strengthening of peace throughout the 
world.

Despite all the differences in social-political systems, ideologies and 
political views, the European states and peoples have a common 
cause, conforming to the vital national interests of all—it is the task 
of preventing a disturbance of peace in Eiu*ope, of curbing the forces 
of aggression.

III.

The states that have signed the present Declaration believe that 
the situation as it is now developing demands of all European states 
vigorous actions toward strengthening European peace.

The governments of the European states cannot rely on the soothing 
assurances of those who are hatching plans of aggression, cannot take 
on faith the declarations of those who want to revise the results of 
World War II while claiming that they need nuclear weapons for theiir 
own seciuity, cannot remain passive, thereby willingly or unwillingly 
encouraging the forces that are preparing for Europe the fate of being 
a springboard for a devastating nuclear conflict.

Conscious of their lofty responsibility before the peoples, the gov
ernments of the European states must undertake steps capable of 
ensuring a turn toward a relaxation of tension in Europe, the strength
ening of security and the development of peaceful mutually advan
tageous cooperation among the Eiu*opean states.

This is not the first time Eiu*ope has been confronted with this 
task. The first and second world wars were prepared by the aggres
sive forces in deep secrecy, under the cover of deceptive declarations 
about peaceful intentions. A gigantic apparatus of propaganda and 
misinformation was used each time to lull the vigilance of the peoples. 
The peoples  ̂ eyes did open, but not before millions of people were 
already dying, and flourishing cities and villages lay in ruins. This
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cannot be permitted to happen for a third time—in thê  age of nuclear 
energy and mighty rockets.

The countries participating in the conference resolutely favor the 
speediest implementation of constructive measures for strengthening 
security in Europe. They are convinced that in present-day condi
tions it is actually possible to undertake such steps. To this end they 
are ready to cooperate with other states.

The creation of stable guarantees for the cause of peace and security 
in Europe is an important task demanding the participation of all 
European states, the patient and constructive discussion of points of 
view with the aim of reaching decisions that would enjoy general 
approval.

The European socialist countries have repeatedly submitted well- 
grounded proposals constituting a concrete program of action.

The states that have signed the Declaration believe that measures 
for strengthening security in Europe can and must be carried out 
above all in the following chief directions:

First, The states participating in the conference appeal to all 
European states to develop good-neighbor relations on the basis 
of the principles of independence and national sovereignty, non
interference in internal affairs and mutual advantage—on the basis 
of the principles of the peaceful coexistence of states with different 
social systems. Proceeding from this premise, they favor the 
strengthening of economic and trade ties and the multiplication of 
contacts and forms of cooperation in the fields of science, technology, 
culture and art, as well as in other fields that provide new opportunities 
for the cooperation of European countries.

There is no field of peaceful cooperation where the European 
states could not find opportimities for undertaking further mutually 
advantageous steps.

The development of all-European cooperation demands from 
all European states the renunciation of any kind of discrimination 
and pressure, whether it be economic or political in nature, aimed 
against other countries, equal cooperation among them and the 
establishment of normal relations between them, including the 
establishment of normal relations with both German states.

The establishment and development of good-neighbor relations 
between European states that have different social systems could 
intensify their economic and cultural ties and thus increase the 
possibilities of the European states for making an effective contribution 
to the cause of the improvement of the atmosphere in Europe and 
the development of mutual confidence and respect.

Second. The socialist countries have always consistently stood 
against the division of the world into military blocs and alliances
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and for the elimination of the dangers for universal peace and security 
stemming from this.

In reply to the formation of the military aggressive NATO grouping 
and to the inclusion in it of West Germany, the Warsaw Treaty of 
Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual Aid—a defensive pact of 
sovereign and equal states that is an instrimient for the defense of 
the security of the treaty's member-states and of peace in Europe— 
was concluded.

But the members of the Warsaw Treaty have been and are of 
the opinion that the military blocs imposed by the imperialist forces 
and the presence of military bases on the territories of other states 
constitute an obstacle to cooperation among states. The security 
and progress of each European country can be genuinely guaranteed 
not by the existence of military groupings, which do not correspond 
to the present-day healthy tendencies of international life, but by the 
establishment in Europe of an effective security system based on 
relations of equality and mutual respect among all the states of the 
continent, on the joint eflforts of all the European nations.

The countries that have signed the present Declaration believe 
that the necessity for measures toward the easing first of all of military 
tension in Europe has become ripe. A radical way to achieve this 
would be the simultaneous dissolution of the existing military alliances, 
and the present situation makes this possible. The governments of 
our states have pointed out more than once that should the North 
Atlantic alliance halt its activities the Warsaw Treaty will become 
invalid, and that the two would be replaced by a system of European 
security. They now formally reaffirm their readiness for the simul
taneous liquidation of the above-mentioned alliances.

If, however, the members of the North Atlantic alliance are not 
yet ready for the simultaneous dissolution of the two groupings, the 
states that have signed the present Declaration consider it feasible 
even now to reach agreement on the liquidation of the military 
organizations of both the North Atlantic pact and the Warsaw Treaty. 
At the. same time they declare that as long as the North Atlantic 
bloc exists and the aggressive imperialist circles jeopardize peace 
throughout the world, the socialist countries represented at the 
conference, maintaining high vigilance, are fully resolved to strengthen 
their might and defense capability.

At the same time we consider it necessary that all the member- 
states of the North Atlantic pact and the Warsaw Treaty, as well 
as countries that do not participate in any military alliance, under
take bilateral and multilateral eflforts to advance the cause of European 
security.
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Third. At present it is also very important to adopt such partial 
measures toward a military detente on the European continent as: 

the liquidation of foreign military bases;
the withdrawal of all foreign troops from other countries’ terri

tories to within their national frontiers;
a reduction, in agreed-upon numbers and according to agreed-upon 

schedules, of the armed forces of the two German states;
measures aimed at eliminating the danger of a nuclear conflict: 

the creation of denuclearized zones, a pledge by all powers possessing 
nuclear weapons not to use these weapons against states belonging 
to these zones, etc.;

the cessation of flights by foreign aircraft carrying atomic and 
hydrogen bombs over the territories of European states and of the 
entry into these states’ ports of submarines and surface vessels with 
nuclear weapons on board.

Fourth, In view of the danger to the cause of peace in Europe 
of the F.K.G.’s nuclear claims, states must direct their efforts to 
precluding the possibility of the F.R.G.^s access to nuclear arms in 
any form whatever—directly or indirectly through groupings of states, 
of its exclusive command or its participation in any form in command 
over such arms. The way in which this question is solved will to a 
large extent decide the future of the European, and not only the 
European, peoples. And half-hearted solutions to this question are 
impermissible.

Fifth. The inviolability of frontiers is the foundation of a durable 
peace in Europe. The interests of a normalization of the situation 
in Europe demand that all states, both those in Europe and those 
outside the European continent, base their foreign-policy actions on 
the recognition of the actually existing frontiers between European 
states that were established after the most devastating war in the 
history of mankind, including the Polish frontier along the Oder- 
Neisse and the frontiers between the two German states.

Sixth. A German peace settlement accords with the interests of 
peace in Eiu*ope. The socialist states represented at the conference 
are willing to continue searches for the solution to this problem. 
This solution must take into account the interests of the security of 
all the countries concerned, the security of Europe as a whole.

A constructive approach to this question, as to other aspects of 
security in Europe, is possible only proceeding from reality, in the 
first place the existence of the two German states—the German 
Democratic Republic and the Federal Republic of Germany. At 
the same time such a settlement calls for recognition of the existing 
frontiers and for the remmciation by both German states of the 
possession of nuclear weapons.

25.6-693 0 —67 2S
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The equal participation of the two German states in efforts aimed 
at the development and strengthening of relations of all-European 
cooperation in various fields of activity—political, economic, scien
tific-technical, cultural—will enable their working class, peasantry 
and intelligentsia, their entire population, to make their contribution, 
to the measiure of their possibilities and creative abilities, to progress 
and peace jointly with the other European peoples.

As for the unification of the two German states, the road to this 
goal lies through a relaxation of tension, a gradual rapprochement of 
the two sovereign German states and agreement between them, 
through agreements on disarmament in Germany and Europe and 
on the basis of the principle that once the unification of Germany is 
achieved, the united German state will be genuinely peace-loving 
and democratic and will never again pose a threat to its neighbors 
or to peace in Europe.

Seventh, I t is of great positive importance to convene an all- 
European conference to discuss questions of ensuring security in 
Europe and establishing all-European cooperation. The accord 
reached at the conference could be expressed, for example, in the 
form of an all-European declaration on cooperation for the mainte
nance and strengthening of European security. This declaration 
could provide for pledges on the part of the signatory states to be 
guided in their relations with one another by the interests of peace, 
to settle disputed questions only by peaceful means, to hold consul
tations and exchange information on questions of mutual interest 
and to assist in the comprehensive development of economic, scien
tific-technical and cultural ties with one another. The declaration 
should be open for all interested states to join.

The convocation of a conference on questions of European security 
and cooperation could promote the creation of a system of collective 
security in Europe and would be a major landmark in contemporary 
European history. Our countries are ready to participate in such a 
conference at any time convenient for the other interested states, 
both North Atlantic and Treaty members and neutrals. The neutral 
European countries could also play a positive role in the convocation 
of such a conference.

Naturally, the agenda and other questions relating to the prepara
tion of such a meeting or conference should be established jointly by 
all the participating states, keeping in mind the proposals submitted 
by each one of them.

The countries represented at the present conference are also pre
pared to employ other possible methods for discussing problems of 
European security: negotiations through diplomatic channels, meetings 
of Foreign Ministers or special representatives on a bilateral or multi
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lateral basis, and contacts at the highest level. They believe that 
the considerations presented above cover the chief and most important 
aspects of ensuring European security. They are also prepared to 
discuss other proposals for the solution of this problem that have 
been or may be advanced by any state.

As for the participants in such a discussion, the Warsaw Treaty 
states make no exceptions. I t is for each state to decide whether 
or not to participate in the discussion and solution of European 
problems.

The peoples, of course, are not indifferent to the political course 
this or that state may choose—one corresponding to the interests of 
peace and security or one running counter to these interests.

The participants in this conference are convinced that the countries 
of other continents as well cannot be indifferent to the direction in 
which affairs in Europe develop. The flames of two world wars 
broke out on European soil, but they scorched almost the whole 
planet. Devastation and death was visited on many countries, 
including some on continents far from Europe. Therefore any 
government that is concerned for the destiny of the world cannot but 
welcome each step that leads to a detente and to an improvement of 
the situation in Europe, cannot but support such efforts.

In expressing this concern for the strengthening of European 
security and their willingness to participate in the implementation of 
appropriate steps directed toward this goal, our countries are con
vinced that it is the duty of all European states to contribute to the 
solution of problems of worldwide significance, the adjustment of 
which will unquestionably have a beneficial effect on the situation in 
Europe as well. These include the problems of ensuring noninter
ference in the internal affairs of states, the prohibition of the use of 
force or the threat of force in international relations, disarmament, 
the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons and other major measures 
aimed at eliminating the danger of a nuclear conflict, the final liquida
tion of colonialism in all its forms and manifestations, the dismantling 
of foreign military bases on other countries^ territory and the develop
ment of international economic cooperation on equal terms. For 
their part, the states represented at this conference will continue to 
do everything in their power to promote the earliest possible solution 
of these world problems. They attach great importance to the 
strengthening of the United Nations on the basis of strict observance 
of its Charter, ensuring the universality of the U.N. and bringing 
its activity in line with the changes that have taken place in the world, 
and will help in every way to raise the effectiveness of the organization 
with a view to the preservation of universal peace and security and 
to the development of friendly relations among peoples.
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The states that have signed the present Declaration express a 
readiness to seek jointly with other states for mutually acceptable 
ways to strengthen peace in Europe. They are fully resolved to 
defend in the international arena the line of peace, the international 
cooperation of states and the rallying of all freedom-loving and 
progressive forces, to fight against imperialist aggression and a policy 
of diktat and violence, to support the cause of freedom, national 
independence and social progress.

The participants in the conference appeal to all European govern
ments and nations, to all the forces of peace and progress on our 
continent, regardless of their ideological, political or religious per
suasion, to join forces in making Europe—one of the most important 
centers of world civilization—a continent of all-round and fruitful 
cooperation between equal nations, a mighty factor for the stability 
of peace and of mutual understanding throughout the world.— 
[Signed] For the People^s Republic oj Bulgaria: Todor ZHIVKOV, 
First Secretary of the Central Conmaittee of the Bulgarian Commu
nist Party and Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the People's 
Republic of Bulgaria; for the Hungarian People's Republic: Janos 
KADAR, First Secretary of the Central Committee of the Hun
garian Socialist Workers' Party; Gyula KALLAI, Chairman of the 
Hungarian Revolutionary Workers' and Peasants' Government;/or 
the German Democratic Republic: Walter ULBRICHT, First Secretary 
of the Central Committee of the Socialist Unity Party of Germany 
and Chairman of the German Democratic Republic State Council; 
Willi STOPH, Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the German 
Democratic Republic; jor the Polish People's Republic: Wladyslaw 
GOMULKA, First Secretary of the Central Committee of the Polish 
United Workers' Party; Jozef CYRANKIEWICZ, Chairman of the 
Council of Ministers of the Polish People's Republic;/or the Socialist 
Republic 0/  Romania: Nicolae CEAUSESCU, General Secretary of 
the Central Committee of the Rumanian Communist Party; Ion 
Gheorghe MAURER, Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the 
Socialist Republic of Rumania;/or the Union oj Soviet Socialist Re
publics: L. I. BREZHNEV, General Secretary of the Central Com
mittee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union; A. N. KOSYGIN, 
Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics; /or the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic: Antonin NO
VOTNY, First Secretary of the Central Conmaittee of the Commu
nist Party of Czechoslovakia and President of the Czechoslovak 
Socialist Republic; Jozef LENART, Chairman of the Government 
of the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic.

Bucharest, July 5, 1966.
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Statement by the U.A.R. Representative (Khallaf) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: General 
and Complete Disarmament, July 7, 1966 ^

During our opening meeting on 27 January my delegation stressed 
the reasons why it shared the idea that we must not lose sight of our 
major responsibility of working for general and complete disarma
ment.^ My delegation is aware that the extreme diflSculty of this 
problem and the serious concern to which the present international 
situation gives rise are not likely to facilitate our task in this field. 
Nevertheless it is undeniable that, precisely because of this difficulty 
and this concern, we must redouble our efforts to emerge from the 
stagnation which could well affect the cause of disarmament* despite 
the fresh stimulus i t  received last September at the General Assembly. 
This stagnation is becoming increasingly imacceptable for two main 
reasons.

First, the nuclear arsenal of delivery vehicles and nuclear and 
thermo-nuclear warheads has gone beyond all conceivable limits, both 
in their destructive force, the lightning speed with which destruction 
can be inflicted, and in their range of action, from which no part of 
the world can now escape.

Secondly, profound transformations are taking place on the inter
national scene at the present time. We must bear these transforma
tions in mind and take advantage of them in order to render the rigid 
positions adopted by both sides more flexible and thus induce in them 
the necessary suppleness and a better adaptation to present-day 
realities.

There is no question of our solving at this session the problem of 
general and complete disarmament; but it is our duty to make the 
best possible use of the time still left to us before the General Assem
bly meets, in order to endeavour to advance our work in this field 
in a substantial way, in accordance with the instructions of the 
Assembly. That is our well-defined duty, but how are we to dis
charge it? To do so, perhaps we should first ask ourselves the 
question, where do we stand in our negotiations on general and com
plete disarmament?

At present, these negotiations are mainly concentrated, and rightly 
so, on a key problem, that of the elimination of nuclear weapon de
livery vehicles. A discussion on this subject in our Committee became 
possible when the Soviet Union accepted the principle of maintainiag 
a fixed number of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles until the end of

1 ENDC/PV.271, pp. 4-12.
2 ENDC/PV.235, pp. 34-40.
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the disarmament process/ thus coming into line with the United 
States proposal in this regard,^ in order to take into account the pre
occupations of the Western delegations. At one time we thought 
that this discussion and exchange of views would be fruitful; but alas! 
they were not.

I t was then that the Soviet delegation proposed that the Conmiittee 
should adopt a specific procedural measure. We are referring to the 
proposal made by Mr. Zorin in 1964 that a working group should be 
set up to deal with this problem.^ Commendable efforts were made 
in our Committee to reach agreement on the terms of reference of 
that working group. Unfortunately those eflForts were unsuccessful. 
The divergencies between the positions of the United States and the 
Soviet Union on some essential items of the terms of reference were 
so profoimd that the discussion soon reached a dead end.

One of the reasons for the impasse was that the idea of retaining a 
fixed number of nuclear weapons delivery vehicles until the end of the 
disarmament process was found to be too much entangled in the details 
of each of the two draft treaties—those of the United States and the 
Soviet Union—on general and complete disarmament and strongly 
influenced by the different philosophies, methods and timings of the 
two drafts, so much so that it suflSces to touch upon any aspect of 
the question of the nuclear weapon delivery vehicles to be retained 
under each of the two draft treaties to set quivering immediately all 
the notes of discordance between the two drafts.

That is why the Swedish delegation, in a first commendable attempt 
to overcome the obstacles which thus needlessly blocked the discussion 
of this idea of nuclear deterrence, proposed that we should concentrate 
our attention on the status of the quantity of nuclear delivery vehicles 
that would be retained during stage III.^ One of the merits of such 
a method is to avoid, at least in the first round, the snag of the diflBcult 
problem of choosing the method by which the residual number of 
nuclear delivery vehicles would be decided.

The Soviet delegation replied positively to that proposal when 
Mr. Tsarapkin declared at our meeting on 15 March that his delegation 
would have no objection to taking up the study of stage III, on which 
a certain similarity in the positions of the sides had become apparent. 
He added: ‘̂As was suggested, for example, by the delegation of 
Sweden on 28 July 1964. '̂ ® The representative of Canada, Mr.

 ̂ See Documents on Disarmament^ 1965j pp. 77-102.
2 Ihid., pp. 111-140.
* Ihid.y 1964, p. 211.
* Ibid., pp. 298 flf.
5 Ante, p. 158.
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Burns, also confirmed the importance of this attitude when he said :

We think that the idea of examining the last stage proposed for general and 
complete disarmament—an idea originally advanced by the Swedish delegation— 
should be seriously considered. It has many possibilities.^

My delegation has no objection to studying the status of the 
quantity of nuclear delivery vehicles to be retained in stage III, 
if the Committee so desires. However, it feels that if we embark 
on a study of the nuclear shield, imibrella or instrument of nuclear 
deterrence in relation to stage III, there will still be the fear that 
neither the United States nor the Soviet draft will fail to make the 
most of its links with the nuclear shield, umbrella or instrument of 
nuclear deterrence in order to give this the impress of its own concept, 
that of the United States or that of the Soviet Union. That would 
bring up the whole question of disarmament again and would not 
facilitate our task of conciliation between the two different viewpoints.

To avoid that, we think it would perhaps be advisable first of all 
to isolate the idea itself of nuclear deterrence from the particularism 
of the two drafts and try to study it per se within the context of 
disarmament. Once the idea of deterrence has been separated and 
its essential characteristics identified, we shall thus be able to obtain 
a certain concept of nuclear deterrence which could clarify and 
determine the concrete form of the instrument itself—the nuclear 
“hardware^^—made available under this concept. I t will then be 
easy, in order to give shape to the instrument of deterrence, to take 
advantage of the useful elements contained either in the United 
States draft or the Soviet draft.

Obviously the complex and delicate task of elucidating the concept 
of nuclear deterrence cannot be carried out by one delegation alone. 
We shall therefore limit ourselves to shedding some light on certain 
essential aspects of that concept, with the help of the useful contribu
tions made by the other delegations here present.

To begin with, we can consider that the first aspect of this concept 
which we have to elucidate relates to its importance, which is evident 
from the interest shown by the Eighteen-Nation Committee in the 
idea of retaining a certain number of nuclear delivery vehicles during 
the disarmament process. A considerable part of the discussions in 
recent years has been devoted to this question.

These discussions show that the idea of nuclear deterrence has 
become the subject of a measure of agreement between the United 
States and the Soviet Union since the Soviet Government amended 
its draft treaty on general and complete disarmament so as to make

1 ENDC/PV.249, p. 11.
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possible the retention of a given quantity of nuclear weapon delivery 
vehicles until the end of the disarmament process.

It is this first aspect of this concept that we must stress very clearly 
from the outset of our work, because the attention we must give it in 
our negotiations on general and complete disarmament is justified by 
the importance which the two nuclear super-Powers attach to it.

But what is the function generally attributed to the retention of 
these terrible weapons during the disarmament process? The reason 
given so far by each of the two super-Powers is their concern to be 
reasonably assured that they would not be the object of a nuclear 
attack by an aggressor acting in bad faith during the disarmament 
process. However, while this reason may suffice for the nuclear 
Powers who possess these weapons, it cannot suffice for the rest of 
the world. Indeed, what of the overwhelming majority of people who 
do not possess these weapons, who consider them illegal, and are 
terrified by the nature and magnitude of their destructive power? 
Those people, in their turn, have only one legitimate concern: to be 
rid of such weapons completely and inmiediately under effective 
international control.

This attitude of the non-nuclear countries would be difficult to 
reconcile with acceptance of the idea of retaining these nuclear weapons 
for any reason whatsoever. This leads me, as the representative of a 
non-aligned and non-nuclear coimtry, to explain the position of my 
delegation towards our participation in the discussion of this idea of 
nuclear deterrence during the disarmament process.

If we associate ourselves with other delegations to define more 
clearly this idea, which is based on the retention of nuclear weapons, 
that does not in any way imply that we approve of the principle. 
In other words, if we agree to consider this idea within the context 
of a programme of general and complete disarmament, it is for a 
very definite reason: namely, that the idea of nuclear deterrence has 
become, in spite of us, the only condition that in the present circum
stances enables the two super-Powers and our Committee usefully to 
carry on discussions on general and complete disarmament. Con
sequently, in our opinion, it has to be recognized that nuclear deter
rence should only be conceived or accepted in order to facilitate the 
discussion and accomplishment of general and complete disarmament. 
The concept of nuclear deterrence thus appears as an instrument 
resulting from circumstances and would answer to a well-defined 
practical need: to bring us nearer to general and complete disarmament, 
to set us going in some way along the path to general and complete 
disarmament.

If we accept that definition of the function of deterrence, it follows 
that, when the idea is given concrete form, any element outside the



KHALLAF STATEMENT, JULY 7 425

limits of that function must be eliminated. Thus nuclear weapons 
retained during the disarmament process must not serve in any way 
to influence international relations for the benefit of any particular 
nuclear Power, and for all the more reason must not be used to commit 
aggression.

The concept of nuclear deterrence, while taking into accoimt the 
concern of each nuclear Power to be reasonably sheltered from 

nuclear attack, would thus facilitate general and complete disarma
ment, which is the primary objective of the international community. 
But the interests of this community—and of the non-nuclear countries 
in particular—also require just as urgently that everything should be 
done to reduce the danger and prevent the outbreak of a nuclear war 
during the disarmament process. In other words, nuclear deterrence 
as conceived for the purpose of assuaging the fears of the nuclear 
Powers must take into accoimt this legitimate dual concern of the 
international commimity and the non-nuclear countries.

To meet these interests, two main conditions must be fulfilled:

(1) The spread of nuclear weapons must be stopped at once through 
an acceptable non-proliferation treaty—which is what we hope to 
achieve here;

(2) Furthermore, deterrence must be organized in practice in such 
a way that it would in fact result in the neutralization of the opposing 
nuclear forces. This should be one of the important directives to be 
given to the working group entrusted with this question.

I t is true that the deterrence resulting from the present nuclear 
balance has functioned somehow or other between the United States 
and the Soviet Union, and no nuclear attack has taken place since 
Hiroshima and Nagasaki. But the question which all the peoples of 
the world are asking is, how long can we continue to rely on the hazard 
of such a delicate and dangerous balance? There is no doubt that we 
are faced with an intolerable situation which is getting more and more 
complicated every day and from which we must find a way out.

My delegation considers that an agreement on the function of deter
rence which we have just proposed would facilitate examination of the 
type of nuclear shield or umbrella which would be acceptable during 
the disarmament process.

By way of illustration, my delegation proposes to examine the way 
in which this concept would aflFect each of the intrinsic elements of the 
instrument of deterrence, namely—

(1) the level or number of nuclear delivery vehicles to be retained;
(2) their categories and types;
(3) their deployment.
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In regard to the first of these elements: if we start from om* concept 
of a nuclear deterrence meant to facilitate disarmament, we may ask 
what would be the level of the instrument intended to play this part. 
Should it be high, medium or low? I t is not for us to fix even an 
approximate figure. I t is for the working group to do that. But 
such a group could have before it certain general guidelines. I t 
must, first of all, eliminate immediately from its calculations any 
nuclear weapons which would exceed that function, since the nuclear 
weapons to be retained provisionally would be intended exclusively 
for preventing a nuclear attack.

I t  follows that the risk of nuclear escalation during the disarmament 
process—a risk created by the use of nuclear weapons to repel an 
attack carried out with conventional weapons—^must be eliminated. 
In fact, it would not be realistic to ensure the security of nuclear 
Powers against a direct nuclear attack and at the same time neglect 
the danger of a nuclear attack indirectly through escalation. That 
observation renders acutely topical the chronic problem of conven
tional security in Europe, where in consequence of the cold war 
tactical nuclear weapons exist side by side with conventional weapons, 
thus making nuclear escalation possible. We earnestly hope, with 
the peoples of Europe, that these tactical nuclear weapons will never 
be used, either now or during disarmament. But the risk is ever 
present in a Europe which has been the scene of two world wars in 
twenty-five years and which has today become an armed camp.

What, then, must we do without delay if we want to continue our 
discussions fruitfully on this point and give them a realistic look? 
In our opinion it would perhaps be advisable if, parallel with our 
discussions on the instrument of nuclear deterrence, exchanges of 
views or negotiations were to begin immediately between the parties 
concerned in Europe, either in another working group or in another 
forum of their choice, in order to find alternative solutions capable 
of ensuring in Europe adequate security against any attack with 
conventional weapons.

In this regard there is no lack of formulas. Some have been 
submitted diu*ing the Conference in the form of collateral measures: 
observation posts, exchange of military observers, reduction or with
drawal of troops, a non-aggression pact, and so on; and other solutions 
can be found along this path.

Surely to banish the spectre of nuclear escalation and at the same 
time to work in earnest to achieve security against the use of con
ventional weapons would help to abolish the sequelae of the cold war 
and the peace settlement of the Second World War. That is the more 
true since all those concerned are loud in proclaiming that their objec
tive is the negotiation of a peaceful settlement of all these questions.
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That being sq, the working group should also be guided by the general 
feehng that it is in the overriding interests of all of us to keep this 
instrument of deterrence at a low level.

Some delegations of non-aligned countries have already spoken in 
the Committee of a minimal nuclear deterrence. For its part, the 
Soviet Union has spoken of a limited number of certain nuclear 
delivery vehicles to be retained. In its turn, the United States has 
indicated its intention actually to reduce its existing nuclear arsenal 
and, consequentially, to reduce the level of the possible instrument 
of deterrence, and this when it has envisaged the possibility of big 
reductions in the number of strategic nuclear weapon delivery vehicles 
in the context of its proposals concerning a freeze of strategic nuclear 
delivery vehicles and its general proposals concerning the cessation 
of the production of fissile material for military purposes and the 
destruction of nuclear weapons.^ At oiu* meeting on 14 June Mr. 
Foster urgently requested delegations to examine these proposals 
seriously and to suggest methods of approach.^

In reply to his appeal we would suggest that the United States 
proposals can be of great interest when there is a serious discussion 
on the level of the instrument of nuclear deterrence. Indeed, if the 
points of view on the instrument of nuclear deterrence coincide, not 
only can the obstacles which now stand in the way of these proposals 
no longer have any piu-pose, but it is by studying proposals of this 
kind that a level acceptable to both sides could be fixed for the in
strument of deterrence.

Furthermore, my delegation considers that this approach to the 
study of the number of nuclear weapon vehicles to be retained could 
help us to overcome the obstacle of the divergence between the 
United States position, which insists on a gradual reduction of nuclear 
vehicles, and the Soviet position, which, on the contrary, insists on a 
massive reduction of these vehicles in the first stage of disarmament. 
In fact, we believe that the problem would lose much of its acuteness 
if the Conmiittee were to undertake a study of the instrument of 
nuclear deterrence on the lines we have just described.

As for the categories and types of the instrument of nuclear deter
rence, we think that the two super-Powers ought to discuss this ele
ment of nuclear deterrence in the working group. But there is a 
general problem which the Committee could study here and now. 
If the instrument of deterrence is intended to neutralize the opposing 
nuclear forces, a certain degree of stabilization is necessary throughout 
the disarmament process. Without this stabilization the process of

* See Documents on Disarmament  ̂ 1 9 6 4 y  p. 8, and ante, p. 7.
2 Ante, p. 336.
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general and complete disarmament, as it proceeds, will be at the 
mercy of any technical development of nuclear weapons.

This raises the problem of the continuous allocation of resources 
and energy by the nuclear Powers to the creation or improvement of 
nuclear weapons. This fact is the more regrettable because nuclear 
security thus becomes more and more illusory, not to mention the 
considerable expense of such developments. I t is to be hoped that 
the Soviet Union and the United States will lose no time in adopting 
a policy of mutual example in order to put an end to this dangerous 
and useless race in improving nuclear weapons and their delivery 
vehicles. Hence the capital importance of the cessation of under
ground tests as a brake on the development of nuclear weapons.

I now come to the third element of the instrument of deterrence: 
deployment of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles during the disarma
ment process. Deterrence, as we conceive it, would have the effect 
of limiting the deployment of these dangerous weapons. Here can 
be seen quite clearly the great value of two collateral measures: 
the conclusion of an acceptable treaty on non-proliferation, and the 
establishment of denuclearized zones in various parts of the world. 
The adoption of these two measures, if adequately conceived and 
applied, would make the practical problem of the deployment of 
nuclear delivery vehicles during the disarmament process much easier 
to solve and would help to safeguard the nuclear security of the non
nuclear States.

The delegation of the United Arab Republic considers a non
proliferation treaty and the establishment of denuclearized zones 
greatly preferable to any guarantees of protection given by alliances 
or nuclear Powers.

To sum up, we believe that realistic negotiations on general and 
complete disarmament can be usefully carried on in our Committee 
on the basis of the following practical proposals:

First, the adoption by the Committee of a minimum common 
concept of nuclear deterrence during the disarmament process, on 
the broad lines we have just submitted to the Conference.

Second, the appointment of a working group which, on the basis 
of this common concept, would study the establishment of the most 
appropriate instrument of nuclear deterrence.

Third, immediate study by the parties concerned of the chronic 
problem of conventional security in Europe, in order to eliminate 
the risk of nuclear escalation.

The delegation of the United Arab Repubhc believes that the 
adoption of such a programme of work by the Conference would have 
the effect of getting our negotiations under way, and would thus take 
account of the realities of today, when everyone is very anxious to



ROSHCHIN STATEMENT, JULY 7 429

prevent the outbreak of a nuclear war. All this would at the same time 
help to create the necessary climate for getting rid of the sequelae 
of the cold war, for strengthening the cause of peaceful co-existence, 
and for bringing about inevitably a universal dialogue on nuclear 
disarmament.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, July 7, 
1966"

We have listened with great interest to the very detailed statement 
of the representative of the United Arab Republic.^ We shall study 
it with all the attention that such a detailed and interesting statement 
deserves. In speaking on the subject of general and complete disarma
ment we shall endeavour to give replies to a number of questions 
which were touched upon in the statement of the representative of the 
United Arab Republic.

Now I should like to take up the subject which oiu* delegation has 
decided to deal with in its statement today. At previous meetings 
we dwelt on the question of what specific steps should be taken at 
the present time in order to achieve agreement on such an important/ 
issue of nuclear disarmament as the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. The question of non-proliferation, which is justifiably 
regarded in this Committee as its primary task, does not of course 
exhaust the whole field of nuclear disarmament and the warding-off 
of the menace of a nuclear war. We believe—and this opinion is 
shared by many other delegations—that efforts to ward off the 
danger of a nuclear war should be made in a number of directions, 
seeking, besides non-proliferation, the adoption of other effective 
measures to free mankind from the threat of a nuclear war.

In its statement today the Soviet delegation intends to dwell on 
two questions: that of the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons, 
and that of the prohibition of underground nuclear tests.

The question of the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons is 
being examined by the Eighteen-Nation Committee in accordance 
with the recommendation of the General Assembly. As we know, 
the twentieth session of the General Assembly was to have discussed 
this important and urgent problem—I am referring to item 29 of the

’ ENDC/PV.271, pp. 13-25.
2 Supra.
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General Assembly's agenda: '^Question of convening a conference for 
the purpose of signing a convention on the prohibition of the use of 
nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons: reports of the Conference of the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament”.

At the meeting of the First Conamittee held on 29 November 1965 
the representative of Ethiopia made the following statement on this 
subject:
We realize that item 29 on the agenda of the General Assembly is very important. 
The Ethiopian delegation and Government attach great importance to this sub
ject. We believe that it would not be fair to limit the discussion of this very 
important item to one or two days. Therefore, unless there is some objection, 
we would prefer to send the item back to the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament 
Committee and to debate it next year when there will be ample time available.^

Precisely such a decision was taken by the First Committee and 
endorsed at a plenary session of the General Assembly. A letter 
from the Chairman of the First Committee to the President of the 
United Nations General Assembly stated:

At its 1390th meeting, held on 30 November 1965, the First Committee decided 
to refer the item [that is, item 29, of the General Assembly’s agenda] to the 
Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee for further study and to defer con
sideration of this item in the General Assembly until its twenty-first session.2

Thus the question of prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons was 
referred by the General Assembly to this Committee for further study 
for the purpose of finding the proper solution to this most important 
problem. I t is noteworthy that at the twentieth session of the As
sembly no one— n̂ot even the representatives of the United States 
and the United Kingdom—objected to the above-mentioned decision 
of the General Assembly. Therefore there can be no question of the 
need to carry out the Assembly's recommendation and to examine 
carefully, here in the Committee, the question of the prohibition of the 
use of nuclear weapons. This we must do; we must give to this 
problem the attention it deserves.

The question of the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons has 
long been ripe for solution. The idea of prohibiting the use of nuclear 
weapons has met with wide support on the part of most of the States 
Members of the United Nations. Now that the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee is looking forward to the twenty-first session of the United 
Nations General Assembly, the achievement of agreement on such a 
comparatively uncomplicated but exceptionally important question 
as the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons would be a consid
erable success in the work of our Committee.

1 A/C.1/PV.1388, p. 12.
^Documents on Disarmamentj 1966  ̂ pp. 586-587.
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On the question of the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons the 
Soviet Union adopts a clear-cut and definite position. We consider 
that, on the way towards the complete prohibition and destruction of 
nuclear weapons—an aim which the Soviet Union seeks consistently— 
an international convention on the prohibition of the use of nuclear 
weapons should be concluded without delay. The Soviet Govern
ment also expresses its readiness to reach an agreement that the 
nuclear Powers should assume the obligation not to be the first to use 
such weapons. In his message of 1 February to this Committee the 
Chairman of the Coimcil of Ministers of the Soviet Union, Mr. 
Kosygin, stated:
The Soviet Union is prepared to assume immediately an obligation not to be the 
first to use nuclear weapons, provided that the other nuclear Powers do likewise. ̂

There is a sound basis for the solution of this problem. Five 
years will soon have elapsed since, on the initiative of Ethiopia and 
other African and Asian States and with the support of the socialist 
coimtries, the sixteenth session of the General Assembly adopted in 
1961 the well-known Declaration on the prohibition of the use of 
nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons. In the course of the dis
armament negotiations this important document has often been 
referred to. The further the nuclear arms race develops and the 
more acute the threat of an outbreak of nuclear war becomes, the 
more urgently and insistently resoimd the words of the Declaration 
that—

(a) The use of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons is contrary to the spirit, 
letter and aims of the United Nations, and, as such, a direct violation of the 
Charter of the United Nations;

. . . (d) Any State using nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons is to be con
sidered as violating the Charter of the United Nations, as acting contrary to the 
laws of humanity and as committing a crime against mankind and civilization.^

Thus the United Nations and all the peoples of the world have 
outlawed nuclear weapons as a threat to all mankind, not only to the 
present generation but to future generations as weU. That recom
mendation of the United Nations expresses the determination of the 
peoples of the world to prohibit the use of nuclear weapons, and aU 
States are called upon to act strictly in accordance with that 
recommendation.

The conclusion of an international convention prohibiting the use 
of nuclear weapons, or, in the first instance, the adoption by the nuclear 
Powers of a solemn obligation not to be the first to use them, would 
represent a major contribution to the cause of nuclear disarmament.

 ̂Ante, p. 11.
2 Documents on Disarmamenty 1961, pp. 648-650.
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This measure would considerably reduce the threat of the actual use 
of nuclear weapons.

The prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons would also contribute 
to the solution of the problem of the non-proliferation of such weapons. 
The absence of a ban on the use of nuclear weapons serves as a magnet 
for those seeking to acquire such weapons. If we succeeded in 
reaching agreement on the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons, 
that would act as a curb on the strivings of certain States to obtain 
access in one form or another to these weapons and would thus remove 
some of the obstacles in the way of an agreement on the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons.

What is required in order to solve the problem of the prohibition 
of the use of nuclear weapons? There must be a sincere desire on 
the part of the nuclear Powers and of all States to accomplish this 
measure. At previous sessions of the Committee energetic voices 
were heard speaking in favour of concluding an international conven
tion on the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons; and now, at 
the current session of the Committee, we once again hear delegations 
calling for the use of nuclear weapons to be outlawed. At our meeting 
of 5 July the earliest possible achievement of agreement on this 
question was urged by the representatives of the People’s Republic of 
Bulgaria  ̂ and the Socialist Republic of Romania.^ And, before that, 
at the meeting of the Committee held on 30 June, the representative 
of Mexico expressed alarm about the increasing threat of a nuclear 
war and referred to resolution 1653 (XVI) of the sixteenth session of 
the United Nations General Assembly on the prohibition of the use 
of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons, pointing out that the use of 
such weapons was ^contrary to the rules of international law and to 
the laws of humanity’

On what does the solution of this question in the Committee hinge? 
Until now, as we know, the United States and the United Kingdom, 
two Western nuclear Powers represented on the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee, have refused to come to an agreement on the prohibition 
of the use of nuclear weapons. At the sixteenth session of the General 
Assembly they voted against the adoption of the Declaration on the 
prohibition of the use of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons.

The United States delegation has adduced arguments which were 
formulated as long as four years ago in a letter from Secretary of 
State Dean Rusk to U Thant, Secretary-General of the United 
Nations, dated 30 June 1962.̂  I t  asserts, as does the United Kingdom

1 ENDC/PV.270, p. 5.
2 Ihid.y p. 22.
3 For the Mexican statement, see ENDC/PV.269, p. 24. The resolution 

appears in Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 648-650.
 ̂Ibid,, 1962, vol. I, pp. 629-631.
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delegation, that the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons would 
be an ‘̂ illusorŷ  ̂ and ^^unrealistic” measure which allegedly would 
have no practical significance. In support of this argument they say 
that a ban on the use of nuclear weapons will not be respected, that 
its observance cannot be guaranteed.

We can in no way agree with such an argument. The best guarantee 
of the observance of agreements is the interest which the parties to 
them have in their being observed. Are not the peoples interested 
in avoiding a nuclear catastrophe? Will not this interest be a reliable 
means of ensuring the effectiveness of an agreement on the prohibition 
of the use of nuclear weapons? In the past there has already been a 
ban on the use of weapons of mass destruction, and the results have 
been positive. I t is well known that the agreement to ban weapons 
of chemical and bacteriological warfare has been and is. being re
spected by those coimtries that have signed it. The existence of that 
agreement to some extent contributed to the fact that, even in the 
years of ferocious hostilities of the Second World War, the belligerents 
did not use poisonous substances or means of artificially causing 
epidenodc diseases, even though they had the appropriate types of 
weapons at their disposal at the time.

But if it proved possible to prevent the use of poison gas,and 
bacteriological warfare, why cannot the same be done in regard to an 
even more terrible means of waging war, namely modern nuclear 
weapons, which if used would condemn to death hundreds of millions 
of people indiscriminately, with no distinction between front line and 
rear, military personnel and civilian population? This must certainly 
be done.

As for the scrguments of the United States delegation regarding the 
^ îUusory” nature of decisions prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons 
of mass destruction, of course we all know that the United States 
has not ratified the Geneva Protocol of 1925 prohibiting the use of 
chemical and bacteriological weapons.^ And it is precisely the 
United States, as has been reported more than once, that has used 
chemical weapons in its war of aggression against the people of 
Viet-Nam. Apparently the United States wants to keep its hands 
free also where nuclear weapons are concerned.

International commitments are assimied by States in order to 
carry them out. But if one deliberately approaches any particular 
agreement with the assertion that it wiU be ^^impracticable” or 
' ‘illusory”, then, of course, it would be altogether impossible to con
clude any international treaty or agreement at all. At our meeting

 ̂ Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Subcommittee on Disarmament, Dis
armament and Security: A Collection of Documentsj 1919-66 (Com. print, 84th 
Cong., 2d sess.), pp. 169-170.
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of 5 July the representative of Romania, Mr. Dumitrescu, put a 
legitimate question to those who claim that the prohibition of the 
use of nuclear weapons wiU not in itself represent a guarantee that 
these weapons will not be used. He asked: ^̂ If the use of nuclear 
weapons is not prohibited, will that give us an assurance that they 
will not be used . . . ?” ^

The Western delegations have also asserted that the conclusion of a 
convention prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons would not in 
itself create an atmosphere of confidence. That argument is also 
contained in the aforementioned letter of Secretary of State Rusk. 
But it is legitimate to ask the question: in circumstances where there 
is no prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons, is there more con
fidence or tranquillity? Is it not clear that the prohibition of the use 
of nuclear weapons, or the assumption by the nuclear Powers of an 
obligation not to be the first to use these weapons, would precisely 
contribute to the establishment of international confidence? After 
all, such a step would confirm that the parties to such an agreement 
have not aggressive intentions towards one another and do not 
intend to start a nuclear war.

In the aforementioned letter of Mr. Rusk the argument was also 
used that the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons would not 
eliminate the threat of a nuclear war, and that this could be achieved 
only through the accomplishment of general and complete disarma
ment. Yes, the accomplishment of general and complete disarma
ment is undoubtedly the best and most reliable way to eliminate the 
threat of a nuclear war. But what weight has this argument of the 
United States now, when throughout the years of negotiation in the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee—and not only in the Committee—the 
United States has shown even more clearly that it is not seeking 
general and complete disarmament at all? References to the problem 
of general and complete disarmament were then needed by the 
United States representatives in order to try to evade the examination 
and solution of the problem of prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons.

At present, when we are discussing, for instance, the question of 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons or any other measures for re
ducing international tension, it does not occur to anyone in the 
Committee—including, I assume, the United States delegation—to 
refuse to discuss these measures on the grounds that such measures 
do not eliminate completely the threat of a nuclear war. Pending 
general and complete disarmament, as is generally recognized, one 
must still try to take steps which would help to improve the inter
national situation. In this respect prohibition of the use-of nuclear

1 ENDC/PV.270, p. 23.



ROSHCHIN STATEMENT, JULY 7 435

weapons could be precisely the measure that would help towards 
solving the problem of nuclear disarmament.

If the United States does not intend to make use of nuclear weapons 
for aggressive purposes, what then prevents it from adopting the 
Soviet proposal that the nuclear Powers assume an obligation not to be 
the first to use nuclear weapons? If the United States and the United 
Kingdom do not regard nuclear weapons as a means intended for 
blackmailing and intimidating other peoples, then there is no need 
for them to search for specious pretexts in order to evade a solution 
of the problem of prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons.

The United Nations General Assembly, which requested the Com
mittee to consider the question of prohibiting the use of nuclear 
weapons,^ expects us to take definite steps towards solving this ques
tion. The Soviet delegation suggests that here in the Committee we 
prepare, in time for the twenty-first session of the United Nations 
General Assembly, specific recommendations on the question of con
vening an international conference for the conclusion of a convention 
prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons. We also suggest that the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee address an appeal to the nuclear Powers 
to assume, as a first step on the road to the conclusion of such a conven
tion, a solemn obUgation not to be the first to use nuclear weapons. 
The Soviet delegation hopes that the members of the Committee will 
examine this important question in all seriousness and make every 
effort to contribute to its solution.

A very important problem recommended by the General Assembly 
for consideration in the Committee  ̂ is the cessation of imderground 
nuclear weapon tests. We have already set forth in a general way 
the position of the Soviet Union on this problem in our statement of 
14 June.^ Bearing in mind the importance of this problem, we 
should like in our statement today to explain further the point of 
view of the Soviet Union in regard to it.

First of all, it must be emphasized that the prohibition of under
ground nuclear weapon tests would be a considerable obstacle in the 
path of the further improvement of nuclear weapons. The imple
mentation of this measure would undoubtedly prevent the appearance 
in the armouries of the nuclear Powers of new and stiU more devas
tating types of weapons of mass destruction. The prohibition of 
underground nuclear tests would in fact eliminate the opportunities 
for carrying out experiments with nuclear weapons and would con
tribute to the solution of the problem of the non-proliferation of these

1 Documents on Disarmamentj 1966  ̂ pp. 622-623.
2 Ihid., pp. 623-624.
3 Anie  ̂ pp. 342-343.
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weapons. In their statements the representatives of many countries 
members of this Committee have rightly devoted great attention to 
the question of prohibiting underground tests, and have called for a 
speedy solution of this important problem.

For many years now we have been seeking to bring about the 
prohibition of tests of such weapons. As a result we succeeded in 
reaching agreement on a partial prohibition covering nuclear tests in 
the atmosphere, in outer space and under water. ̂  There is also a 
possibility of achieving the complete prohibition of all nuclear tests. 
Indeed, all the participants in the present negotiations recognize the 
necessity of such a prohibition. There is a resolution of the United 
Nations General Assembly calling for the earliest possible prohibition 
of such tests. There are noteworthy proposals by the non-aligned 
countries.^

Nevertheless, there is stiU no solution of this problem. Nearly 
three years have elapsed since the conclusion of the Moscow Treaty 
on the partial prohibition of nuclear tests in three environments, 
which provides for the use of national means of detection and identi
fication alone for the purpose of control. And yet at one time there 
were persistent demands concerning the need for the establishment 
of international control, by means of which alone, in the opinion of 
certain Western Powers, it would be possible to guarantee the effective 
cessation of tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water.

The Soviet Union has stated time and again that for the prohibition 
of underground nuclear tests, national means of detecting and identi
fying underground seismic events are sufficient. I should like to 
stress once again that precisely national means of detection, and not 
international on-site inspections, are the effective key that wiU enable 
us to achieve our aim of prohibiting completely all nuclear weapon 
tests. Hence the Soviet Union is prepared to reach an agreement on 
the cessation of all underground nuclear weapon tests on the basis 
of the use of national means of detection for verifying the fulfillment 
of the commitments in respect of the cessation of underground nuclear 
explosions.

Unfortunately the United States and its partners in Western 
alliances have taken a different stand on the question of putting an 
end to underground tests. They have continued up to now to demand 
as a necessity the establishment of international control over the 
observance of an agreement in this regard. In making this demand 
the United States is creating an artificial obstacle in the way of the 
achievement of the agreement which we seek.

* Documents on Disarmamentj 1963j pp. 291-293.
2 Ihid,, 1966, pp. 425-426.
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Why is the United States so stubbornly insisting on international 
inspection? I t is doing this in order to prevent the achievement of 
an agreement, so that it can remain free to continue underground 
tests for the purpose of developing new types of nuclear weapons. 
The United States continues to carry out a series of undergroimd 
tests one after another. Less than three years after the conclusion of 
the Moscow Treaty, the United States has, according to official 
information published in that country, carried out more than ninety 
underground tests, including twenty-seven underground nuclear 
explosions announced during the first half of this year alone. There 
is information showing that the United States Government has 
undertaken a programme of further underground nuclear tests which 
is planned for several years ahead. This is shown as we have already 
noted, by the 1965 report of the United States Atomic Energy 
Commission.

United States leaders have expressed satisfaction at the way in 
which underground nuclear weapon tests in the United States are 
being carried out. Thus in August last year Senator Jackson, Chair
man of the Senate Armed Forces Sub-Committee and of the Joint 
Committee on Atomic Energy, stated that, thanks to the efforts and 
talent of United States scientists in Los Alamos and Livermore, a 
series of underground nuclear explosions had been carried out which 
had helped to improve the quaUty of production of nuclear weapons 
to an even greater extent than was deemed possible by most scientists 
only two years ago. That statement is quoted from Atomic Energy 
Report No. 32, pages 3 and 4, dated 9 August 1965, published in 
Washington.

The continued objection to the cessation of underground nuclear 
weapon tests by leading circles of the United States was commented 
upon quite recently by the United States journalist Mr. John W. 
Finney. In an article entitled “U.S. Critics Shun Plan on A-pact’  ̂
Mr. Finney pointed out:

The basic objection, primarily from the Atomic Energy Commission and the 
military, according to Administration som’ces, was that the small political gains 
of such a step would be outweighed by the possible military risks. . . .  A ban on 
larger underground tests could prevent development of effective atomic warheads 
for an anti-ballistic missile system^

As you see, this is all quite clearly and precisely stated. Further 
tests are needed by the United States Government for the improve
ment of its weapons. So the ending of tests is rated very low, as 
merely providing “small political gains^\

1 The New York TimeSj International Edition, July 1, 1966, p. 3.
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The Soviet Union is convinced that all countries and all mankind 
will derive great advantages from the prohibition of all nuclear 
weapon tests. They will derive not only political or moral advantage, 
but their health will no longer be threatened by dangerous radio
activity. The Soviet delegation notes with great satisfaction the 
considerable interest shown in our Committee by the representatives 
of a number of the Member States in the solution of the problem of 
the prohibition of underground nuclear weapon tests. Their 
proposals reflect their great concern and desire to make progress in 
arriving at an appropriate international agreement.

We have already stated that the Soviet Union is prepared to settle 
the question of the prohibition of imderground nuclear tests on the 
basis of the proposal made by the United Arab Republic.^ We are 
referring to the proposal to prohibit imderground nuclear explosions 
above a certain threshold of magnitude, and to declare a moratorium 
on nuclear explosions below that threshold. The proposals set 
forth in the Committee by the Swedish delegation merit attention. 
They provide for the establishment of a ^^detection club” and also for 
the right of parties to a treaty on the prohibition of underground 
tests to withdraw from the treaty in certain circumstances.^ In this 
connexion we should like to point out that the author of these pro
posals, the representative of Sweden, Mrs. Myrdal, rightly considers 
that—

. . . for purposes of detection and identification, even of underground tests— 
that is, for recording seismic events and for attempting to separate those indicating 
man-made explosions from natural earth tremors—we are going to use national 
observation posts and national interpretation of the data obtained.®

I t should be pointed out that in the remarks of the United States 
representatives on the prohibition of underground nuclear weapon 
tests the desirability of an early cessation of undergroimd tests and 
of the achievement of an appropriate agreement is stressed in words, 
but in fact the United States rejects constructive proposals pro
hibiting underground tests. If the United States really desires a 
comprehensive agreement prohibiting all nuclear weapon tests, it 
must reconsider its position and agree to a solution of this question 
on the basis of the use of national means for the detection and identi
fication of underground events.

The prohibition of all nuclear weapon tests, as well as the preven
tion of their dissemination and the prohibition of their use, are all

 ̂ The Soviet statement appears in Documents on Disarmament  ̂1966y pp. 395-397. 
For the U.A.R. proposals, see ihid.j p. 345.

2 Ihid.y pp. 390-393.
3 Ante, p. 132.
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questions which require an immediate solution. If we succeeded 
in solving these important questions, then we should certainly be able 
to solve much more easily other more complex problems of disarma
ment as well.

Statement by ACDA Director Foster to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee: Cessation of Nuclear 
Tests, July 7, 1966^

Two interesting statements have been made this morning, and we 
shall study them carefully and respond at a later meeting. In some 
remarks which I propose to make here a little later this morning I shall 
answer some of the contentions of the Soviet representative about 
United States testing and the United States position with respect to 
banning imdergroimd tests.

However, before turning to those remarks I should like to respond 
to his charge that the United States is engaging in gas warfare in 
Viet-Nam. That is not true. Secretary of State Rusk has made it 
clear on several occasions that that is a misstatement. We have used 
riot-control agents—tear gas. These have been and are designed to 
reduce danger to civilians and others and to minimize loss of life in 
connexion with the activities in which we must engage. As I think 
all members of this Committee know, such materials are used in many 
parts of the world for that purpose. Incidentally, they have nothing 
to do with the Geneva Protocol.

I should now like to mention a development that appears very 
promising. The Chairman of the United Nations Committee on the 
Peaceful Uses of Outer Space has annoimced that, beginning 12 July, 
a meeting of the Legal Sub-Committee of that body wiU convene here 
in Geneva to consider a draft treaty governing the exploration of the 
moon and other celestial bodies. This is a most welcome develop
ment. I am sure that each one of us here shares the hope that the 
Sub-Committee’s work will lead to a treaty which will facilitate inter
national co-operation in the exploration of celestial bodies and ensure 
that they will be used for peaceful purposes only.

I should now like to make the remarks concerning a comprehensive 
test-ban treaty which I had planned to make last Tuesday.

Those who voted for General Assembly resolution 2032 (XX) 
agreed that our Committee should seek a comprehensive test-ban 
treaty “with a sense of iu*gency’\  In voting for it, they noted the

1 ENDC/PV.271, pp. 25-32.
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''crucial importance^' of such a treaty ''to the issue of non-prolifera- 
tion of nuclear weapons'\^ My delegation continues to support 
those statements of priority.

As we all know, the reason we have not succeeded in banning 
underground tests after all the years of trying to do so is that there 
are differences concerning verification, to which the Soviet repre
sentative referred this morning. I say "verification’̂  rather than 
"on-site inspection”, advisedly. We do not ask for inspection for the 
sake of inspection. We ask for verification because we believe it 
essential to our security that, having concluded a treaty, we have 
confidence that any potential adversary is observing faithfully the 
same solemn imdertakings affecting the development of new nuclear 
weapon systems as those we ourselves observe; and we would offer 
any potential adversary equal opportunity to verify our observance 
of those imdertakings.

We do not seek inspection of seismic events which do not require 
inspection. The United States proposed, negotiated, signed and 
ratified a treaty which bans by far the most important kind of testing 
but provides for no on-site inspections at all.  ̂ In that case, after 
considerable research, we concluded that on-site inspection was not 
necessary to verify whether the reciprocal restraints of the treaty 
were being observed by both sides.

Some now contend that one should not ask for on-site inspections 
for imderground tests. While there have been generalizations about 
the adequacy of national systems, few seriously contend that such 
systems can identify every seismic event as either an earthquake or an 
explosion. Rather the contention is that the United States and other 
coimtries should accept the risk of cheating because the Soviet Union 
is prepared to do so.

However, are the situations existiag in the United States and in the 
Soviet Union the same? The Soviet Union knows that United 
States underground tests in violation of a publicly-proclaimed inter
national treaty could not be concealed from a free press in a free 
country. The United States has no similar assurance with regard to 
the Soviet Union.

The difference between the two societies in the providiag of infor
mation about undergroimd tests is evident even in the absence of a 
treaty banning such tests. As permitted by the limited test-ban 
Treaty, the United States is conducting a programme of undergroimd 
tests. We have disclosed this programme to the world. One can 
read about it in our newspapers, and it is no secret. The Soviet

^Documents on Disarmament, 1966̂  pp. 623-624.
^Ibid., 1963, p ^  291-293.
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Union, on the other hand, does not announce its underground tests. 
I t is, we believe, conducting an active underground nuclear-testing 
programme. For example, on 29 June, about a week ago, the United 
States recorded seismic signals which we suspect were not caused by 
natural phenomena. They were from the Soviet nuclear-testing area.

We do not conclude, because of an active underground test pro
gramme which is permitted by the limited test-ban Treaty, that the 
Soviet Union desires to torpedo negotiation of a comprehensive test 
ban. That charge was made by the Soviet Union against the United 
States on 14 Jime  ̂ and once more this morning. However, I think 
the Soviet representative might confirm the existence of a Soviet 
testing programme if he expects others to trust the Soviet Union’s 
representations about its own nuclear testing. In any event, I hope 
he will no longer speak of imderground testing as an activity being 
conducted solely by the United States.

In an area so affecting our national security as nuclear weapon 
development, no one can rely solely on trust. In the period since the 
Second World War, nuclear weapons have played a central role in 
maintaining in the world a military balance which, so far at least, 
has been more stable than at some other periods in history. We 
regret as deeply as anyone that such particularly deadly weapons 
have had to play that role; but we all know they have. Until our 
efforts can be successful, let us hope the balance will continue to be a 
stable one.

The United States does not propose to take risks with that balance. 
In any area so closely affecting our security as nuclear weapon de
velopment, we intend to move with prudence and caution. That 
does not mean that we oppose banning all nuclear tests, if such a ban 
can be verified. On the contrary, the United States has sought for 
many years, and continues actively to seek, a comprehensive test 
ban. In July 1965 President Johnson told our Committee that 
^̂ a truly comprehensive test-ban Treaty’’ was one of the objectives 
he had instructed our delegation to pursue  ̂V ith all the determination 
and wisdom they can command”.̂  As we reconvened here in January, 
he said that the United States:

. . . persists in its belief that the perils of proliferation would be materially 
reduced by an extension of the limited test ban treaty to cover underground 
nuclear tests.^

Those instructions continue to guide the United States delegation. 
Indeed, if we really did not want an underground ban, we could easily

1 AntCy pp. 342-343.
2 Documents on Disarmamentj 1966j p. 281. 
® Ante, p. 7.
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avoid making progress toward one by taking extreme positions on 
inspection and making no eflfort to find an acceptable compromise. 
But we have not insisted on perfection, and we have continually 
made new suggestions to ease the inspection problem.

At our 229th and 232nd meetings last summer I described the results 
of the extensive research the United States has carried out so that 
increased reliance on national systems would be possible. We have 
not sought inspections for seismic events which could be identified 
by such systems.

At our meeting of 4 April Mr. Fisher described the results of research 
designed to make inspections as simple as possible.  ̂ We have found 
that radioactive fission-product gases will probably leak slowly to
wards the surface from undergroimd nuclear explosions. Therefore 
we have worked out new scientific techniques for detecting, collecting 
and analysing those gases.

At earlier meetings my delegation has made a number of other 
proposals to ease the inspection problem. We have said that a coun
try being inspected could institute all the safeguards it considered 
necessary to prevent inspectors from looking at sensitive defence 
installations, subject only to the condition that the inspection team 
arrive promptly at the area to be inspected.^ Thus we have said 
that the receiving country could use its own aircraft and pilots to 
carry the inspection team. We have said that it could seal oS win
dows to prevent the team from looking at the territory en route. We 
have even said that the inspected country could ask that sensitive 
defence installations which happened to be in the requested inspection 
area should not be inspected. Such installations would then not be 
inspected.

These proposals are hardly the work of a country which does not 
want a comprehensive test ban. However, they have not been enough 
to dispel the unfounded apprehensions of the Soviet Union. As the 
representative of Canada observed at our meeting on 19 April last, 
the Soviet Union has accomplished ‘‘great scientific feats in the 
exploration of outer space^^  ̂ I t has displayed daring, creative 
initiative and tremendous effort. Unfortimately, that has certainly 
not been true of its policies regarding verification to make possible 
arms control agreements, such as the one I have been describing. 
I do not say that that shows lack of interest in a comprehensive test 
bp.n. However, if we wish to bridge the gap between us, there must 
be some efforts on both sides. If the Soviet Union is now ready to do 
so, it could easily contribute to bridging that gap.

* AntCj pp. 190-199.
* Documents on Diaarmamentf 1963, pp. 141-145.
* ENDC/PV.257, p. 9.
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The Soyiet Union has maintained that *̂ the use of national means 
of detecting nuclear explosions” is ^'qiiite adequate for monitoring'’ 
a ban on all imderground nuclear weapon tests. ̂ The United States 
has devoted major efforts to improving seismic detection and identi
fication techniques, but we are unable to achieve the confidence 
implied by the Soviet statements. Many times in the past we have 
suggested that, if the Soviet Government has information on how to 
detect and identify all underground events by using distant instru
mentation, it should supply that information to other governments. 
That suggestion has been met with a wall of silence.

Our sole concern today, as in the past, is to produce a comprehensive 
test-ban treaty which will give the world confidence that it is being 
observed by all parties. Accordingly, again we invite the Soviet Union 
and any and all delegations here to submit any data or research 
results which may be helpful in attaining that end.

I wish to turn now to the interesting proposals which were made 
here last week for dealing with underground tests. Mr. Gomez 
Robledo called our attention to the provisions of the April 1962 
eight-nation joint memorandum on cessation of nuclear weapon 
tests.^ He also renewed his suggestion for a panel of qualified scientists 
from non-aligned countries who would be available to assist with 
on-site inspections. In our opinion, both the joint memorandum 
and the additional suggestion regarding non-aligned inspectors 
contain helpful features. I should now like to discuss several of those 
features.

Paragraph 3 of the joint memorandum suggests the establishment of 
a system for continuous observation and effective control on a purely 
scientific and non-political basis. I t also suggests that such a system 
might be built upon already-existing national networks. I t recognizes 
that improvements could no doubt be achieved by furnishing observa
tion posts in existing national networks with more advanced instru
mentation. We believe that constructive possibilities do exist in the 
area of building upon existing national networks and furnishing posts 
with more advanced instrumentation.

The fourth paragraph of the joint memorandum raises the possibility 
of establishing an international commission which might process data 
and report on any nuclear explosion or suspicious event on the basis of 
thorough and objective examination of all the available data. That 
paragraph also refers to an ^^obligations' by all the parties to furnish 
the commission with the facts necessary to establish the nature of any 
suspicious and significant event.

1 Documents on Disarmament, 1966, p. 397.
2 The eight-nation memorandum appears ibid., 1962, vol. I, pp. 334-336. For 

the srtatement by Mr. Gomez Robledo, see ENPC/PV.269, p. 26.
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We have long beUeved that an international commission suitably 
constituted could provide a framework Vhich would be helpful in 
monitoring the observance of test-ban obligations. In the proposal of 
the United States and the United Kingdom of 1 April 1963 an impor
tant role was contemplated for an international commission. I t was 
our intention to simpUfy the role of the commission as much as 
possible so as to facihtate reaching agreement on such elements as the 
composition of the commission. This is clearly a matter which might 
well be seriously considered here.

Finally, paragraph 5 of the joint memorandum provides that, if the 
commission cannot reach a conclusion on the nature of a significant 
event, it might seek clarification from the party concerned. Consulta
tions would take place concerning measures of clarification, ‘‘including 
verification in loco '\ I t is clear that such verification would be part 
of the obligation of each party to furnish the commission with the 
facts necessary to establish the nature of any unidentified event in 
those few cases where no other facts would suffice. Paragraph 4, 
which sets forth the obligation to provide the necessary facts, also says 
that one way of satisfying that obligation is by a visit to the territory 
of the country where the imidentified event took place ‘^and/or the site 
of the event . .

The joint memorandum, as we are all aware, does not specify any 
particular number or quota of on-site inspections. However, it does 
seem helpful in that it recognizes the appropriateness and usefulness 
of such inspections.

At our meeting last Thursday, 30 June, Mr. Gomez Robledo also 
renewed the Mexican delegation's suggestion that a panel of qualified 
experts from non-aligned coimtries could be available to assist in 
on-site inspection.^ The Anglo-American memorandum of 1 April 
1963 stated that an inspection team could consist partly of persons 
from the international staflf of the commission and partly of persons 
from the nuclear-weapon State desiring the inspection.^ That would 
provide effective participation by both. There is, of course, a definite 
relationship between the extent to which reliance is placed on ad
versary, or reciprocal, inspection and the extent to which inspection 
procedures and commission regulations can be simplified. Clearly, 
if adversary, or reciprocal, inspection forms the major element, a 
nuclear side requesting an inspection may be more willing to accept 
simplified procedures.

 ̂ Ibid.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1968, pp. 141-145.
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I should like now to make some brief comments on the statement 
of the representative of India at our meeting of 30 Jime. He pro
posed that, in the first instance there be a suspension of all tests.^ 
Since no inspection procedm*es were suggested for that initial sus
pension, we suppose that it means an unverified moratorium on all 
tests that cannot be verified by existing means. We oppose such a 
moratorium because of our unwillingness to accept on trust the 
observance by others of restrictions which significantly affect our 
security.

Mr. Trivedi also renewed recommendations for international co
operation in the field of exchanging seismological data, recommenda
tions which are quite similar to those given unanimous voice by the 
eight in their joint memoranda of 14 September 1964  ̂ and 15 Sep
tember 1965.  ̂ Recommendations of that sort have had our strong 
support.

Whether or not the United States agrees with every suggestion 
put forth, it does nevertheless welcome all serious proposals designed 
to advance our negotiations. Non-aligned delegations clearly have 
made proposals of such a character in the important area of reaching 
agreement on a comprehensive test ban. My delegation has also 
attempted to advance our work by describing the results of extensive 
research in the field of seismology and by suggesting simplified in
spection procedures.^

The conclusion cannot be escaped that it is now time for the dele
gation of the Soviet Union to make similar constructive contributions 
to our work. Such a contribution would, of course, be most welcome 
in the key area of verification. To us it seems inconceivable that a 
nation of the size, strength and achievements of the Soviet Union 
will long continue to feel that a relatively small number of inspections, 
regulated by internationally-agreed procedures, can somehow damage 
that country and its security. We continue to hope that, sooner 
rather than later, the Soviet Union will display in our crucial field of 
arms control the same daring, creativity and effort which it has dis
played in the important field of the exploration of outer space.

1 ENDC/PV.269, p. 25.
2 Documents on Disarmamentf 1964, PP- 428-429. 
5 Ibid,, 1966, pp. 425-426.
 ̂See ante, pp. 190-199.
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News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Rusk: 
Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, July 12, 1966 ^

Q, Mr. Secretary, can I  change to another subject? The President 
previously talked about the administration's desire to find some acceptable 
compromise on the nonprolijeration treaty} Does this mean, sir, that 
the administration is now preparing to give priority to a ncmprolijeraiion 
treaty over some nuclear-hardware sharing with the countries oj Western 
Europe?

A. No. I think an approach based on priorities is a wrong approach. 
Because you have got two quite different things involved here. The 
one is the proliferation of nuclear weapons. We are opposed to 
proliferation. We began to be oppos d uO it in 1946, when we made 
the Baruch proposals that would have e.iminated any nuclear power.® 
If 1 was too many, certainly 5 are too many and 8 or 10 or 20 are too 
many.

Now, there is another question, and that is the nuclear arrange
ments in NATO, whi h have nothing to do with proliferation. We 
have never discussea any proposal in NATO which involves adding 
to the number of nuclear powers or turning these weapons over to 
any national government that doesn^t have them, or anything that 
could be called proliferation.

Unfortunately, the Soviet Union has mixed these two subjects up. 
Now, we are continuing to work at this problem of proliferation 
because it is important and urgent, and it may be that we can find 
some language which will help close the difference, provided aU 
parties concentrate on the problem of proliferation and don't try 
to use the urgent need for a nonproliferation treaty to accomplish 
other purposes which have nothing to do with the question of the 
spreading of nuclear weapons.

So I woiddn’t approach it in terms of priorities, but we wWl continue 
to talk about this matter at Geneva and with our allies and it may 
be that wo can make some progress. Progress is an urgent require
ment, and it/s needod very badly.

1 Department of State Bulletin  ̂ Aug. 1, 1966, pp. 166-167.
* Ante, p. 405.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1946-1969, vol. I, pp. 7-16.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, July 14, 
1966"

First of all I should like to welcome the Minister of State for Ex
ternal Affairs of the Republic of India, Mr. Dinesh Singh. We are 
glad to see him here in our Committee. We know the profound 
interest which the Government of India displays in the disarmament 
negotiations. The Soviet delegation listened with interest to Mr. 
Dinesh Singh’s statement. We understand and sympathize with the 
views he expressed regarding the necessity of solving the urgent 
problems of disarmament, and we share his hopes for fiu*ther progress 
in this important field of international relations.

The Soviet delegation would like in its statement today to dwell 
first of all on the question of general and complete disarmament. At 
the meeting of 21 April, immediately before the interruption of our 
work, we drew the attention of the members of the Committee to the 
need to make greater efforts in the negotiations on this problem.^ At 
past meetings a number of delegations have dealt with the question of 
general and complete disarmament. At our meeting on 12 July the 
representative of Czechoslovakia, Mr. Cernik, and the representative 
of Bulgaria, Mr. Lukanov, dwelt on this question, in their thorough 
and detailed statements, pointing out that the Eighteen-Nation Com
mittee must make every effort to reach agreement on general and 
com")lete disarmament.® Earlier, on 7 July, the representative of the 
L nit .d Arab Republic, Mr. Khallaf, showing justified concern at the 
state of affairs in the negotiations on general and complete disarma
ment, rightly appealed to the Committee to redouble its efforts in 
this field and to break the deadlock on the problem of disarmament.^ 
I t  is perfectly obvious that the negotiation of a treaty on general and 
complete disarmament has been and remaias the principal and funda
mental task of the Eighteen-Nation Committee.

We fuUy realize that we have to resume discussion of the problem 
of general and complete disarmament in a complex international 
situation. In South-East Asia the United States continues to 
intensify its war of aggression against the Viet-Namese people, thus 
increasing international tension still further. In the very centre of 
Europe a serious source of danger has come into being, engendered

1 ENDC/PV.273, pp. 8-17.
2 ENDC/PV.258, pp. 4 ff.
3 See ENDC/PV.272, pp. 10-25.
* Ante, p. 421.
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by the revanchist policy of West Germany, which is striving to obtain 
access to nuclear weapons. The armaments race, and especially the 
race for nuclear missile armaments, is spiralling swiftly and steeply 
upwards, adding to the military arsenals of States more and more 
stocks of lethal weapons.

The responsibility for the unrestrained stimulation of the arms 
race rests on the United States. The United States is increasing the 
number of its troops, which has already surpassed three million men 
and is continuing to grow. The United States is putting through 
Congress a military budget unequalled since the Second World War. 
In the last five years—that is, precisely throughout the period during 
which our Committee has been conducting negotiations on disarma
ment—the United States, according to official data, has increased the 
number of fighting units of its land forces by 45 per cent, its means 
of troop air transportation by 100 per cent, the quantity and strength 
of the nuclear weapons in its strategic forces by 200 per cent, and the 
quantity of tactical nuclear weapons stationed in Europe by 67 
per cent.

In the present world situation enormous difficulties stand in the 
way of a solution of the problem of disarmament, but however great 
these difficulties may be, the achievement of an agreement on general 
and complete disarmament must remain, as before, the ultimate 
objective of our negotiations towards which we must strive. 
Resolution 2031 (XX) of the United Nations General Assembly—

Requests the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disannament 
to continue its efforts towards making substantial progress in reaching agreement 
on the question of general and complete disarmament under effective international 
control . . . and to report to the General Assembly, as appropriate, on the 
progress achieved.^

The Soviet Union has always regarded and still regards the achieve
ment of an agreement on general and complete disarmament as one of 
the most important aims of its foreign policy. We see in general and 
complete disarmament a rehable means of freeing mankind from the 
menace of war, a sure way towards the strengthening of peace and of 
international security. In the message of the Chairman of the 
Council of Ministers of the USSR, Mr. Kosygin, to the members of 
the Eighteen-Nation Committee, dated 1 February, it is pointed out 
that the pro^^,mme of general and complete disarmament submitted 
to the Conmiittee for consideration is still our programme, aimed at 
the complete elimination of armed forces and armaments.^

 ̂Documents on Disarmament  ̂ 1965  ̂ p. 623.
* Ante, p. 9.
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The Eighteen-Nation Committee has before it a draft treaty on 
general and complete disarmament submitted by the Soviet Union. ̂  
That draft, the contents of which are well known to the participants 
in the negotiations, affords every opportunity for a positive solution 
of this question. The Soviet Union maintains a flexible, constructive 
approach to the problem of general and complete disarmament. 
Speaking at the twentieth session of the General Assembly on 24 Sep
tember 1965, the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the USSR, Mr. A. A. 
Gromyko, said:
. . . We have no biased approach as to the starting point in the process of re
ducing and eliminating the armed forces of States, the stages into which it should 
be broken down and arrangements for control over disarmament—and we repeat: 
over disarmament, not over armaments. What is important is that genuine dis
armament should be assured, and the removal of the danger of nuclear war, and 
that the measures being carried out should not offer any military advantages to 
either of the sides.*

I t must be noted with regret, however, that at present the Eighteen- 
Nation Committee is just as far from the goal of general and complete 
disarmament as it was at the very outset of its work. The United 
States is displaying in the Conmiittee a complete lack of interest in 
the discussion of the problem of general and complete disarmament; 
it is creating pessimism in regard to this problem. From this position 
taken by the United States both here in the Commiittee and outside, 
one can draw the conclusion that the United States does not want an 
agreement on disarmament. In fact, the negative position of the 
United States and the other Western Powers members of NATO on 
questions of general and complete disarmament is in contrast with the 
position of the rest of the members of the Committee.

In the course of the negotiations on general and complete disarma
ment, besides the delegations of the sociaUst countries, those of the 
non-aUgned countries are making an important contribution towards 
the achievement of an agreement on this problem. In his statement 
on 7 July the representative of the United Arab RepubUc, Mr. 
Khallaf, expressed a number of interesting ideas in regard to the 
possible procedure for our future work in solving the problem of 
general and complete disarmament, and also in regard to the approach 
to this problem. We entirely agree with the view he expressed that 
the nuclear weapons to be retained diiiring the process of disarma
ment as a so-called ‘‘umbrella” must be agreed upon and strictly 
limited; the whole concept of the retention of an agreed quantity of 
such weapons during the implementation of disarmament was put 
forward by the Soviet Union, in the words^of Mr. Elallaf, ‘‘in order

 ̂Documents on DiaarmamerU, 1965, pp. 77-102.
2 Ibid., p. 437.
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to facilitate the discussion and accomplishment of general and com
plete disarmament’\^ That statement by Mr. Kiallaf is very im
portant for understanding the essence of the proposal of the delega
tion of the United Arab Republic in regard to a working group.

Attempts have already been made more than once in the Committee 
to move forward the consideration of the problem of general and com
plete disarmament by requesting a special working group to examine 
specific questions relating to the retention of an agreed, strictly 
limited quantity of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles during disarma
ment. Each time the obstacle encountered was the unwillingness of 
the Western Powers to agree to the concept of decisive elimination 
of the means of waging a nuclear missile war.

And now again the representatives of the Western Powers raise the 
question of setting up a working group to deal with the question of the 
reduction of nuclear weapon delivery vehicles on the basis of the 
Western plan, which does not ensure the accomplishment of general 
and complete disarmament. Such an approach, as the Soviet delega
tion has already stated at our last meeting on 12 July, is unacceptable 
to US.2 For the activities of the working group to be really useful 
to our negotiations, they must have as their essential starting point 
an agreement in principle on the earliest possible elimination of the 
means of waging nuclear war. The position of the Soviet delegation 
on this question has long been known to the members of the Com
mittee.

The Soviet Union is firmly resolved to do everything to bring closer 
the solution of the problem of general and complete disarmament and 
to secure the assurance of reliable international security. All the 
thoughts of the socialist States are directed towards the prevention of 
war and the strengthening of peace. The recent meeting in Bucharest 
of the Political Advisory Committee of the States members of the 
Warsaw Treaty Organization bore witness to our ardent desire for 
peace. The documents adopted at that meeting—the Declaration on 
the Strengthening of Peace and Security in Europe and the Statement 
in connexion with United States Aggression in Viet-Nam— l̂ay down 
a realistic concrete programme for putting an end to the schemings of 
the forces of aggression, propose measures for ensuring European 
security, and open up new paths for the settlement of contentious 
international questions by peaceful means.^ The strengthening of 
peace in Europe and the implementation of the measures proposed 
by the Political Advisol*y Committee of the Warsaw Treaty coimtries

1 AntCt P* 424.
’ ENDC/PV.272, pp. 31-32.
3 See antef pp. 407-420.
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would undoubtedly have a favourable influence on the solution of the 
problem of general and complete disarmament.

We should now like to dwell on the problem of non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons. This is one of those disarmament problems in 
regard to which it is particularly clear how important a role is played 
by each State in seeking paths towards a world without weapons and 
without wars, and about which the Minister of State for External 
Affairs of India has just spoken today. Indeed, in the question of 
non-proliferation the role of States that do not possess nuclear weapons 
is in many respects no less important than the position of the nuclear 
Powers, because, if there is the determination not to allow further 
proliferation of nuclear weapons, the non-nuclear States can ensure 
that such dissemination shall not occur.

In our statement today we should like to deal with a very important 
aspect of this problem relating to the security of the non-nuclear 
States. The point in question has already been raised in the Eighteen- 
Nation Committee: namely, that an agreement on non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons, by laying down certain limits for the subsequent 
endeavours of States to ensure their national security, raises the 
question of working out guarantees that the interests of the non
nuclear States wiU not suffer if they refrain from steps directed 
towards the acquisition of nuclear weapons. I t  should be stressed 
that in raising this question the non-aligned States give particular 
attention to the point that what is required is not guarantees to a 
non-nuclear State on the part of one or more nuclear States but a 
multilateral agreement which would not affect the status of independ
ence and neutrality which the non-aligned States enjoy.

This idea of a multilateral guarantee is of undoubted interest and 
great importance. If, for example, all States at present possessing 
nuclear weapons were here and now to agree never in any circum
stances to use these weapons, such an agreement would be an im
portant step towards the complete prohibition of nuclear weapons 
and the easing of international tension. I t would be a step, the 
importance of which it is hard to overestimate, towards ensuring the 
security of non-nuclear States.

The Soviet Government, wishing to give a straight answer to the 
question of ensuring the national security of non-nuclear States in 
connexion with the conclusion of an agreement on non-proliferation, 
has declared its readiness to include in such an agreement an article 
on the non-use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear States.^ The 
Soviet delegation has already, at our meeting of 23 June, stated its 
view on how such an article could be drafted in concrete terms.^

1 Ante, p. 11.
2 Ante, p. 367.
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This wording is by way of example, but in our opinion reflects clearly 
enough the essence of our proposal; and we note with satisfaction 
that it has met with a positive response in the Committee from many 
delegations. Naturally we are prepared to consider the comments 
and arguments which may be put forward by members of the Com
mittee in connexion with our proposal to include in the draft treaty 
on non-proliferation an article which would bind the nuclear Powers 
not to use nuclear weapons and not to threaten to use them against 
non-nuclear States.

The Soviet delegation has stressed and continues to stress that we 
regard the solution of the question of non-proUferation of nuclear 
weapons not as an end in itself, not as a single and isolated measure, 
but as a link in a chain of other disarmament measures that would 
lead to the elimination of the threat of nuclear war. The essence of 
our approach is that we deem it necessary not merely to limit the 
number of members of the so-called ^^nuclear club^’ to its present 
membership, but to do away with this “club^’ altogether and to pro
hibit and destroy nuclear weapons. An agreement on the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons must serve only as a starting-point 
for the accomplishment of a whole series of other measures of dis
armament and for the reduction of international tension, and there 
is a direct reference to this in the Soviet draft treaty on non
proliferation.^

Following an agreement on non-proliferation, it would be partic
ularly important to accomplish other measures of nuclear disarma
ment: namely, prohibition of the manufacture of nuclear weapons, 
and destruction under appropriate international control of all stock
piles of such weapons and of their delivery vehicles. It would also 
be important, for that purpose, to accomplish measures for the 
elimination of foreign military bases on the territories of other coun
tries. In speaking about the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons 
the Soviet delegation always bears in mind the direct relationship 
between the solution of this problem and the complete prohibition 
of nuclear weapon tests, the establishment of nuclear-free zones, and 
the accomplishment of other measures of nuclear disarmament.

The Soviet draft treaty on non-proliferation is based on the desire 
to ensure the interests of all parties to the treaty without any ad
vantages whatever for nuclear States or for the members of military 
alliances.

At the next meeting of the Committee the Soviet delegation in
tends, by way of a detailed, article-by-article comparison of the 
Soviet and United States draft treaties to analyse carefully their 
contents once again, also from the point of view which I have just

1. Documents on iDisarmament, .1965, pp. 443-446.
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mentioned, in order to outline more clearly the possibilities of agreeing 
on a text which would ensure an effective solution of the problem of 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

We should now like to make a few comments on the statement 
made by the representative of the United Kingdom at our meeting 
of 5 July. Lord Chalfont stated then that ^^perhaps the time has 
come to examine the Soviet text . . We must say that Lord 
ChaHont expressed himself with characteristic English restraint—he 
made an “understatement”. The Soviet draft treaty on non
proliferation was submitted in September last year, and in the ten 
months that have since elapsed the delegations of the Western coun
tries have had ample time to set about its examination. But if they 
are now prepared to engage in this business-like work, then better 
late than never.

I t must be recognized, however, that the comments on the Soviet 
draft treaty on non-proliferation which we have just heard from the 
representative of the United Kingdom do not provide any evidence 
of a desire to examine our text in a business-like way. The principal 
device of criticism used by the delegation of the United Kingdom in 
regard to the Soviet draft is that it denoimces as imclear all those 
provisions which the Western Powers are unwilling to accept. I t  is 
hard to believe that the representative of the United Kingdom, Lord 
Chalfont, does not know, for instance, what a nuclear Power or a 
non-nuclear State is. He also asked the Soviet delegation whether 
it could “identify the point at which preparation for the manufacture 
of nuclear weapons begins and peaceful nuclear activity ends’ In 
this case the United Kingdom delegation expressed puzzlement in 
connexion with a provision that is also contained in the United States 
draft treaty,® which, as we know, has the support of the United 
Kingdom and, according to Lord Chalfont, is perfectly clear.

I should like to draw your attention to article 1, paragraph 2 of 
the United States draft, binding the parties not to provide assistance 
in preparations for the manufacture of nuclear weapons. In this 
connexion I should like to ask whether this provision of the United 
States draft treaty which I have just quoted is not clear to the United 
Kingdom delegation. If it is not clear, then of course the United 
Kingdom delegation is entitled to put a question to the United States 
delegation— ît is geographically closer—and to receive an immediate 
answer on this unclear provision.

The United Kingdom representative was also puzzled by the term 
“possession”. We note, by the way, that this concept did not puzzle

1 ENDC/PV.270, p. 28.
2 Ibid., p. 34.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1966, pp. 347-349; ante, pp. 159-160.
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the representative of Canada, Mr. Burns, who observed at the same 
meeting that our most serious diflFerences related to the prohibition 
of the ‘̂ acquisition . . .  of nuclear weapons from a nuclear Power by 
nations which do not now possess them’\^ The fact that the United 
Kingdom delegation is nonplussed by the term “possession’̂  which 
has appeared for hundreds of years in thousands of treaties, can be 
explained only by the fact that it does not wish to understand the 
other side taking part in the negotiations. Such an approach to the 
negotiations is deliberately fallacious— ît condemns them to failure.

It should be noted that the comments of the United Kingdom 
representative on the Soviet draft treaty on non-proliferation are 
still very far from business-like. In stating that the Soviet delegation 
is in no way prompted by a feeUng of pride of authorship and that 
we are far from claiming that no amendments and changes can be 
made in the text of the Soviet draft, the Soviet delegation has already 
more than once declared its readiness to examine amendments and 
additions to the Soviet draft from the point of view of the extent to 
which the acceptance of such amendments would ensure the solution 
of thfe problem of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

On the other hand, the Western delegations—and this was particu
larly clear from the statement made by the United Kingdom repre
sentative, Lord Chalfont—are prepared to conduct negotiations only 
within an incomparably narrower framework: that of the United 
States concept of ‘̂ control” over nuclear weapons, to which they 
reduce the problem of non-proliferation. I t must be said that this 
very strange concept of “controP^ which was not previously used in 
the United States, has been specially invented in order to ensure, on 
the basis of a non-proliferation treaty, the access of the Federal 
Republic of Germany to nuclear weapons. The representatives of 
the United States and the United Kingdom will hardly deny that in 
other cases, when they decide that certain weapons should not come 
imder the control of other countries, they simply do not transfer 
those weapons to other countries.

A similar provision against transfer to other countries must also 
be embodied in the treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. 
However, this provision against transfer is regrettably absent from 
the United States treaty, and this is one of the main reasons why we 
are unable to make any progress in our examination of the important 
question of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. And now that 
the United States and the United Kingdom intend to satisfy the 
demands of the West German revanchists and miUtarists for nuclear 
weapons, a formula of control is invented such as directly provides 
for the possibility of transferring nuclear weapons; and here in the

1 ENDC/PV.270, p. 18.
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Committee thousands of words are wasted in order to justify such an 
obviously untenable position.

Lord Chalfpnt stated that he is only prepared to discuss further the 
question on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons within the framework 
of this new Western concept of control.^ In other words, the Western 
delegations continue to wish to discuss and solve the non-proliferation 
problem in such a way as to leave loop-holes for the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons. In order to solve the non-proliferation problem, 
the Western Powers must abandon their unconstructive position and 
give the solution of the non-proliferation problem priority over plans 
dictated by the interests of the arms race and of strengthening the 
NATO military bloc, as a result of which— Î am referring to those 
plans—the work of the Eighteen-Nation Committee now finds itself 
in an impasse.

In conclusion, it is necessary to say a few words about the continuing 
attempts by the representatives of the Western countries to depict the 
position of the Soviet Union on the question of non-proliferation as 
being allegedly aimed at undermining NATO. We have already 
explained our attitude to this question more than once. I t is useless 
to try to obtain from the Soviet Union, within the framework of a 
treaty on non-proliferation or in any other connexion, a blessing on 
the activities of the NATO bloc. This bloc was formed against the 
USSR and the Socialist countries. I t is aggressive, it was formed for 
military pm*poses against us, and no aspects of its activities either can 
or will receive our approval. We regard the very existence of this 
bloc as dangerous to the cause of peace, and of this we make no secret.

However, as we have repeatedly stated, one ought not for that reason 
to try to make out that the Soviet draft treaty on non-proliferation is 
aimed at the destruction of NATO. Its only aim is to solve the 
problem of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. In no other respect 
does it affect the existence of blocs. This can quite clearly be seen 
from the text of the Soviet draft treaty on non-proliferation.

Statement by the United States Representative (Bunn) to 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Non
proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, July 19, 1966 ^

We have Kstened with great care to the remarks of the representa
tive of Mexico. We welcome his serious effort to achieve a compro-

1 Ihid., p. 31.
2 ENDC/PV.274, pp. 17-21.
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mise on the actual text of a non-proliferation treaty. We note 
particularly his suggestion for recippocal concessions. We shall 
study his remarks with care. I merely wish to add that we com
mend Mexico’s energetic support for a Latin-American nuclear-free 
zone. We have been pleased with the progress so far this year. We 
consider that the denuclearization of Latin America is a very worthy 
goal and we hope to see its successful achievement. Our discussion 
of non-proliferation has value if it helps to identify and increase our 
understanding of important issues. We believe our discussions have 
entered a stage where issues are being brought into focus and under
standing increased.

My delegation has studied carefully the questions and statements 
of the representative of the Soviet Union at our 269th meeting, 
since some of them relate to fundamental issues involved in the 
negotiation of a non-proliferation treaty. We do not find that the 
Soviet representative has, in his recent statements, raised new 
considerations to assist us in imderstanding fundamental issues. 
However, because some of his questions do relate to fundamental 
points, my delegation wishes to give detailed and serious answers. 
These answers are, of course, not completely new, for we have answered 
similar questions in detail before.

We hope that the Soviet representative will give serious attention 
to the basic questions which we have asked about the practical 
operation of the Soviet draft treaty.^ At the 253rd, 263rd and 268th 
meetings my delegation pointed out particular difficulties we have 
with the Soviet draft.^ At the 270th meeting Mr. Bums and Lord 
Chalfont summarized problems they have had with it.^ Mr. Cavalletti 
has done so many times. These interventions make clear that the 
key articles of the Soviet draft treaty are not acceptable to the West. 
We have submitted amendments to our draft treaty which adopt 
considerable language from the Soviet text.^

However, this attempt to find compromise language has been 
rejected by the Soviet Union. This means we must seek elsewhere 
for compromise language. But, as Mr. Foster said at the opening 
of this summer session, we cannot bridge the differences between us 
by building only from one side.® Otir hope is that a thorough and 
careful exchange of ideas will help both sides in their attempts to 
find a compromise. If Mr. Roshchin will consider seriously both

1 For the Soviet draft treaty, see Documents on Diaarmament, 1966  ̂pp. 443-446. 
 ̂ See ante, pp. 183-189, 286-292, 385-394.

» ENDC/PV.270, pp. 10-20, 26-38.
 ̂For the U.S. amendments, see ante, pp. 159-160.

«AnlBf p. 333.



BUNN STATEMENT, JULY 19 457

our answers to his questions and the questions which we have put 
to him, it is our hope that progress will ensue.

I now turn to his questions. First, Mr. Roshchin asked which 
articles and provisions of the Soviet draft treaty we thought raised 
new difficulties —̂that is, in addition to the one obstacle which 
the Soviet Union said existed when the Committee adjourned last 
summer.^ In his statement describing the new obstacles Mr. Foster 
specified the article numbers of the Soviet text.^ Much of the 
language he used to describe the Soviet provisions was taken directly 
from the English version of the Soviet draft treaty. To give an 
example of this, I should like to call Mr. Roshchin^s attention to 
the verbatim record of the meeting of 28 June, at which Mr. Foster 
said:

Article I of the Soviet draft can also be interpreted as prohibiting the transfer 
to non-nuclear allies of any information concerning use of nuclear weapons. This 
would prevent any meaningful allied consultations about what to do in the event 
of a nuclear attack. How can any alliance prepare to defend itself against nuclear 
attack imless its members can consult about the effects resulting from the use of 
nuclear weapons by an adversary? *

Reference to the English translation of the Soviet draft treaty 
shows some of the specific language which concerns us in this con
nexion. The Soviet draft would, for example, prohibit States pos
sessing nuclear weapons from transmitting to States not possessing 
them ‘‘any kind of . . . information . . . which can be employed for 
purposes of the . . . use of nuclear weapons'\ Is that language 
intended to prohibit allies from consulting with each other about 
how to defend themselves against nuclear attack? Our European 
allies cannot ignore the 700 or more Soviet rockets armed with 
nuclear warheads which are aimed at Western Europe; nor can they 
ignore the tactical nuclear delivery systems which have been displayed 
in parades in Eastern Europe.

Does the Soviet Union intend to prevent us from teUing our aUies 
what effects such weapons would have on their territory and what 
manner of response is available if they are attacked? Are the soldiers 
of our allies to be prohibited from learning those facts about the use 
of nuclear weapons which would be essential for them to be able to 
protect themselves— f̂acts relating to the depths of shelters, periods 
of contamination, effects of weather conditions and a host of other 
matters relating to the use of nuclear weapons, matters which are 
essential for soldiers who might be attacked with such weapons?

1 Ante, p. 395.
* ENDC/PV.234, p. 34.
* Ante, p. 386.
* Ibid,
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In the light of the language of the Soviet draft, we must also be 
concerned about whether the Soviet Union intends to bar consultations 
relating to the strategy or tactics of nuclear weapons. In an alliance 
of independent democratic States, it is necessary to consult regarding 
the conditions, albeit wholly defensive, imder which nuclear weapons 
niight have to be used.

These are examples of the diflGlculties we have; others are similar. 
To aim missiles at Western Europe and then attempt to prohibit 
Western Europeans from participating in preparations for their own 
defence against them would of course be unconscionable. That, as 
the Russian proverb says, ‘Vould make every hen laugh.^  ̂ If the 
Soviet Union does intend to prohibit such consultations for that 
purpose, it will by its own actions have destroyed any chance of 
negotiating a non-proliferation treaty. We cannot but hope that 
that is not its intention.

Second, Mr. Eoshchin asked what kind of allied consultations my 
delegation had in mind and whether they would have to do with the 
manufacture of nuclear weapons.^ My answer to the preceding ques
tion shows the kind of consultations we have in mind. They have to 
do with the use of nuclear weapons against NATO and with the use 
of nuclear weapons to defend the members of NATO. They are 
therefore the kind of consultations which allies must and will have if 
their alliance is to be meaningful. They are consultations which 
cannot be effectively prohibited by any non-proliferation treaty; and 
they have nothing whatever to do with the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons.

We are not talking about consultations giving non-nuclear-weapon 
States information on how to manufacture nuclear weapons. That, 
clearly, is prohibited by the United States draft treaty. Article I, 
paragraph 2, states that each of the nuclear-weapon States undertakes 
not to provide any non-nuclear-weapon State with ‘̂assistance in the 
manufacture of nuclear weapons.'^  ̂ The United States has no 
intention of contributing in any way to proliferation by consultations 
within NATO. We assume that the Soviet Union also has no inten
tion of contributing to nuclear proliferation by its consultations with 
members of the Warsaw Pact alliance. However, the Soviet repre
sentative has not told us about the nuclear consultations which must 
go on within that alliance.

Third, Mr. Roshchin asked whether my delegation intended to 
teU the Committee what was happening in NATO with respect to 
plans for nuclear defence, including the so-called McNamara com
mittee, and any discussions on nuclear defence with non-nuclear

1 Ante, p. 397.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1966, p. 347.
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NATO allies represented here. Much of that information must and 
will be kept secret for security reasons, as I assume Mr. Roshchin 
knows. This, obviously, is inherent in the nature of any military 
alliance. Nevertheless the West has made available a great deal of 
information on the subject, including many official reports and 
conmiuniques. In addition, my delegation has told the Committee 
about particular aspects of NATO plans for nuclear defence at, for 
example, the 180th,  ̂215th,^ 232nd,  ̂ 241st,^ 250th,® 263rd ® and 268th 
meetings.^ Only recently we quoted Secretary McNamara^s testi
mony that there are no plans in NATO for transfer of control of 
United States nuclear weapons to any State or group of States.®

We assimoie that the Soviet Union^s views are similar; but we have 
not yet received any such assurance from Mr. Roshchin. In fact, 
all that has been revealed by Warsaw Pact countries about their 
participation in the use of nuclear weapons is that some of their 
armed forces have received nuclear-capable missiles and other po
tential nuclear delivery vehicles and that they demonstrate these 
vehicles in parades and training exercises.

Fourth, Mr. Roshchin also asked what would happen if a non
nuclear ally of the United States refused to submit to a veto by the 
United States. My reply is that we do not rely upon the veto alone 
to keep our nuclear weapons from being fired by unauthorized persons. 
The United States retains aflSirmative control over its weapons at 
all times. Mr. Foster stated at the meeting of 28 June that no 
United States nuclear weapons can be employed except on orders of 
the President of the United States.®

Fifth, Mr. Roshchin asked about the relationship of the United 
States draft to a possible multilateral, Atlantic or other joint nuclear 
force within NATO. Mr. Foster and Mr. Fisher have answered those 
questions at our meetings of 31 August 1965 and 31 March this 
year.^  ̂ In conclusion, we hope that these answers will be useful to 
Mr. Roshchin and to the other members of the Committee. We 
hope they will be particularly useful to Mr. Roshchin in reviewing 
the Soviet text. We are convinced that a sincere effort by each side

1 ENDC/PV.180, p. 19.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1964, pp. 398-399.
* Ibid., ms, pp. 419-420.
* Ante, pp. 33-41.
® Ante, pp. 160-168.
® Ante, pp. 286-292.
 ̂Ante, pp. 385-394.
8 Ante, p. 391.
® Ante, p. 390.

Documents on Disarmament, 1966, pp. 364-369. 
Ante, pp. 183-189.
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to understand the other’s point of view will facilitate the achieve
ment of a compromise. We want to move in that direction in the 
time stiQ remaining in this session.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Nonprolif
eration of Nuclear Weapons, July 21, 1966 ^

First of all, permit me, Mr. Chairman, to join you in welcoming the 
representative of Sweden, Mrs. Myrdal, and the representative of the 
United States, Mr. Fisher, on their return to the Committee.

We have listened with great interest today to the most iateresting 
statement of the representative of Czechoslovakia. The arguments 
which he put forward elaborate most convincingly the point of view 
which we too hold on the question of non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons now under consideration by the Committee. We have 
listened to the statement of the representative of Canada, 
Mr. Bums. On the questions which he has raised in his statement 
we too intend today to express the views of our delegation.

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I  shaU now go on to state 
our views on the question under consideration by the Committee. 
The debate in the Committee is revealing more and more clearly how 
the participants in the negotiations approach the problem of non
proliferation of nuclear weapons. Besides the nuances in the positions 
of this or that delegation, two concepts of non-proliferation can be 
seen. There is the broad concept which, as the representative of 
Mexico, Mr. Gomez Robledo, said at the last meeting, is gaining 
ground.^ There is also the tendency to narrow the very concept of 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, and accordiagly to restrict 
the range of measures which should be taken in order to prevent 
proliferation.

I t could be stressed that measm*es to prevent proliferation of nuclear 
weapons, like measures to prevent the spread of an epidemic, cannot 
be half-measures, because in such a case they will not achieve their 
purpose. I t could be pointed out that the effective solution of the 
problem of non-proliferation would create more favourable oppor
tunities for the solution of other problems of disarmament. However, 
at the present stage of the negotiations it is hardly necessary to

1 ENDC/PV.275, pp. 20-29.
2 ENDC/PV.274, p. 10.
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demonstrate the advantages of one approach over another. The 
Committee has before it two draft treaties on the non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons, and a concrete comparison of the provisions of 
these drafts will perhaps help to elucidate the meaning of the differ
ences in the positions of the socialist States on the one hand and of 
the Western States on the other.

The principal provisions of both the Soviet and the United States 
drafts are contained in the first two articles, which set out the obli
gations of nuclear and non-nuclear States respectively in regard to 
the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. The United States now 
recognizes in its draft that certain prerogatives in respect of nudear 
weapons must not be granted either to third States or associations 
of States or to units of the armed forces or military personnel of other 
States even if such units or personnel are under the command of a 
military alliance. But what precisely are the prerogatives that must 
not be granted? They are defined by the word “control”, and the 
meaning which the United States side now gives to that word is 
specified in article IV of the United States draft, which stipulates in 
its sub-paragraph (c): “ ^ControP means right or ability to fire nuclear 
weapons without the concurrent decision of an existing nuclear- 
weapon State’\^

The Soviet delegation has already pointed out on a previous oc
casion that the United States gave a much broader meaning to the 
concept of “control” when, for example, twenty years ago the ques
tion of atomic weapons was being discussed at the United Nations. 
The members of the Committee are also aware that the General 
Assembly of the United Nations has always been guided ia its ap
proach to the problem of non-proliferation by a broader conception 
of what precisely proliferation is; but, however, that may be, we have 
to deal with that concept of the problem which is now put forward 
by the United States. What is to be prohibited and what is to be 
allowed under the United States draft treaty?

In the first place—and this is very important—the United States 
does not prohibit, and consequently it proposes to allow, the transfer 
of nuclear weapons for the armament of a non-nuclear State and its 
national forces. Nuclear weapons can be transferred to the com
mand of a military alliance, to units of the armed forces and to ia- 
dividual military personnel. The recipients of the nuclear weapons 
have in this case to promise not to use these weapons of their own 
initiative. In the opiaion of the United States side we should not 
regard such a transfer as proliferation of nuclear weapons. Thus,

 ̂Antey p. 160. For the original U.S. draft treaty, see Documents on Disarma-
ment, 1966, pp. 347-349.
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I repeat, the United States proposes that the transfer by nuclear 
Powers of nuclear bombs and warheads to non-nuclear States should 
not be considered and should not be called proliferation.

The United States delegation tries to justify such a narrow and 
qualified concept of non-proliferation by claiming that the nuclear 
weapons transferred would in any case be, as it were, a dead weight 
in the hands of other States and that they would not be able to use 
them. But that is not so at all. The States which received nuclear 
weapons would, of course, be able to use them, otherwise there would 
be no point in their receiving them. There are at least two ways in 
which the nuclear weapons received by them could be used.

One way which, as is evident from the explanations given by the 
United States delegation, the United States considers quite allowable 
is that some nuclear Power would give permission for the use of nuclear 
weapons. In other words, under the United States draft treaty it 
could turn out in the end that States which do not at present possess 
nuclear weapons would make war by means of those weapons. The 
United States solution of the problem of non-proliferation explicitly 
provides for such a possibility. This, of course, is not a solution of 
the problem of non-proliferation at all.

The other way is that a State which had received nuclear weapons 
would, IQ order to carry out its aggressive designs or revanchist 
policies, use those weapons without anyone^s permission. Moreover, 
that could be done not only by a State but also by an individual mili
tary commander or group of military personnel, because the United 
States draft treaty allows the transfer of nuclear weapons directly to 
units of the armed forces or military personnel of other States on the 
same conditions: namely, with the obligation not to use those weap
ons without permission.

Such, a concept of non-proliferation has, of course, nothing to do 
with the solution of the problem of genuine non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons. States are being asked to make their security 
dependent upon whether a State or individual general or group of 
military personnel that has received nuclear weapons would keep its 
word in regard to their use. No responsible government could agree 
to such a step, which would mean agreeing to nuclear chaos.

The representatives of the United States claim that the ‘̂right of 
vetô  ̂ would be safeguarded by physical means, namely electronic 
locks. However, we have yet to hear from the United States delega
tion an explanation of why these locks cannot be opened by evil-doers. 
In this connexion the Soviet delegation cannot but agree with the 
views expressed today on that subject by the representative of 
Czechoslovakia, Mr. Cernik, who dealt very thoroughly and con
vincingly with the question of locks. I t is well known that locks do
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not afford protection against thieves, nor would they afford protection 
against people who are determined to use the nuclear weapons in their 
possession. No lock can be such a reliable means of preventing the 
use of nuclear weapons as when there are no such weapons in the hands 
of a particular State or particular body of military personnel. But 
the transfer of such weapons, even if equipped with locks, would create 
opportunities to open the locks and to use the nuclear weapons that 
had been acquired.

Moreover, even the representatives of the Western Powers them
selves see such a possibility. This is evident from Lord Chalfont^s 
statement about the need to determine, in a treaty on non-prolif
eration, the responsibility for a violation of the treaty arising from 
the transfer of nuclear weapons.^ As we have already said, the 
Soviet delegation cannot agree with such a concept of non-proliferation 
in which, under the guise of non-proliferation, we are asked to allow 
the physical proliferation of nuclear weapons or, as it was described 
by the representative of Mexico, Mr. Gomez Robledo, the objective 
proliferation of such weapons. Such an opinion—that is, the opinion 
embodied in the United States concept—undermines the very idea 
of non-proliferation, since it leads to an increase ia the number of 
people capable of using nuclear weapons and to the proliferation 
of these weapons throughout the world.

The Soviet Union sees in the very fact of the transfer of nuclear 
weapons to a non-nuclear State a perfectly obvious proliferation of 
nuclear weapons and deems it necessary to prevent such a develop
ment. Article I of the Soviet draft treaty prohibits the transfer of 
nuclear weapons into the ownership or control of non-nuclear States 
or groups of States. The Soviet delegation sees in this prohibition 
an imquestionable advantage of the Soviet draft over the United 
States draft. Such a conception of the problem, such a solution of 
the question precludes all the possibilities of abuse which have been 
mentioned in connexion with the United States proposals. In order 
to make this solution really exhaustive and to close all ways to the 
ownership or control of nuclear weapons, article I of the Soviet draft 
also prohibits the granting to non-nuclear States or groups of States 
of the right to participate in the ownership, control or use of nuclear 
weapons.

Since, within the framework of military alliances and not only 
within that framework, there can take place a transfer of nuclear 
weapons direct to units of the armed forces or to military personnel, 
we propose to provide for the prohibition of that kind of transfer as

1 ENDC/PV.270, p. 37.
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well. The relevant provision is contained in the second clause of 
paragraph 1 of article I of the Soviet draft, which reads:

The said Parties to the Treaty shall not transfer nuclear weapons, or control 
over them or over their emplacement and use, to units of the armed forces or 
military personnel of States not possessing nuclear weapons, even if such units 
or personnel are imder the command of a military alliance.^

As can be seen from what I have said, article I of the Soviet draft 
treaty, in contrast to article I of the United States draft, effectively 
solves the problem of preventing the further spread of nuclear weapons 
by precluding any possibility of acquisition of such weapons by non
nuclear countries from nuclear States. The article in the Soviet 
draft treaty is based on the broad conception of the problem of non
proliferation of nuclear weapons, for which many members of the 
Committee have expressed support.

In regard to the United States draft, article I of that draft has the 
further defect that it provides for the possibility of transferring the 
right to use nuclear weapons to alliances of States. Under that 
formula it can be reckoned that at present three Western nuclear 
powers dispose of three ‘̂ patents’̂  for the use of nuclear weapons. The 
‘‘patent’̂  of one of those Powers can be transferred, for example, to 
NATO or to some other grouping of States. That, according to the 
United States draft, would not ‘‘cause an increase in the total number 
of States and associations of States having control of nuclear weapons’\  
But would not that be proliferation? Instead of one nuclear Power 
there would be several States with nuclear weapons at their disposal, 
including the right to use them. As the representative of Mexico, 
Mr. Gomez Robledo, rightly pointed out on 19 July, the territorial 
area in which nuclear weapons are located would be extended.^ The 
inclusion of such a formula in a treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons would be contrary to the very idea of such a treaty.

All the aforementioned considerations also apply fuUy to article II. 
Both in the Soviet and in the United States drafts, article II concerns 
the obligations of the non-nuclear States parties to the treaty. I do 
not want to dwell on that article in this statement. I t  will suffice 
to point out that under the United States draft treaty that article 
creates loop-holes for non-nuclear States in exactly the same way as 
article 1 creates them for nuclear States. Thus the number of 
loop-holes is doubled.

I t  is obvious that the approach of the United States to the very 
concept of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons differs radically 
from the approach of the Soviet Union and, as the debate has shown.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament^ 1966, pp. 443-446.
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from the approach of other States, except those which have formally 
endorsed the United States position. This difference in conception 
is explained by the fact that the point of view of the United States is 
determined by military and political considerations which have 
nothing to do with the aim of preventing the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. The United States evidently regards the physical transfer of 
nuclear weapons as a means of preventing the disintegration of the 
military bloc which it has built up. Accordingly, the United States 
draft keeps the possibiUty of giving access to nuclear weapons to 
non-nuclear States.

But it is impossible to solve the problem of non-proliferation in 
such a way. A non-proliferation treaty must close all the ways to 
proliferation of nuclear weapons without any exceptions. The solution 
of this problem, which affects the security of all the countries of the 
world, must have priority over the political calculations and plans of 
individual States. As long as the United States maintains its present 
position in this regard and makes the drafting of a non-proliferation 
treaty depend on the power politics which it is carrying out, the work 
of the Committee on this problem cannot hope to make any progress. 
What is needed is not formal amendments such as those submitted 
by the United States in March this year, to which the United States 
delegation refers in trying to conceal the absence of any changes for 
the better on its part, but realistic propositions providing for measures 
to ensure genuine non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

The participants in the negotiations are aware that the Soviet 
Government is prepared to include in the draft treaty a clause on the 
prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear States 
parties to the treaty which have no nuclear weapons on their territory. 
This position of the Soviet side, and the wording of a corresponding 
provision of the treaty which the Soviet delegation put forward by 
way of example on 23 June are meeting with the support and approval 
of many members of the Committee.^

The Soviet delegation also takes a positive view of the idea ex
pressed by the Mexican delegation that a treaty on non-proHferation 
of nuclear weapons should include an article providing that nothing 
in the treaty shall affect adversely the right of any group of States to 
conclude regional treaties to guarantee the total absence of nuclear 
weapons from their respective territories.^ We have already had 
occasion to state—and, since this question has lately been raised 
again in the Conamittee, we repeat—that the Soviet Union would be 
prepared to examine the question of how control measures, that is,

 ̂Antey p. 367.
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safeguards worked out by the International Atomic Energy Agency, 
could be used in connexion with the treaty on non-proliferation.

We should now like to refer to the proposal of the Canadian dele
gation—which was also elaborated by the representative of Canada, 
Mr. Burns, in his statement today—that we should establish agreed 
language on those points of the treaty on which we are able to reach 
agreement. In order that the Eighteen-Nation Committee might at 
least be able to report to the United Nations General Assembly some 
tangible results of its work, the Canadian delegation proposed that 
those formulations in regard to which no differences of principle arise 
should be transcribed, as an agreed text, into the working document 
which it had submitted.^ Indeed, a comparison of the Soviet and 
United States draft treaties shows that they contain, for example, 
such textually similar articles as V and VII. Apparently to finalize 
an agreed text of those articles would not present much difficulty.

However, it is necessary to point out the following circumstance. 
The provisions in question concern such matters as signature, ratifi
cation, registration of the treaty, its duration, etc. The question 
arises whether we shall be concentrating our efforts in the right 
direction if we take up now in the first place the drafting of agreed 
provisions on these matters. Moreover, even without filling in the 
column reserved in the Canadian working document for agreed texts, 
we can see where the similarity lies and what the differences are 
between the draft submitted by the Soviet Union and the United 
States. In these circumstances will not the fiUing in of that column 
be merely a semblance of the achievement of tangible results—a 
semblance which would delude neither ourselves nor the United 
Nations General Assembly?

Real progress in the drafting of a treaty on non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons depends on overcoming the substantive differences 
in the meaning which is given to the concept of non-proliferation by 
the United States on the one hand and by the Soviet Union and other 
countries on the other. Therefore, if we state that we have succeeded 
in agreeing on the question of the authenticity of the languages of 
the treaty—and in this regard there is nothing to be agreed—we shall 
still be just as far from solving the problem of non-proliferation as we 
are at this moment. In these circumstances, to create an impression 
of some sort of progress in the negotiations on the question of non
proliferation of nuclear weapons—a progress that would be imagi
nary—^would merely spread vain illusions about the real state of affairs 
in this matter, and would in fact delude the public opinion of the 
countries.

1 ENDC/175, July 5, 1966.
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In order to avoid this, the article-by-article comparison and analysis 
of the Soviet Union and United States draft treaties should, we are 
convinced, begin with the principal, key questions. The procedure 
suggested by the Canadian delegation could prove useful only if it 
led to the achievement of agreed texts for the basic provisions of the 
treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. Indeed, unless there 
were agreement on the basic provisions it would be difficult for us 
at present to examine, for example, the question of withdrawal from 
the treaty. The question would arise: withdrawal from what treaty? 
What does this treaty provide, even in regard to all the other sub
sequent articles which we mentioned—signature, ratification, and so 
on? But we cannot even answer the questions ratification of what 
treaty, signature of what treaty, amendments to what treaty?

Therefore the whole system and working- procedure proposed by 
Mr. Burns contains a very unsound basis: namely the basis that, 
without having solved the basic problem of the contents of the treaty, 
we try to settle those questions which, in our opinion, would not cause 
any difficulties at all if it were clear to us what a treaty on non- 
proHferation of nuclear weapons should be. In this situation the 
Canadian delegation either cannot give us such a concept, or, if it 
can, then it gives us one which we do not accept and with which we 
do not agree.

In order to carry out the instructions of the General Assembly 
we must concentrate all our attention on the provisions which define 
the main obligations of the parties to a non-proliferation treaty. 
We must show the will and the determination to succeed in formulat
ing these obligations in a way which would answer the purpose of 
effectively preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons by any 
means, direct or indirect. Given a businesslike and constructive 
approach by all the delegations, that problem can be solved even 
during the present session. The Soviet draft treaty on non-prolifera- 
tion shows our delegation’s approach. The approach of the Western 
delegations is shown by the draft which they support.

As we have already stressed more than once, the entire content of 
the United States draft treaty is subordinated to certain political 
aims which the United States is pursuing: namely to legalize the pro
liferation of nuclear weapons within the NATO military bloc and, 
above all, to ensure access to atomic arsenals for Western Germany. 
That is a dangerous policy. On the question whether or not to 
allow the revanchist forces of the Federal Republic of Germany to 
have access to nuclear weapons there can be no compromise. The 
Soviet Union and the other socialist countries, firmly defending the 
cause of peace, will never agree to the nuclear armament of West 
Germany.



468 DOCUMENTS ON DISiOlMAMENT,-1966

The Soviet delegation would like ta  draw the attention of the 
participants in the negotiations to the clause in the Bucharest Decla
ration of the Warsaw Treaty countries which states:

Bearing in mind the threat to the cause of peace in Europe represented by 
the nuclear claims of the Federal Republic of Germany, States must direct all 
their efforts towards precluding the possibility of the Federal Republic of Ger
many being allowed access to nuclear weapons in any form whatever, directly 
or indirectly through groupings of States, through exclusive control or in the 
form of participation in the control of such weapons. On the way in which 
this question is decided the future of the peoples of Europe, and not only of 
Europe, will largely depend. In this matter halfway solutions cannot be tolerated

We declare once more that we consider it impossible to reach 
agreement on the basis of the concept of non-proliferation embodied in 
the United States draft treaty, which ia fact leads to the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons. The United States must make important 
changes ia its position on this question. Otherwise the Committee 
will not be able to make headway in solving the question of non
proliferation or to report any real achievement in this direction to 
the General Assembly of the United Nations.

Statement by ACDA Deputy Director Fisher to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Non
proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, July 26, 1966 *

First of all I should like to express my appreciation both for the 
kind words of greeting that were extended to me at our last meeting 
and, more importantly, for the congratulations on the recent United 
States space activities for peace. I appreciate them very much. At 
the same time I should like to extend my own greetings to the repre
sentative of Sweden, who returned to this table at approximately 
the same time as I, and to say that I am happy to be returning in 
such good company.

I returned to the deliberations of this Committee last Thursday. 
The first speaker on that day was the representative of Czechoslovakia, 
Mr. Cernik. In listening to the opening portion of his remarks I 
was struck by his very clear statement about the fundamental 
objective of non-proliferation. As Mr. Cemik stated it, the funda
mental objective of non-proliferation is to prevent an increase in the

1 Ante, p. 417 (variant translation).
2 ENDC/PV.276, pp. 10-15.
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number of States that can start a nuclear war.^ I t doubtless comes 
as no surprise when I indicate that the United States delegation finds 
itself in rather deep disagreement with many of Mr. Cernik's later 
remarks; but we do agree with his premise, which he so clearly and 
forcefully stated. We agree that the objective of non-proliferation 
is to prevent an increase in the number of States that can start a 
nuclear war. In fact, the United States draft non-proliferation 
treaty, as we have previously explained, is based upon that 
fundamental objective.^

Unfortunately, there are already too many nuclear-weapon Powers 
with the ability to trigger a nuclear war. When there was only one 
nuclear-weapon Power, and that nuclear-weapon Power was the 
United States, we hoped that there could come into being international 
arrangements whereby even that one could be eliminated. Our 
immediate objective now, therefore, is to prevent the present number 
from being increased.

At the outset of my remarks I should like to address myseK to the 
comments of Mr. Cernik and those of Mr. Roshchin, the representa
tive of the Soviet Union, to the effect that the United States approach 
to a non-proliferation treaty is deficient because it might permit the 
United States to give its consent to another country—here I may 
add that they seemed primarily concerned with the  ̂Federal Republic 
of Germany, although the arguments are broader in their implica
tion—to bring upon the entire world the horrors of a nuclear war.

I am not suggesting that the United States draft treaty represents 
the final word in perfection. As President Johnson indicated on 5 
July, we are prepared to consider compromise language with which 
both sides can live. But the suggestion that the United States 
draft is deficient because under it a nuclear-weapon Power might 
somehow launch a nuclear war by proxy, so to speak, by permitting 
an ally to do so with its weapons, seems quite unreal. No nuclear- 
weapon Power could actually evade its responsibility by shunting on 
to some other State the actual firing of nuclear weapons. We all 
hope, of course, as earnestly as it is possible to hope for anything in 
the world, that a nuclear war will never take place. However, if it 
were to, it would take place only because one of the nuclear-weapon 
Powers had decided that its nuclear weapons should be fired; and, 
if it were so to decide, it would have to face the possibility of the 
gravest of conceivable consequences, no matter from where its 
weapons had been fired.

I cannot conclude this preliminary portion of my remarks, dealing 
as they do with such a grim subject as the responsibilities of nuclear-

1 ENDC/PV.275, p. 5.
2 Documents on Disarmamentj 1966  ̂ pp. 347-349; ante, pp. 159-160.
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weapon States regarding the decision to begin a nuclear war, without 
indicating the spirit in which I do so and without indicating the con
fidence which I believe is developing between the major nuclear- 
weapon States concerning their responsibility in the management 
of this awesome power.

It is an inescapable fact that two nuclear-weapon Powers have 
enormous nuclear arsenals at their disposal. The two Powers to 
which I refer have now experienced some twenty years of living 
together in the nuclear age. Those years, as we all know, have not 
been years solely of co-operation and accord. However, during that 
time there has developed what I should like to refer to as perhaps a 
code of responsibility. Nuclear weapons are no longer brandished 
for political purposes. We both know that, with the overwhelming 
and awesome nuclear might at each otherms disposal, judgement and 
responsibility are truly inescapable.

The United States draft treaty merely recognizes the realities of 
the nuclear age and the responsibilities that they entail. We shall 
not facilitate progress towards the negotiation of a non-proliferation 
treaty by pretending that those realities and those responsibiUties 
do not exist.

Our purpose here is to negotiate a non-proliferation treaty, and my 
Government wishes to do just that. I have already referred, as did 
the representative of Canada, Mr. Burns, in his remarks during the 
last meeting, to a recent statement by President Johnson at a press 
conference on 5 July. President Johnson said that the United States 
was very anxious to reach a decision on a non-proliferation treaty. 
He said: ‘̂We hope the Soviet Union wiU meet us and find an accept
able compromise in language which we can both Uve with.’' He then 
added:
We are going to do everything within the power of our most imaginative people 
to find language that wiU bring the nuclear Powers together in a treaty that will 
provide non-proliferation. We think it is one of the most important decisions of 
our time and we are going to do everything to bring people together on it.i

That statement is an unequivocal reajBSrmation that the United States 
actively and earnestly seeks to negotiate a non-proliferation treaty 
and that it wants to move ahead right now.

Therefore we must consider what is the best means of making 
progress at this point, concurrently with a search for a basis for 
resolving the principal differences among us. We have given this 
question serious thought and have concluded that the suggestions 
made by the representatives of Mexico,^ Canada  ̂ and Italy  ̂ offer

1 Ante, p. 405.
2 ENDC/PV.274, pp. 4r-17.
« ENDC/PV.275, pp. 13-20.
* ENDC/PV.265, pp. 19-24.
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an avenue pf progress. We agree with those representatives that 
indeed there are many areas of agreement between the two drafts 
on the table, that of the United States and that of the Soviet Union. 
I t seems to us that we can build a bridge of agreement by continuing 
the process of describing the areas of agreement and then seeking 
precise formulations in which to record our agreement.

I should now like to mention certain parts of the treaty which we 
think would be susceptible to useful and productive negotiation along 
that Une right now, at the present stage of our work.

First of all, both draft treaties now on the table begin with a pre
amble. Although there are some differences, we think that it should 
not be too difficult to work out an appropriate and helpful set of 
preambular clauses. The representative of Mexico, Mr. Gomez 
Robledo, has assisted our work in that regard by discussing the pre
ambles of both drafts and by making certain specific suggestions. In 
particular, Mr. Gomez Robledo suggested that the authors of the 
two drafts might:

. . agree on a text which would not stress so much the greater or lesser latitude 
of time in their disarmament plans but, on the contrary, would bring out very 
clearly their commpn determination, as proclaimed so often by both sides, to 
initiate and complete as soon as possible the various stages leading to general and 
complete disarmament under strict and effective international control. ̂

We think that is a helpful suggestion and we are prepared to consider 
improvements in the language of the preamble as well as elsewhere.

Moving away from the preamble, I should now like to discuss the 
portions of articles I and II of the draft treaties on which it might 
appear to be possible to secure and record agreement now. One such 
portion consists of clauses in articles I and II of the United States 
draft treaty  ̂ and clauses in articles I, II and III of the Soviet draft 
treaty ® which relate to the manufacture and assistance in the manu
facture of nuclear weapons. Other speakers have already pointed 
out that this area represents one of the core or central concepts in any 
non-proliferation agreement. With that we wholly agree.

I believe it is fair to state also, in the light of our discussion at the 
last meeting, that Mr. Roshchin does not disagree with that proposi
tion. However, he seems to be reluctant to undertake the negotiation 
of proposed treaty clauses relating to the manufacture or assistance 
in the manufacture of nuclear weapons, because those concepts are 
contained in articles I and II of the United States draft treaty and 
because articles I and II are related to article IV, which contains a 
definition of control which the Soviet delegation finds objectionable.

1 ENDC/PV.274, p. 6.
2 Antey pp. 159-160.
® Documents on Disarmamentf 1966, pp. 443-446.
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I think I should point out at this stage that, although other para
graphs of articles I and II of the United States draft treaty do contain 
references to control and hence involve consideration of article IV 
of the United States draft treaty, no such reference is found in the 
clauses of either article I or article II which relate to the manufacture 
of nuclear weapons or assistance in their manufacture. I think, 
therefore, that it should be possible to work out mutually-acceptable 
provisions regarding manufacture and assistance in manufacture 
without any prejudice to positions regarding article IV of the United 
States draft treaty.

I wish to assure Mr. Roshchin that, if he will join me as co-Chairman 
in attempting to work out provisions on manufacture or assistance in 
manufacture, I shall not in any way attempt to introduce or urge 
any phrase or concept which could in any way prejudice the position 
of either one of us on the existing differences as they may relate to 
article IV of the United States draft. I am confident that that can 
be done and I do hope that the Soviet representative wiU join me in 
the attempt.

The representative of India, Mr. Trivedi, stated at our last meeting 
that obligations regarding the manufacture of nuclear weapons were 
of great importance to the non-nuclear-weapon States.^ That is 
undeniably true; and, as a result, the opinions and suggestions of the 
non-nuclear-weapon States will be most important in this connexion. 
Those opinions and suggestions wiU have to be taken fully into 
account. Of course, any treaty should be acceptable to all if it is to 
achieve its purposes.

We believe there has also been a certain amount of agreement in 
principle regarding the desirability of having the safeguards of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency or equivalent international safe
guards play a role in the realization of an eflfective non-proliferation 
treaty. The Soviet representative has not yet spoken on that ques
tion in detail. However, we might still plan to take up that part of 
the treaty subsequently with a view to reaching agreed language. I 
propose to speak on that subject in more detail at a later meeting.

I should like now to turn to articles V and VI of the Soviet and 
United States draft treaties, which deal with entry into force and 
withdrawal. In both those articles there is already a large measure 
of agreement. That is encouraging, because those articles do contain 
many important provisions notwithstanding the fact that they are 
sometimes referred to as final or formal clauses. Indeed, on the basis 
of the experience in the negotiations on the partial test-ban Treaty

1 ENDC/PV.275, p. 37.
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in Moscow/ I think it is fair to say that those provisions could require 
detailed and extensive negotiation. However, since there is already 
a considerable amount of agreement between us on those provisions, 
should we not now start to record that agreement in agreed language?

At our last meeting Mr. Roshchin suggested that it was not possible 
to reach agreement on a withdrawal clause until one knew exactly 
what treaty one might be withdrawing from.  ̂ However, I must say, 
with all respect, that I disagree with the Soviet representative on 
that point. We do know what kind of treaty we are negotiating. 
There is a large amount of agreement between us regarding the sub
stantive provisions of the treaty. The co-Chairmen could agree quite 
rapidly on a withdrawal clause. I propose that we do so.

The method of negotiation suggested by the representatives of 
Mexico and Italy and by yourself as representative of Canada, Mr. 
Chairman, is in no way unusual. In innumerable negotiations it is 
the practice first to tackle areas where there is a measure of agreement, 
setting aside temporarily areas where there is not agreement. You, 
Sir, in your capacity as representative of Canada have suggested for 
our assistance a convenient way of recording agreed articles: we could 
place them in the middle column of the Canadian working paper. ̂

Contrary to suggestions made at our last meeting, that procedure 
would not mislead anyone. It would not deceive public opinion. 
On the contrary, if we followed that procedure, everyone could see 
where we have been able to agree and could just as well see where 
we have not been able to agree. In all frankness, I must repeat that 
it is impossible for me to see how anybody at all could be fooled. 
What that procedure might accomplish, however, is the recording of a 
large measure of progress. We have a great many provisions to 
negotiate, and the sooner we begin negotiating some of them the better.

My delegation wishes to believe that all other delegations here 
sincerely desire to make rapid progress on our task. If that is the case, 
we can surely do so by broadening and specifying areas of agreement 
rather than by repeating arguments about those parts of the treaty 
where we do not at present agree. I request my Soviet co-Chairman 
to join me in this conmaon endeavour to widen and record areas of 
agreement.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament^ 196Sj pp. 291-293.
2 Supra.
3 ENDC/175, July 5, 1966.
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Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Non
proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, July 26, 1966 ^

First of all, may I, on behalf of my delegation, welcome here the 
representative of Burma, U Maimg Maimg? We hope that his 
participation in the Committee will be very useful to us and that 
his counsel will contribute to the successful examination of the 
questions on the Conamittee^s agenda.

We should now like to deal only with some of the points raised 
today by the representative of the United States, Mr. Fisher. We 
shall study his statement as a whole later on and in due course we 
shall express oiu* views on the points which he raised.

Today Mr. Fisher appealed to the Committee and to our delegation 
to make more persistent efforts to work for the achievement of a 
common position on the question of non-proliferation. In this 
connexion we must point out that in this case, of course, it is not 
appeals nor, I would say, words that are needed, but rather specific 
acts or specific proposals on the part of the United States that would 
really enable us to make progress in the consideration of this question.

From our point of view the question of non-proliferation is abso
lutely clear, and here there cannot be any misunderstanding. In 
the consideration of this question one of the basic principles is the 
requirement that there shall be no transfer of nuclear weapons 
by a nuclear Power to non-nuclear States. That is the essence of the 
question of non-proliferation. That was mentioned, in particular, 
by the Minister for External Affairs of Ireland, Mr. Aiken, at the 
sixteenth session of the General Assembly  ̂when explaining the Irish 
draft resolution on non-proliferation.^ It was in the light of that 
explanation that the resolution on non-proliferation was voted upon 
at the [twentieth] session of the General Assembly and the United 
States also voted for it.^

Why, then, has the United States now radically revised its position 
on the question of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons? In fact, 
if we make a careful and profound study of the United States draft 
treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons,® we are bound to 
come to the conclusion that this draft does not contain a requirement

 ̂ ENDC/PV.276, pp. 22-26.
2 A/C.1/PV.1209, p. 37.
* Documents on Disarmamentj 1961, p. 694.
* Ibid.y 1966y pp. 532-534.
® Ibid,, pp. 347-349; ante, pp. 159-160.
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of the non-dissemination of nuclear weapons. Indeed, it contains a 
different requirement: namely, a restriction of the use of nuclear 
weapons by non-nuclear States subject to the consent of a nuclear 
Power.

Therefore, when we talk about non-proliferation here in the Com
mittee, we talk about this from absolutely different positions, from 
radically different premises. The Soviet Union and the socialist 
countries say that non-proliferation must include, as its most im
portant element, the non-transfer of nuclear weapons by a nuclear 
Power to a non-nuclear State. That is the basic premise, and that 
is how it was interpreted by the General Assembly and by the Minister 
for External Affairs of Ireland, the sponsor of the resolution. The 
United States has submitted to us a draft treaty, not on non-prolifera- 
tion but—and I stress this once again—on a restriction of the use of 
nuclear weapons, a restriction which consists in the consent of a 
nuclear Power to this use.

Non-proliferation properly so-called is not directly provided for by 
the United States draft. That there will be proliferation of nuclear 
weapons geographically and physically is beyond all doubt. That 
was mentioned by the representative of Mexico.^ It cannot be 
denied that the United States draft provides for physical prolifera
tion, geographical proliferation and, we add to this, political prolifera
tion. Why? Because a non-nuclear State would in fact have access 
to nuclear weapons. That is why, in assessing the United States 
position on the question of non-proliferation, we must say that its 
position is not that of non-proliferation or the prevention of prolifera
tion, but that of preventing the use of nuclear weapons by a non
nuclear State without the consent of a nuclear Power. That is the 
essence of the United States concept.

When we are now told, “Let us reach agreement on the question 
of non-proUferation; let us reach agreement on secondary provisions”, 
we must say that an altogether inconceivable situation is being 
created. It is impossible to reach agreement by starting out from 
diametrically-opposed concepts. In one case it is a question of pro
liferation; in the other it is a question of a restriction on the use of 
nuclear weapons by a non-nuclear State subject to the consent of a 
nuclear Power. That is the gist of the matter.

When there is talk about secondary provisions, we must say that 
these are governed by, and depend on, the primary ones. Let us 
take the only substantive provision which seems to be similar in the 
Soviet and the United States drafts: that relating to prohibition 
of the manufacture of nuclear weapons and assistance in their manu

 ̂ ENDCyPV.274, pp. 4-17.
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facture. The representative of Italy, Mr. Gavalletti, asked on 21 
July “whether he considers absolutely neghgible the agreement^' on 
this problem.^ In this connexion we should like to stress that the 
provision prohibiting the manuifacture of nuclear weapons and assist
ance in their manufacture would be suspended in mid-air if we had 
no agreement that the transfer of nuclear weapons should be regarded 
as proliferation.

Indeed, let us assume that agreement has been reached in the 
Committee not to provide assistance in the manufacture of nuclear 
weapons, but at the same time certain nuclear Powers consider 
themselves entitled to transfer the actual nuclear weapons. In this 
connexion one may well ask what an agreement to prohibit the manu
facture of nuclear weapons would amount to if a non-nuclear State 
could, by agreement with a nuclear Power, obtain access to these 
weapons. In that case an agreement to prohibit the manufacture of 
nuclear weapons and assistance in their manufacture would lose all 
its meaning as a result of transferring nuclear weapons to a non
nuclear State. Even this substantive provision, to which attention 
was drawn today by the United States representative  ̂and at the last 
meeting by the Italian representative, even this provision, apparently 
very important, would be reduced to nothing, to emptiness, because 
a non-nuclear State would be able to obtain nuclear weapons from 
a nuclear Power and thus there woidd be no solution of the problem 
itseK of preventing proliferation of nuclear weapons.

That is why we say that to record agreed formulas would be appropriate 
only if there were a uniform concept and agreement in regard to the 
essence of measures to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons. 
So long as we have radical differences in regard to the concept of 
non-proliferation, any similarities between provisions of a secondary, 
derivative nature will have a deceptive appearance. To record this 
similarity would be in any case tantamount to creating a false idea 
of the real situation and the appearance of progress where in fact 
there has been none whatever.

In this connexion the Soviet delegation deems it necessary to 
stress once again that, in the absence of agreement on the basic 
articles of a draft treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, or 
even on the essence of the concept of non-proliferation, to create the 
idea of some sort of progress in the negotiations on the question of 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons would spread false illusions 
about the state of affairs in this regard, and that would simply be 
leading astray the public opinion of States about the situation in 
regard to the question of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

1 ENDC/PV.275, p. 35.
2 Supra,
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Thus I wish to say once again that we must first work out the 
concept and reach agreement on the basic questions of principle, 
because otherwise everything else would be altogether illusory. We 
should be indulging in self-delusion if we were to reach agreement on 
some other questions mentioned here by the United States representa
tive, Mr. Fisher, and by the representative of Italy, Mr. Cavalletti, 
and also by you, Mr. Chairman, as the representative of Canada. 
The Soviet delegation cannot agree with that concept or that method 
of work, because it would be absolutely fruitless and unproductive. 
With that I conclude our preliminary remarks in connexion with the 
statenient made today by Mr. Fisher.

Statement by the United States Representative (George) 
to the Economic Committee of the Economic and 
Social Council, July 28, 1966 ^

M r . C h a irm an :

The United States welcomes the Economic and Social Council’s 
continuing interest in the important subject of the economic and 
social consequences of disarmament. We do so not only because of 
the basic significance of the subject to all Member Governments but 
also in the belief that continued discussion and research in this area 
will contribute to efforts aimed at the conclusion of effective disarma
ment agreements.

Some milestones have already been recorded due to the activities 
not only of ECOSOC but also of other United Nations organizations 
and of individual governments. Their collective studies give added 
reassurance that even general and complete disarmament would offer 
no insurmountable economic obstacle. The Secretary General refers 
to this point in his latest report on the subject in Document E/4169.^ 
It should also be noted that research efforts to date have helped 
stimulate a greater awareness of the economic and social benefits that 
might accompany the conversion of resources from military to peaceful 
uses. And, certainly, these studies have fostered greater appreciation 
of the inter-relationship between military and economic security. 
These advances are considerable when we recall that only half a 
decade ago we were literally groping our way through a tunnel of 
ignorance on this subject.

 ̂ACDA files. Mr. George spoke at the 392d meeting of the Economic 
Committee.

2 Ante, pp. 304-306.
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We have already made great progress in dispelling much of that 
ignorance. But more must be done if we are to understand fully and 
be prepared to solve the numerous problems before us, the solutions 
to which are necessary if we are to take full advantage of the economic 
and social benefits which we anticipate will flow from future disarma
ment agreements.

The United States, for its part, has devoted considerable time and 
effort to these problems. At present, many United States agencies 
are engaged in studying various aspects of this general subject. The 
United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency alone has 
underway a score of such studies covering a wide range of subject 
matter. Some of the results of this broad governmental effort have 
been noted in the United States^ reply to the questions put by the 
Secretary General and are contained in Document E/4169.^ I do not, 
therefore, intend to recite what is contained in that report. But I 
do wish to note our belief that, even in the absence of disarmament 
agreements, it has been possible to conduct useful research. These 
studies, we believe, have direct application to the economic and social 
problems of disarmament. For this reason, we have shared and wU] 
continue to share our findings with all interested nations.

As Document E/4169 bears out, other nations are also engaged in 
investigative work in this area. But if the economic and social ad
justment process is to proceed smoothly and with benefit to all as 
future disarmament agreements are made and implemented, we must 
develop a broader information base and more fully coordinate our 
efforts.

Mr. Chairman, near the end of the Secretary GeneraPs note on 
page 4 of Document E/4169, he makes the following statement: ‘‘The 
facts that the Governments chiefly concerned are committed to the 
maintenance of high levels of employment and high rates of growth, 
that they are alert to the need to meet the problems that disarmament 
may cause and that many of them find it difiSicult to furnish the sort 
of data that would be required for international studies of a com
parative or quantitative nature suggest that the role to be played 
by the United Nations in this field may be due for a re-examination/^  ̂
My delegation recognizes the difficulties which must be faced in 
gathering and collating meaningful data on economic and social 
consequences of disarmament. We feel, however, that these diflSi- 
culties constitute a strong justification for a continuing effort by the 
Secretary General and an expansion of his efforts in this field.

> Ante  ̂ pp. 60-63.
2 Ante, p. 306.
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Indeed, there is a need to intensify efforts in the field of economic 
and social consequences of disarmament and the role which the 
United Nations should play is both active and continuing. Among 
the several reasons for our view are the following:

1. No progress has yet been made in establishing a solid and factual 
base upon which international studies and projections can be deter
mined. Perhaps modest beginnings in this direction are possible 
if member nations can be made aware of the priority efforts required. 
United Nations technical advisors can assist in this determination and 
should provide guidance on priorities for data gathering. Among the 
high priority efforts might well be the reporting of military expendi
tures according to standard definitions and concepts.

2. Secondly, although agreements to reduce arms have not yet 
been achieved, discussions on this subject continue. This suggests a 
concurrent need for a standby mechanism through which relevant 
data could be channeled and coordinated. Continuing United 
Nations experience with national and international research and data 
collection would be most useful in this regard.

3. Thirdly, under conditions of substantial arms reduction the 
related problems of economic and social adjustment may be highly 
complex. They will not be confined within national borders but will 
vitally affect many nations. These nations will profit from the 
fullest sharing of the results of preparatory research and all the 
problems of conversion of resources from military to peaceful ends. 
Here, United Nations channels are certainly the most effective for 
making the results of studies widely available.

4. Lastly, the sharing and open exchange of information and the 
cooperative efforts to anticipate and resolve economic and social 
problems in this area can in themselves contribute to creating a 
climate in which the opportunities for disarmament will be greater.

Through the Secretary-GeneraPs efforts, the United Nations has 
already done much useful work. Annex II  of E/4169 contains an 
interesting summary of the variety of activities related to the economic 
and social consequences of disarmament which are under way in the 
United Nations, the specialized agencies and the International 
Atomic Energy Agency. That summary leaves not a shadow of a 
doubt that the framework for the United Nations’ continuing atten
tion to this field is already well established.

To strengthen this, however, we wish to reaflGb'm our support for 
continuing these United Nations activities under the Secretary- 
GeneraPs guidance and coordination, convinced that this would 
insure the broadest exchange of information, and provide cooperative 
efforts to anticipate and develop solutions to economic and social 
problems in this area.
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In stating this, the United States is not suggesting that member 
nations lean on their oars, and, so to speak, ‘‘let the UN do it.’̂  
When we recognize that today the world spends over 130 billion 
dollars annually for military defense purposes, it is clear that the 
economic and social implications of disarmament have a great relevance 
for each and every nation. And, consequently, each has a unique 
contribution to make to research in this area.

For its part, the United States intends to continue an active re
search program. As in the past, it will continue to make the results 
of its program available through United Nations channels. We 
hope this attitude is widely shared, as I am sure it is.

Mr. Chairman, my government holds firmly to the proposition 
that disarmament agreements would release some resources both in 
the developed and in the developing countries which could be used 
for the welfare of people everywhere, including the economic and social 
development of the developing countries.

But, in any consideration of where and how such resources will be 
used, it is well to bear in mind that their anticipated benefits will 
be realized only through the negotiation and execufion of effective 
disarmament agreements. Although this is a truism, in discussions 
of the economic and social consequences of disarmament we some
times seem to lose sight of this point. This means then, that first 
priority must be given to the support of efforts directed toward 
reaching practical arms control and disarmament agreements. Such 
efforts are currently imder way in the ENDC. Within this forum, 
serious and sustained negotiations are taking place to check, on a 
broad basis, the forward thrust of the arms race—and especially the 
upward spiraling of the nuclear arms race.

In the ENDC, the United States has introduced a nimiber of meas
ures designed to overcome the dangers inherent in the spread and 
growth of nuclear.stockpiles. Among these are proposals for a non
proliferation treaty, a comprehensive test ban, a cutoff of fissionable 
material for weapons purposes and a freeze on offensive and defensive 
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles. Other nations on the Committee 
have also put forward proposals and suggestions.

The fact that these negotiations are taking place is important and 
encouraging. But, too often, too many nations view the search for 
meaningful disarmament measures as someone else's business. They 
seem to expect to receive a large share of the social or economic bene
fits that may flow from disarmament, yet they seem hesitant to join 
in efforts which could help further its progress. They seem to view 
disarmament as the special preserve of the super-powers or of those 
nations represented at the ENDC. But this does not reflect the 
real situation.
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In his message of January 27 of this year to the Conference of the 
Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament (ENDC) President 
Johnson suggested regional initiatives to curb arms races in conven
tional weapons, stating in part: . . as we focus on nuclear arms,
let us not forget that resources are being devoted to non-nuclear arms 
races all around the world. These resources might better be spent 
on feeding the hungry, healing the sick and teaching the uneducated. 
The cost of acquiring and maintaining one squadron of supersonic 
aircraft diverts resources that would build and maintain a imiversity. 
We suggest therefore, that countries, on a regional basis, explore ways 
to limit competition among themselves for costly weapons often 
sought for reasons of illusory prestige . . This aspect of the 
disarmament question is frequently ignored as we look at its economic 
and social consequences. We recall, however, the penetrating 
comment by the representative of Pakistan in ECOSOC's discussion 
of this item last summer. He noted that the replies from member 
states in the Secretary GeneraPs report gave the impression that the 
expenditures on armaments in developing countries were negligible 
and that the consequences of releasing these resources for peaceful 
purposes would be small. He stated that this was not quite true, 
that it was understandable that the developing countries should 
clamor to receive for their own development at least part of the 
resources which might be released by disarmament among developed 
countries, but he urged that the developing countries should first 
put their own houses in order.

In this regard, Mr. Chairman, a recent compilation of available 
data on defense expenditures developed by the United States Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency indicates that the developing 
coimtries, with an average annual income per capita of less than $150 
spent roughly $16 billion in 1964 for military programs. This amount 
was equivalent to about 5% of the value of the goods and services 
these countries produced. I t was equal to the amoimt spent by them 
on public education and public health combined. I t was double the 
value of total ofl&cial economic assistance which they received. Many 
of these countries were revealed as spendmg over $100 million annually 
for the military programs. And it appears that the military expendi
tures were in many cases rising faster than their rate of economic 
development. 2

In citing such information, Mr. Chairman, my delegation does not 
mean to imply that developing countries have no legitimate need for 
national military programs. Rather, we wish to stress the magnitude 
in monetary costs of the military programs undertaken by these 
developing countries—monies which in so many instances might

 ̂ Ante, pp. 7-8.
2 See ante, pp. 1-3.
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better be diverted, at least in part, to alleviating their basic national 
economic and social needs about which we have heard so much in 
the discussion of other agenda items. We would also point out that 
the expenditure of large sums by developing countries for military 
programs is not confined to any one geographic area but exists in all 
regions of the world.

Thus, every nation, by looking into its '̂own backyard,'^ can further 
the flow of economic and social benefits by reducing or restraining its 
own military program. We would add that there is not only room 
for national and overall international efforts in disarmament but 
within the latter, for regional effort as well.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, my government believes that the world^s 
needs for resources to speed development and improve man^s lot is 
such that we cannot sit on our hands awaiting disarmament agree
ments and the benefits which we believe will flow from them.

In the world today, vast social and economic needs continue to 
remain unmet. Aware of this, the United States has been conduct
ing a program of bilateral aid for foreign economic development that 
is second to no other country in the world. I t is also engaged with 
others in multilateral aid programs. It intends to pursue vigorously 
both programs and, as it has stated in the past, it is prepared to join 
in enlarged multilateral programs of aid, provided other nations will 
do likewise.

Mr. Chairman, the United States, in the reahn of economic and 
social concerns, has one basic objective: to achieve a better life for 
all the world’s people. Whether it be through disarmament, or 
multilateral or bilateral aid programs, we want to help eliminate the 
crushing burdens of hunger, disease and illiteracy wherever they 
exist. Much has been done. Much more needs to be done. To 
reach that objective we pledge our continuing cooperation.

Statement by ACDA Deputy Director Fisher to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Inter
national Safeguards and Nonproliferation of Nuclear 
Weapons, July 28, 1966 ^

For the past few meetings we have been discussing a non-prolifera- 
tion agreement. While, according to the order of work adopted at our 
272nd meeting, the present meeting is to be devoted to the discussion

1 ENDC/PV.277, pp. 4r-7,
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of other collateral measures, I should like to continue briefly to discuss 
one aspect of non-proliferation and to talk today about the subject 
of safeguards over nuclear materials and the important role they play 
in preventing proliferation. I should like to do so because of the 
importance my Government attaches to securing the widest applica
tion of a workable system of safeguards over peaceful nuclear activi
ties, both through a non-proliferation treaty and through efforts 
outside it.

The position of the United States was stated clearly by President 
Johnson in his message to this Conference on 27 January, when he 
said:
. . . through a non-proliferation treaty and through efforts outside such a treaty, 
we must continue to secure application of International Atomic Energy Agency 
or equivalent international safeguards over peaceful nuclear activities.^

I should like at this time to indicate what actions the United States 
believes must be taken in order to establish a system of international 
safeguards which will be truly effective in preventing the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons. Such a system will of course involve an under
taking by all to co-operate actively in facilitating the application of 
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards or equiva
lent international safeguards to all peaceful nuclear activities.

To be somewhat more specific, such a system will involve an 
undertaking by the non-nuclear-weapon States to accept IAEA safe
guards or equivalent international safeguards on aU their peaceful 
activities. It will also involve an undertaking by all States not to 
provide source or fissionable material, or specialized equipment or 
non-nuclear material for processing or use of source or fissionable 
material or for the production of fissionable material, to any other 
State for peaceful purposes unless such material and equipment are 
subject to IAEA or equivalent international safeguards. That obliga
tion should apply to the peaceful programmes of all States, whether 
they be nuclear-weapon States or non-nuclear-weapon States.

In arriving at a decision to recommend such a system of safeguards— 
one which is not only effective but workable—the United States 
examined a variety of possibihties. The first and perhaps the most 
obvious was a safeguard system which would apply to all peaceful 
activities of all States, those with weapon programmes as well as those 
without. That would have the virtue of an apparent balance; the 
system would apply to aU States alike.

But the application of a system of safeguards to all the peaceful 
activities of existing nuclear-weapon Powers would involve a tre
mendous strain on the safeguard system. A strict inspection of the 
peaceful nuclear activities of existing nuclear-weapon Powers when

1 Ante, p. 6.
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there is no restriction on their increasing their large nuclear stockpiles 
might weU be described as straining at gnats while swallowing camels. 
It flies in the face of logic to argue that such a solution is essential to 
the objectives of non-proliferation. That type of inspection would 
become relevant when we have followed a non-proliferation treaty 
with other measures which would prevent the nuclear-weapon Powers 
from increasing their stockpiles.

Another possibility was to apply safeguards to the peaceful activities 
of the non-nuclear-weapon Powers alone. While that might appear to 
follow logically from a rejection of the first alternative which I have 
described, it would contain certain elements of partiality to which the 
non-nuclear-weapon Powers have objected.

We may well differ with the evaluation of the burdens of inter
national safeguards that underUes that objection. Two nuclear- 
weapon States, the United States and the United Kingdom, and many 
other States do not believe those international safeguards to be burden
some, and they have backed that conviction with action. They have 
submitted portions of their own peaceful programmes to international 
safeguards and have found these quite workable. Yet one cannot 
avoid taking into account the possible objections to a system of safe
guards which by its terms applies solely to non-nuclear-weapon Powers.

In the view of the United States, the proper solution must be 
found between those two alternatives. I t is for that reason that the 
United States is recommending a solution which involves the system 
of safeguards which I described earlier in my remarks. This is a solu
tion which will provide adequate assurance that the provisions of a 
non-proliferation treaty are being carried out. It is a solution that 
would be truly workable in that its inspection provisions would not 
be so extensive as to be beyond the practical capabilities of the inter
national safeguard system; nor would it be directed in large part to 
areas not related to non-proliferation. I t would at the same time 
avoid discrimination against the non-nuclear-weapon Powers in the 
area where they might properly feel it most keenly: that is, the area of 
international commerce.

That solution, as I have indicated earlier in my remarks, would 
involve a system under which the non-nuclear-weapon States under
took to accept IAEA or equivalent international safeguards on all 
their peaceful activities. Such international safeguards would 
effectively provide clear evidence to the non-nucleai*-weapon States 
that other non-nuclear-weapon States were not developing nuclear 
weapons under the guise of peaceful appUcation of nuclear energy. 
Such reassurance would of course be essential to the continuing 
stability of the non-proliferation treaty and the permanent realization 
of its objectives.
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The solution, as I have previously pointed out, also involves a 
system under which parties to the treaty would undertake not to 
provide source or fissionable material, or specialized equipment or 
non-nuclear material for processing or use of source or fissionable 
material or for the production of fissionable material, to any other 
State for peaceful purposes unless such material and equipment were 
subject to IAEA or equivalent international safeguards. I should 
like to emphasize again that this obhgation should apply to the 
peaceful programmes of all States, whether they be nuclear-weapon 
States or non-nuclear-weapon States. Thus, in the transfer of such 
materials and equipment between States for peaceful purposes, all 
States would be treated alike.

The undertakings in the safeguard system I have described represent 
a balance of conflicting values. They represent a compromise, a 
balance of interests. Adjustment and balance of interest are essential 
to all negotiation. We are seeking realizable solutions which will 
be recognized as equitable by all participants and which will at the 
same time help us stop nuclear proliferation. However, in arriving 
at that balance we must always keep in mind the importance of 
our objective.

The United States is not suggesting that an agreement on an effec
tive system of safeguards in and of itself is the entire answer to the 
problem of non-proliferation. Even if there were to be immediate 
agreement on the system of safeguards which I have described, we 
still have the task before us, which was outlined at President Johnson^s 
press conference of 5 July, of doing everything within our power to 
find language that would bring the nuclear Powers together in a treaty 
that would prevent proliferation.^

But the importance of the objective that I have described in my 
remarks today—the achievement of an effective system of safeguards 
as part of the effort to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons—must 
be recognized. I believe that it is recognized in this Committee. I t 
is recognized by the ninety-six member nations of the IAEA. The 
experience of some forty nations has shown that safeguards are 
practical, unintrusive and effective.

The problem is not the safeguard system itself but its extension to 
more facihties and to more types of facilities. The problem grows 
with the growth of nuclear power. The latest estimates indicate that 
by 1980 more than 100 kilogrammes of plutonium will be produced 
every day. As Mr. Seaborg, Chairman of the United States Atomic 
Energy Commission, recently pointed out, it could be used under 
safeguards as fuel to provide a substantial part of the world^s power,

1 Antej p. 405.
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or it could be used to make tens of nuclear weapons every day.^ Which 
shall it be: peaceful power or nuclear bombs? The choice is up to us.

Message From Premier Chou to the World Congress 
Against Atomic and Hydrogen Bombs, July 28, 1966 ^

On the occasion of the convening of the 12th World Conference 
Against Atomic and Hydrogen Bombs, I, on behalf of the Chinese 
Government and people, extend warm congratulations to the con
ference, high respect to the delegates of various countries attending 
the conference and to the Japanese people, and profound sympathy 
and regards to the victims of atomic and hydrogen bombs in Hiro
shima, Nagasaki, and Bikini and to the families of those killed by 
these bombs.

The movement against atomic and hydrogen bombs in Japan has 
a glorious tradition. The past World Conferences, holding high the 
banner against the U.S. imperialist policies of war and aggression, 
the banner against the Soviet revisionist leading cHque ŝ capitula- 
tionism and splittism, and the banner in support of the national- 
liberation struggle of the people of various countries in Asia, Africa, 
and Latin America, have won the profound sympathy and broad 
support of the people of Japan and the world. We believe that so 
long as this current World Conference continues to hold high these 
militant banners, strengthen unity, and maintain and bring into full 
play the correct line of the past World Conferences, it will be able to 
further inspire and strengthen the anti-imperialist struggle of the 
people of Japan and the world over; it will make new contributions 
to the realization of the complete prohibition and thorough destruction 
of nuclear weapons, and will make new contributions to the defence 
of world peace.

It is well known throughout the world that the threat of a nuclear 
war comes from U.S. imperiaUsm. For a long time U.S. imperialism 
has been brandishing its nuclear weapons to threaten the people of 
various countries of the world. I t  is continuing to develop and mass 
produce nuclear weapons and expand its nuclear bases throughout 
the world, particularly those surrounding China, and intensify its 
nuclear blackmail and nuclear threat against China and other peace^ 
loving countries. At the same time, U.S. imperialism is colluding 
with the Soviet revisionist leading clique to actively plot a so-called

 ̂ Atomic Energy Commission press release S-7-66.
* Peking Reviewj no. 32 (Aug. 5, 1966), pp. 15-16.
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*'treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons” in an attempt to 
consolidate their position of nuclear monopoly and deprive the 
peace-loving countries of their right to defend themselves against 
nuclear threat by developing their own nuclear weapons. This is 
another big fraud following the Moscow tripartite treaty.^ In the 
struggle for complete prohibition of nuclear weapons and prevention 
of a nuclear war, the people of the whole world must thoroughly 
expose and smash this criminal plot.

The Chinese Government and people have always advocated the 
complete prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons, 
and have been making unremitting efforts for this cause. However, 
nuclear war can be prevented and nuclear weapons can be finally 
eliminated only after the peace-loving countries possess nuclear 
weapons and break the nuclear monopoly. The Chinese Government 
has proclaimed solenmly to the whole world on many occasions that 
China will never be the first to use nuclear weapons at any time and 
in any circumstances. The Chinese Government has also proposed 
that a summit conference of all the coimtries of the world be con
vened to discuss the question of the complete prohibition and thorough 
destruction of nuclear weapons and, first of all to reach an agreement 
not to use nuclear weapons.^ U.S. imperialism and Soviet revisionism 
have only talked glibly about the so-called ban on nuclear tests and 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, but have never said a word 
about the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons, which is the most 
fundamental question of key importance. This precisely exposes the 
ferocious feature of '^U.S.-Soviet co-operation” in exercising nuclear 
monopoly and threatening and sabotaging the revolutionary struggle 
of all oppressed people and oppressed nations. We believe that so 
long as the people of the whole world strengthen their unity and 
persist in their struggle, nuclear war can be prevented and nuclear 
weapons can be prohibited.

The 12th World Conference Against Atomic and Hydrogen Bombs 
is convened at a time when U.S. imperialism has escalated the aggres
sive war against Vietnam to a new and more serious stage. To oppose 
the U.S. aggressive war in Vietnam is an important question to be 
discussed at this conference. To save itself from its fate of complete 
defeat in its war of aggression against Vietnam, U.S. imperiahsm, 
while sending large numbers of reinforcements to its aggressive forces 
in south Vietnam, is at the same time colluding with the Soviet 
revisionist leading chque to carry out its scheme of ''forcing peace 
talks through bombing,” by brazenly bombing Hanoi, the capital of

1 Documents on Disarmamentj 1963  ̂ pp. 291-293.
2 Ihid,, 1964, p. 455; ibid., 196^, pp. 168-169; ante, pp. 210-212, 277-279.
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the Democratic Republic of Vietnam, and Haiphong, its second 
biggest city. This frantic and barbarous act of war by U.S. imperial
ism has aroused the indignant condemnation and strong protests of 
people throughout tbe world. President Ho Chi Minh issued ^̂ An 
Appeal to the People of the Whole Country^’ on July 17, calling upon 
the Vietnamese people to unite and persist in struggle to thoroughly 
defeat the U.S. aggressors.^ This is a forceful answer to the scheme 
‘̂ to force peace talks through bombing.’’ The Vietnamese people’s 
struggle to resist U.S. aggression and save their country is the focus 
of the present struggle of the world’s people against U.S. imperiahsm 
and it is a great contribution to the cause of the peoples of the world 
in the struggle to win and safeguard national independence and to 
defend world peace. Support for the Vietnamese people’s struggle 
to resist U.S. aggression and save their country is the sacred duty of 
all countries and peoples of the world who are struggling against 
imperialism and who cherish peace. The Chinese people have made 
up their minds and have made all kinds of preparations to take such 
actions at any time and in any place as the Chinese and Vietnamese 
peoples deem necessary in resolute support of the Vietnamese people 
in their just struggle until final victory.

To isolate and deal blows at U.S. imperiahsm to the greatest possible 
extent, the people of the whole world must form the broadest and most 
genuine international united front against U.S. imperialism and its 
lackeys. However, this united front must be based on the anti
imperialist sohdarity of the people of the whole world. The modern 
revisionists, with the leading cUque of the Soviet Communist Party 
as their centre, have long collaborated with U.S. imperialism and have 
become its accomplices. Therefore, they can never be included in 
the international anti-U.S. united front, nor can there be any ‘̂ united 
action” taken together with them. Any proposal to take ^^united 
action” with them will only help them to deceive the world’s people, 
and to camouflage their renegade features of sham anti-imperiahsm 
but real capitulation, sham support but real betrayal, sham unity 
but a real spUt.

The Japanese people have always been a glorious shock brigade in 
the struggle against U.S. imperiahst aggression. The Japanese 
people are high in mihtant spirit and are unceasingly developing 
mammoth mass movements to fight for Japan’s independence and 
democij'acy, to demand the abolition of the Japan-U.S. “Security 
Treaty”  ̂ and the “Japan-ROK Treaty,” to demand the removal

1 New York TimeSj July 17, 1966, p. 2.
* American Foreign Policy, 1950-1965: Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 885-886.
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of U.S. military bases and the withdrawal of U.S. troops, to demand 
the return of the Japanese territory of Okinawa and Ogasawara^ and 
to resolutely oppose the entry of U.S. nuclear submarines and nuclear 
aircraft into Japan and their stationing there. The Japanese people 
have launched a powerful mass movement firmly supporting the 
Vietnamese people's struggle to resist U.S. aggression and for national 
salvation. The Japanese people resolutely oppose U.S. imperialism's 
revival of Japanese militarist forces, its use of Japan as a base for 
aggression against Vietnam and other Asian countries. The Japanese 
people's struggle is a tremendous support to the struggle of the 
Chinese people and the peoples of the world against U.S. imperiaUst 
aggression and in defence of world peace.

The Chinese and Japanese peoples have built up a fraternal militant 
friendship in their common struggle against U.S. imperiaUsm. This 
mihtant friendship and soHdarity must be consoUdated and developed 
in order to strengthen the struggle against U.S. imperialism. This 
is the strong desire of the Chinese and Japanese peoples and is an 
irresistible historical trend. U.S. imperialism, modern revisionism 
and the Japanese miUtarist forces are trying by hook or by crook 
to sabotage the mihtant solidarity of the Chinese and Japanese 
peoples, and they are trying to realize the scheme ^̂ to contain China." 
All these are vain attempts. Through their experience in struggle, 
the Japanese people have recognized who are their real friends, who 
are their false friends, and who are their enemies. The Chinese 
people have always regarded the Japanese people as their close 
friends. All kinds of obstacles and twists and turns have appeared 
and will continue to appear on the path of advance of the Chinese 
and Japanese peoples as they fight shoulder to shoulder against their 
common enemy. No matter what happens, no matter what storms 
they might encounter, the Chinese people will unite firmly with the 
Japanese people, with the peoples of all countries, and will struggle 
jointly with them against the U.S. imperialist policies of aggression 
and war and for the safeguarding of world peace.

I wish the conference success!

C hou E n -L ai

Premier of the State Council 
of the People^s Republic of China 

P eking , J uly  28, 1966
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Statement by ACDA Deputy Director Fisher to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Freeze on 
Strategic Nuclear Delivery Vehicles, August 2, 1966 ^

In accordance with the order of work adopted on 12 July,^ we are 
now discussmg collateral measures of disarmament other than a non
proliferation agreement. Most of the measures which have been put 
before this Committee, however, are directed towards a programme 
of nuclear disarmament, one which is highly germane to a programme 
to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons, and one of which an 
agreement to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons constitutes 
an important part.

The United States has put before this Conference a six-part pro
gramme of nuclear disarmament. That programme was contained in 
the first six parts of President Johnson’s message to the Conference 
on 27 January.^ The programme of nuclear disarmament there set 
forth is a substantial one which, if adopted, woidd be a magnificent 
stride towards a peaceful world. Moreover, it is a practical pro
gramme; it is one we should be able to negotiate, because it does 
not adversely affect the interests of any State.

Today I should like to explore somewhat further the measure 
dealt with in the sixth part of that programme. It is a measure 
which has not, I fear, figured as importantly in our deliberations as 
its intrinsic merit justifies. The measure is for a cessation of any 
increase in the number of strategic offensive and defensive nuclear 
deUvery vehicles and a freeze of their characteristics.

The significance of that measure is based in large part on the fact 
that in the present balance which exists between the United States 
and its allies on the one hand and the Soviet Union and its allies on 
the other, a nuclear weapon without an expensive and highly sophis
ticated means of delivery is not a threat to anyone else so much as 
it is a dangerous and expensive nuisance to its owner. I t is recog
nized that, should nuclear weapons be introduced into areas where 
they are not presently part of the military balance, considerably less 
sophisticated delivery systems might be enough to make them a 
menace to other nations. However, even in those circumstances, a 
country considering the introduction of nuclear weapons must con
sider the means of dehvering the nuclear weapons as well as the 
weapons themselves; and it is for that reason that we think a measure

1 ENDC/PV.278, pp. 4-9.
2 ENDC/PV.272, p. 36.
® AntCf pp. 5-8.
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dealing with the means of delivery is appropriate for discussion at 
the present time.

Before dealing further with that measure, I should like to review 
briefly the other five parts of our six-part progriEtmme of nuclear 
disarmament.

The first part of the programme is, of course, the negotiation of a 
non-proliferation treaty.

The second part is to secure, either through a non-proliferation 
treaty or through efforts outside it, the application of International 
Atomic Energy Agency or equivalent international safeguards over 
relevant peaceful nuclear activities. That measure was developed in 
considerable detail by the United States delegation in its statement 
at the last meeting of this Committee;  ̂ and I should like only to add 
that the United States considers it a measure of the highest impor
tance. All States which are interested in the objectives of non
proliferation should be prepared to see to it that no nuclear materials 
or devices are made available to non-nuclear-weapon States without 
obtaining workable and efficient assurances that those materials will 
not be used for nuclear explosions.

The third part is to strengthen United Nation and other inter
national security arrangements so that those States which forswear 
nuclear weapons may do so without fear.

The fourth and fifth parts relate to measures by which the nuclear 
States would restrict their own nuclear arsenals. As I have pointed 
out once before in this Committee, we should bear in mind that when 
we speak of halting and turning back the arms race in nuclear weapons 
we should be concerned with at least two aspects of that race—two 
aspects as far as the war-heads are concerned. The world^s build-up 
of nuclear weapons proceeds both qualitatively—that is, by improving 
the effectiveness of such weapons through continued testing—and 
quantitatively—that is, by increasing the number of such weapons by 
continued production of fissionable material for use in nuclear weapons.

We have, of course, put a real curb on the qualitative aspect of the 
arms race in nuclear weapons by agreeing to the Treaty banning 
nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and imder 
water.^ In particular, that treaty is a real curb on the development of 
nuclear weapons in the higher-yield ranges—weapons of almost 
unbelievable destructive capability.

As has been pointed out many times before, the United States 
would, of course, like to go further and halt the qualitative aspect 
of the arms race in nuclear weapons by extending the limited test

1 AntCf pp. 482-486.
2 Documents on Disarmamentj 1963, pp. 291-293.
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ban to cover underground nuclear tests. That is the fourth part of 
the United States programme of nuclear disarmament. For such an 
extension the United States would require only inspections of the 
number and kind which modern science shows to be necessary to 
provide reasonable assurance that such a treaty is being faithfully 
observed.

At the same time as we are striving to halt the qualitative aspects 
of the nuclear arms race, we should attempt also to curb the quantita- 
tive aspects of the arms race in nuclear weapons by halting the build
up of arsenals of nuclear weapons and by destroying a large number 
of the weapons at present held in stockpiles. The limitation of the 
further production of nuclear weapons by halting production of the 
weapon-grade fissionable material which is the essential element of 
their manufacture is the fifth measure in the six-part programme of 
nuclear disarmament which has been advanced by the United States.

The sixth part of that programme, which we should like to explore 
further today, relates, as I indicated earlier in my remarks, to a freeze 
of the number and characteristics of offensive and defensive strategic 
nuclear deUvery systems. For some time the United States has had a 
proposal before this Committee caUing for the United States and the 
Soviet Union and our respective allies to agree to explore a verified 
freeze of the number and characteristics of strategic nuclear offensive 
and defensive vehicles.^ I t is not necessary to review now in detail 
the basic elements of the freeze proposal which we have recommended 
for exploration. I t is not necessary to repeat the suggested pro
cedures for verification of̂  that measure which we have recommended 
for detailed discussion and negotiation by this Conference.

I t should be clear to this Committee that a freeze of strategic 
nuclear vehicles would have a decisive impact on the burgeoning arms 
race in ever more deadly, sophisticated and costly weapons of mass 
destruction. If agreement on a freeze could be reached and imple
mented, it would constitute a practical step in the process of disarma
ment. It would open possible paths to reductions in all types of 
armaments from existing levels. I t would facilitate progress towards 
our mutual goal of general and complete disarmament.

My Government has outHned, in its proposal for freezing offensive 
and defensive strategic nuclear delivery systems, the kinds of strategic 
nuclear offensive and defensive vehicles which should be included.^ 
It has recommended controls over missile launchers and launching 
facilities as well as boosters for use in space programmes. I t has 
suggested Umitations on the testing and firing of new and existing 
missiles. In setting forth that exploratory proposal the United

1 Ihid,y 1964t P- 8.
2 IhU,, pp. 367-373.
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States delegation chose to adopt a completely flexible approach with 
respect to both the elements of the proposal and the manner in which 
discussions and negotiations should proceed. We have also elaborated 
on that proposal for a strategic nuclear delivery vehicle freeze by 
setting forth procedures for verification which would not threaten 
the security interests of any State involved.

Unfortunately, the reply to our call has not been very encouraging. 
We have heard charges that the United States wants to exploit the 
inspection rights of a measure which is described as containing no dis
armament in order to obtain target information on critical and secret 
Soviet armed forces, defence systems and defence industry. I t is 
impUed that the United States, having obtained that information, 
would be able to launch a surprise counterforce strike against the 
factories and defence installations of the Soviet Union and other 
socialist States.

I submit that any objective analysis of that proposal will indicate 
that such a charge is quite unfounded. This is made quite clear by 
observing the nature of the freeze of strategic nuclear vehicles that 
my Government is proposing and the nature of the verification system 
that it is proposing to go along with it. The discouraging aspect of 
that charge—and I say this with the greatest personal respect—is that 
it indicates that our Soviet colleagues have not really imderstood the 
far-reaching implications of the measure we are now discussing.

Despite the diflSculties we have had in engaging our Soviet colleagues 
in a discussion of the issues involved in my Government’s proposal for 
a freeze of strategic nuclear deUvery vehicles, the United States has 
nevertheless sought the basis for a compromise. We have sought a 
compromise which might permit the taking of a first step which might 
finally break the deadlock and enable the disarmament process to 
begin. With that purpose in mind Mr. Goldberg, in a speech before 
the General Assembly in September 1965, said that whereas we should 
continue to explore a freeze of the number and characteristics of 
strategic nuclear offensive and defensive vehicles, if progress could be 
made in that field the United States would also be willing to explore 
the possibihty of significant reductions in such vehicles.^

We have been encouraged by the support given to our proposal by 
many nations both in the United Nations General Assembly and here 
in this Committee. That sustains us in our behef that meaningful 
progress in a first-step proposal for a freeze of strategic nuclear delivery 
vehicles could result indeed in breaking the deadlock which has for so 
long prevented us from beginning the disarmament process. We have 
not, however, been encouraged by the silence of our Soviet colleagues.

1 Ibid,, 1965, p. 435.
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A number of times during the past several years my delegation has 
pointed out to this Committee the actual and planned increases by my 
country in its strategic nuclear delivery forces. We did so to illus
trate for our part the substantial amount of nuclear delivery systems 
which would not have been built had the United States freeze proposal 
been put into effect during 1964. As I have stressed before, such a 
measure as we are proposing would have been—and can be—an 
effective non-armament measure.

We assume, of course, from the pubUc statements made by high 
military and political authorities of the Soviet Union—statements 
which assure the world of its formidable strategic rocket and other 
forces—that during the period from 1964 to date their country^s 
strategic delivery inventories have grown substantially as ours have. 
Unfortunately, however, while our Soviet colleagues have often told 
this Committee about the military plans and forces of the United 
States, which they are able to do quite properly by drawing on readily 
available and officially released information, they have been unwilling 
up to now to indicate to this Committee that the strategic arms race 
which we all deplore is at least two-sided.

Recently we have heard statements by several members of the 
Committee to the effect that unless something is done soon to arrest 
the costly and seemingly inexorable competition in the field of strategic 
arms there is grave danger that new and more lethal offensive and 
defensive strategic nuclear delivery systems will be deployed.

I hardly need to repeat that the freeze proposal we are now recom
mending for exploration deals with both offensive and defensive 
strategic nuclear delivery systems. Therefore it deals directly with 
the problem which has been behind the emphasis that many of the 
delegations here have placed on extending the limited test ban to all 
nuclear tests. If our concern is that a continuation of underground 
tests might lead to a break-through which would lead to a new 
generation of offensive and defensive missiles and a consequent new, 
dangerous and destabilizing phase of the arms race—and that is a 
quite proper and responsible concern—should we not attempt to deal 
with this problem directly, by the proposal which I have been ex
ploring today, at the same time as we try to limit it peripherally 
by our efforts—and they are quite proper efforts—to agree on a 
comprehensive test ban?

I think it is clear from these brief comments why my Government 
believes it is urgent to undertake serious and extensive discussions 
of the issues and considerations involved in our proposal to halt now 
and begin to turn back the strategic nuclear arms race in the field of 
delivery vehicles as well as in the other fields which are contained
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in the six-part programme of nuclear disarmament described at the 
beginning of my remarks.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Denuclear
ized Zones and Elimination of Foreign Military Bases, 
August 2, 1966 ^

Today we have Ustened to the statement of the representative of 
the United States on certain collateral measm*es. We, in om* turn, 
should like to avail ourselves of today^s meeting in order to state our 
position on collateral measures other than the non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons.

During the discussions that have taken place in our Committee 
on disarmament questions there has appeared very clearly the desire 
of most of the participants in the negotiations to take immediate 
measures to reduce and avert the threat of a nuclear war. In the 
approach to the solution of this problem an important place is assigned 
to such topical questions as the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, 
the prohibition of their use and the cessation of underground nuclear 
tests. At the same time we must give attention to the consideration 
of other urgent and long overdue measures which are also aimed at 
eliminating the nuclear danger and at strengthening peace.

The Soviet delegation, prompted by the desire to ensure a solution 
of the problem of disarmament and to contribute towards freeing 
mankind from the danger of a nuclear catastrophe, would like in its 
statement today to draw the attention of members of the Committee 
to two very important questions: the question of the elimination of 
foreign military bases on the territories of other countries and the 
withdrawal of foreign troops therefrom, and the question of 
estabUshing denuclearized zones in various parts of the world.

The Soviet Union and other socialist countries, as well as many 
non-aligned countries, have long been urging the elimination of foreign 
military bases on the territories of other countries and the withdrawal 
of all foreign troops therefrom. The numerous military bases estab- 
Ushed on the territories of other States, above aU by the United 
States of America and the United Kingdom, are a source of constant 
international tension and a threat to world peace. They represent 
a miUtary backing for the policy ^̂ from a position of strength’̂  and

1 ENDC/PV.278, pp. 9-18.
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are designed to keep the security of States under a threat and to serve 
as an instrument for intervening in the internal affairs of other peoples. 
Foreign military bases on the territories of other countries have been 
and still are an instrument of the policy of colonialism. Their purpose 
is to safeguard the political and economic interests of American, 
British, Portuguese and other monopolies in their colonies and in the 
young States which have recently freed themselves from colonial 
dependence.

The war of aggression which the United States is waging against 
the people of Viet-Nain reveals in the most convincing way the true 
role of United States miUtary bases abroad as spring-boards for 
aggression and as focal points of war, coloniaUsm and tension. It is 
from numerous mihtary bases situated in South Viet-Nam, Thailand, 
Okinawa and other parts of South-East Asia and the Far East that 
the United States is waging its aggression against the people of Viet- 
Nam, undertaking air bombardments of the Democratic Republic of 
Viet-Nam, and carrying out flights over certain areas of Laos and 
Cambodia.

The events in South-East Asia, where the United States military 
bases have played the role of a fuse in the expanding war in Viet-Nam, 
compel us to approach the question of the elimination of foreign 
military bases and the withdrawal of foreign troops from the terri
tories of other countries from a long-term point of view. In fact, 
what is happening today in South-East Asia may happen tomorrow 
in other parts of the world where foreign military bases and troops 
are located.

Can one regard as normal the fact that the United States has at 
present on foreign territory over four hundred major military bases and 
is maintaining abroad more than a million soldiers and officers? Major 
United States military bases are located in nearly forty countries of 
the world. I t is quite obvious that the continuance of such a situa
tion, which is in blatant contradiction with the interests of the safe
guarding of peace, is bound to cause tension in international relations 
and creates a situation which fosters the growth of suspicion and mis
trust and increases the danger of a nuclear war.

Sometimes Western statesmen try in their statements to create the 
impression that the United States and the United Kingdom are 
carrying out a poUcy of “miUtary withdrawaP’ abroad. The facts 
show that actually the Western Powers are far from reviewing their 
policy in this respect. The liquidation of individual obsolete bases 
is being carried out by them in order to modernize and increase the 
efficiency of their system of bases as a whole. Moreover, this system 
is expanding; it is spreading out all over the world and encompassing 
more and more regions. This is shown, for instance, by the reports
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that the United Kingdom and the United States are planning and 
carrying out the construction of new military bases on foreign 
territories.

The estabUshment and modernization of United States military 
bases have assumed a particularly wide range in South-East Asia. 
Expenditures on these bases are estimated at $1,500 million. In 
expanding on an ever \vider scale its war of aggression against the 
people of Viet-Nam, the United States has not only built nimierous 
military bases in South Viet-Nam but is constantly increasing its 
miUtary potential in other countries of this region. Thailand, for 
instance, where the United States is speeding up the construction of 
miUtary bases, is called by the United States Press the ^ ŝecond front^’ 
of the war against Viet-Nam. The number of United States troops 
stationed there has doubled since January of this year and has now 
reached 25,000, two-thirds of them being personnel of the United 
States Air Force. That is more than there were in Viet-Nam in 1963.

The chain of military bases is expanding also on the islands in the 
Indian Ocean. Besides the British military bases on the Maldive 
Islands, the United Kingdom and the United States are planning to 
establish a network of joint bases on theChagos Islands, the Seychelles 
and Mauritius. At the end of last year the British Government formed 
a new colony on a group of islands in the Indian Ocean—‘̂ British 
Territory in the Indian Ocean The establishment of this colony 
was viewed as being motivated by strictly miUtary considerations, 
as the initial stage of the establishment of naval and air-force bases on 
these islands. I t is obvious that military bases in that region will 
create a threat to the States of Asia and Africa.

Furthermore, the British Government is continuing to carry out 
the policy of a military presence in the countries and regions ^^East of 
Sueẑ ^—that is, the Afro-Asian countries. British troops are stationed 
at numerous bases, forming a single strategic complex. Large numbers 
of British troops remain in Southern Arabia and Malaysia. One 
cannot fail to note an important characteristic of the use of British 
bases: all of them serve the interest of imperialism as a whole. The 
bases at Aden, Singapore and other places are used by ships of the 
countries of CENTO and SEATO. United States ships taking part 
in the aggressive actions of the United States against the people of 
Viet-Nam are often refitted at Singapore. The British base in Cyprus 
threatens the security of the countries of the Near East.

Military bases on foreign territories represent a serious threat to the 
security of the countries in which they are located. Many of these 
bases, which serve as a means of delivering strategic nuclear weapons 
to their targets, greatly increase the danger of a nuclear war. The 
existence of foreign military bases has been more than once in the past^

256-6193 0 — 67-------33
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and can become again in the future, a cause of unfortunate accidents 
such as the crashing of a United States bomber with nuclear bombs 
aboard which occurred over the south coast of Spain at the beginning 
of this year.

In view of the fact that the continuation of flights of aircraft with 
nuclear weapons aboard over the territory of other countries represents 
a grave danger to peace, the Soviet delegation renews its proposal 
that the Eighteen-Nation Committee should issue an appeal for the 
immediate ending of flights of aircraft with nuclear weapons beyond 
the national borders of States.^ We are convinced that such a measure 
would contribute to the security of all peoples.

For the overwhelming majority of States there is, strictly speaking, 
no question whether or not foreign military bases on the territories 
of other countries should be eliminated. The Second Conference of 
Heads of State and Government of Non-aligned Countries of Africa, 
Asia, Latin America and Europe, held in Cairo in October 1964, 
reiterated the demands of many other international conferences and 
meetings of non-aligned countries, declared ^Its full support to 
the countries which are seeking to secure the evacuation of foreign 
bases on their territory’\  and called upon ^̂ all States maintaining 
troops and bases in other countries to remove them forthwith’\^ At 
present, in the light of events in South-East Asia, in the Near and 
Middle East, in Africa and in Latin America, that demand of the 
second Cairo Conference sounds particularly topical.

We should like to draw the attention of members of the Committee 
to the fact that, in the resolution adopted at the twentieth session of 
the United Nations General Assembly regarding the implementation 
of the Declaration ‘̂on the granting of independence to colonial 
countries and peoples’\  there is a clear appeal to all colonial Powers 
'̂to dismantle the military bases installed in colonial Territories and 

to refrain from establishing new ones” .̂  Sufficient time has already 
gone by since the adoption of that resolution, but the Western Powers 
that have military bases in colonial territories have still not taken 
any practical steps to carry out the aforesaid resolution and to dis
mantle their military bases. Moreover, the United States, the 
United Kingdom, Portugal and other colonial Powers are doing all 
they can to keep their existing bases and to create new ones in the 
colonial territories and in foreign countries. Thus they show their 
defiance of the resolutions of the United Nations and disregard the 
clearly-expressed will of many countries of the world.

1 Ante, pp. 22-24.
* Documents on Disarmamentf 1964, pp. 445-446.
® General Assembly Official Records: Twentieth Session, Supplement No. 14 

(A/6014), p. 4.
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The representatives of the United States and other Western Powers, 
hi trying to justify the locating of their military bases and troops in 
the territory of other countries, assert that they maintain their bases 
and troops abroad with the consent and approval of the States on 
whose territories these bases and troops are located. One may ask: 
why then does the United States cling so stubbornly to its military 
base at Guantanamo in the territory of the Republic of Cuba? As is 
well knoAvn, the Government of Cuba and the whole of the Cuban 
people emphatically demand the dismantling of the United States 
military base at Guantanamo, whence the United States is carrying 
out provocative acts against free Cuba. The Soviet Union and all 
peace-loving States fully support the demand of the Republic of 
Cuba that the United States military base at Guantanamo should 
be dismantled.

One may also ask: are the British military bases in Cyprus being 
maintained with the consent of the Government of Cyprus? As far 
back as December 1964 the President of Cyprus, Archbishop Makarios, 
stated to representatives of the Press: “The agreements under which 
foreign bases and foreign troops are located in Cyprus restrict our 
independence and must therefore be repealed”. But there is no 
evidence that the United Kingdom has taken any steps to do away 
with its bases in Cyprus, although in this case there is the clearly- 
expressed will of the Cypriot people, who have declared themselves 
against the maintenance of foreign military bases on their territory.

The arguments which the Western delegations put forward to 
justify the locating of their military bases on the territories of other 
countries do not stand up to criticism. Thus the representative of 
Canada, Mr. Burns, dealing with the Soviet proposal to eliminate 
foreign military bases,  ̂ asserted on 21 April that this proposal “is 
merely a . . . measure for breaking up the defensive NATO 
alliance . . .  ̂ Of course, if the Western Powers declare all proposals
on disarmament questions to be contrary to the interests of the NATO 
bloc, then the Eighteen-Nation Committee has very little chance of 
making progress in solving such questions.

The interests of international security insistently require that, in 
order to diminish the threat of a nuclear war and to make a contribu
tion to the cause of disarmament, foreign military bases should be 
eliminated, and foreign troops withdrawn from the territories of other 
countries to within the national borders of States. The Soviet 
delegation considers that this important question should be examined

1 Documents on Disarmament, 1964, pp. 12-13.
2 ENDC/!PV.258, p. 16.
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and a way found towards solving it. I t  has long been high time to 
put an end to the maintenance of military bases and armed forces 
on the territories of other countries, since they create a threat to the 
peace and security of States. The Soviet Union will seek to achieve 
this objective in the interests of strengthening world peace and the 
security of the peoples.

Another important matter having a direct bearing on the elimination 
of the threat of a nuclear war is the question of establishing denuclear
ized zones in various parts of the world. This question, like that of 
the elimination of foreign military bases on the territories of other 
countries, has been raised on many occasions in the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee, at sessions of the General Assembly of the United Nations, 
and in other international forums. We have all seen that the idea of 
establishing denuclearized zones—an idea which originated some years 
ago—has confirmed its vitality.

At present, there are numerous projects and plans for establishing 
denuclearized zones in various parts of the world: in Central Europe, 
Northern Europe, the Mediterranean basin, the Balkans and the 
Adriatic, in the Near and Middle East, in Africa, in Latin America, 
in the area of the Pacific Ocean, and so forth. In recent years some 
practical steps have been taken to convert into reality this idea of 
establishing denuclearized zones. We should like to recall in this 
connexion that in December 1959 an international convention on the 
Antarctic was concluded, which prohibits the establishment of military 
bases and fortifications and the carrying out of nuclear explosions in 
that area, and which in fact establishes for that continent the status 
of a denuclearized zone.^

In 1963, at the eighteenth session of the General Assembly of the 
United Nations, a resolution was unanimously adopted calling on all 
States to refrain from placing in orbit aroimd the earth any objects 
carrying nuclear weapons or installing such weapons on celestial 
bodies.^ In other words, the whole of outer space was proclauned a 
denuclearized zone. The question arises: is the guaranteeing of such 
conditions on earth, whereby the threat of a nuclear war would be 
reduced and averted, a less topical and urgent problem?

The overwhelming majority of countries Members of the United 
Nations have expressed themselves in favour of establishing de
nuclearized zones. At the twentieth session of the General Assembly 
the ‘̂ Declaration on the denuclearization of Africa^  ̂ was adopted by 
105 votes. In the Declaration it is noted ‘̂that proposals for the 
establishment of denuclearized zones in various other areas of the

* Documents on Disarmament, 1946-1969, vol. II, pp. 1550-1556.
* Ihid., 1963, p. 538.
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world have also met with general approval” , and ‘̂ that the denuclear
ization of various areas of the world would help to achieve the desired 
goal of prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons” .̂  The discussion at 
the twentieth session of the United Nations General Assembly of 
the question of proclaiming Africa a denuclearized zone, and the adop
tion of the aforesaid Declaration, showed quite clearly the need for the 
speediest possible implementation of that measure, as well as the 
importance of estabhshing denuclearized zones in other areas of the 
world.

The Soviet Union is a resolute advocate of the establishment of 
denuclearized zones in various parts of the world, since the accomplish
ment of this measure would open the way to an effective restriction 
of the sphere of location and use of nuclear weapons and consequently 
to a diminution of the threat of nuclear war and to a limitation of the 
arms race. In this connexion we should like to draw the attention 
of members of the Committee to the urgent need to establish denuclear
ized zones in the European continent, above all in Central Europe, 
where enormous stocks of nuclear weapons have been accumulated 
and where the armed forces of the NATO and Warsaw Pact countries 
confront each other directly.

The Soviet Union, as has been stated repeatedly, fully supports 
the proposals of the Polish People’s Republic for creating a denu
clearized zone in Central Europe  ̂ and ‘‘for freezing nuclear weapons 
in that area’\^ We consider that the implementation of these pro
posals, which are supported by aU the socialist States and are meeting 
with international approval on an ever wider scale, would be an 
exceptionally important measure aimed at putting an end to the 
nuclear arms race in Central Europe, reducing international tension 
and strengthening mutual trust.

The Soviet Government also attaches great importance to the 
constructive proposals of the German Democratic Republic contained 
in the Statement of the Government of the German Democratic 
Republic to the Eighteen-Nation Conmiittee on Disarmament in 
which it solemnly declares its readiness to assume the obligation of 
renouncing nuclear weapons if the Government of the Federal Repub
lic of Germany is likewise ready to assume a similar obligation.^ 
The purpose of reducing the threat of a nuclear war in Europe is 
also served by the appeal of the German Democratic Republic to the 
nuclear Powers to withdraw all nuclear weapons from German terri
tory, if they have stationed them on German soil, and in future to

1 lUd,, 1966, pp. 624-626.
2 Ibid., 1962, vol. I, pp. 201-205.
« Ibid., 196i, pp. 53-55.
4 See ENDC/168.
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keep it free of nuclear weapons. These proposals of the Government 
of the German Democratic Republic are imbued with concern for 
the strengthening of peace, and the sooner, they are carried out the 
better it will be for international security.

In drawing the attention of the members of the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee to the need to remove nuclear weapons from Central 
Europe and to estabhsh a nuclear-free zone there, the Soviet delega
tion is prompted by the fact that the situation in this region con
tinues to develop in a dangerous direction. A direct threat to peace 
in Europe and to the security of the European peoples, and of other 
peoples also, is inherent in the present policy of the United States, 
which aims at re-arming West Germany and at forming a military 
alliance with forces that are openly advocating a revision of European 
frontiers and a re-examination of the consequences of the Second 
World War.

In the very centre of Europe, where twice in the last fifty years 
German militarism has passed through with fire and sword, one of 
the most intricate hubs of European and international conflict has been 
formed. It is there that plans for aggression are again being hatched. 
The increasingly insistent demand of the ruling circles of the Federal 
Republic of Germany to get hold of nuclear weapons brings forward 
in all its acuteness the problem of setting up a reliable barrier to the 
nuclear arming of West Germany. By pursuing a policy aimed at 
giving the Federal Republic of Germany access to nuclear weapons, 
and by refusing to give the undertakings involved in the establishment 
of nuclear-free zones in Europe, the United States, the United King
dom and other NATO countries are obstructing the solution of this 
important international problem.

The establishment of a nuclear-free zone in Central Europe in 
accordance with the proposal of the Polish People^s Republic, as well 
as the adoption of the proposals of the German Democratic Republic, 
could be the measures that would forestall a dangerous course of events 
in Europe, and would be a major contribution towards improving the 
international situation. We are also in favour of establishing nuclear- 
free zones in Northern Europe, in the Balkans and the Adriatic, in the 
Mediterranean area, and in other parts of the world.

The Soviet Union considers that, in the interests of strengthening 
world peace and preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons, the 
obligations concerning the establishment of nuclear-free zones could 
be assumed not only by groups of States comprising whole continents 
or large geographical areas, but also by individual countries. In this 
respect, the decision of the Government of Ceylon on 23 January 
1964 to ban the entry into the ports of Ceylon of foreign vessels with 
nuclear weapons on board, and the landing on Ceylonese aerodromes
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of aircraft with nuclear bombs, is a graphic example of possible ways 
of establishing a nuclear-free zone within the territorial limits of one 
country. The Soviet Government has expressed its positive appre
ciation of this decision of the Government of Ceylon.

In drawing the attention of the Eighteen-Nation Committee to the 
question of establishing nuclear-free zones in various parts of the 
world, we deem it essential to emphasize the Soviet Union's willing
ness to assume an obligation to respect the status of any denuclearized 
zones which may be established provided that other nuclear Powers 
assume similar obligations.^

The Soviet delegation, in proposing the elimination of foreign 
military bases on the territories of other countries and the establish
ment of nuclear-free zones in various parts of the world, would like 
to draw the attention of members of the Committee to the fact that 
the recent conference in Bucharest of the countries parties*to the 
Warsaw Pact devoted particular attention to these questions. The 
Bucharest Declaration, adopted at that conference, stresses in par
ticular the urgent need for the elimination of foreign military bases 
and the withdrawal of foreign troops from the territories of other 
countries, as well as the need for the establishment of nuclear-free 
zones on the European continent.^ The implementation of all those 
measures would unquestionably be a serious contribution to the 
cause of nuclear disarmament and would be welcomed with satisfac
tion by all the peoples of the world.

Address by Premier Kosygin to the Supreme Soviet 
(Extract}, August 3, 1966®

Special mention should be made of Soviet-American relations. 
Whereas a few years ago one might have observed gleams of a more 
realistic approach to contemporary problems in the highest Wash
ington circles, and whereas then a certain awareness was sensed that 
the U.S.A. cannot impose its will on other peoples, today aggressive 
miUtary forces increasingly set the tone in American poUcy.

The U.S. ruling circles are pursuing a poHcy of gross imperiaUst 
expansion and are trying to dictate their will to other peoples. For

1 AntCi p. 11.
2 Ante, p. 417.
3 Pravda, Aug. 4, 1966, pp. 3-4; The Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. 

XVIII, no. 31 (Aug. 24, 1966), pp. 14-18.
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the sake of this they do not hesitate at kindling new military conflicts 
or at outright aggression against freedom-loving peoples.

Guided by the interests of our state, by the interests of the sociaUst 
conmionwealth and of the strengthening of peace, the Soviet Union 
will continue to fight resolutely against the policy of aggression, to 
come out in defense of peace. The U.S. government must clearly 
realize that by following the path of aggravating the international 
situation it is jeopardizing the future of Soviet-American relations.

However, we do not believe that Soviet-American relations could 
not be different from the way that, through the fault of the U.S.A., 
they are now shaping up. To normaUze them it is necessary for 
the U.S.A. to observe the norms of international law, to stop inter
fering in the internal affairs of other states and peoples. Aggressive 
moods obviously predominate in Washington at the present stage. 
But we know that there also exist other, healthier tendencies there. 
A strengthening of these tendencies will meet with due understanding 
on our part.

The liquidation of American aggression in Asia and the adoption 
of measures to ensure European security would indisputably bring 
in their wake a relaxation of international tension and would facilitate 
the implementation of new, far-reaching measures along the path to 
stopping the arms race, toward universal and complete disarmament.

The Soviet Union proceeds from the fact that the struggle for dis
armament is not a tactical move but a policy of principle, an integral 
part of Soviet foreign policy.

Our state has pursued this course with the utmost consistency from 
the very first steps of Soviet rule. Back at the Genoa conference in 
1922 the Soviet delegation proclaimed the Lenin program of universal 
disarmament.^ One can state confidently that today the importance 
of the disarmament problem has not decUned but has grown im
measurably. I t has increased, particularly because the destructive 
power of modern weapons has reached truly vast dimensions. Mili
a ry  expenditures also have become tremendous and weigh heavily 
as a burden on the shoulders of the working population.

The present moment, of course, when the international situation is 
exceedingly tense, when war is going on in Vietnam, little favors the 
adoption of fundamental disarmament measures. Nevertheless, 
even now a number of important partial measures could be taken in 
this sphere in order at least to arrest the further accumulation of 
arms and growth of miUtary production.

One such measure could be the conclusion of a treaty for non
proliferation of nuclear weapons on a basis that would rule out all

 ̂ See Jane Degras (ed.), Soviet Documents on Foreign Policy (London, 1951),
vol. I, pp. 298-301.
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possibilities of their further spread. Another such measure could be 
the banning of all nuclear tests.

Economic and Social Council Resolution 1154 (XLI), 
August 4, 1966 ^

The Economic and Social Council̂
Recalling General Assembly resolution 1203 (XII) of 13 December 

1957  ̂and resolution 1272 (XIII) of 14 November 1958,  ̂respectively, 
concerning documentation,

Recalling its resolution 1090 E (XXXIX) of 31 July 1965,^
Noting with appreciation the improvements already made in reduc

ing the volume of documentation and in ensuring that documents 
shall be available to Governments of States Members of the United 
Nations in good time.

Desiring to improve still further the quality of the documentation 
which requires its consideration, in order that it may more effectively 
discharge its various responsibilities.

Taking note of the reports prepared by the Secretary-General 
pursuant to resolution 1090 E (XXXIX) ® as well as of the comments 
made by the Advisory Committee on Administrative and Budgetary 
Questions,®

Bearing in mind its resolution 1172E (XLI) concerning the sub
mission of the reports of the specialized agencies and the Interna
tional Atomic Energy Agency,^

1. Reaffirms the importance it attaches to the requests made to the 
Secretary-General in operative paragraphs 3 and 4 of its resolution 
1090 E (XXXIX);

2. Endorses the Secretary-General's proposals contained in para
graphs 9 to 15 of his report® and

1 E/RES/1154, Aug. 4, 1966.
2 General Assembly Official Records: Twelfth SessioUf Supplement No. 18 

(A/3805), pp. 39-40.
® Ihid.j Thirteenth Session, Supplement No. 18 (A/4090), vol. I, pp. 41-42.
* Economic and Social Council Official Records: Thirty-ninth Session, Resolu

tions, Supplement No. 1 (E/4117), pp. 36-37.
® Ibid., Forty-first Session, Annexes, Agenda Item 32 (E/4157, E/4223).
6 Ibid. (E/4232).
7 Economic and Social Council Official Records: Forty-first Session, Resolutions, 

Supplement No. 1 (E/4264).
® Ibid., Annexes, Agenda Item 32 (E/4157).
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3. Decides that:
(а) The reports referred to in paragraphs 10 to 12 of the report 

of the Secretary-General should be submitted one year less frequently 
than they are now unless developments call for greater frequency;

(б) Replies to questionnaires addressed to the Governments of 
States Members of the United Nations caUing for substantially factual 
information should, where appropriate, be analysed and the analysis 
issued as a Council document; the full original text of the replies 
would be available for examination by the Governments of Member 
States, it being understood that the reply of any Government would 
be published at its request;

4. Reguests the Secretary-General:
(а) To prepare for the Council, whenever feasible, short analytical 

summaries of the contents and conclusions of the reports of the 
functional and regional economic commissions and of the standing 
and ad hoc committees;

(б) To indicate those reports which are of a technical nature 
requiring detailed study by experts of Governments of Member 
States rather than by the Council, while drawing attention to any 
sections of such reports requiring the Council^s specific action;

(c) To submit to the Council in 1967 further proposals designed to 
reduce the volume or improve the conciseness of documentation re
quiring the Council^s consideration.

Statement by the Swedish Representative (Myrdal) to 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Non
proliferation of Nuclear Weapons and Cessation of 
Nuclear Tests, August 4, 1966 ^

On the issue of a treaty banning the spread of nuclear weapons to 
further countries, which has occupied most of our precious time this 
session, the Swedish delegation has been sparing of comments.

The representative of the United Kingdom, Lord Chalfont, in his 
statement on 16 June, urged the non-aligned delegations in the 
Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee ‘̂to take a more active 
part in trying to settle the difficulties which the nuclear States have 
run into over articles I and 11”.̂  I doubt, however, that that would 
be a wise course of action. All members of the Eighteen-Nation 
Disarmament Committee are now aware that on that subject, and not

» ENDC/PV.279, pp. 4-11.
2 ENDC/PV.265, p. 11.
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least in reference to those very articles, we are in reality engaged in 
two diflferent dialogues. I t has become routine for us now to label 
the first one ‘'non-dissemination’’, that is, the transfer of nuclear 
weapons, directly or indirectly, to States or groups of States. This 
subject definitely falls within the field of competence of the Powers 
which possess nuclear weapons, and it is also of direct interest to their 
aUies. Countries like mine cannot, however, usefully intervene on 
this issue, which is intensely discussed within, and hotly disputed 
between, the miUtary alliances; although, of course, as individual 
countries we are not imconcerned about the developments destined 
for our various regions.

The situation is quite different in regard to the twin proposal for 
' 'non-proliferation’’ in the narrower sense: that is, closing the possi
bilities for hitherto non-nuclear-weapon States to embark on the 
manufacture of such weapons. To that dialogue the non-ahgned 
countries are very essential parties. They have evolved by collective 
and individual efforts what now amounts to a consistent structure of 
thought, which has also made its imprint on United Nations resolu
tion 2028 (XX),^ under the terms of reference of which our work 
proceeds. The Swedish delegation has repeatedly presented its 
views. I feel obliged, however, to reiterate the considered opinion 
that, inasmuch as the purpose of our negotiations is to forestall that 
kind of proliferation of nuclear devices, we have at our disposal two 
collateral measures which would be incomparably more efficacious 
for achieving that goal than a formal treaty as proposed, embodying 
political pledges. I am, of course, referring to a comprehensive ban 
on the testing of nuclear weapons, and a cutting off of production of 
fissionable material for weapon purposes.

An account of our stand has recently been authoritatively rendered 
by the Swedish Government in Parliament, in its declaration of 
foreign policy on 23 March. I t was quoted rather fully by Mr. 
Trivedi, but I would take the liberty of repeating it in somewhat 
briefer form:

As to the Swedish point of view, we are positive to the efforts to bring about 
an effective agreement against further proliferation of nuclear weapons. Such 
an agreement presupposes universal accession attainable only through ân ac
ceptable balance of mutual responsibilities and obligations of the nuclear and 
non-nuclear Powers’, to use the wording of the United Nations resolution. There
fore Sweden supports in Geneva the demands of the non-aligned nations that 
the great Powers shall give their contribution in the form of a complete test 
ban and the discontinuance of the production of fissionable material for weapon 
purposes.

When we set these demands we do not mean, of course, that we shall start 
production of nuclear weapons if our demands are not fulfilled. Such a decision

1 Documents on Disarmament, 1966, pp. 532-534.
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has no political actuality in this country. When we insist on commitments in 
return, this is due to the fact that we want an agreement which constitutes an 
eflficient contribution to the limitation of the nuclear threat . . .  A

I should like to present some comments today on the collateral 
measure of a comprehensive test ban, and at a forthcoming meeting on 
that of a cutting-oflf of the production of fissionable material for 
weapon purposes. In doing so, I am prompted in the first instance 
by our strong conviction that those are highly effective methods of 
achieving non-proliferation. I t has seemed to my Government, as 
expressed inter alia in the declaration just referred to, that the super- 
Powers have not yet given suflGicient attention to the possibility of 
employing those very direct methods of achieving non-proliferation. 
I t would mean, to speak bluntly, tying the hands not only of them
selves but of the more than 100 nations that would in all probabiUty sign 
such treaties as they signed the Moscow one.  ̂ Should we not have 
a reaUstic calculus of the pros and cons, in terms of technical feasibility 
and political acceptabiUty, as regards the various methods of effec
tively preventing the prospect that the five might become the fifteen 
or more, a spectre which President Kennedy and others have so 
eloquently evoked?

In fact, in the conditions of a combined test ban and cut-off a 
country contemplating withdrawing from the agreements and '̂going 
nuclear” would face the need of several years of research, testing and 
stockpiling of nuclear materials before its ambitions could be material
ized. Under a plain non-proliferation accord, on the other hand, 
preparations might be made m advance, and, indeed, underground 
tests carried out and fissile material stockpiled, which would allow a 
rapid change from non-nuclear to nuclear-weapon status following a 
withdrawal announcement.

In any such realistic calculus of the pros and cons of various meas
ures or some combination of measures, great weight must undoubtedly 
be given to an agreement banning aU nuclear tests—hence also imder- 
ground ones, which are continuing at a rate which worries the inter
national commxmity. The concern of the international community 
has been voiced by several delegations in this hall, most recently by 
the representative of Burma at our meeting of 28 July.^ So far no 
signals have been emitted by the great Powers indicating that they 
are now ready to agree on the terms of such a test ban. Yet I feel 
inclined today to express a certain optimism, as I believe that agree
ment might be within reach. This belief is founded first and foremost 
on the not uncommon experience in history that when an action is so

1 ENDC/PV. 263, pp. 6-7.
2 Documents on Diaarmamentj 1963, pp. 291-293.
3 ENDC/PV.277, pp. 7-14.
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obviously timely and so close to maturity it becomes harder to with
hold a decision to act.

What are the signs of such timeliness, of such a shortening of the 
maturing process in regard to a comprehensive test ban? The 
timeliness is dictated by the plain imperative of having some results 
to report soon from the long labours of the Eighteen-Nation Commit
tee on Disarmament. The diagnosis of a special degree of ripeness 
precisely for that collateral measure which calls for a supplementary 
ban on underground nuclear testing depends, first, on the obvious 
fact that the world community demands it, and secondly on some 
observations we have tentatively made concerning the attitudes of 
the major parties, that is, the super-Powers. On both sides, it seems 
to me, there is an increasmg understanding that a test ban may never 
be so watertight that it does not contain a certain margin of risk, but 
also an understanding that the risk is fairly insignificant.

The arguments about ^ r̂isks’̂  obviously centre on the subject of 
verification. On one side, the Soviet Union and the socialist States, 
when arguing for reliance solely on national means of verification, 
cautiously refrain from claiming for those means any 100 per cent 
reliabihty in the technical sense; they state that those means are 
'̂sufficient̂  ̂ or “adequate^^—those are the terms used—which, after 

all, also entails a political judgement. Thus it was most recently 
expressed in the statement of the representative of Bulgaria on 5 
July: ^'that national means of detecting and identifying underground 
nuclear explosions are fully adequate to guarantee the observance of a 
future treaty’'.̂

On the other side, the United States is obviously moving towards 
verification requirements which are considerably less exacting than 
those advanced in the past. Such an impression of a general kind 
stems from the fact that, although demands for inspections in loco 
are not abandoned, no commitment to a specified number has been 
expressed recently. More particularly, I may refer to the description 
given on 4 April by the representative of the United States, Mr. 
Fisher, of what on-site inspections would involve physically.^ The 
methods to be employed seem to be considerably simplified as com
pared to those proposed earlier—for instance at our 113th meeting, 
three years ago. The reason for the change in the United States 
position, we understand, is the outcome of a successful research pro
gramme. From the results of such scientific efforts all of us will of 
course benefit.

In this connexion I might perhaps be allowed to ask for clarification 
of a point which was not fully explained: namely, what accuracy can

1 ENDC/PV.270, p. 8.
2 Ante, pp. 196-199.
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be expected in epicentre determinations. Mr. Fisher said: ' ‘If a 
particular unidentified seismic event were selected for inspection the 
area to be inspected would have to be determined by the analysis of 
the seismic data^'.^ I t  seems essential to our deliberations that we 
should know exactly the present state of the art as regards the pos
sibility of determining by such an analysis a reasonably small area 
which is sure to include the epicentre selected for inspection, so that 
inspectors would go to the right place and country.

This problem is obviously of general importance when we are 
negotiating a test-ban agreement. I t also has special importance 
because of the way it apphes to the most significant earthquake 
region which we have to consider: the North Pacific seismic belt, 
including the Aleutians and the Kurile Islands. In archipelago and 
coastal regions, a bias in the epicentre location could cause an event 
on land to be classified wrongly as an event in the sea and thus by 
definition as an earthquake. That is because, as the United States 
representative, Mr. Foster, told us on 2 September 1965, ‘‘the finding 
that the location of the geographical point of origin of the event was 
in water’̂  would be among the identification criteria for earthquakes.^ 
Conversely, an earthquake in a sea area might attract an on-site 
inspection to an innocent nearby island or other piece of land.

If such a bias as I have just mentioned were to occur, it would not 
only upset the analysis of events in general and decrease the yield of 
on-site inspections; it would also confuse the estimate of the number of 
suspicious events in this important area and by that the total number 
of such events. However, at the same meeting Mr. Foster also gave 
the encouraging information that a research programme was under way 
to improve the means for determination of location. I t would involve 
sea-bottom seismometers and a nuclear explosion—Project Long 
Shot, fired on Amchitka Island on 29 October last year.

The results of those efforts will of course be of central interest to us 
for assessment of the capabihty of on-site inspections and of their 
value as a complement to seismological surveillance. Therefore it 
seems to me that this Committee would appreciate being informed of 
the results of those recent and very interesting investigations, as well 
as, of course, others bearing on the intricate issue of verification of 
underground testing.

Test-ban negotiations certainly have a long history; and it is only 
natural that we should now be able to perceive a rather clear-cut 
pattern of diminishing demands concerning the verification procedure, 
making it legitimate to extrapolate the trends and thus presage a 
happy ending. We have only to recall how a few years ago a gigantic

1 Ante, p. 196.
2 Documents on Disarmament  ̂ 196S, p. 389.
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control machinery was foreseen for verifying nuclear tests, consisting 
of some 180 manned control stations, an international commission and 
permanent flying squads of inspectors, demanding tens of thousands 
of technical personnel and financial allocations in the billion-dollar 
category. At that time the requirement was for obtaining conclusive 
evidence, legally established by an international commission acting 
as a court. Today we are clearly content to rely on circumstantial 
evidence and on various empirical indications and probability con
siderations.

Without making any pretension that indirect, external methods of 
verification, using national means such as teleseismic detection, will 
ever achieve objective truth of 100 per cent accuracy, my country for 
one will try to contribute towards improvements of such mechanical 
systems of monitoring, as free as possible from mere assessments 
which might be politically conditioned.

In this connexion I want to express our appreciation of the fact 
that so many delegations— r̂eally too many to warrant enumeration 
by specific references— ĥave shown interest in, and thus encouraged, 
the preparatory work in which we have been engaged concerning the 
plans for an extended exchange of seismological data mentioned in my 
intervention of 10 March.^ As is well known, those plans have 
further developed since then. To begin with, a conference of eight 
interested States was held in Stockholm at the end of May, where a 
number of the technical problems involved in such an exchange were 
discussed and clarified. The Swedish Government is continuing, 
through bilateral contacts, to explore the possibilities of realizing the 
seismological co-operation envisaged. At the present stage of these 
contacts it would be premature to state what should be the next step 
in this endeavour. We shall, however, not fail to keep the members 
of this Committee informed, as appropriate.

Also in regard to another suggestion which my delegation has 
presented in some detail, namely, a system of ^Verification by chal
lenge”, I have to voice my gratitude for comments and encouraging 
support. Perhaps the expression  ̂̂ challenge” has tended to dramatize 
the method more than is warranted. I described in my earlier state
ments the hypothetical procedure, as I saw it, leading up gradually 
to a critical case where a violation seemed probably to have occurred.^ 
Only in such severe cases would parties advance ^^accusations”. In 
the more likely but still, it is hoped, relatively few instances in which 
a party could not by any means at its disposal conclude that an event 
was natural, it would of course resort to friendly enquiries and expect

1 AnUy pp. 132-133.
2 Ante, pp. 134-136, 213-215.
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reassuring information. An ‘̂ invitation to inspection’̂ might be 
forthcoming anywhere along the line of exchanges of views, spon
taneously in some cases and under milder or stronger pressure in more 
severe cases of doubt. We have a right to hope, it seems to me, that 
governments parties to a test-ban treaty would use the instrument of 
'‘challenge’̂  and particidarly its sharpened edge of formal allegation, 
in such a responsible way that there need be no fear that it might 
engender mistrust, which was mentioned as a possible outcome by 
Mr. Fisher on 4 April.^ The system of “challenge” does not seem to 
differ in that respect from other methods to improve verification.

The idea no doubt needs further elaboration and, not least, examina
tion in relation to varying formulations of a treaty or to different 
situations. The ‘‘challenge” , as we have seen it so far, and particu
larly the special consequences of a rejection of a bid for clarification, 
have rather definitely been tied to the existence of a treaty and, more 
especially, to the existence of a rather rigid withdrawal clause. A 
special question is how it could be made to work if a simple suspension 
of underground testing or an agreed “moratorium” were brought 
about.

What is important, of course, is that a treaty banning all tests, 
and preferably a treaty applying to all nations, would have the 
maximum effect in fostering the trust and confidence so sorely needed 
among nations. Also, a treaty prohibiting underground nuclear 
testing, signed and ratified by a great number of States, would serve 
as that bulwark against proliferation of nuclear weapons to additional 
countries which we are so urgently seeking in the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee on Disarmament.

In the light of all the reasons I have summarized here today, my 
conclusion can be only one: now is the time to join hands to secure 
an agreement on a comprehensive test ban. However, to be practical, 
we also have to recognize certain difficulties which may constitute 
drags on immediate progress, particularly in view of the short time 
remaining for work in the Eighteen-Nation Committee. First, initial 
agreement by the super-Powers is essential. Next, it may have to be 
admitted that changing the arrangements they have made in regard 
to current testing programmes would require some time.

My suggestion is therefore that at this session of the Eighteen- 
N ation Committee we might have to be satisfied with obtaining their 
agreement to start active, detailed negotiations on such a treaty in 
the near future. However, that should mean in the very near future. 
We should first wish to be certain that their scientific and legal ad
visers in the respective capitals are set to work on treaty details as

 ̂Ante, p. 195.
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a kind of ^'contingency” planning for alternative solutions, using fully 
the autumn months, unhampered by the fact that the United Nations 
is then in session. So close to convergence are the positions of the 
super-Powers that we should then be able to expect at the end of 
the year a declaration of agreement in principle—to be specific, 
agreement in priaciple on the crucial problem of verification. That 
would, I take it, by the nature of things signify a target date also 
for the end of testing. I t would at the same time be an invitation 
to all other coimtries to follow suit. In the new year we in the 
Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee could then set about 
negotiating the details of the treaty.

Of course, the large majority of nations find it diflBicult to under
stand why the United Nations request for cessation of all tests by 
1 January 1963, as set out in resolution 1762 (XVII), has not been 
heeded long ago by the nuclear-weapon countries.^ Many may 
regard my suggestion that we expect an agreement to be clinched by 
1 January 1967 as permitting an overly generous ‘‘period of grace” . 
However, we are persistent in urging a definitive full-stop to nuclear 
testing, aimed as it is at the development of more and more sophisti
cated weapons for purposes of mass destruction.*

Statement by ACDA Deputy Director Fisher to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Cessation 
of Nuclear Tests, August 4, 1966 ^

I have listened with interest to the previous speeches of the dis
tinguished representatives of Sweden, the United Kingdom, Italy, 
and Romania. A number of interesting points were raised to which 
I would like to refer later. I listened with particular interest to the 
statement of the distinguished representative of Sweden and noted 
that there were technical questions which were put to the United 
States. As I understood them these were quantitative questions: 
that is, the answers would require figures regarding the epicentre and 
problems of regional bias. These deserve replies with technical an
swers, and I  would hope to supply them at the proper time.

I also listened with interest to the distinguished representative of 
the United Kingdom, and noted his mention of suggestions put for
ward in the report of the International Assembly on Nuclear Weapons 
held at Scarborough, Toronto, from 23 to 26 June.® I should like to

1 Documents on Disarmament  ̂ 1962, vol. II, p. 1031.
2 ENDC/PV.279, pp. 32-33.
3 AntCf pp. 370-376.
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say a few words regarding the United States Government's attitude 
toward the suggestions put forward in the Assembly's report.

The Scarborough meeting, as our distinguished colleague pointed 
out, was a privately-sponsored one; United States Government offi
cials who were present attended purely in a private capacity. The 
report of the discussions of the working groups at the Scarborough 
conference was a fair presentation of the subjects discussed; but the 
participants did not sign the report as representing their individual 
views. In this connexion I call your attention to the caveat cited 
at the beginning of the Scarborough final report, which states in part: 
“No one signed it and it should not be assumed that every participant 
necessarily subscribed to every statement^\

Among the many informal, unofficial suggestions made at Scar
borough was one for a suspension of imderground nuclear testing for 
a limited trial period, with a system of verification of seismologically- 
ambiguous events by challenge or invitation. Our study of this 
suggestion has only just begun and I cannot now usefully predict 
its outcome. What is to be explored is whether the concept of a 
trial period of verification by invitation or challenge might be a useful 
component of an agreement to suspend all testing. During this trial 
period, presumably, procedures would be tested to determine if they 
would be satisfactory for a test-ban treaty of indefinite duration.

This Scarborough suggestion combines the challenge idea with that 
of an experimental suspension of tests. Now my Government’s 
strong opposition to any unverified moratorium on underground 
nuclear testing is well known. On 4 April I also set forth before this 
Committee some of the serious reservations we have regarding a 
challenge procedure as part of a permanent test-ban treaty.^ As I 
indicated then, the number of events that would remain unidentified 
after analysis of the seismic data could lead to a considerable number 
of challenges being made. Since such challenges might be considered 
by some to be merely accusations, they might be met by the simple 
assertion that the challenges had no basis. If so, the procedure 
would not only fail in its purpose but might instead become a source 
of dissension—unless, of course, the procedure included some method 
for resolving differences. In our view, differences over means of 
verification should be settled before the conclusion of a treaty to 
cease testing, and not on the occasion of the first challenge. Other
wise the treaty might be short-hved indeed.

These are some of the considerations which challenge must inevi
tably bring to mind. Whether a trial of this procedure in the context 
of an agreement of limited duration could prove useful is of course an 
interesting question for study, and we intend to pursue this study.

 ̂AntCj pp. 194-199.
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But we must look carefully at this unofficial suggestion from the 
Scarborough conference, as well as at other alternatives, not as a 
means of achieving a suspension of underground nuclear tests at any 
cost but rather to assess whether it could facilitate progi*ess toward a 
stable and lasting agreement.

These are some preliminary views. In the meantime we will 
hsten with interest to the views of others regarding this Scarborough 
suggestion, as we have Ustened with interest to those put forward 
today. I t would help our study of this matter if we could have a 
better understanding as to what the challenge procedure is believed to 
involve. Would it in fact include the means for resolving differences 
should the process of challenge and response lead to a dispute? Would 
there be an obUgation for the party against which the challenge is 
made to provide particular kinds of evidence in defence of its response?

We would welcome in particular hearing the views of the Soviet 
Union, and notably whether the Soviet Union would be prepared to 
co-operate in a system of verification by challenge or invitation which, 
should other evidence fail to resolve the ambiguity surrounding a 
suspicious event, would provide an opportunity to visit the site to 
determine whether a violation had actually occurred.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary o f State Rusk: 
Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, August 5, 
1966 ^

I m p o r t a n c e  o f  N o n p r o l i p e r a t i o n  T r e a t y

Q. Mr, Secretary, about a month ago, the President expressed the hope 
that some compromise language could be worked out on a nonproliferation 
treaty} I  wonder i f  you could fill us in on what possible progress might 
have been made?

A. Well, we have been working at that in Geneva. Those discus
sions are continuing. I cannot report to you today that they have 
been successful, but I think there is a serious effort being made to 
find out whether the problem is with the different formidas that 
have been used or whether there are issues of substance which are so 
major as to postpone agreement for some time. We continue to work 
at it. The ENDC in Geneva has been meeting regularly and the 
two cochairmen -have been discussing these problems. I t is not

 ̂Department of State BvUetin, Aug. 22, 1966, p. 264.
2 Ante, p. 405.
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true, as reported the other day, that somehow we have decided that 
we ought to postpone any further eflFort on these matters until some
time in the fall.

We are continuing on a day-by-day basis. I think not a day goes 
by that I do not address myseK to one or another point that comes up 
in the course of the discussions in Geneva. We think it's important 
to keep trying, and I think it's much too early to be pessimistic. I 
cannot report to you that I am optimistic about an early solution.

Statement by Secretary of State Rusk on Third Anniver
sary of Limited Test-Ban Treaty, August 6, 1966 ^

Today, August 6, marks the beginning of the fourth year of the 
limited test ban treaty signed by the United States, the United 
Kingdom, and the Soviet Union.^ Since that time 112 nations have 
taken formal action to become parties to the treaty.

The spirit of hope generated by the successful negotiation of this 
agreement has been justified. The signatories to the treaty have 
Uved up to its obUgations despite increased international tensions, 
and the world has been spared the dangers of unrestricted testing of 
nuclear weapons in the atmosphere, under water, and in outer space. 
This treaty stands as irrefutable proof that nations can agree among 
themselves to enter into arrangements for international control of 
nuclear weapons.

At the time the limited test ban treaty was signed. President 
Kennedy expressed the hope that it might lead to further measures 
to arrest and control the dangerous competition for increasingly 
destructive weapons.®

President Johnson stated in January of this year that:

The limited test ban treaty lit a candle of hope in the darkness. The gleam of 
that candle shows the way to a brighter tomorrow if we will but follow.^

Accordingly, President Johnson has instructed his administration 
to walk the extra mile in seeking arms control agreements for the 
avoidance of war, and particularly nuclear war.

The United States Government has been working continuously to 
overcome the obstacles to a comprehensive test ban treaty which 
would ban nuclear weapons testing underground as well.

1 Department of State Bulletin, Aug. 22, 1966, p. 268.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
3 Ibid., p. 299.
* Ante, p. 8.
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The United States has also pressed vigorously for agreement on 
other arms control measures, such as a nonproliferation agreement 
and a cutoff in the production of fissionable materials for weapons 
use, among others, which would forward the spirit of the limited 
test ban treaty.

As we enter into the fourth year of the limited test ban treaty we 
renew our pledge to exhaust every effort to accomplish these goals. 
I t is our hope that the Soviet Union will negotiate with as in a spirit 
of compromise to reach an agreement on these and other proposals.

Statement by the Canadian Representative (Burns) to 
the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Cessa
tion of Nuclear Tests {Extract), August 9, 1966 ^

At our meeting held on 5 July my delegation suggested a way of 
moving ahead with the drafting of a non-proliferation treaty.^ That 
proposal appears to have been rejected by the representative of the 
Soviet Union and by several representatives of other Warsaw Pact 
nations. I shall have something more to say about that towards the 
end of my remarks today. In our statement of 5 July we also sug
gested that the techniques we advocated could perhaps be appUed to 
other issues before us, such as reaching an agreement on the cessation 
of nuclear tests; and the main part of what I have to say today will be 
devoted to following up that idea.

In the preamble to the Moscow Treaty, signed three years ago, it 
was stated that the signatories were ‘̂ seeking to achieve the discon
tinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for all time, deter
mined to continue negotiations to this end. . .  ̂ However, three
years of negotiations have brought us no closer to agreement on 
banning underground tests. We are still deadlocked over how to 
verify that obligations to put an end to all tests are being fulfilled.

Today it is more urgent than ever to close that loop-hole. Many 
representatives here have stressed that a comprehensive ban on tests 
would be an effective means of inhibiting the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons through manufacture of such weapons by a non-nuclear 
State imassisted. By reaching an agreement to cease all undergroimd 
tests, the major nuclear Powers would also reaffirm their readiness to 
work together to ensure peace and security in the world. Further-

1 ENDC/PV.280, pp. 4-12.
2 See ENDC/PV.270, p. 19.
3 Documents on Diaarmamentf 1963, p. 291.
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more, it would greatly aid in halting the ^^qualitative” arms race, as 
mentioned by the representative of the United States on 2 August.^

We put it to the Committee whether the time has not come for us to 
try to work out language for a treaty to prohibit underground tests, 
building on the measure of agreement which already exists and on 
certain suggestions made by non-aligned nations in this Committee. 
I t is not the Canadian delegation's intention, of course, to try to draft 
a treaty. However, we hope it will be useful if we suggest certain 
points which such a document might cover. Before doing so, however, 
I should like to comment briefly on statements in regard to the cessa
tion of nuclear testing made during the past several weeks.

The basic purpose was clearly and concisely stated a little over a 
week ago by the representative of Burma, U Maung Maung, as 
follows:

Like every other delegation present here, the Burmese delegation wishes to 
see an end to all nuclear testing in all environments . . . .  Our objective is— 
and until we reach it will always remain—a, comprehensive treaty prohibiting nuclear 
tests in the atmosphere, in outer space, under water and underground in condi
tions which will give every party to the treaty reasonable assurance that the ban 
is being observed by all other parties, for without such assurance the treaty will 
always be in jeopardy.2

Canada fully supports that statement. In particular, we agree that 
conditions must be created  ̂Vhich will give every party to the treaty 
reasonable assurance that the ban is being observed by aU other parties, 
for without such assurance the treaty will always be in jeopardy”.

I should like to stress ^^reasonable assurance”. Some people seem 
to think—and I am not referring to any delegation here—that the 
stopping of underground testing is so urgent and so important that a 
treaty should be signed forthwith, whether or not we can agree on 
suitable verification clauses. We think such a view is shortsighted, 
because an unverified treaty would be most fragile and would probably 
break down; and if that happened it would be a serious setback to 
peace and disarmament. On the other hand, to insist on verifica
tion procedures which would be more extensive and intrusive than 
are needed to produce a high probability that no breach of the treaty 
would go undetected would be equally short-sighted.

It is worth emphasizing that no delegation here has suggested that 
a comprehensive treaty on the cessation of testing would not be in its 
own nation’s interest as well as in the interest of the whole world.

In his useful statement at our meeting of 26 July the representative 
of Brazil quoted excerpts from recent statements by the representa
tives of the United States and the Soviet Union, setting out their

1 Ante, pp. 491-492.
2ENDC/PV. 277, p. 11.
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differences on veriJfication.  ̂ The Soviet Union has reiterated its 
view that national means of detection are adequate to ensure respect 
for the prohibition of all underground nuclear tests. United States 
representatives have referred on numerous occasions to the extensive 
work being done by their country in order to develop the scientific 
means for identification of imderground seismic events. They have 
made it perfectly clear that, with all the vast amount of research that 
has been done to date, it is not possible to conclude that national 
systems would be suflGicient to detect all imderground tests.

The scientific advice available to the Canadian Government 
supports that conclusion. There are some indications that further 
research may not assist us very much in resolving this issue. In 
other words, if anyone hopes that further technical efforts by Western 
nations will necessarily bring about a change in their attitude to 
the question of verification, he may be too optimistic. A decision 
may have to be taken on the basis of the scientific knowledge at 
present available—that is, a decision on the means of verification 
to be adopted—if there is to be a treaty.

At our meeting of 7 July the representative of the United States, 
Mr. Foster, stated in some detail his Government's position on the 
question of inspections.^ The passage in that statement beginning 

do not ask for inspection for the sake of inspection’’ was quoted 
by Lord Chalfont at our 279th meeting. For our part, we should 
like once again to call attention to that statement. Later Mr. Foster 
noted that national means of identification had been improved, 
and stated: ‘‘We have not sought inspections for seismic events 
which could be identified by such systems’’.̂  Mr. Foster went on 
to discuss the efforts the United States had made to find inspection 
procedures which would indeed be the minimum required to monitor 
an underground test ban and give the world confidence that it was 
being observed by all parties.

After listening to all that has been said on this subject by both 
sides, the Canadian delegation has difficulty in understanding the 
reasons for the attitude of the Soviet Union. It has refused to 
discuss the suggestions of the United States for providing a minimum 
assurance that the treaty is being adhered to; it continues to state 
that national means are sufficient, and it declines to consider any 
sort of scientific or technical talks—formal or informal—which 
might help to find a way out of the impasse. We find it hard to 
reconcile that position with the stated desire of the Soviet Union 
to reach an agreement banning underground tests.

1 ENDC/PV. 276, p. 17.
2 Ante, p. 440.
3 Ante, p. 442.
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In this situation, several delegations have tried to find means to 
promote a further partial test ban. Some of these have included 
the concept of a threshold of a certain seismic magnitude, above 
which all tests would be prohibited, and the use of national identifica
tion systems for verification. The delegation of the United Arab 
Republic has further developed that idea to include a moratorium 
on tests below the threshold, and has also suggested the possibility 
of associating ''the application of the moratorium . . . with the 
concept of Verification by challenge^ . .

The ''threshold^’ idea has a considerable history in test-ban negotia
tions, as representatives will be aware. It was put forward in 1960 by 
the United States as part of a comprehensive plan to ban all under
ground tests which also included provision for on-site inspection.^ It 
is noteworthy that more recent official proposals regarding a threshold 
have not included inspection procedures, except for the proposal by 
the United Arab Republic to which I have just referred. I would also 
remark here that the Canadian scientific advisers tell us there are many 
complexities and difficulties in determining how the “threshold’̂ 
principle could be applied in limiting underground nuclear testing.

My delegation thinks that* ''moratorium’’ is an ill-omened word 
after the events of 1961; and we should like to suggest that it should 
not be used in any proposals for halting nuclear tests. While we are 
talking about language, we recall that Mrs. Myrdal, the representative 
of Sweden, suggested at our meeting on 4 August that perhaps "chal
lenge’’ was not a very good word to apply to the procedure which had 
been suggested by her delegation for a step-by-step verification that 
ambiguous underground events were not nuclear explosions.* Lord 
Chalfont suggested at the same meeting that "verification by consent” 
might be a better phrasing.^ The Canadian delegation wonders 
whether "inquiry and response” might be a suitable description. In 
any case my delegation believes that there is much merit in the 
proposal, whatever it is called, as we made clear when we outlined our 
views on the relationship of that idea to all aspects of the verification 
question at the meeting on 12 July.^

Mrs. Myrdal said at our meeting on 4 August: "The idea no doubt 
needs further elaboration and, not least, examination in relation to 
varying formulations of a treaty or to different situations”.® Lord

’ ENDC/PV.259, p. 30. See also Documents on Disarmament  ̂ 1966y pp. 344- 
345.

2 Ibid., 1960, pp. 33-39.
3 Ante, p. 511.
< ENDC/PV.279, p. 15.
5 ENDC/PV.272, p. 7.
 ̂Ante, p. 512.
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Chalfont, at the same meeting, made valuable suggestions concerning 
how the contemplated procedure might work out.^

We were very glad to hear the representative of the United States 
say, in his helpful statement at the same meeting:
What is to be explored is whether the concept of a trial period of verification by 
invitation or challenge might be a useful component of an agreement to suspend 
all testing. During this trial period, presumably, procedures would be tested to 
determine if they would be satisfactory for a test-ban treaty of indefinite duration.^

The Canadian delegation hopes that the results of that exploration 
will help to solve the basic problem that faces us and that other 
States will also be prepared to explore that idea in the same spirit.

At the same meeting Mrs. Myrdal made a point with which we are 
very much in agreement, as follows:

. . a treaty banning all tests, and preferably a treaty applying to all nations, 
would have the maximum effect in fostering the trust and confidence so sorely 
needed among nations. Also, a treaty prohibiting underground nuclear testing, 
signed and ratified by a great number of States, would serve as that bulwark 
against proliferation of nuclear weapons to additional countries which we are so 
urgently seeking in the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament.

Mrs. Myrdal went on to suggest that, owing to well-known difficulties, 
we might have to be satisfied at this session if the nuclear Powers 
would agree to start active detailed negotiations on such a treaty in 
the near future— în the very near future. She also suggested that the 
scientific and legal advisers should be set to work immediately on 
treaty details.^

The Canadian delegation, as we mentioned in our last statement on 
this subject, has been thinking over the numerous suggestions made 
here for securing agreement to stop underground testing; and we 
should now like to offer some views on the points which such a treaty 
might contain.

We believe that the agreement to prohibit underground nuclear 
testing should be a separate treaty from the Moscow partial test-ban 
Treaty, as was suggested by the Swedish delegation.^ The reason 
is that the verification problem in a treaty on underground testing is 
more difficult than that in the treaty for the other three environments, 
therefore, there is greater danger that failure of verification might 
cause its breakdown. Such a breakdown should not entail a break
down of the Moscow Treaty.

It seems that general agreement already exists on what should 
constitute the core provisions of an underground test cessation treaty.

1 ENDC/PV.279, pp. 13 fif. 
p. 514.

® Ante, p. 512.
* Ante, p. 217.
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Under the first article parties might undertake both to prohibit and 
to prevent the carrying out of any underground nuclear explosions 
at any place under their jurisdiction or control. Furthermore, the 
parties should undertake to refrain from causing, encouraging or in 
any way participating in the carrying out of any underground nuclear 
explosion anywhere. We do not think that any delegation here will 
disagree that that is the principle which we are seeking to enshrine 
in treaty language. The Soviet Union has repeatedly taken the view 
that agreement in principle is required before detailed negotiations 
begin. Here we seem to have agreement in principle; and to the 
Canadian delegation there would seem to be no reason why common 
language on that—perhaps the most important part of an under
ground test cessation treaty—could not be agreed upon without 
delay.

Of course, that part of the treaty would have to be supplemented 
by other provisions. In our view, articles II and III of the partial 
TVeaty of 1963 could be adopted with little change. Article II deals 
with the amendment of the Treaty, including provision for the 
convening of a conference; while article III covers signature, ratifi
cation, accession, entry into force and registration. I admit, to 
forestall criticism by the Soviet Union and others, that those are 
*'nuts and bolts” provisions.

A number of representatives have stressed the importance which 
would be attached to a withdrawal clause in an underground test 
cessation treaty. The Canadian delegation fuUy agrees with that. 
Accordingly, it would probably not be suflGicient simply to incorporate 
into the treaty a provision similar to that in article IV of the partial 
test-ban Treaty. Representatives will recall that that article states:

This Treaty shall be of unlimited duration.
Each Party shall in exercising its national sovereignty have the right to with

draw 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.^

In our view, the j&rst sentence of that article should go into the 
draft, as we are convinced that the treaty should in principle be of 
unlimited duration. However, while we hope for ^^unlimited dura
tion” , we know that the right of withdrawal from a treaty when 
other parties fail to observe its provisions is an estabUshed principle 
of international law. So we must examine what conditions should 
be set for withdrawal from this particular treaty.

^Documents on Disarmament  ̂ 1963j p. 293.
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In the first place, consider the phrase ‘̂ extraordinary events, related 
to the subject matter of this Treaty, have jeopardized . . and so on. 
The Canadian delegation would interpret that freely as meaning that, 
if there were grave suspicions that any party was conducting imder- 
groimdstests and no conclusive evidence to the contrary were forth
coming, then the right of withdrawal would exist. Hence we feel 
that, in the proposed treaty, arrangements should be provided for 
dealing with an unclear or suspicious underground event in the ter
ritory of any party to the treaty.

For example, it might be agreed that any party to the treaty would 
have the right to approach another party regarding an event related 
to the subject matter of the treaty—that is, an imderground test or a 
suspected underground test—should circumstances require. I t might 
be advisable also to provide that, the State making the inquiry should 
be required to state the reasons for doing so—seismological evidence 
and so forth. The State to which the inquiry was directed should be 
under obligation to provide information to make it clear that the 
event was not a nuclear explosion. If the State formulating the 
inquiry felt that the response was not satisfactory in the light of all 
the information it had, there should be one or more courses open to it.

At this point we should mention that the '̂club̂  ̂ for the pooling of 
seismological information, suggested by Sweden, if it is organized, 
should be able to contribute in an eflFective way to the dissipation of 
doubts and suspicions about imderground events. As the members 
of the organization became more expert in the subject of detection and 
id^tification of underground tests, their conclusions about the neces- ^ 
sity or otherwise of on-site inspections would be of increasing value.
I t has of course—I emphasize—always been understood, under the 
Swedish proposals, that conclusions would be reached on a national 
basis, not by an international organization.

What could be the further recourse of a State whose inquiry was 
not satisfactorily answered? There could be a provision in the 
treaty for the depositary States to convene a conference to which all 
parties primarily concerned would be invited; or the treaty could 
provide for the matter to be taken before the Security Council, if 
there were any question of withdrawal from the treaty. The confer
ence or the Council, taking into account evidence from all quarters, 
should examine the facts and assess the significance of the situation.

At any time during the proceedings, after the first inquiry had been 
made, the treaty could provide for a State which was being asked 
about an event to invite representatives of the inquiring State and 
others to visit the site of the ambiguous event. The invitation to
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visit the site would, in our view, provide 'prima facie evidence of the 
wholehearted adherence to the purposes of the treaty. As I have 
mentioned earlier, such a visit would in certain cases, we are advised 
by our scientists, provide the only certain proof that no nuclear 
explosion had occurred. I t seems to us in this connexion that it 
might be desirable to specify a maximum mmaber of inspections by 
invitation per annum which parties to the treaty would be expected 
to offer.

There would have to be agreement on how such inspections should 
be carried out. The representative of Mexico has proposed that it 
should be done by experts drawn from a panel of scientists of non- 
aligned countries.^ The representative of the United States, in 
commenting on that and other suggestions at our meeting of 7 July, 
recalled the United States/United Kingdom memorandum of 1 April 
1963, which had envisaged a role for international inspectors in the 
verification process.  ̂ He added: 4̂f adversary, or reciprocal, inspec
tion forms the main element, a nuclear side requesting an inspection 
may be more Avilling to accept simplified procedures'^^ Finally, we 
understand that, for an inspection to be conclusive, the time at which 
it takes place is very important: it should be neither too soon nor 
too late.

The final part of the withdrawal clause could be based on the 
present Article IV of the partial test cessation Treaty, which I quoted 
earlier. We believe, however, that there should be a proviso that 
the Security Council, as well as parties to the treaty, should be 
notified by a State that is contemplating wthdrawal.

The Canadian delegation, in putting those preliminary ideas for
ward, wishes to make clear that we are taking no firm position on 
the best method for achieving our purpose. We have intended only 
to discuss various ideas, most of them already mentioned in the 
Conference, to stimulate further thought; and we should appreciate 
hearing the views of other delegations on those points, especially the 
views of the delegation of the Soviet Union.

1 ENDC/PV.246, p. 9; ENDC/PV.269, p. 27.
2 For the U.S.-U.K. memorandum, see Documents on Disarmament  ̂ 1963, pp. 

141-145.
3 Ante, p. 444.
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Statement by ACDA Deputy Director Fisher to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Peaceful 
Nuclear Explosions, August 9, 1966 ’

I listened with care to the thoughtful remarks of the representative 
of Canada and I shall study them; they seem to be interesting, provoca
tive and positive in their scope and motion.^

I should Hke to speak today on one inescapable technological fact 
and the implications of this fact on our efforts to obtain a non-pro- 
liferation treaty. This inescapable fact is that a nuclear explosive 
device intended for peaceful purposes can be used as a weapon or can 
be easily adapted for such use. Moreover, the technology of making 
nuclear explosive devices for peaceful purposes is essentially indis
tinguishable from the technology of making nuclear weapons.

This inescapable technological fact presents those of us around this 
table, and the States that we represent, with a serious dilemma. This 
dilemma stems from the fact that all of us here, I am sure, believe that 
any possible future beneficial uses of peaceful nuclear explosive devices 
should be available to all States, whether or not they possess nuclear 
weapons. On the other hand, all of us here must also recognize the 
conclusion which inexorably follows from the technological fact, the 
inescapable technological fact, which I stated at the outset of my 
remarks. That conclusion is, of course, that any non-proliferation 
treaty would be ineflFective indeed if it permitted the development by 
non-nuclear weapon States of the nuclear explosive devices which are 
necessary for nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes.

The United States has had that dilemma under consideration for 
some time. I wish to speak about it today because I am now in a 
position to propose, on behalf of the United States, a solution of the 
dilemma—a solution under which the extension of the possible future 
benefits of peaceful nuclear explosions to all States would be helped, 
not hampered. I am speaking on this issue on a day scheduled for 
discussion of collateral measures other than non-proliferation because
I believe that all members of the Committee should have in mind that 
dilemma, and our proposed solution for it before we recess for the 
forthcoming session of the General Assembly.

In considering the problem of peaceful nuclear explosions and a 
non-proliferation treaty, I should make it clear that our primary 
concern is not that a non-nuclear-weapon State might somehow 
cheat and develop a nuclear-weapon capability under the guise

1 ENDC/PV.280, pp. 13-16.
* Supra.
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of developing nuclear explosives for peaceful purposes. In the 
context of a non-proliferation agreement, this kind of cheating is 
not the real problem. A State, no matter how pure its motives, 
could not possibly develop the capability of detonating nuclear 
devices for peaceful purposes \vithout, by so doing, acquiring the 
capability of detonating nuclear bombs. Thus, the development 
of nuclear explosives for any purpose by a State which does not now 
possess nuclear weapons would inevitably involve the acquisition 
by that State of a nuclear weapons capability.

I should like to explore somewhat further the dilemma with which 
we are faced, by viewing it in the perspective which the United 
States has gained by virtue of its own experience in the field of peace
ful nuclear explosions For many years the United States has been 
carrying out extensive studies to develop peaceful applications of 
nuclear explosions. However, we still have several diflScult technical 
problems to solve before we shall be able to demonstrate applications 
which are both technically sound and economically feasible.

The diflSculties m th which non-nuclear-weapon Powers would 
be faced in developing useful nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes 
would be infinitely greater. They may be illustrated by the fact 
that the projects which appear to be of the greatest interest—nuclear 
earth-moving projects, such as digging canals or building dams— 
can be feasible only if highly-sophisticated thermonuclear devices 
are used. Fission-type explosives are not practical for excavation, 
both because the radioactivity release would be unacceptably high, 
and because fissionable material is too costly a source of energy to 
make such a project economically feasible.

The United States’ experience with developing nuclear explosives 
for peaceful purposes both sharpens the dilemma with which we are 
faced and points to its resolution. This experience has made it quite 
clear that the development by a State not possessing nuclear weapons 
of peaceful nuclear explosives, and in particular, nuclear devices for 
excavations, could not be justified as a matter of economics, in view 
of the fact that such development is extremely costly in terms of 
scientific manpower, materials consumed and the capital investment 
required.

It seems to us, therefore, that the development of nuclear explo
sives for peaceful applications by a State not already possessing 
nuclear weapons could hardly be accepted by the world as involving 
peaceful purposes only. Such a development would not be consistent 
with the purposes of a treaty designed to prevent the spread of nuclear 
weapons. Therefore the restrictions of any non-proliferation treaty 
which is negotiated should be applicable equally to nuclear weapons 
and to nuclear explosives for peaceful purposes.
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Nevertheless, the United States believes, as I have indicated earlier, 
that the possible future benefits from the use of peaceful nuclear ex
plosives should be made available to all States, whether or not they 
possess nuclear weapons. But the United States also believes that 
these possible future benefits should be made available only in a 
manner which would not contribute in any way to the grave dangers of 
nuclear weapons proliferation. Accordingly the United States 
believes that, if and when peaceful applications of nuclear explosives 
that are permissible under test-ban treaty limitations prove tech
nically and economically feasible, nuclear-weapon States should make 
available to other States nuclear explosive services for peaceful 
applications. Such a service would consist of performing the desired 
nuclear detonation imder appropriate international observation, with 
the nuclear device remaining in the custody and under the control 
of the State which performs the service.

This would make available any possible future benefits of peaceful 
nuclear explosions to non-nuclear-weapon States at a cost far below 

,that at which they could develop and produce such devices for them
selves. It would eliminate the desire for such benefits as a reason 
for taking action which would involve the spreading of nuclear- 
weapon capabilities.

As I conclude my remarks, I would request the representatives in 
this Committee to think for a moment of the implications of what I 
have said with respect to what th^ United States has learnt in its 
own programme of developing nuclear explosives for peaceful pur
poses. As I indicated, the United States has been carrying out 
extensive studies to develop peacefid applications of nuclear explo
sives; but we still have several difficult technical problems to solve 
before we shall be able to demonstrate applications which are both 
technically and economically feasible. I have also stated that only 
highly-sophisticated thermonuclear devices are feasible for nuclear 
excavation projects.

The implications for non-proliferation involved in these facts are 
clear. If we do not face them squarely in a non-proliferation treaty, 
it would mean that a non-nuclear-weapon State, though imdertaking 
not to acquire nuclear weapons, would be entitled to embark upon a 
nuclear programme to develop highly-sophisticated thermonuclear 
devices available for use as weapons. Could this possibly be called 
the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons?

Some of you may doubtless wonder why I have chosen to make 
these remarks today. They might ask: do we not already have 
enough problems in the way of negotiating a non-proliferation treaty 
Avithout raising the troublesome problems involved in nuclear explo
sions for peaceful purposes? The answer is that the inescapable
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technological facts which I have described today exist. These ines
capable technological facts have unavoidable implications. We can
not responsibly ignore either these facts or their implications in 
seeking an effective non-proliferation treaty, one which will last.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, August 9, 
1966 ^

We have Ustened today to the statements made by the representa
tives of Canada and the United States.^ We shall study these 
statements and, if necessary, in due course state our views on the 
ideas which have been put forward by the representatives of Canada 
and the United States.

Permit me now, Mr. Chairman, to put forward the considerations 
which the delegation of the Soviet Union would like to expound on the 
subject of other collateral measures, in accordance with what has been 
agreed in the Committee concerning the procedure of our work.  ̂
Today, apparently, is the last day at our disposal for expressing our 
views on various other collateral measures. In this connexion we 
should like to make a review of what we have been considering here 
and to see where we stand as a result of the examination of these 
measures. Having said that, we should like to proceed at once to 
explain our position on the questions which the Committee is 
considering.

A few days ago we marked the third anniversay of the signing in 
Moscow of a treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, 
in outer space and under water.^ That Treaty was an important , 
landmark in the struggle for disarmament, a struggle which affects the 
vital interests of all peoples. At present 116 States have already 
assimied the obUgations laid down by the Moscow Treaty concerning 
a partial prohibition of nuclear weapon tests. Besides the Moscow 
Treaty, other steps which, though limited in their scope, are neverthe
less very important have been taken towards limiting the arms race, 
such as the agreement to refrain from placing in orbit any objects 
carrying nuclear weapons/ certain reductions for a Umited period in

1 ENDC/PV.280, pp. 16-26.
2 Supra.
3 See ENDC/PV.272, p. 36.
* Documents on Disarmament  ̂ 1963j pp. 291-293. 
5 Ibid., p. 538.
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military budgets/ and the curtailment of production of fissile materials 
for military purposes.^

Naturally, everyone cherished the hope that agreement would soon 
be reached on many other disarmament problems and, in the first 
place, on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and the ending of 

‘ all test explosions of such weapons. During the last three years the 
question of extending the scope of the Moscow Treaty to cover all 
nuclear explosions has been considered on several occasions in our 
Committee. Considerable attention has been devoted to this problem 
at our recent meetings. All the speakers in the Committee agreed, 
apparently, that it was necessary to prohibit underground nuclear 
weapon tests and to make the Moscow Treaty universal and com
plete. At the same time many speakers here noted with deep concern 
that no progress had so far been achieved in this important question, 
that the Committee was losing time, and with it even the hope of a 
positive solution to this question.

Of course, it is undeniable that the present situation is extremely 
unfavourable for the accomplishment of positive measures in the 
field of disarmament. The incipient process of slowing down the 
arms race was interrupted by the United States, which started open 
military aggression in Viet-Nam. However, even now it would be 
possible to reach agreement on the accomplishment of a number of 
important collateral measures, including the prohibition of all nuclear 
tests. It would be possible to reach agreement if all the participants 
in the negotiations were to manifest a definite desire to do so, goodwill 
and the necessary minimum of confidence.

We note that on the part of the Western Powers and, above all, 
on the part of the United States there is no lack of assurances regarding 
their willingness to prohibit underground nuclear weapon tests. I t 
would seem that on this question it would have been possible to 
record a unanimity of views. However, no sooner do we start talking 
about the concrete conditions of such a prohibition than the United 
States delegation, supported by the representatives of the other 
Western Powers, puts forward its old demand for the inspection of 
underground tests.

When the question of concluding the Moscow Treaty was under 
discussion, the United States also put forward a demand for inspec
tion. I t should be clear to the participants in the present session of 
the negotiations that this demand of the United States neither had 
then nor has now any scientific or practical basis, and that it was 
put forward then and is being put forward now exclusively for political 
reasons. In making its demand for international inspection on the

1 See ENDC/PV.157, pp. 10, 13, 14.
2 See Documents on Disarmamenty 1964, PP- 165-171.
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territory of other States a condition for the prohibition of underground 
nuclear weapon tests, the United States wishes to subordinate the 
solution of this important international problem to its own political 
aims, which have nothing to do with the problem of prohibiting 
underground nuclear tests. Apparently it is more important to the 
United States to impose its own conditions for the solution of the 
problem of prohibiting underground tests than to achieve the solution 
of this problem itself.

The Soviet delegation has repeatedly explained that international 
inspections could be used to gather military information of interest 
to a potential aggressor. Whatever may be the method of carrying 
out such inspections, and whatever precautions may be taken, it 
cannot be denied that an obUgation in regard to the carrying out of 
inspections would enable various kinds of ^'inspection” teams to 
obtain access to the territory of a State without any necessity. States 
and peoples, especially those which more than once within the lifetime 
of one generation have borne the heavy consequences of foreign 
aggression, cannot and must not show unconcern and complacency 
in questions of their security. They will certainly not assume an 
obligation to open their territories to inspection, for which there is no 
necessity. We are convinced, just as we were during the negotiations 
for the conclusion of the Moscow Treaty, that for control over the 
observance of a ban on all nuclear weapon tests, including those 
imdergroimd, national means of detection are fully adequate. We 
have spoken about that on many occasions and we now deem it 
necessary to stress that fact once again.

The real reason for the position of the United States on the problem 
of ending underground nuclear weapon tests Ues in the fact that a 
positive solution of this problem apparently does not suit it, because 
the prohibition of such tests would be a substantial obstacle to the 
further improvement of nuclear weapons. Underground nuclear ex
plosions are being carried out very intensively at the subterranean 
testing ground in Nevada. Nuclear tests are going on one after an
other, and since the signing of the Moscow Treaty some 100 have 
already been carried out.

Many facts bear witness to the existence in the United States of 
long-term plans for developing small-sized nuclear weapons, and to 
the intention of carrying out for this purpose new series of underground 
nuclear explosions. All this compels us to assume that the artificial 
obstacles created by the United States in the way to an agreement to 
put an end to all nuclear-weapon tests wiQ exist until the United 
States side at least gives priority to an agreement prohibiting all tests 
over its progranome for the improvement of nuclear weapons.

This negative approach of the United States is also shown by the 
position of the United States delegation in regard to a nimiber of
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proposak submitted by the non-aligned States in the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee with the object of finding a compromise way of solving 
the problem of prohibiting underground test explosions of nuclear 
weapons. In fact, the United States delegation rejects all such pro
posals. An example of this is to be found, in particular, in the state
ment made by the United States representative, Mr. Fisher, a t our 
279th meeting.^ He repeatedly emphasized that his Government 
was opposed to a prohibition of underground tests without inter
national inspection.

In this connexion we should Uke to stress that the question of 
control is being turned by the United States—and not for the first 
time— înto a brake to impede the achievement of an agreement on 
disarmament. In putting foward unjustified demands in regard to 
control, the Western representatives try at the same time to persuade 
the Committee that the Soviet Union is opposed in general to any form 
of control over disarmament and that this hinders the achievement 
of an agreement on disarmament questions.

Permit me to state that there are no grounds whatever for such 
an interpretation of the position of the Soviet Union. The Soviet 
Union has stood for, and continues to stand for, disarmament under 
strict international control. But, when attempts are made to impose 
on us control over armaments without the implementation of cor
responding measures of disarmament, we have opposed and shall 
continue to oppose such attempts. We have always stressed, and 
stress now, that control without disarmament pursues quite definite 
military and pohtical aims. The Soviet Union does not, of course, 
intend to contribute to the achievement of those aims. The myth 
fostered here about the Soviet Union's “intolerance^^ in regard to 
control is merely a propaganda device hindering the discussion and 
solution of the problems which are being considered by the Committee.

The Soviet Union is very consistent in its approach to the problem 
of control, whereas the United States side changes its position on 
questions of control to suit its convenience. When the United 
States works out plans aimed at placing under control the defensive 
power of the Soviet Union, it gives the broadest interpretation and 
paramount importance to control even though no measures of disarma
ment are concerned. When it is a question, for instance, of the 
transfer of nuclear weapons to West Germany, the content of control 
is narrowed to an incredible extent. In fact, when it comes to the 
practical implementation of control over the arming of the Federal 
Republic of Germany, it turns out that there is no such control at all.

Thus, twelve years ago when West Germany joined NATO, Western 
political leaders assured us that the remilitarization of the Federal

1 Aniej pp. 513-515.
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Republic of Germany would be carried out within a strictly limited 
framework and under constant supervision and control on the part of 
its partners in the North Atlantic bloc. Particular significance was 
attributed to the statement made by the former Chancellor, Dr. 
Adenauer, when he signed the Paris Agreements in 1954, to the effect 
that the Federal Republic of Germany bound itself not to produce 
atomic, chemical or biological weapons on its territory.^

What is the position today with regard to all these restrictions and 
control obligations? In Government documents of the Federal 
Republic of Germany it is now being persistently stressed that the 
obligation to renoimce atomic weapons was assumed unilaterally by 
West Germany. By this it appears to be stressed that the Federal 
Republic of Germany can repudiate this obligation, since it had been 
assumed unilaterally. In statements made by political leaders of the 
Federal Republic of Germany, as well as in the West German press, it 
has been noted that the obligation assimied by the Federal Republic of 
Germany in 1954 does not at all prevent West Germany from obtaining 
nuclear weapons from other States, or from manufacturing them out
side the territory of the Federal Republic of Germany.

It is significant that of many other restrictions on the arming of the 
West German Bundeswehr, laid down by the same Paris Agreements of 
1954, not even a trace remains. For instance, West Germany was 
forbidden to produce or have in its armaments rockets and guided 
missiles. As early as October 1959 the restriction on the production 
of ground-to-air and air-to-air missiles was set aside. Now the 
armaments of the Bundeswehr include powerful missiles capable of 
serving as a means of delivery of nuclear weapons, such as, for example, 
the United States missile Mace, with a range exceeding 1,000 km. 
Under the Paris Agreements West Germany was not allowed to build 
submarines of more than 350 tons displacement. In 1963 she was 
allowed to build submarines of up to 1,000 tons displacement. The 
Navy of the Federal RepubUc of Germany is also equipped with 
missiles.

Intense efforts are being made to impress upon world public opinion 
the idea that the military preparations of the Federal Republic of 
Germany are being controlled by NATO, the Western European 
Union and EURATOM. Let us take a look at what these three 
types of control amoimt to.

Since the task of NATO is to achieve the maximum increase in 
military preparations, the NATO bodies responsible for control see 
to it that the States concerned carry out these military preparations 
and conduct the arms race at the rate prescribed by the governing 
body of the North Atlantic bloc. In other words, control is not at all

 ̂American Foreign Policy  ̂ 1960-1966: Basic Documents  ̂ vol. I, pp. 979 fif.
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aimed at limiting national armaments but at ensm-ing that the pre
scribed rates of military preparations are carried out within the time
limits laid down by NATO and to the required extent.

In this respect the NATO control bodies are hardly likely to level 
any criticisms at the Federal Republic of Germany. The ruling 
circles of West Germany are carrying out militarization more than 
conscientiously. And, of course, it is not to be expected that NATO 
will rebuke them if the standards laid down for the Bundeswehr are 
exceeded. Furthermore, if it wished to do so, the Government of the 
Federal Republic of Germany could easily conceal from NATO the 
extent to which the militarization standards laid down by the North 
Atlantic block might be exceeded.

The proclaimed task of the Western European Union counter
balances that of NATO in that it aims to prevent the established 
levels of armaments of its member countries, including the Federal 
Republic of Germany, from being exceeded, and also to exercise con
trol over the ban on the production of certain types of weapon. In 
order to exercise control there has been established within the frame
work of the Western European Union a special body the task of which 
is to study the statistical and budgetary reports submitted by States, 
and to carry out investigations, visits and sample inspections in 
factories, stores and the armed forces. However, such investigations 
cannot be carried out in respect of armed forces and stores placed 
under NATO command.

Statistical and budgetary documents and information regarding the 
aforesaid armed forces and stores come from NATO. And since all 
the armed forces of the Federal Republic of Germany are declared to 
be imder NATO command, the Western European Union is not em
powered to visit or inspect them. Nor can it inspect the stores and 
industrial plants of the Federal Republic of Germany, because an 
agreement on the procedure of such inspections which was concluded 
in 1957 has not yet come into force. All this means that the Western 
European Union has not and cannot have at its disposal any informa
tion on the armed forces and armaments of the Federal Republic of 
Germany, other than that which comes to it from NATO and the 
Federal Republic of Germany; that is, in the final analysis, from a 
single source—the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany.

In regard to EURATOM, the member States of that organization, 
as we know, are entitled not to place under control installations and 
materials intended for defence needs. Consequently control by 
EURATOM in no way hinders, nor can it hinder, the creation of a 
military nuclear potential by any of its members.

Thus there is in fact no control whatever over the militarization of 
West Germany. I t tm*ns out that the Western Powers treat control
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every time just as they see fit for the achievement of their specific 
political atnas. Very convincing evidence of this is provided by the 
way in which the question of control is posed in the United States draft 
treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons/ in regard to which 
the Soviet delegation has already expressed its negative attitude on 
several occasions in the Committee.

Thus we see that the question of control is posed by the United 
States in relation to and for the benefit of its political interests, which 
have nothing to do with the task of disarmament. I t is in vain that 
the United States tries to impose on the Soviet Union control without 
disarmament and, moreover, tries to make out that our entirely 
natural rejection of such control is preventing the achievement of an 
agreement on disarmament.

Whenever the Western Powers are unable to cling to their favourite 
thesis regarding control, they simply pass over in silence specific and 
business-like proposals on disarmament. Let us take as an example 
a question long ripe for solution: prohibition of the use of nuclear 
weapons. The adoption of this proposal is not linked with the work
ing out of any control measures. Having no chance of bringing into 
play the concept of control in this question, the delegations of the 
Western Powers evade discussion of it. Yet the discussion of this 
question was entrusted to the Eighteen-Nation Committee by a 
decision of the General Assembly of the United Nations.^

When in the General Assembly such a situation came about that 
only a few days could be assigned to the discussion of the problem of 
prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons, an overwhelming majority of 
States recognized that to devote only a few meetings to this problem 
was not enough. I t was precisely for this reason that the problem 
was referred to our Committee. Yet during the whole of the present 
session the representative of the United States has not mentioned this 
question in his statements. The United Kingdom delegation also 
passes over this question in silence, although Lord Chalfont did state 
here that his Government was prepared to support any measure 
which might reduce the danger of a nuclear war.^

Despite the silence maintained by the delegations of the Western 
countries on the problem of prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons, 
this problem exists. I t arose twenty-one years ago when United 
States aircraft, on the orders of the United States Government, 
dropped atomic bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki. There is not, nor 
can there be, any justification for the policy of refusing negotiations 
on the prohibition of the use of this lethal weapon.

The Soviet delegation has repeatedly declared that it is necessary

 ̂Documents on Disarmament  ̂ 1966y pp. 347-349; ante, pp. 159-160.
2 See Documents on Disarmament, 1966, pp. 586-587.
3 ENDC/PV.250, pp. 24-25.
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to reach agreement without delay on the conclusion of an interna
tional convention prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons. The con
clusion of such a convention, or at first the assumption by the nuclear 
Powers of a solemn obligation not to be the first to use nuclear weap
ons, would be a major contribution to the cause of nuclear disarma- 
ment and to the lessening of international tension.

The delegations of the socialist countries are in favour of the 
speediest solution of the question of prohibiting the use of nuclear 
weapons, and this position meets with the understanding and support 
of the peoples of the world. The representative of Romania, Mr. 
Dumitrescu, was fully justified when he stressed at the meeting on 
5 July that:
Prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons would therefore give formal expression 
to the juridical conscience of the peoples who hold that the use of these weapons 
would constitute a crime against humanity . . .  A

The members of the Committee are also aware of the positive role 
in raising the question of prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons 
which was played by the non-aligned States, which put forward this 
question for consideration by the General Assembly. In refusing to 
conduct negotiations on this question, the Western Powers take upon 
themselves full responsibility before the nations for the non-fulfilment 
of the recommendations of the General Assembly and for the failure 
to solve this important question of disarmament.

We cannot but note that at the present session of the Committee 
the delegations of the Western coimtries have been trying to organize 
a sort of ''conspiracy of silence '̂ also in regard to the proposal for 
the elimination of foreign military bases and the withdrawal of 
foreign troops from the territories of other countries. At a recent 
meeting the delegation of the Soviet Union had an opportunity to 
express its views at length on this question and to stress the importance 
and urgent need for this measure in order to relax international 
tension and diminish the threat of a nuclear war.^

It is well known that the demand for the elimination of foreign 
military bases and the withdrawal of foreign troops from the terri
tories of other countries is widely supported by many States. And 
the fact that now, at the present session of the Committee, the 
delegations of the Western Powers have in fact been trying to evade 
the discussion of this question shows once again quite clearly their 
desire to avoid the solution of urgent disarmament problems. In this 
matter they give paramount importance to their political and military 
considerations and not to the security interests of all nations, the 
solution of disarmament problems and the lessening of international 
tension.

1 ENDC/PV. 270, p. 23.
2 Ante, pp. 495-503.
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The negative position of the Western Powers in regard to the 
solution of the problem of eliminating foreign military bases on the 
territory of other countries ako testifies to their un\villingness to 
carry out the recommendations of the General Assembly of the 
United Nations on this question. At the present session of the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee we have not heard from the representa
tives of the United States, the United Kingdom and the other Western 
Powers what practical steps their Governments intend to take in 
order to carry out resolution 2105 (XX) of the General Assembly, 
which requested the colonial Powers to dismantle the military bases 
installed in colonial Territories and to refrain from estabUshing new 
ones.^

In considering the present international situation and approaching 
reaUstically the problem of disarmament, it is impossible not to recog
nize the need for a radical solution of the problem of military bases 
and armed forces located on foreign territory. Precisely for this 
reason we consider that this important and extremely topical question 
should be examined with all due attention in the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee. I t is our profound conviction that the elimination of 
foreign military bases and the withdrawal of troops from the territory 
of other countries would lead to a healthier international situation 
and do away with one of the sources of dangerous international 
conflict and tension.

The Soviet delegation is also compelled to note that the delegations 
of the Western Powers have not devoted due attention to considera
tion of so mature a question as that of establishing denuclearized 
zones in various parts of the world. They have not shown any 
interest, readiness or desire to consider the question that vast terri
tories, above all the territories most exposed to the threat of nuclear 
war, should be excluded from the sphere of a possible nuclear conflict.

The Soviet delegation deems it necessary to declare once again that 
a very valuable contribution in this field would be the formation of a 
denuclearized zone in Central Europe—an area where the armed 
forces of the NATO countries and the Warsaw Treaty coimtries are 
directly opposite each other. Adoption of the proposal of the Gov
ernment of the People^s Republic of Poland, which has long been 
advocating the establishment of a denuclearized zone in Central 
Europe, would be an important measure to ensure European security 
and would undoubtedly contribute to a general easing of international 
tension.^

The Soviet delegation has repeatedly stressed that the normaliza
tion of the situation in Europe and the adoption of effective measures

1 General Assembly Official Records: Twentieth Sessiont Supplement No. 14 
(A/6014), pp. 3-4.

^Documents on Disarmament, 1962, vol. I, pp. 201-205.
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to ensure European security would very substantially improve the 
international situation, and this would make it easier to seek for 
ways and means of solving the important problems of disarmament.

The aggressive aspirations of the West German revanchists are en
countering ever more determined resistance on the part of the peace- 
loving forces in European countries. Europe is the continent whose 
peoples have made the greatest sacrifices and endured the greatest 
suflPerings in two world wars. The main prerequisites for ensuring 
European security are the inviolability of the existing frontiers, in
cluding the Oder-Neisse frontier and the frontier between the two 
German States, and the prevention of access to nuclear weapons in 
any form by West Germany.

The programme for ensuring European security which was adopted 
at the Bucharest Conference opens up a realistic prospect of easing 
the tension in Europe through the disbanding of military-political 
alliances, or, as a first step, through the abolition of their military or
ganizations, and also through the elimination of foreign military bases 
on the European continent and the implementation of other measures 
to remove the threat of a military conflict in Europe.

At our meeting of 4 August the representative of Italy, Mr. Caval- 
letti, stated in regard to the proposals of the People's Republic of 
Poland concerning measures to ensure European security that ^̂ only 
an extension to the east of the territories covered by the plan could 
give the Polish suggestions a concrete character and serious chances 
of s u c c e s s ' T h a t  idea expressed by the representative of Italy is 
not a new one. We have already found it in official documents of the 
Federal Republic of Germany, including the weU-known Note of the 
West German Government dated 25 March 1966. In that Note the 
Government of the Federal Republic of Germany proposed that 
measures for freezing and reducing nuclear weapons should be ex
tended to the whole of Europe, leaving aside the nuclear potential of 
the United States, and claimed that such a decision would make it 
possible to “maintain the general balance of forces” .̂

At the conclusion of this stage of the Committee's discussion of 
the question of collateral measures that would contribute to the 
solution of the disarmament problem, the Soviet delegation is com
pelled to note with regret that the representatives of the Western 
Powers do not show any interest in the consideration of measures 
which could be carried out in the first place. The declaration of the 
United States delegation about its alleged desire to achieve agree
ment on collateral measures is nothing but a verbal cover for the 
real absolutely opposite position of the United States in this matter.

1 ENDC/PV.279, p. 20.
2 Ante  ̂ p. 173 (variant Ikanslation).
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Speaking on 3 August in the Supreme* Council of the USSR in 
connexion with the Declaration of the Soviet Government on basic 
questions of domestic and foreign policy, the Chairman of the Council 
of Ministers of the USSR, Mr. Kosygin, stressed that the Soviet 
Union^s struggle for disarmament was an integral part of Soviet 
foreign policy. The Soviet Government considers that, even in the 
present extremely tense international situation, when war is being 
waged in Viet-Nam—
. . . even now it would be possible to carry out a number of important collateral 
measures in this field in order to stop at least a further increase in armaments 
and the growth of military production.

One such measure might be the conclusion of a treaty on the non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons on such a basis as would preclude all possibility of their 
further proliferation. Another such measure might be the prohibition of all 
nuclear tests.^

In accordance with the principles of the peaceful foreign policy 
of the Soviet Union we shall continue to endeavor to achieve progress 
in problems of disarmament. We see in this the pledge of progress 
in solving these questions.

Statement by United States Expert (Jensen) to ENDC 
Delegates: Description of a Monitoring System for 
Shutdown Nuclear Reactors, August 10, 1966

I n t r o d u c t io n

Distinguished Delegates: I have been requested to describe to you 
the system developed within the United States of America for effec
tively and unobtrusively monitoring a shutdown nuclear reactor and 
ascertaining that it has not been operated between infrequent periodic 
inspections. The system I will describe is one which the United 
States suggests wiU satisfactorily perform the desired degree of 
surveillance with a minimum of intrusion.

The monitoring of a shutdown reactor is possible with an inspection 
system which utilizes a completely passive device, which once in
stalled may remain in place for years, unless removed for an inspection.

Selection of the word ^^passive’̂  in describing the monitoring system 
serves primarily to indicate the manner in which the system operates. 
Passive means that it does not require operation in the sense of moving 
parts, electronic instrumentation, attachments, and other devices 
subject to malfunctions which might adversely aflfect the integrity of 
the monitoring system. Passive may also properly describe the other

 ̂Antey pp. 504-505 (variant translation).
2 ENDC/176, Aug. 11, 1966, and Corr. 1, Aug. 15, 1966. The statement was 

made at a briefing of ENDC delegates at the U.S. Mission in Geneva.
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advantages of the method, since the entire system is inoffensive, 
unobtrusive, makes no permanent attachments, nor in any way affects 
the integrity of future use of the facility.

The reactor monitoring system is based on the ability to detect 
and measure neutrons generated by an operating reactor. Detection 
utilizes the effect of a neutron on a material which captures the 
neutron. The operation of a nuclear reactor generates a tremendous 
quantity of neutrons in the core. For clarification, slide #1 provides 
a graphic representation of a fission reaction, with a neutron particle 
released from the nucleus of an atom, such as Uranium 235.  ̂ The 
ragged lines indicate the path of a fast neutron through a moderating 
material, gradually slowing down to a point where it is captured, in 
one case by an atom of Uranium 238, which is subsequently altered to 
Plutonium 239. Another neutron wanders a similar path and is 
captured by another atom of Uranium 235, causing it to fission. This 
generates more neutrons for continuation of the reaction. Into this 
situation we have introduced a safing wire, or tape, for the purpose of 
detecting whether there has been any neutron activity. This shows 
in the upper right hand corner of the slide. A small amoimt of cobalt 
in the tape captures some of the neutrons, converting the natural 
cobalt 59 to cobalt 60. We use cobalt because it is a good material 
for capturing neutrons. In addition, cobalt 60 has a half life of 5^ 
years. This means that its emission of high energy gamma rays will 
not be significantly altered during the periods the tape is apt to be 
left in place. The telltale gamma rays are the key to this monitoring 
system. Thus, small quantities of cobalt inserted in a sufficient num
ber of locations can effectively monitor an entire reactor, or any part 
of it large enough to sustain a nuclear reaction.

The method of fabricating the tape is shown in slide #3. Two 
cobalt alloyed aluminum wires and two thin tantalum wires are in
serted through a stainless steel tube. Only one-tenth percent cobalt 
in an aluminum alloy is necessary. Note in the slide how the tantalum 
wire is twisted and looped back on itself. The reason for this is to 
produce a random configuration of the tantalum wire throughout the 
length of the tape. The assembly is then roUed and flattened to the 
thin rectangular shape shown below the tube assembly. Slide #4 
illustrates how a complete length of tape is rolled on a cardboard 
drum for handling and for '^fingerprinting’̂  that is, obtaining an x-ray 
photograph of the tape. SUde #5 is a section of the x-ray taken of the 
tape as coiled on the drum I have just shown. This x-ray provides 
the record against which each centimeter of tape can be checked for 
identity and damage. This image or ^^fingerprint’’ illustrates the 
primary means by which we identify system components and deter
mine any tampering with various parts of the safing system. The

 ̂ For illustrations, see pp. 543-546.
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stainless jacket has a high melting temperature. The almninum core 
has a low melting temperature. The bi-metallic combination of the 
two provides additional assurance against a successful compromise 
of the system.

The safing tape may be installed in fuel channels, such as shown 
in sUde #6, core coolant tubes, control rod thimbles, or other pene
trations of the reactor core which are an integral part of the reactor. 
In utilizing the system, the Host Nation will provide a liner tube which 
will be inserted in agreed upon locations. This liner protects the 
reactor components from any deleterious effects, such as corrosion 
from the safing tape, and also protects the tape from surface con
tamination, corrosion, or other damage. The end seal connected to 
the safing tape is illustrated in shde #7. The seal assembly is further 
shown in the exploded view in slide #8. Here we see an additional 
protective liner inserted in the host liner tube. I t may also be 
fabricated to have its own unique “fingerprint”.

The safing tape is pulled through the aluminum plate and clamped 
securely in place with a collet or clamp. The plastic cap assembly 
is then installed over the clamp. Pieces of wire are mixed at random 
within this plastic cap. Not illustrated is an epoxy sealant which is 
applied to various parts during the assembly and provides a final 
seal over the exterior bolt holes and other seal openings. The sealant 
is also fingerprinted with randomly added lead and metal shavings, 
pieces of wire and other particles distinctive in size and shape. The 
finished seal assembly is shown from the front in shde #9 and from 
an angle in shde #10. The angle photograph is preferred for the 
fingerprint record of the seal since it provides a perspective view. 
SUde #11 illustrates the x-ray of the seal assembly and clearly shows 
the random orientation of the inclusions which identify the seal and 
the sealant, and facihtates detecting any damage to the seal.

Shde #13 is a view of a reactor face with three seal assembhes in 
place. A closer view is shown in shde #14, with the exterior safing 
tape visible between the seal assembhes and then disappearing from 
view toward the top of the reactor. The external safing tape may be 
used to secure vital reactor controls, thereby monitoring the operation 
of these components as well. The exterior safing tape differs from the 
tape used inside the reactor core in that it contains no cobalt in the 
tape core and the jacket consists of copper rather than stainless steel. 
Fully annealed, the copper tape is very phable and lends itself to the 
various wrapping and threading operations. Essential to the use 
of the exterior safing tape is the joining seal, which allows the con
nexion of tape ends and other junctions, illustration of which are 
shown in slides #15 and #16. The joint seal is fingerprinted with 
inclusions in the body of the plastic piece and is sealed with the epoxy 
sealant.
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Installation of a safing tape which protrudes from both ends of the 
tube or channel through the reactor is quite simple: a seal assembly is 
attached to each end of the tape. For a reactor, which because of its 
design permits access only to a single face, a different way to guarantee 
that the tape remains in the reactor had to be foimd. Slide #12 shows 
this type of reactor and presents a concept in which a control thimble 
is used. The host liner tube would in this instance be given a more 
active role. The end to be inserted into the access hole would support 
a jaw device which when properly installed in the monitoring location 
would be actuated by the safing tape attached to the jaws to force 
them to spread and engage in a suitable opening, or aperture, in the 
reactor structure. The seal assembly would again protect the safing 
tape to prevent release of the jaws and removal of the monitoring 
system.

It is expected that a team composed of four competent members, 
fully familiar with the procedures, will be able to complete a safing 
installation and record the necessary photographic and x-ray finger
prints in a period of two days to a week. The team would complete 
indexing and filing of the information taken during the safing installa
tion upon return to their home base. The periodic inspection will 
probably require a similar period of time, two days, if the inspection 
proves routine and no major interpretive problems occur.

The method by which the team records a seal installation is il
lustrated on slide #17. This photograph shows the camera in position 
to record a perspective view of the seal. The adjustable arm attached 
to the safing plate allows an exact positioning of the camera, which is 
critical for the subsequent photographs to be taken on follow-up 
inspections.

Supplementing the normal photographs is the x-ray picture. Slide 
#18 illustrates the x-ray tube positioned to x-ray the seal from the side. 
The portability of the equipment makes it easy to get at various 
reactor seals.

Supplementing the photographic and x-ray equipment is an eddy 
current probe and recording device which can be utilized to supple
ment the remaining system with a different inspection tool. The 
team may on the initial installation make a record of various sections 
of the safing tape for future comparisons. Slide #19 shows the 
equipment, and slide #20 illustrates the result of a test performed 
with this equipment. In the test, a sample of safing tape was x-rayed 
and checked with the eddy current probe. The line drawn by the 
eddy current sensor has hardly a ripple in it. The piece of tape was 
then carefully cut and rejoined by butt welding. The joint was 
diflScult to discern visually. Inspection of the x-ray, however, shows 
a considerable displacement of the tantalum wire, evidently occurring 
when the aluminum was partially melted. When the welded section
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of tape passes through the eddy current probe, it produced a very 
sharp and detectable signal. This sensitive behaviour has shown up 
consistently in a number of tests.

The reliability of the system depends on the inspection procedure 
by which the seal assemblies and other safing components are in
spected. The inspection team members would carefully review the 
photographs and x-rays taken on each visit and compare them with 
the previously taken record or file copies. The team would utilize 
overlay techniques to compare photographs and x-ray prints. Pro
jected on the screen are two pictures taken on Polaroid transparencies. 
In perfect overlay they look like one picture. As one slide is moved 
in relation to the other, the corresponding similarities stand out for 
comparison. A similar technique is shown with x-ray prints in over
lay and the patterns are seen to compare directly.

With the field equipment required by the team being easily portable, 
any view of a seal and any section of the safing tape can be recorded for 
file information. Subsequent to the initial inspection of the safing 
installation, the team can select at random one or more of the safing 
tapes to be removed from the reactor and monitored for neutron 
activation. The seal is broken off and the collet released. The tape 
is then withdrawn from the tube liner with a team member carefully 
monitoring for radio-activity. The tape can then be carefully in
spected for any evidence of tampering. The removed tapes will be 
replaced in the same liner or installed in a new location at the discretion 
of the inspection team. The replacement safing tape will be sealed 
and recorded as described earlier.

The presentation which I have made today is, at best, only a brief 
summary of the concept of the passive safing seal. A complete 
systems manual has been prepared which fully details the safing con
cept, materials, their application, and the organization and operation 
of the international inspection team. These manuals were prepared 
after the initial development phase was completed and are quite 
comprehensive. The contents include the scope and intent of the 
monitoring seal, the nuclear physics involved, a proposed inspection 
team organization, the procurement specifications of the safing tape 
and safing seal, and the composition of the inspection team's field 
equipment. The manual additionally describes installation techni
ques, photographic and x-ray inspection methods, and the use of other 
aids, such as the eddy current device to insure backup of the other 
procedures. The manual will be of considerable assistance to anyone 
interested in more detail than can be covered in this particular 
presentation.^

My main concern is that I have conveyed to you a clear picture of 
how the system functions and the merits of our approach. I will be 
happy to entertain any questions at this time. Thank you.

* Hanfprd Atomic Products Operation, Systems Manual^ International Moni
toring of Shutdown Production Reactors (doc. no. RL-REA-26APP). Richland, 
Washington: General Electric, 1964.
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Statement by the Swedish Representative (Myrdal) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Fissionable 
Materials Production Cutoff, August 11, 1966 ^

Notwithstanding the fact that todaydeliberations were to focus 
on general and complete disarmament, I beg yom* permission, Mr. 
Chairman— în accordance with a general rule and oft-repeated 
pra-ctice—to speak on the subject of collateral measures; because 
today I wish to follow up the line of reasoning in my intervention of 
last week, which dealt with the issue of a comprehensive test ban,^ 
with some comments mainly centring on another collateral measure: 
the cut-off of production of nuclear material for weapon purposes. 
In the view of the Swedish delegation, those two measures continue 
to be closely linked with each other and with a non-proliferation treaty. 
Without them the latter kind of treaty, it seems to us, would be both 
operationally and politically weak.

As in the case of the test ban, I wish to enter a plea for practicahty 
and suggest that we set a target date for achieving agreement oii the 
freezing of production of nuclear-weapon material. The rearrange
ments called for in the case of such termination of the long-range 
military programmes for nuclear material supply, which we know 
involve large and diversified industrial processes, will undoubtedly be 
more time-consuming than breaking off the comparatively short- 
range and intermittent series of-tests. Would it not be appropriate, 
I might ask delegations here, to aim at 1 July 1967 as the historic 
date when further additions to the stockpiles of nuclear-weapon 
material would cease? If that were an agreed target date both for the 
cessation of current production and for the elaboration of a treaty, it 
would give the nuclear-weapon countries time to prepare for the 
closing of the crucial processes.

For the non-nuclear-weapon countries it could be said to equal a 
kind of Fanfani moratoriimi of close to one year’s dwation—that is to 
say, a voluntary and unilateral moratorium.^ One might go even 
further in accommodating the nuclear-weapon countries and state 
that, if they are really sitting down to a serious study of the prac
tical requirements for a phasing-out of the production in question, we 
ought to be prepared to envisage a flexible pattern—that is, a series 
of dates for closure of various sectors of the production, some perhaps

» ENDC/PV.281, pp. 4-11.
2 Ante, pp. 506-513.
3 For the Fanfani moratorium, see Documents on Disarmamenty 1965, pp. 411- 

412.
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later but some, it is hoped, earlier than the date which I have indicated 
in a tentative way and for the purpose of discussion.

The most intricate problems to tackle refer here, as always, to 
verification. Fortunately, in regard to the measure of a cut-oflF 
we have an agreed foundation to start from: the International 
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards, to the usefulness of 
which we know both sides subscribe. They belong to a living system, 
one being continuously extended, to which the verification needs 
in connexion with a cut-off agreement, which evidently would have 
to be applied in a more obligatory fashion, could be linked. 
DiJfficulties relating to the pace of extension ought not to be 
insurmountable.

In this connexion it is interesting to review the suggestions made 
by the representative of the United States, Mr. Fisher, at our 277th 
meeting, although they were tied to negotiations for a non-prolifera- 
tion rather than a cut-off treaty, thus aimng at stopping the ominous 
production of fissionable materials for weapons in countries which 
have not started it but not in those which have.^ We realize how 
important is the offer that the nuclear-weapon Powers also submit 
to control of their trade in nuclear material for peaceful purposes, 
an offer which I know has already been put into practice in some 
recently-concluded agreements for co-operation on civil uses of atomic 
energy. I t certainly must be a burden involving considerable incon
venience to the great Powers. On the other hand, of course, it does 
not contribute to any curtailment, still less to any reversal, of the 
present arms race. Therefore allow me to poiat out how greatly 
an international agreement to cut off production for weapon purposes 
would simplify the situation, as there would then exist no activities 
to shield from control.

In order to be quite realistic, I believe, we should discuss a time
table for the entry into force of various types of obligations, taking 
into account the necessity for a gradual phasing-out plan, as I have 
just mentioned, but taking into account also what has been called 
the balance of mutual responsibilities and obUgations’̂  which the 
non-nuclear-weapon States are interested to see observed.^ I could 
well imagine that a reasonable and equitable plan for introducing 
controls, entailing a series of steps which might foUow one another 
at predetermined but rather protracted intervals, would amount to 
something like the following: first, controls on all transfers of source 
or special fissionable materials and principal nuclear facilities between 
all countries and for all purposes; secondly, control extended also

 ̂Ante, pp. 482-486.
^Documents on Disarmament  ̂ 1966y pp. 532-534.
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to all new facilities, including not least those capable of producing 
weapon-grade materials, again in all countries; thirdly and finally, 
control also of already-existing production facilities.

That is a suggestion which I hope will be seriously examined. I t is 
offered in a desire to be helpful. My Government, as well as others, 
I am sure, will keep an open mind also for other possible modalities 
which might grow out of our continued negotiations. Let me simply 
point out that the first step is very similar to one part of Mr. Fisher's 
recent proposal envisaging—
. . .  an undertaking by all States not to provide source or fissionable material, or 
specialized equipment or non-nuclear material for processing or use of source or 
fissionable material or for the production of fissionable material, to any other 
State . . . unless such material and equipmeint are subject to IAEA or equivalent 
international safeguards.^

The main difference lies in the dots representing three words which I 
omitted from the quotation: peaceful purposes'\ We would say
‘̂for all purposes'\ The alteration is self-explanatory: Mr. Fisher's 

formula refers to the situation of today, when production for weapon 
purposes is not forbidden; mine to a situation when a cut-off treaty 
would make such production non-existent.

On this subject I might raise a few additional points, although they 
refer more to details than to the general merit of an agreement.

One is a question, again directed to the United States proposals 
just mentioned, concerning a control system which might rely either 
on the IAEA or on, as it was put, equivalent international safeguards. 
My question is: what safeguards can really be considered equivalent? 
If that is meant to refer to various kinds of bilateral arrangements or 
regional systems, my delegation must beg to differ.

We have to be more stringent when looking to a future when the 
cut-off of fissionable material production for weapon purposes should 
be fuUy implemented. From a less technical and more poUtical point 
of view, we—and, I believe, also other nations that are outsiders— 
could hardly accept verification which takes place inside a closed 
system as being '^equivalent'' to IAEA safeguards, at least if there 
could not be established some adequate co-operative arrangements 
for verification purposes between the IAEA and the so-called ‘‘equiv
alent" system. By ‘‘international safeguards" we must mean a system 
open to the observance of all of us. Only a system under such pubUc, 
international control can really satisfy all the signatories to a treaty.

As a second observation, I should like to touch briefly on the point 
made by Mr. Fisher at our last meeting: that not only explosions for 
weapon testing but all nuclear test explosions should be prohibited.^

1 Ante, p. 483.
2 Ante, pp. 525-529.
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If a test ban, made truly comprehensive in that way, were combined 
with a cut̂ oflf agreement, there would be no new explosives to use 
even for such peaceful projects as may become permitted under 
international control. Thus any such undertakings would have to 
utilize fissionable material already manufactured, thus reducing the 
stockpiles already produced for weapon purposes.

The third of my marginal comments refers to the fact that if one 
such agreement is reached it will have beneficial effects also in other 
directions. Thus a cut-off treaty with control of all transfers from 
as well as to signatories would to a certain extent hamper iadependent 
production even in countries which had not signed the treaty. An 
example of such indirect effects relates to the application of the 
Moscow Treaty, if a rigid interpretation is given to Article 1(2), 
which prohibits participation in any way, even indirectly, in testing 
by another party. The article states:

Each of the Parties to this Treaty undertakes furthermore to refrain from caus
ing, encouraging, or in any way participating in, the carrying out of any nuclear 
weapon test explosion, or any other nuclear explosion, anywhere which would 
take place in any of the environments described . . .  A

As is well known, the conducting of tests is a large enterprise, 
involving various kinds of research and development preparation, 
logistic support and, what is most important in the present connexion, 
also supplies of fissionable materials. If the obUgations of the 
Moscow Treaty are scrupulously applied, it can make the conduct
ing of tests by other nations more difficult, the development work 
more time-consuming, and the whole activity more expensive. If 
that is a potential effect of the Moscow agreement, it is unquestion
ably true that a cut-off treaty with verification procedures of the kind 
I have indicated would have far stronger and more universal effects.

My fourth and final observation on matters of detail is parallel to 
one I made in my recent statement referring to the test ban: that, 
generally speaking, the verification requirements seem to undergo an 
evolution towards attenuation.^ The IAEA system itseff is being 
reformed so as to be less compUcated and cumbersome. The working 
papers on the matter of control of fissionable material which have 
been presented by the United Kingdom  ̂ and the United States  ̂
have also moved the requirements in the direction of making verifi
cation more automatic and less intrusive. That nourishes our hope

^Documents on Disarmamentj 1963j p. 292.
2 AnU, p. 509.
3 Documents on Disarmament  ̂ 1962, vol. II, pp. 834-852.
 ̂Ibid., 1964, pp. 235-238; ante, pp. 103-104, 224-226, 538-547.
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that agreement to stop further production of fissionable materials for 
weapon purposes will soon be feasible.

Why is not such a treaty concluded, when its conditions seem so 
reasonable and the need for it is so pressing? Cannot the political 
will-power be mustered? We who are seated in the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee on Disarmament have a definite responsibility to look 
after the interests of the world and of the future, not merely such 
short-term national interests of today as may stand in the way of an 
agreement on a higher, that is international, level of security.

To bring about a definite change of direction in the arms race so 
that it goes downwards instead of upwards is what we envisage when 
we so persistently stress the need for really effective measures like 
the test ban and the cut-off: a containment of the spectre of endlessly- 
continuing additions to the quality and quantity of nuclear weapons; 
because we can imagine what a frightening world would result if the 
nuclear-weapon States remained free to test and develop and accumu
late and spread these weapons.

Although it should be superfluous, I might restate that, when my 
country insists on agreements concerning a comprehensive test ban 
and a cut-off—in conjunction with or even with priority over a mere 
non-proliferation treaty— ŵe are motivated by the firm conviction 
that such measures to reduce or at least freeze present nuclear capa
bilities would best serve the needs of the world as a whole. When it 
is sometimes said— n̂ot here but in popular publications—that non- 
aligned States are claiming such measures as a kind of “price^  ̂ for 
their adherence to a non-proliferation treaty, that is an unwarranted 
simplification.

The true explanation, of course, can be surmised from the Govern
ment declaration which I quoted in my statement on 4 August and 
which may serve as a kind of Swedish catechism on the issue under 
discussion: while we are definitely in favour of international agree
ments to hinder proliferation of nuclear weapons, we are also scared 
by the prospect that the present armament race may be allowed to 
continue at its perilous pace.^ Therefore measures which are broad 
enough to bring a halt to that steeply-spiralling race at the same time 
as preventing additional countries from 'Agoing nuclear’̂  are definitely 
to be preferred to measures that would merely achieve one and per
haps not the most far-reaching of those goals. In our opinion, im
mense dangers are inherent in the continuing arms race, in regard 
both to the qualitative and to the quantitative growth of nuclear 
armouries, even if the number of military nuclear Powers remains 
the same as now.

 ̂ See antCj pp. 507-608.
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Let us look at it first from the quantitative point of view. There 
seems to be no spontaneous letting-up of the production of fissionable 
material for weapon purposes. We appreciate, of course, that the 
cut-backs of fissionable production announced in April 1964 on behalf 
of the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom and the United States 
were rather substantial.^ However, the production capabilities left 
were even more substantial, and there are no signs that this course 
has been switched into reverse.

Such a quantitative increase is also linked, if we come to think of 
it, with the problem of what we have now almost routinely come to 
call dissemination”. The saturation point for the nuclear killing 
capacity may already have been reached by the super-Powers when 
related to their own needs; some conversion to new types of weapons 
may be what they are most interested in. However, as long as a 
freeze of the present stockpiles of fissionable material cannot be 
brought into force, there will exist increasingly more nuclear weapons 
to spread—meaning, in the narrower sense, that they are being trans
ferred from nuclear-weapon States to alien territories or otherwise 
held in readiness for the support of allies or for new clients. A cut-off 
treaty would really help to limit such supporting arsenals. Otherwise 
the danger will multiply, as production may be kept open-ended in 
order to arm alliances.

Of course deployment also could continue in an ever-widening geo
graphical spread. I t  is not inconceivable that we might have to look 
forward to a time when the whole globe will be closely studded with 
arsenals of nuclear weapons—the whole globe, that is, with the ex
ception of the countries which even then opt to remain non-aligned. 
This is the recurrent question in my theme for today: is that the kind 
of world towards which we are steering? May we not begin to feel 
like the Norwegian poet who said, am afraid that we have come to 
the wrong planet”?

The future appears no less ominous if one dwells on the qualitative 
aspect of a continued arms race entailing a kind of macabre perfecting 
of the nuclear death machines. I t is to such an evolution—which I 
refuse to call ^^progress”—that we want to apply the brakes of a 
comprehensive test ban. Of course, only those with access to classified 
material in the archives of the great Powers can fully estimate the 
dangers inherent in the continued testing of nuclear explosives—and 
such testing is being carried on in the atmosphere by two Powers 
which have not signed the Moscow Treaty and underground by three 
Powers which have. The range of possibilities for weapon develop-

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1 9 6 pp. 165-171.
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ment remains enormous even if only underground tests are considered. 
The development and proof-testing of warheads for sftrategical and 
tactical uses, for air defence, anti-submarine and anti-missile use and 
so on, may be feasible. Nor need the tests be restricted to weapons of 
very limited yield; the Uterature mentions yields of several hundred 
kilotons.

At the present time the greatest anxiety seems to hover around the 
possibility, which may just be turning into a probability, that the 
super-Powers will move into a new, tremendously stepped-up roimd of 
arms development centering on anti-baUistic missile defence, or rather 
on a combination of a system of interceptor missiles and so-called 
penetration aids for strategic missiles. Both fear and advice to ex
ercise restraint are now often expressed— f̂or instance, in a recent 
speech by the Prime Minister of Canada, Mr. Pearson, a speech to 
which I had the great privilege of listening, as did Mr. Burns, who has 
already quoted from it some very important passages in his statement 
on 12 July. Mr. Pearson referred to the anti-ballistic missile system 
as—
. . .  an enormously costly undertaking which, in the end, would probably lead, 
as the ballistic missile race did, to ever-mounting defence budgets without any 
permanent increase in national security or international stability . . .

For that reason Mr. Pearson advocated an agreement between the 
super-Powers not to deploy anti-ballistic missile systems.

That there are doubts in the highest places about the rationality of 
opening up this new dimension in armaments has been indicated 
repeatedly also in speeches by the United States Secretary of Defense, 
Mr. McNamara, and reflected in the statement by the representative 
of the United States at a recent meeting.^

An outspoken statement to the same effect was made by the 
Disarmament Minister in our midst. Lord Chalfont; on 16 June. 
He said:
Already there is talk of deploying defensive systems against ballistic missiles. 
It seems incredible to me that anyone really believes that there can be a fully 
effective defence against the sort of nuclear armoury now deployed by the two 
great military alliances of the world. But if that belief exists, and if it leads 
to the extensive deployment of anti-ballistic missile systems, we should be in 
no doubt that the arms race will have entered a new and perhaps irreversible 
phase, and, furthermore, that a serious threat will be posed to whatever stability 
is provided by the present balance of nuclear power.3

In reaUty, security is becoming more and more expensive and less 
and less reliable. The step after anti-ballistic missiles can hardly

1 See ENDC/PV.272, p. 8.
2 See antCf pp. 494-495.
* ENDC/PV. 265, p. 5.



554 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1966

be any other than the one so dourly foreseen first by science-fiction 
writers but now mentioned as a real possibility by prominent scien
tists: that the whole of mankind will move into live-in and work-in 
underground shelters. Thus a major issue now facing decision
makers is the procurement and emplaceiiient of anti-ballistic missile 
systems and also continued testing for that purpose. The cost 
factor is so tremendous running into tens of billions of dollars for 
even partial attempts at the protection of one country, that already 
on that ground it would seem reasonable for the great Powers to 
identify their joint interest by a firm *̂Nô  ̂ to this new phase of the 
arms race.

The current discussion about the anti-ballistic missile issue can 
serve as a reminder of what continued permissibility with regard 
to underground testing might entail. We should also ask ourselves 
how much the nuclear megatonnage has already increased while 
we have been sitting. Should not the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament 
Committee perhaps carry a burden of responsibility because it has 
not achieved the kind of agreement which might have put a stop 
to the threatening madness? Anyway I hope that it serves to con
vince us that it is imperative that we now obtain both a comprehensive 
test ban and a cut-oflf agreement—that is, agreements which will 
prevent the arms race from overtaking human reason.

Statement by ACDA Deputy Director Fisher to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Fissionable 
Materials Production Cutoflf, August 11, 1966"

I have listened with interest to the remarks of the representative 
of Sweden.^ I think I should preface my statement by saying that 
I too should like to speak today on a collateral measure; I too, in 
fact, should like to speak about the proposal of the United States for 
a verified cut-off of production of fissionable materials for weapon 
purposes.^ In listening to Mrs. MyrdaVs interesting intervention I 
observed that a few questions were directed more or less towards me. 
Some of those will be dealt with, I hope, in my remarks this morning;

1 ENDC/PV.281, pp. 12-17.
2 Supra.
^Documents on Disarmamentj 1964, p. 8; ante, p. 7.
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some others, I am afraid, will not, and I shall try to deal with those in 
an appropriate manner as soon as I can.

I am submitting as a Conference document, a description of a 
possible method for monitoring a shut-down reactor, which goes into 
somewhat greater detail than any previous description which we have 
made at this Conference.^ Today I should like to discuss the practical 
uses of this method in monitoring an important feature of an agree
ment on a verified halt in the production of fissionable materials for 
use in weapons.

At this time also I should like to announce my Government’s plans 
for an actual demonstration of this method of monitoring shut-down 
reactors, to take place later this year at Hanford, Washington. I 
should like, on behaK of my Government, to extend an invitation to 
that demonstration to each of the members of the Eighteen-Nation 
Disarmament Conmiittee and to other nations displaying a vital in
terest in our disarmament negotiations. As a result of this demonstra
tion, our consideration of methods of verifying shut-down production 
reactors can be on the basis of first-hand experience rather than of 
theory alone. I would hope that this demonstration would persuade 
the States represented at this Conference, as well as others, of the 
ease and unobtrusiveness with which it is possible to verify a shut
down reactor.^

1 would hope that the demonstration would make it possible for us 
to verify the reduction of production of fissionable materials for 
weapon purposes which the United States and the USSR have both 
annoxmced they are putting into eflFect. I would hope that we could 
agree upon reciprocal plant-by-plant shut-down oof reactors utilizing 
simple but practical verification procedures of the type we shall 
demonstrate, or similar ones which would be mutually acceptable. 
This would constitute an easy but important first step towards the 
complete cessation of production of fissionable materials for weapon 
purposes which we are all striving to achieve.

In my statement at our 277th meeting I described the safeguards 
systems which my Government thinks would be adequate to ensure 
that plutonium from peaceful reactors is not used to proliferate 
nuclear weapons.^ At that time I pointed out that safeguards on 
the indigenous peaceful nuclear activities of nuclear-weapon Powers 
were not relevant to the issue of non-proliferation alone. However, 
I also indicated that that extension would be relevant to the moni-

 ̂AntCj pp. 538-546.
2 The demonstration took place Nov. 16, 1966'. It was attended by observers 

from more than 50 nations and international organizations.
3 Antey pp. 482-486.
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toring of a cut-off—the step we are now recommending for considera
tion as a significant move towards disarmament.

Now I might interpose here that the United States does not believe 
that the cut-off and the non-proliferation agreement shoidd be linked. 
We have stated our position on that point, and the reasons for it, 
many times, and I do not need to repeat them now. But the United 
States does believe that in the context of the cut-oflF agreement the 
nuclear Powers should be prepared to accept the same degree of 
verification that we have proposed for the non-nuclear-weapon 
Powers as appropriate for safeguarding a non-proliferation agree
ment. And in the context of the cut-off, as well as in the context 
of a non-proliferation agreement, we do not seek inspection for its 
own sake; we wish to make our verification system as simple as 
possible.

I now wish to turn to steps which the United States has already 
taken in the vital area of limiting the production of fissionable ma
terial for weapon purposes. This beginning provides us with a 
foundation upon which we can build further measures.

The Committee will recall the unilateral action by the United 
States to curtail production of fissionable material for use in weapons 
announced by President Johnson in January 1964.̂  That action 
entailed shutting down four reactors which had been used for the 
production of plutonium, and decreasing the production of enriched 
uranimn by 25 per cent. This initiative on curtailment of production 
of fissionable material not only reduced the potential for building 
additional nuclear weapons but, as we have earnestly hoped, might 
help to pave the way towards reaching agreement on a total cessation 
of production of fissionable material for use in weapons, followed by 
a reduction of nuclear stockpiles.

Additional curtailments of production of uranium 235 were subse
quently announced by President Johnson and are currently being 
implemented. Representatives will recall, I am sure, that President 
Johnson^s announcement of 20 April 1964, dealing with all the 
reductions of the production of weapon-grade fissionable material we 
had decided upon at that time, was read into the record of our 
plenary session here.^ Representatives will also recall, I am sure, 
that the then Prime Minister of the United Kingdom, Sir Alec 
Douglas-Home, associated Her Majesty's Government with this 
initiative.®

' Documents on Disarmament, 1964, p. 4.
2 Ibid., pp. 165-166, 169-170.
3 Ibid., p. 171.
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The United States, having taken the initiative to reduce production 
of fissionable material, is mindful of the importance of assurance to 
the world that the reductions are actually implemented. Accordingly 
I shall summarize the actions we have taken to implement those 
announcements.

The United States is proceeding on schedule to shut down facilities 
for production of fissionable material. The four plutonium produc
tion reactors have already been shut down: two in 1964—one each at 
Savannah River and Hanford—-and two in 1965, both at Hanford. 
By July 1964 two sections of the gaseous diflFusion plant at Oak Ridge, 
Tennessee, had been shut down. Electric power for the operation of 
three gaseous diffusion plants—̂ one located at Oak Ridge, Tennessee, 
one at Paducah, Kentucky, and one at Portsmouth, Ohio—has sub
sequently been steadily decreased. When the reduction is complete, 
the level of operation will require 2,000 megawatts of electricity, 
compared with the pre-cutback level of 5,250 megawatts. Much of 
today’s production is, moreover, to provide fuel for the nuclear power 
programme. The scheduled reduction of enriched uranium produc
tion is to be completed by 1969.

The Government of the Soviet Union announced on 20 April 1964 
that it also was making substantial reductions in the production of 
fissionable materials for weapons, and that it would halt straightaway 
the construction of two plutonium production reactors.^ Represent
atives will recall that this announcement of the Chairman of the 
Council of Ministers of the USSR was also read into the record of our 
plenary session.  ̂ We hope that the representative of the Soviet 
Union will inform this Committee of the progress his Government 
has made in carrjdng out that announcement.

We have discussed previously in this Committee the verification 
measures that might accompany a cut-off of production of fissionable 
material for weapons. As examples of our thinking, we have sub
mitted a series of working papers: document ENDC/134 of 25 June 
1964 outlines the verification system that we believe can provide 
adequate assurance to all parties of compliance with an agreement to 
halt production of fissionable material for weapons;^ document 
ENDC/172 of 8 March 1966 describes one possible method of demon
strating the destruction of the nuclear weapons to obtain the fission
able materials which we advocate both sides should transfer to 
peaceful uses;^ document ENDC/174 of 14 April 1966 describes a

1 Ibid,, pp. 166-168.
2 See ENDC/PV.185, pp. 11 ff.
® Documents on Disarmament  ̂ 1964, pp. 235-238.
^AntBy pp. 103-104.
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specific method of verifying that plutonium production reactors re
main shut down between infrequent visits of inspectors.^ Mr. Foster 
stated in his remarks in April that we would have more to say on this 
subject, and I am pleased to do so today.^

We believe that an attractive feature of the suggested method of 
verifying the status of shut-down reactors is that it minimizes the 
intrusive aspects of verification and focuses its attention specifically 
on that which is to be verified. Only periodically would inspectors 
need to examuie the equipment installed in a reactor. Furthermore, 
it should be apparent that there are a number of ways in which reliable 
mechanical aids devised along these lines can be used in other veri
fication roles and thereby reduce the need for personal observation. 
Yesterday many of the delegations here witnessed a visual briefing by 
United States experts of how effective and unobtrusive the use of 
what we refer to as '^safing tapes^’ can be in verifying that a shut
down reactor has remained shut down.^

We should like the nations represented here to have further tangible 
evidence of the efforts my Government is pursuing to find suitable 
methods of verifying arms control and disarmament measures with 
minimum intrusion. Therefore, as I indicated earlier in my remarks, 
I  should like on behalf of my Government to extend to each of the 
members of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament—and 
to other nations displaying a vital interest in our disarmament nego
tiations—an invitation to visit later this year one of the shut-down 
plutonium production reactors at the Hanford plant near Richland, 
Washington. During this visit we will demonstrate how the equip
ment can actually be used on an atomic reactor that has been removed 
from active production of plutonium. We suggest that the visit take 
place during the discussions on disarmament at the United Nations 
General Assembly this autumn.

I wish to emphasize that demonstrating at Hanford how the equip
ment could be used to verify an actual shut-down reactor does not in 
itself reflect a decision to place that reactor unilaterally under inter
national safeguards. However, the United States is prepared to 
accept international verification of the shut-down of a Hanford reactor 
if the Soviet Union is prepared to reciprocate. Moreover, we will 
extend this reciprocal offer on a plant-by-plant basis, not only until 
the four reactors I have described today are under such inspection 
but until additional facilities are as well. We do not wish to give

1 Ante, pp. 224-226.
 ̂Ante  ̂ pp. 218-224.

^Ante, pp. 538-546.
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the impression that the precise techniques we shall show will neces
sarily be employed in any international inspection; but we do exhibit 
this method as illustrative of our continuing research into ways to 
achieve and rely on meaningful arms control and disarmament 
measures.

At this Conference the United States has always put the proposal 
which we have described as the ^^cut-off'’ high on its agenda of arms 
control measures. We have done so for a reason which perhaps seems 
too obvious to warrant emphasis but which is of such a fundamental 
nature that it cannot be said too often. This reason is that it takes 
fissionable material to make a nuclear weapon. I t is for that reason 
that we have given very great attention to a '̂cut-oflF'̂  as a collateral 
measure which would greatly assist in ensuring non-proliferation. A 
cut-oflF, if undertaken by all Powers—^nuclear-weapon and non-nuclear- 
weapon Powers alike—would have an enormous, indeed a controlling, 
impact in preventuig the proliferation of nuclear weapons.

I t  is for this reason that the ^̂ cut-oflF̂ ' is a measure which would 
bring the nuclear arms race among the major Powers to a halt. At 
this point I should like to remind my colleagues that the ^^cut-off'  ̂ as 
we have come to call it, can be more than just a cut-off in the produc
tion of fissionable materials for weapon pm*poses. The United States 
has indicated its willingness to modify it so that it will involve an 
even more significant beginning of nuclear disarmament.

As my colleagues are well aware, the United States is prepared to 
add to the “cut-off’’ a transfer of fissionable material to peaceful uses. 
We have proposed that 100,000 kilogrammes of U-235 be transferred 
to peaceful purposes: we have suggested that of that amount60,000 
kilogrammes be obtained from the United States and 40,000 kilo
grammes be obtained from the Soviet Union. As I mentioned in my 
statement on 8 March:

. this total amount of U-235, fully fissioned, would produce an amount of 
electric power equal to the present power requirements over a period of seven 
years of the eight non-aligned States represented round this table.^

We have also indicated our willingness to have the 100,000 kilo
grammes of U-235 taken from existing nuclear weapons. There 
would thus be destroyed thousands of nuclear weapons. As we have 
already indicated, this could be done in a relatively simple manner.

In outlining the measiu-es which the United States has been prepared 
to add to the cut-off, I should not like to give the impression that the 
United States insists that they accompany a cut-off. This is not the 
case. The United States indicated its willingness to agree to those 
measures in connexion with a cut-off in the hope that this might

1 Ante, p. 124.
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facilitate our coming to an agreement. This has not so far proved to 
be the case. Those measures were advanced in the hope that they 
might meet the objections of others round this table, but they have 
not led us closer to an agreement.

Therefore I should like to approach the problem from the other 
direction. I should first like to reiterate the position of the United 
States: that it is prepared to accept a verified cut-off of the produc
tion of fissionable materials for use in weapons by itself—without 
any other measure—if that will facilitate agreement. I should like to 
go even further in this direction. As a way to begin practical action 
on the cut-off—as a way to begin nuclear disarmament—I should like 
to propose that the United States and the Soviet Union agree to re
ciprocal shut-downs of reactors producing fissionable materials for 
weapon purposes. I  should like to propose that we do so under 
simplified practical means of verification which cannot reasonably 
be labelled espionage by anyone.

We are willing, if the Soviet Union is willing, to develop a reciprocal 
step-by-step closing down, under appropriate safeguards, of reactors 
that produce fissionable materials for weapons, because this represents 
a way to start. I t  represents a way to start which is practical and 
realistic in terms of required verification. This we should be happy to 
demonstrate to all at the Hanford reactor this autumn. And when 
it does become clear that it is possible to carry out verification which 
is indeed unobtrusive and yet effective, we hope the Soviet Union will 
join with us in undertaking the first step which I have desjcribed 
today.

From that first ^ep there can follow other steps so that the “cut-off” 
can be realized in all its ramifications. Indeed, if the “cut-off” can 
be realized, we shall not have merely taken a step, but instead, we 
shall have moved a very long way down the road towards obtaining 
our goals of non-proliferation and nuclear disarmament.

Statement by the British Disarmament Minister (Chal- 
font) to the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: 
Peaceful Nuclear Explosions {Extract), August 11, 
1966^

Having said that, I in fact propose to talk for a very short time 
this morning on the subject of general and complete disarmament,

1 ENDC/PV.281, pp. 18-19.
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the subject on our formal order of business for today. However, 
before I do so, let me comment briefly on a question which the repre
sentative of the United States raised at our last meeting: the question 
of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes.^

Her Majesty^s Government is convinced that in the process of 
preventing the spread of nuclear weapons, important as that aim may 
be, we must not at the same time put ourselves in danger of depriving 
anyone of the benefits that might become available through the peace
ful uses of nuclear energy. My delegation therefore fully agrees 
with the United States thesis that it would be wrong to deprive non
nuclear States of any economic benefits that might derive from that 
particular use of nuclear energy—that is to say, the use of nuclear 
explosions for peaceful purposes. We agree too that, at the same 
time, the similarity between peaceful and miUtary techniques means 
that a State which developed the capacity to produce peaceful explo
sions would equally be in a position to produce nuclear weapons. 
If a non-nuclear-weapon State carried out a peaceful explosion, the 
political repercussions would be quite as strong as if it were a military 
one. I t  is only right, therefore, that we should recognize and take 
account of this problem.

At the same time, as Mr. Fisher pointed out in his statement, even 
the United States, with all its technical and scientific expertise and 
resources, has not yet established the practical usefulness of peaceful 
explosions. Speaking without detailed knowledge of the technical 
background, I suppose, as indeed Mr. Fisher implied, that it would 
be particularly hard to devise techniques which would be useful for 
economic development—for example, for the construction of canals— 
but would not involve an infringement of the partial test-ban Treaty.^ 
Until such techniques have been perfected—if indeed they ever are— 
that problem may be more theoretical than practical, at least for some 
considerable number of years; but it is only right, I repeat, that we 
should consider it now.

My delegation welcomes the suggestion that it should be incumbent 
upon nuclear-weapon States to make available to other States such 
techniques as they may have developed. At some appropriate 
moment we shall have to consider in detail what form of organization 
wiU be needed to superintend that process. Whether the arrange
ments will be bilateral or multilateral and whether they might indeed 
involve the establishment of some new international organization 
are matters for discussion at another time. However, one point will 
clearly be very important: it will be essential to see that all States

1 Ante, pp. 525-529.
2 Documents on Disarmament  ̂ 1963  ̂ pp. 291-293.
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have equal access to the benefits of this branch of nuclear science, 
irrespective of their political affiliations.

Statement by ACDA Deputy Director Fisher to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, August 16, 
1966 ^

Resolution 2031 of the twentieth session of the United Nations 
General Assembly requests this Committee ‘̂to continue its efforts 
towards making substantial progress in reaching agreement on the 
question of general and complete disarmament under effective inter
national control^ My Government is in complete agreement with 
that recommendation. I t is for that reason that I should like to 
speak today on that subject. I should like to suggest one practical 
working step ŵe might take and one substantive problem we must 
deal with if we are to make progress towards that goal.

The achievement of the objective of general and complete disarma
ment wUl require the establishment of mutual confidence and trust 
among nations, the installation of a dependable verification system, 
and the strengthening of peace-keeping forces and other international 
institutions to guarantee the security of all nations, large and smaU, 
against any form of domination by others.

The United States has devoted itseH to working with the com
munity of nations to bring about such conditions—to establish a 
peaceful world under international law in which order and justice will 
be provided for all. I t  was towards that end that President Wilson 
worked so diUgently for the establishment of the League of Nations. 
I t was towards that end that Presidents Roosevelt and Truman w’orked 
so effectively with other world leaders for the establishment of the 
United Nations, a world organization through which international 
disputes can be settled by peaceful means and security guaranteed 
for all.

Only a Uttle more than a month ago we were privileged to have 
the Minister of State for External Affairs of India, Mr. Dinesh Singh, 
participate in om- deUberations. He pointed out that the vast 
resources currently being spent on arms, if they could only be diverted 
towards the advancement of mankind, would present possibilities

1 ENDC/PV.282, pp. 10-15.
2 Documents on Disarmamentf 1965j  pp. 622-623.
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for progress that would stagger the imagination.^ Implicit in his 
wise remarks is a challenge we must meet. I t is a challenge to the 
vision of the world we should like to leave to our children and to 
succeeding generations. I t  is a challenge to our courage and our 
determination to bring that world into being. President Johnson 
indicated the choices open to us. He said:

It can be a world where nations raise armies, where famine and disease and 
ignorance are the common lot of men, where the poor nations look on the rich 
with envy, bitterness and frustration, where the air is filled with tension and 
hatred.

Or, it can be a world where each nation lives in independence, seeking new 
ways to provide a better life for its citizens; a world where the energies of its 
restless people are directed toward the works of peace; a world where people are 
free to build a civilization to liberate the spirit of man.^

We cannot build such a civilization—a civilization which will Kberate 
the spirit of man—unless we make progress towards general dis
armament. Our task is of such vital importance to all nations that 
we must find a way to make progress together.

We can work together towards a mutually-acceptable solution by con
sidering steps that do not upset the existing military balance between 
nations. That is the basis of the United States programme for 
general and complete disarmament.^ This programme is designed 
to stop the arms race at an agreed time, to freeze levels of armed 
forces and armaments, and then progressively to reduce national 
miUtary establishments to levels required for the maintenance of 
internal order and for supporting a United Nations peace force. 
Provisions are made in the United States proposal for adequate 
verification to ensure that the terms of an agreement are being carried 
out, as well as for the strengthening of peace-keeping forces to maintain 
peace and security for aU.

The Soviet proposal, on the other hand, emphasizes almost total 
reductions of selected categories of armaments at the very outset of the 
disarmament process.^ I t  seeks drastic reductions of nuclear-weapon 
carriers at the very beginning of the disarmament process and prior to 
the establishment of adequate verification. That proposal, together 
with the Soviet Union’s demand that all foreign bases should be 
liquidated and all foreign troops withdrawn from what it describes as 
“alien soiP’ in the first stage of the disarmament process, not only fails 
to inspire the confidence and trust upon which subsequent phases can 
and must be built but would materially alter the existing military

1 ENDC/PV.273, p. 6.
2 Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents  ̂ Feb. 7, 1966, p. 156.
3 Documents on Disarmament^ 1966j pp. 111-140.
 ̂Ihid.y pp. 77-102.
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balance in favour of the Soviet Union, contrary to the provisions of 
the Joint Statement of Agreed Principles under which we are working.^

I  might point out that at no time has the Soviet Government ever 
indicated how— b̂y what progressive steps—such reductions would 
take place. This presents us with a diflSculty which is not new to us. 
There appears to be a gap in the Soviet proposals dealing with general 
and complete disarmament. They do not really deal with the steps 
which can actually be taken now to halt the arms race and begin the 
process of disarmament. They appear to require agreement on how 
to proceed almost to the end of the road before any action is taken.

I sincerely hope that that does not mean it is the view of the Soviet 
Government that nothing can be done towards actually halting the 
arms race and beginning the process of disarmament until we are 
agreed on how to proceed to the end of the road, or at least almost to 
the end of the road, as far as the most significant armaments are 
concerned. If that were its view, we should be faced with the prospect 
of endless discussion rather than concrete action.

The differences between the approach of the United States and 
that of the Soviet Union to general disarmament are, I am afraid, a 
familiar subject to the members of this Committee. However, 
there is a workable means, with which we are also familiar, which 
might help us resolve those differences.

A central problem lies in the size and composition of deterrent 
forces during the process of disarmament. That question has pre
sented a major sturrbling-block to progress towards our goal. The 
establishment of a working group to deal with the basis on which 
strategic weapons might be reduced would put us on our way down 
the road to general and complete disarmament. However, it must 
be a working group established without pre-conditions pointing to
wards the acceptance of either the United States cr the Soviet Union 
approach—a working group that could consider both. I t would 
inevitably have to consider the levels of deterrents to be retained 
during the disarmament process.

In considering the problems of deterrence during the disarmament 
process, such a working group could also consider the role of verifica
tion in deterrence—a role we believe to be important because deter
rence depends to a large extent on each party's knowing how it stands 
with respect to the other.

It is our earnest hope that our Soviet colleagues will reconsider 
their refusal to participate in a working group which could consider 
all the proposals that have been put forth. I t  is our earnest hope 
that they will not continue to insist on prior acceptance of their

»IhU., 1961, pp. 439-442.
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proposal by all participants before they are willing to join us in a 
working group designed to consider the problems and arrive at 
solutions.

I could not deal with the question of general disarmament today 
without also dealing with the measure which the United States has 
proposed to halt the build-up of strategic nuclear delivery systems 
while we are trying to work out ways of reducing them. On 16 April
1964 the United States formally proposed to the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee on Disarmament the exploration of a measure designed 
to freeze the numbers and characteristics of offensive and defensive 
strategic nuclear delivery vehicles.^ A good deal of discussion on 
that proposal has taken place since that date, both in this Committee 
and at the United Nations. As I stated in this Committee on 15 
March, one particular benefit would be that—

. . . prompt adoption of the freeze proposal in 1964 would have had approxi
mately the same result, as far as United States current inventories of nuclear 
delivery vehicles in this category are concerned, as a reduction of something 
like 50 percent would have today

There is little use in reflecting on what might have been done in 
1964; we must consider what we can do today. Today, by adopting 
the freeze, we can prevent a self-defeating continuation of the arms 
race.

Although detailed negotiations have not yet developed, the dis
cussions on the freeze which we have had so far have proved extremely 
useful in clarifying the views of various nations concerning the prob
lem of controlling strategic nuclear delivery vehicles. However, 
despite all the discussion, the reasons for and the importance of 
r  eluding anti-ballistic m* siles in the freeze proposal have only 
recently begun to receive the discussion which they deserve.

Developments in the area of strategic weapons have made it even 
clearer that the freeze of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles, including 
anti-missile systems, is an urgent and important arms control measure. 
Today I should like to outline some of the more important reasons 
why the United States believes that that is so and, in particular, why 
limitations on anti-ballistic missiles are an essential part of an over-all 
measure involving a freeze of strategic nuclear delivery systems.

We realize of course that, imder an agreement which precluded 
quantitative and qualitative improvements in strategic offensive 
forces only, the deployment of anti-missile systems might limit dam
age in the event of a nuclear war. However, an agreement to freeze 
offensive systems only, while allowing defences to be built up, could

1 im . ,  1964, pp. 157-162.
2 Ante, p. 143.
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for the following reasons have undesirable consequences which might 
even increase the possibihty that general nuclear war would occur.

We must face the fact that the strategic stabiHty which exists today 
depends on the knowledge that each side has the ability to inlBict 
unacceptable damage and casualties on the other in retahation for 
an initial attack. The initiation of general nuclear war by any 
country would therefore result only in bringing devastation on itself. 
The basis of that stability will continue to depend on the abiUty of 
offensive forces to inflict unacceptable retaliatory damage until such 
time as we can achieve an effectively-controlled halt of the strategic 
arms race and the control of nuclear forces.

With a freeze of offensive forces alone, the possibility would always 
exist that the side facing a growing defensive missile system, while 
being constrained by the agreement against improving its offensive 
forces, would become concerned with its ability to inflict unacceptable 
retaliatory damage in the event that it suffered an attack. Such a 
situation would create undesirable tensions and uncertjainties and 
would threaten to destroy the, existing stability.

In fact, if such an agreement on offensive forces alone were signed, 
any nation confronted with the possibility that another nation was 
dangerously shiftiag the military balance by deploying anti-missile 
systems would have no choice but to react in one or both of two ways. 
It could abrogate the freeze agreement by exercising its withdrawal 
privilege and building its offensive forces, seeking to negate most of 
the effects of defensive systems at a cost significantly less than would 
be uivolved in the original defensive system. Alternatively, it could 
deploy an anti-missile system in an attempt to restore the strategic 
equilibrium. Neither of those choices would be desirable.

If we do not reach an agreement soon on a freeze, the strategic 
arms race will probably continue. If one Power deploys an anti
missile system in addition to existing offensive systems, other nations 
might fear that their relative strategic capabiUty was being eroded 
and therefore undertake one or more counteractions, such as the 
parallel deployment of an anti-ballistic missile system, increased 
offensive deployment, or the iatroduction of new or improved types 
of weapons capable of penetrating or bypassing ballistic missile 
defences. The resulting arms race would be self-defeating. Higher 
and higher destructive potentials would be reached, and, despite the 
presence of defensive systems costing billions of roubles or dollars, 
greater casualties could result if nuclear war should occur.

It is clear that a freeze of strategic nuclear deUvery vehicles which 
did not preclude the deployment of anti-ballistic missile systems 
would increase the difficulties confronting our collective efforts to 
control the strategic arms race. Therefore I submit that by far the
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most effective and secure way of controlling the strategic arms race 
and limiting damage if war should occur is through the attainment of 
a measure which prevents the future growth of strategic offensive 
systems in concert with a freeze of strategic defensive missiles. That 
is what our proposal for a freeze of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles 
would achieve.

I hope that my intervention today has helped to clarify and explain 
my country’s views on the importance of including both strategic 
offensive and defensive systems in the freeze proposal, as well as the 
importance of rapid consideration of the freeze of strategic nuclear 
delivery vehicles itself. As I have indicated, we believe that the 
consequences of a new round in the arms race, pitting offensive against 
defensive strategic weapons, are Hkely to be sufficiently grave that we 
must now redouble our efforts to agree on a measure that will preclude 
such a race. I t  is for those reasons that I feel it is most urgent that 
we make further progress in exploring a freeze of both offensive and 
defensive strategic nuclear dehvery vehicles, as suggested by the 
United States. As always, my coimtry is prepared to consider new 
ideas regarding controlling the strategic arms race, as well as proposals 
which have already been made, in an effort to reach agreement as soon 
as possible.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Nonpro
liferation of Nuclear Weapons, August 16, 1966 ^

We have listened with interest to the statements made by the rep
resentative of Bulgaria, Mr. Lukanov, and the representative of the 
United States, Mr. Fisher. We associate ourselves with the views 
put forward by Mr. Lukanov, which included a detailed and precise 
analysis both of the general situation in which the consideration of 
disarmament problems is taking place, and of the situation in regard 
to the consideration of the disarmament problems which are in fact 
on the agenda of our Committee. Taking advantage of the flexibility 
of the procedure which has been established in the work of our Com
mittee, with your permission, Mr. Chairman, I should like to dwell on 
one of the extremely important questions which we are considering 
here and which is connected with one of the important collateral 
measures in the field of disarmament.

’ ENDC/PV.282, pp. 16-22.
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The current session of the Eighteen-Nation Committee is drawing to 
a close. At today’s meeting we should like to simi up some of the 
results of the discussion of one of the most important questions that 
have been considered during the last two sessions of the Eighteen- 
Nation Committee: the problem of non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. I t is not at all surprising that the Committee has devoted a 
considerable part of its time precisely to this question. Linked with 
the solution of this question is the hope of putting an end to, or in any 
case reducing, the danger arising from the fact of the dissemina
tion of nuclear weapons—their physical, geographical and political 
dissemin ation.

The hope of solving the question of non-proliferation, if not bright, 
was at least well defined, because such a solution appeared to everyone 
to be not so very complicated and difficult. I t  would seem that, if the 
slightest willingness and a minimum of goodwill were displayed, the 
States could be freed from the growing and ever less controllable 
danger that nuclear weapons would appear in the armaments of a 
great many States, thus acquiring a universal character with all the 
consequences arising therefrom.

In concluding the consideration of this question at the present 
session of the Eighteen-Nation Committee, we cannot say that we 
have succeeded in finding a solution to this problem, or even that we 
have been able to define common approaches which would bring the 
positions of the two sides closer together. I t would not be inexact to 
say that no progress has been made in the Committee in solving the 
question of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and that, al
though this question has been examined in the Committee for more 
than six months, the situation in this regard is stiU the same as it was 
in January of this year, when the Committee, at the request and on the 
recommendation of the twentieth session of the General Assembly;^ 
started to consider the question of the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons.

What is the reason for this so obviously disappointing situation in 
regard to the consideration and solution of this problem? The reason 
is to be found in the fact that the United States and its Western 
partners have not shown the slightest willingness to reach agreement 
on the question of non-proliferation. To speak quite frankly, the 
Western Powers have had no desire and have made no efforts to 
achieve a solution to this problem. This is shown by the indisputable 
fact that, in rejecting the Soviet draft treaty on the non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons as a basis for the solution of this problem,^ the 
United States virtually failed to submit its own draft treaty on this

> Documents on Disarmament, 1966, pp. 532-534.
2 IhU., pp. 443-446.
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question. The draft treaty which it submitted  ̂ merely concerned 
the regulation of the use of United States nuclear weapons by the 
military allies of* the United States, and did not deal with the problem 
of the non-proliferation of these weapons at all.

In the circumstances when one side seeks to achieve a solution of 
the problem of non-proliferation while the other side talks about a 
different problem, namely regulation of the use of nuclear weapons by 
non-nuclear Powers, is it possible to find a uniform approach to the 
solution of the problem of non-proliferation? Of coiu*se not. One 
side seeks to achieve its solution, whUe the other side does not even 
dream of it. The difference between the approaches of the Soviet 
Union and the United States to the question of non-proliferation is 
as glaring as, for instance, the difference between a demand for pro
hibition of the traffic in narcotics and a proposal for ways and means 
of organizing this traffic.

During the entire period in which the problem of preventing the 
spread of nuclear weapons has been under consideration in the Com
mittee, the United States side has been trying to persuade us to 
examine the question of a 'Veto’’ on the use of nuclear weapons by 
non-nuclear Powers, the question of electronic locks, their purpose, 
their reliability, and so forth. But all these questions relate to the 
problem of regulating the use of nuclear weapons by non-nuclear 
countries, and not at all to the problem of the non-proliferation of 
such weapons. In the circumstances when one side—the United 
States of America—does not seek a solution to the problem of non
proliferation but is in fact trying to divert the Coromittee from the 
solution of this problem, it is not at all surprising that we have not 
found a common approach or a common understanding of the task 
which has been placed before the Committee.

We have already stressed repeatedly that, if a treaty were con
cluded on the basis of the United States draft or according to the 
United States pattern, the possibilities for the dissemination of nu
clear weapons would not diminish but iQcrease. If a non-nuclear 
State should wish to have nuclear weapons today, it would come up 
against many difficulties. I t  would either have to organize its own 
production of such weapons, which would require enormous efforts 
and expense, or it would have to obtaiQ such weapons from a nuclear 
Power, and that would undoubtedly give rise to an unfavourable po
litical reaction throughout the world.

In a world in which the United States treaty on non-proliferation 
were in force, the acquisition of nuclear weapons from nuclear Powers 
would be quite legal. The only problem facing a non-nuclear State

* Ibid.f pp. 347-349; antCy pp. 159-160.
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which desu*ed to possess nuclear weapons would be that of choosing 
an opportune moment to free itself from any inconvenient commit
ment in respect of the use of the nuclear weapons which it would 
already have in its hands.

In regard to the possibility of the manufacture of nuclear weapons 
by other States, it is usually estimated that there are about ten such 
States at present. For example, the United States magazine U.S. 
News and World Report reported in its issue of 18 July:

At least ten States (apart from the present nuclear Powers) already have or 
will soon have the possibility of manufacturing nuclear bombs. . . . From now 
imtil 1970 these ten Powers, if they so wish, could produce 1,000 bombs a year. 
They possess, in fact, the necessary raw materials . . . .

If there is now talk about the possibiUty of the emergence of ten new 
nuclear countries, imder the United States treaty many dozens of 
States would very soon acquire the possibility of transforming them
selves into nuclear Powers. For such transformation the only thing 
required would be to take the appropriate political decisions.

It goes without saying that this prospect cannot be accepted by 
those who really desire to solve the problem of preventing the spread 
of nuclear weapons. Obviously the United States draft treaty cannot 
in any case be taken as the basis for the solution of this problem. 
During the whole period of the work of the Eighteen-Nation Com
mittee, when the United States delegation was asking us to solve the 
problem of non-proliferation on the basis of the United States draft 
treaty, it was clear to the majority of the members of the Committee 
that the situation in that regard was becoming hopeless. We have 
repeatedly stressed that the United States draft does not contain any 
basis whatsoever either for a solution of the problem of non-prolifera
tion or for negotiations on that subject. Throughout the present 
session of the Committee the United States has compelled us to waste 
time on debates without the slightest prospect of success.

At the beginning of July of this year it might have appeared, never
theless, that the United States had become aware of the situation into 
which it had led the consideration of the problem of non-prohferation, 
and that perhaps it would make a move in this regard that would en
able us to get out of the impasse in which the consideration of this 
question is stalled. An indication of this was President Johnson’s 
statement, at a press conference in Johnson City on 5 July, in which 
he said that the United States was going to do everything within 
the power of the most imaginative people to find a language that 
would bring the nuclear Powers together in a treaty that would pro
vide non-proliferation.^

I t  might have been expected that that statement of the President

 ̂AntCj p. 405.
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of the United States would have stimulated the United States dele
gation to give the Committee at long last an opportunity to deal 
with the question of non-proUferation as such, and not the regulation 
of the use of nuclear weapons by means of a veto and electronic locks. 
The hope was born that the United States delegation would at last 
agree to consider in a businesslike manner the Soviet draft treaty on 
non-proliferation, and would propose any amendments or additions 
which it deemed necessary, or, again, that it would submit a draft 
treaty of its own which would deal with the problem of non-prolifera- 
tion as such but not the regulation of the use of nuclear weapons by 
non-nuclear countries.

But a month has passed since that statement was made by the 
President of the United States; another month has begun and the 
work of this session of the Committee is coming to an end. There 
has been no initiative on the part of the United States. There has 
been no movement in the direction of a search for agreement on 
non-proliferation. There is no intention on the part of the United 
States to discuss the question of non-proliferation as such, and not 
the problem of regulating the use of nuclear weapons by non-nuclear 
States.

This situation can hardly be due to non-existence in the United 
States of the '^most imaginative people’’ who could seek and find a 
language for a treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. In 
fact, to seek and find the necessary language for such a treaty it is 
hardly necessary to have a particularly developed imagination. For 
this purpose what is needed is not so much imagination as the desire 
and readiness of the United States to conclude the aforesaid treaty. 
But we have not discovered in the United States delegation here in 
the Committee either the desire or the readiness to conduct business
like negotiations for the conclusion of a treaty on non-proliferation.

In the light of what has happened in the past and what is happening 
now in the Committee, no impartial observer could say that the 
delegation of the United States has shown, either before or after the 
President’s statement of 5 July, any genuine readiness to consider and 
solve the problem of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons in the way 
that has been recommended to us by resolution 2028 (XX) of the 
General Assembly of the United Nations.^ The gist of the matter is 
that the United States is neither willing nor prepared to accept such 
a solution of the problem of non-proliferation as would prevent access 
to nuclear weapons by West Germany through any NATO nuclear 
force.

In choosing between two alternatives—either a non-proliferation 
treaty or the granting of access to nuclear weapons to the Federal

* Documents on Disarmamentj 1966, pp. 532-534.
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Republic of Germany through the creation of a NATO joint nuclear 
force—the United States, as events have shown, is obviously in favour 
of the latter. The gist of the matter is that in the United States and 
in the North Atlantic bloc the problem of non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons has so far been regarded as a subordinate one depending on 
the problem of the nuclear armament of the allies of the United States 
in NATO, and first and foremost of West Germany. This was quite 
clearly stated after negotiations in the United States by the Chancellor 
of the Federal Republic of Germany, Mr. Erhardt, who said last 
December that ''there was agreement that a solution to the allied 
nuclear problem merited priority over a treaty barring proliferation’’.̂  

In choosing between the two alternatives—the conclusion of a non
proliferation treaty or the grant to West Germany of a ''nuclear 
voice’’ in a NATO joint force—the United States has in fact chosen 
the latter. The correctness of this assessment of the situation in 
regard to the proliferation of nuclear weapons is shown by the fact 
that, while the negotiations on non-proliferation are marking time 
here in the Committee, nuclear co-operation within the framework of 
NATO is expanding successfully.

I t suffices to point out, for iastance, the results of the meeting of the 
Defence Ministers of NATO in July of this year, to which the repre
sentative of Bulgaria, Mr. Lukanov, has referred today. At that 
meeting of Defence Ministers of NATO decisions were taken concern
ing fm*ther steps to extend the access of non-nuclear members of the 
North Atlantic bloc to nuclear weapons. Permit me in this connexion 
to quote some press reports on the results of this meeting:

The New York Times of 27 July writes:
The North Atlantic Treaty Organization's proposed special committee on 

sharing nuclear weapons came one step closer to permanent form today.

The Daily Telegraph of 27 July writes:
The Ministers felt that while Bonn was still without a finger on the nuclear 

trigger, the Federal Republic could, through the committee, now be given a share 
in the employment of atomic weapons.

The Guardian of 27 July writes:
The committee declared in its later communique that it considered primarily 

the methods of expanding the participation of the allies in the planning of nuclear 
strategy.

In our turn we too can say that there is nothing in the work of the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee to show that the United States has chosen 
the first alternative, namely the conclusion of a non-proliferation

1 The New York Timesy Dec. 22, 1965, p. 10.
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treaty. Tims the military nuclear co-operation of the United States 
with the Federal Kepublic of Germany and some other partners in 
NATO is developing at full speed, whereas the negotiations on non
proliferation in the Eighteen-Nation Committee are blocked by the 
position of the United States, by the United States draft treaty.

When at a press conference on 13 July the Secretary of State of 
the United States, Mr. Rusk, was asked whether the United States 
Government was now prepared to give preference to a non-prolifera- 
tion treaty rather than to share nuclear weapons with the countries 
of Western Europe, Mr. Rusk did not say ‘‘Yes”} He tried to^make 
out that two different questions were concerned. In fact, the United 
States has a dual approach. In words the United States declares 
that it is in favour of an agreement on the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons; but in fact it is working to retain for itself the right to 
transfer such weapons to whomsoever it wishes.

I t is with every justification that the United States press, and in 
particular the competent and well-informed joiu:nalist John Finney, 
in analysing the position of the United States on the question of the 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, has stressed that responsible 
leaders in the United States, especially at the highest levels, are 
inclined to refer to a non-proliferation treaty as a “ scrap of paper^' 
and assign diplomatic priority to the aim of granting West Germany 
the right to participate in a joiat nuclear force. United States 
oflScials are afraid of “ offending’̂  West Germany by concluding a 
non-proliferation treaty, and therefore they do not wish to include 
in the treaty the corresponding obituary of NATO multilateral nuclear 
forces, without which the treaty would be meaningless.

When future historians acquaint themselves with our negotiations 
on the question of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, they 
will be horrified at the levity shown by the United States in this 
regard. In the solution of so important a problem, on which depend 
the security, peace and fate of the nations, the United States, moti
vated by its transient political interests, is creating endless and 
unnecessary delays and obstacles.

I t is impossible to rule out the possibility that after a while nuclear 
weapons will be possessed by many States which are not at present 
nuclear countries. That could weU be the result of our unsuccessful 
work on a treaty to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons—un
successful because the United States has not been prepared to accept, 
has not m.ade efforts to achieve, and has not wanted to have such a 
treaty; because the United States is obsessed by the prospect of 
being at the head of a military alliance of States equipped with United

 ̂See ante, p. 446.
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States nuclear weapons and United States electronic locks, and, 
through such a distribution and use of nuclear weapons, of being 
at the apex of the nuclear pyramid and of dictating from that height 
its will to other nations.

There is nothing more absurd or senseless than to build prospects 
of such a kind. But unfortunately there is nothing to show that 
such a prospect has been rejected by the United States. So far, 
all the facts, the whole course of events and all our experience in 
the negotiations on non-proliferation show that this is precisely 
what the United States is striving for, and that up to now all efforts 
to give another direction to the course of events have been unsuccessful.

The United States is taking upon itself a great responsibility. 
The history of disarmament negotiations has already shown examples 
of how, on account of its rigid and inflexible position, the United 
States has frustrated the solution of questions which have consequently 
remained unsolved to this day. The problem of preventing the 
further spread of nuclear weapons can still be solved. The Soviet 
delegation is prepared to exert all its efforts to this end. We appeal 
to the United States side to abandon its present position and to m.eet 
the wishes of the peoples, and to reach agreement on the prevention 
of the further spread—direct and indirect—of nuclear weapons.

Eight Nation Memorandum Submitted to the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee: Comprehensive Test- 
Ban Treaty, August 17, 1966 ^

Pursuing their efforts of long standing to obtain a cessation of all 
nuclear weapon tests the delegations of Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, 
India, Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden and the United Arab Republic on 
15 September 1965 presented a Joint Memorandum on a Compre
hensive Test Ban Treaty to the Eighteen Nation Committee on Dis
armament.^

The General Assembly on 7 December 1965 adopted Resolution 
2032 (XX) on the urgent need for suspension of nuclear and thermo
nuclear tests.^

In this Resolution the General Assembly noted with satisfaction the 
Joint Memorandum submitted by the eight delegations. I t expressed 
its conviction that agreement in regard to taking this further step

1 ENDC/177, Aug. 17, 1966.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1966, pp. 425-426.
»IhU., pp. 623-624.
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towards nuclear disarmament would be facilitated, inter alia, by the 
important improvement made in detection and identification tech
niques. In its operative part the Resolution urged that aU nuclear 
weapon tests be suspended. I t called upon all countries to respect the 
spirit and provisions of the treaty on banning nuclear weapon tests 
in the atmosphere, in outer space and under water. I t  finally re
quested the Conference of the Eighteen Nation Committee on Dis
armament to continue with a sense of urgency its work on a Compre
hensive Test Ban Treaty and on arrangements to ban effectively aU 
nuclear weapon tests in all environments, taking into account the 
improved possibilities for international co-operation in the field of 
seismic detection, and to report to the General Assembly.

The eight delegations are greatly concerned by the fact that all 
States have not yet adhered to the Partial Test Ban Treaty,^ that all 
nuclear weapon tests have not been suspended and that nuclear tests 
in the atmosphere and underground are continuing. They trust that 
the Partial Test Ban Treaty will be adhered to and complied with 
universally. They have been deeply impressed by the dangers of 
the continued testing of nuclear weapons in the atmosphere and by 
the risks inherent in the continued nuclear weapon testing under
ground, with the resulting development and sophistication of nuclear 
weapons. They view with the greatest apprehension that such a 
development imparts a renewed impetus to the arms race, bringing 
about unforseeable consequences in regard to imbalance and mistrust 
in the relationship between States and causing immense and increasing 
diversion of human and material resources for purposes of war.

The eight delegations stress their strong opinion that a treaty 
banning underground nuclear weapon tests would in itself constitute 
an effective measure to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons. 
Such a treaty, supplementing the prohibitions of the Partial Test Ban 
Treaty, would make practically impossible for a very long time the 
development of nuclear weapons in non-nuclear weapon countries, 
as well as inhibit the further sophistication of nuclear weapons.

The eight delegations, therefore, view with utmost regret that it 
has not so far been possible to reach agreement on a Comprehensive 
Test Ban Treaty, which is in the interest of the entire international 
commimity.

The eight delegations are conscious of the fact that differences 
between the nuclear-weapon Powers as to the means of verifying 
the observance of such a treaty have been an important obstacle to 
its realization.

1 Ibid., 1963, pp. 291-293.
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For their part, the eight delegations have made sincere eflfortsi 
individually offering various ideas and suggestions with a view to 
facilitating an agreement on the banning of imderground tests. 

Among these suggestions are

—the idea that imderground tests above a certain threshold should 
be banned by way of a treaty, while, pending the conclusion of a com
prehensive treaty, all other imderground tests should be suspended, 

—the improvement, through international co-operation between 
national institutions, of the seismic data generally available, so as 
to create a better scientific basis for the evaluation of seismic events, 

—the idea of ^^verification by cha^enge'^ implying a system 
whereby a party suspected of underground nuclear weapon testing 
should find it in its interest to provide all available reassuring informa
tion, including possibly an invitation for inspection; this system to 
be related to rules for a possible withdrawal from the treaty if ex
planations, forthcoming after formal allegations have been made, 
are not found satisfactory,

—the idea that, in case on-site inspections were agreed upon, a list 
of impartial inspectors, deposited with the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations might constitute a useful instrument,

—the idea that an impartial body of scientists, recruited on a per
sonal basis from neutral countries, should be asked to give their 
opinion on the general problem of identification of underground tests.

The eight delegations believe that the nuclear-weapon Powers 
should explore the possibility of adopting these suggestions so that a 
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty is concluded early. Pending the 
conclusion of such a treaty, they reaflSrm their strong demand that 
States responsible for nuclear-weapon tests take immediate steps for 
their discontinuance.

Eight Nation Joint Memorandum Submitted to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Nonpro
liferation of Nuclear Weapons, August 19, 1966 ^

Presenting their basic approach to the question of non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons the del^ations of Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, India, 
Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden and the United Arab Republic on 15 Septem
ber 1965 submitted a Joint Memorandum to the Eighteen Nation 
Committee on Disarmament.^

1 ENDC/178, Aug. 19, 1966.
 ̂Documents on Disarmamentf 1966, pp. 424-425.
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The General Assembly of the United Nations on 19 November
1965 adopted overwhelmingly Kesolution 2028 (XX) on non-prolifer- 
ation of nuclear weapons.^

In this Resolution the General Assembly noted with satisfaction 
the efforts of the eight delegations to achieve the solution of the prob
lem as contained in their Joint Memorandum. I t  called upon the 
Conference of the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament to 
negotiate an international treaty to prevent the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons, based on the following main principles:

(a) The treaty should be void of any loop-holes which might 
permit nuclear or non-nuclear Powers to proliferate, directly or 
indirectly, nuclear weapons in any form;

(b) The treaty should embody an acceptable balance of mutual 
responsibilities and obligations of the nuclear and non-nuclear Powers;

(c) The treaty should be a step towards the achievement of general 
and complete disarmament and, more particularly, nuclear dis
armament;

(d) There should be acceptable and workable provisions to ensure 
the effectiveness of the treaty; and

(e) Nothing in the treaty should adversely affect the right of any 
group of States to conclude regional treaties in order to ensure the 
total absence of nuclear weapons in their respective territories.

The eight delegations note with satisfaction that during the dis
cussions which have since taken place in the Eighteen Nation Com
mittee on Disarmament, mainly on the draft treaties presented by 
the United States  ̂ and the Soviet Union  ̂ the above mentioned 
principles have received further substantial support, although they 
recognize that the two draft treaties were submitted before the adop
tion of Resolution 2028 (XX) and, therefore, could not pay full 
attention to the principles laid down in it.

The eight delegations regret that it has not so far been possible to 
arrive at an agreement on a treaty acceptable to all concerned. They 
are deeply conscious of the danger inherent in a situation without an 
agreement that prevents proliferation of nuclear weapons. They view 
with apprehension the possibility that such a situation may lead not 
only to an increase of nuclear arsenals and to a spread of nuclear 
weapons over the world, but also to an increase in the nimiber of 
nuclear weapon Powers, thus aggravating the tensions between States 
and the risk of nuclear war.

* Ihid.j pp. 532-534.
2 Ibid., pp. 347-349; ante, pp. 159-160.
® Documents on Disarmamentj 1965, pp. 443-446. 
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The eight delegations are aware that a main obstacle to an agree
ment has so far been constituted by differences concerning nuclear 
armaments within alliances, a problem mainly discussed between the 
major Powers and their allies.

The eight delegations for their part have made efforts to analyze 
the problems involved in a treaty to prevent the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons, based on the principles given by the United Nations 
General Assembly. They wish to sum up their considerations as 
follows:

The eight delegations take principle (a) for granted in its reqiiire- 
ment that the treaty should leave no loop-holes which would permit 
either the nuclear weapon Powers or the non-nuclear weapon Powers 
to take any steps which could lead to proliferation of nuclear weapons 
in any form. They wish to draw attention to the usefulness of clearly 
defined terms in order to prevent any misimderstanding or contra
dictory interpretation now or in the future.

The eight delegations consider the application of the principles (b) 
and (c) to be of importance to all countries but particularly to non
nuclear weapon countries which, through a treaty on non-proliferation 
will have to refrain from the acquisition of such weapons.

Principle (c) stresses that the treaty should be an integral part of 
the process of disarmament. As pointed out in the earlier memo
randum of the eight delegations, it should be a step towards general 
and complete disarmament and, more particularly, towards nuclear 
disarmament.

Principle (b) says that the acceptable obligations and responsibil
ities to be assumed by the nuclear and non-nuclear weapon Powers 
should be mutual and balanced, and should be embodied in the treaty.

The eight delegations reaflSrm their conviction, stated in their 
earlier memorandum, that the treaty should be coupled with or 
followed by tangible steps to halt the nuclear arms race and to limit, 
reduce and eliminate the stocks of nuclear weapons and the means 
of their delivery.

The eight delegations have individually put forward a number of 
suggestions as to such tangible steps, including a comprehensive ban 
on nuclear weapon testing, a complete cessation of production of 
fissionable material for weapon purposes, both in themselves effective 
non-proliferation measures, a freeze and a gradual reduction of the 
stocks of nuclear weapons and the means of their delivery, the banning 
of the use of nuclear weapons and assurance of the security of non
nuclear weapon States. Such different steps could be embodied in a 
treaty as part of its provisions or as declaration of intention.

Principle (d) requires that there should be workable provisions to 
ensure the effectiveness of the treaty. The eight delegations consider
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that such provisions should guarantee compliance with the obligations 
of the treaty. They, furthermore, believe that an essential provision 
to ensure the effectiveness of the treaty, not least in the context of 
the undertakings on further steps towards disarmament mentioned 
in the preceding paragraphs, would be that of making the treaty 
subject to periodic reviews.

The eight delegations find principle (e) of great interest to countries 
in some regions where it is possible to reach agreement on a treaty on 
denuclearization, ŵ hich is in itself a measure of non-proliferation. 
They trust that there will be no difl&culty in embodying a provision 
corresponding to this principle in the text of a treaty on non-prolifera
tion.

The eight delegations further trust that in connection with an 
agreement on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, intentions be 
explicitly stated that assistance to developing countries should be 
increased in order to help accelerate their programmes of development 
of atomic energy for peaceful purposes. The eight delegations also 
express the hope that adequate steps will be taken to envisage chan
nelling important resources, freed by measures of disarmament, to 
the social and economic development of countries, hitherto less de
veloped.

In the light of this analysis, the delegations of Brazil, Burma, 
Ethiopia, India, Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden and the United Arab Re
public confirm their belief that it is possible and indeed urgent to 
negotiate a treaty which reflects the mandate given by the United 
Nations General Assembly in its Resolution 2028 (XX) and which is 
acceptable to all concerned and satisfactory to the international 
community.

Ethiopian Memorandum Submitted to the Eighteen Na
tion Disarmament Commission: Banning of Nuclear 
Weapons, Denuclearization of Africa, and World 
Disarmament Conference, August 22, 1966 ^

In view of the unimpeded progress of underground testing, and the 
proliferation of nuclear testing by non-adherents to the Partial Test 
Ban Treaty, the Ethiopian delegation, as one of the Non-aligned 
states who have sponsored the Banning of Nuclear Weapons, and as 
one of the countries who have declared for the denuclearization of

> ENDC/180, Aug. 22, 1966.
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Africa at the Addis Ababa Summit Meeting, 25th May, 1963, feels 
an increasingly heavy burden of responsibility to see that certain 
measures of collective security are guaranteed and commonly arrived 
at by the International Commimity. At this meeting the African 
Heads of States ‘̂unanimously convinced of the imperious and urgent 
necessity of coordinating and intensifying their efforts to contribute 
to the achievement of a reaUstic disarmament programme through 
the signing by all the states concerned of a treaty of General Complete 
Disarmament under strict and effective international control'^ 
declared their readiness for a denuclearized zone in Africa.^

In our intervention on 22 February this year we stated ‘Hhat certain 
renmants of coloniaUsm and racial prejudice may bring the nuclear 
danger to Africa, and for this reason we feel that it is the urgent task 
of this Committee to come to terms with the perilous world of rockets 
in which we live/’  ̂ Since then the conflicts in Africa and Asia 
have continuously been on a sharp edge. Other deliegations have 
indicated for international security measures in their regions: del
egation of Burma delegation of Nigeria,^ and UAR.^

History recalls that weapons of mass destruction were used in 
international wars not only on the principal belligerents of the war, 
but also on defenceless peoples and territories; it will be recalled 
that poison gas was not used in the last war by the major powers 
on each other, but by the Fascist regime on the defenceless people 
of Ethiopia. I t  would seem, therefore, that a step in the direction 
of banning weapons of mass destruction against non-nuclear weapon 
coimtries would be a step towards banning nuclear warfare and the 
control of the arms race.

It has been recorded that since the year 650 B.C. there have been 
more than 1600 known arms races—and only 1 in 100 of these arms 
build-ups did not end in a war. The Arms Race of today is further
more of staggering magnitude—^nuclear warheads with a capacity to 
kiU 300 million in one hour are piled to destroy mankind. Ubiquitous 
Polaris missiles, one of which can carry explosives equivalent to all the 
bombs dropped by all sides in the whole of World War II, have made 
the danger imminent to all regions—especially in the Far and Middle 
East. We cannot help but recall that the last two World Wars 
started in regions like Sarajevo, Manchuria and Ethiopia.

The General Assembly of the United Nations has on several 
resolutions, and lately in Resolution A/RES (1653 XVI),® given serious

1 Documents on Disarmamentf 1963, p. 195.
2 ENDC/PV.242, p. 21.
3 ENDC/PV.250, pp. 30-31.
* ENDC/PV.235, p. 31.
 ̂ENDC/PV.235, p. 36.
^Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 648-650.
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consideration to this matter; and further, the Secretary General in 
his letter to this Conference, Doc./ENDC/161, in his final passage, has 
transmitted the decision of the General Assembly of its 1388th meeting 
on 3rd December 1965,. to refer to item 29, viz. ‘‘Question of Convening 
a conference for the pm*pose of signing a convention on the prohibition 
of the use of nuclear and thermo-nudear weapons’̂  for further study.^ 

The Secretary General has also sent to this Conference for its 
orientation the Resolution of the General Assembly for a World 
Conference on Disarmament, A/RES/2030(XX)  ̂ and the resolution 
welcoming the denuclearization of Africa.^

The Ethiopian delegation, after studying the Resolution mentioned 
above, have hoped that with a possibility of a Disarmament World 
Conference, the baiming of the use of nuclear weapons will also be 
imdertaken at such a conference. For this reason the Ethiopian 
delegation, both ia New York and here (Geneva) have been anticipat
ing results of the negotiations about the Conference, which to date has 
not been forthcoming.

However, the response to the declaration for a denuclearized Africa 
through an International treaty under the auspices of the United 
Nations as stated by African Heads of State and Government in 
July 1964,  ̂ has, in the view of the Ethiopian delegation, been most 
encoiu’aging. This declaration was endorsed on 10 October 1964 by 
the Heads of State or Government of Non-aligned countries at their 
second conference in Cairo.® The messages that have been received 
by the ENDC from the President of the United States ® and the 
Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the Soviet Union  ̂ offering 
to “protect from nuclear attack or threat’’ and ‘‘not to use’’ on 
denuclearized zones, respectively, have been a great stimulus for the 
denuclearization of the world by regions. I t  is for this purpose that 
my August Sovereign Haile Selassie I acknowledged the initiative 
for peace, and proposed an International Agreement under the 
auspices of the United Nations in accordance with the declaration of 
the African Heads of State of July 21, 1964.®

The Ethiopian delegations spare no effort to explore all avenues 
for peace. As early as 1962 our representative, Mr. Alemayehou, 
was saying “we urge the nuclear powers to persist in their efforts to

1 Cf. ibid., 1966, pp. 586-587.
2 Ibid., p. 585.
3 Ibid., pp. 624-626.
4 Ibid., 1964, pp. 294-295.
«Ibid., p. 445.
® Ante, pp. 5-8.
 ̂Ante, pp. 9-13.
® See ante, p. 67.



582 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1966

reach agreement at least on partial measures/'^ The Romanian 
delegation has also urged a step-by-step approach towards nuclear 
banning.^ Other delegations have acknowledged the necessary con
nexion between the declaration of denuclearized zones and the 
responsibilities of the nuclear powers to respect them, as expressed 
in the United Nations resolution 2033 (XX). The Ethiopian delega
tion regrets to note, however, that if we fail to make the resolutions 
of the United Nations effective, they will increasingly cease to be 
of any value. I t is to this danger we referred '^our duty to bridge 
the gap between man’s modern nuclear dilemma and his inadequate 
organization for international control and enforcement of any agree
ment we may reach.’’  ̂ The hope of providing the power needs of all 
the neutral countries represented here for seven years with only a 
100 kilograms of nuclear power in what has been described as the 
'^dawn of a nuclear age,” is still in the distance if we cannot- first 
organize a First-Aid Fire Brigade Service in case of a nuclear 
outbreak.

I t  has seemed to the Ethiopian delegation during our deUberations 
of last year that the denuclearization of regions which are already 
nuclearized is handicapped, firstly, that confidence has not been es
tablished yet for the inspection of its operations, and secondly, by 
leaving an alliance without membership to any other collective 
Security System. This has been the case, particularly in Central 
Europe, where the major power groupings face a confrontation in 
divided non-United Nations member territory. I t would seem, 
therefore, as a strategy of peace that a great deal of constructive work 
could be done in areas which now offer possibilities of negotiation for 
regional security. The Ethiopian delegation still believes that today 
more than ever the adage that “peace is indivisible” holds true. 
Non-nuclear weapon states cannot feel secure if the nuclear powers 
are not bound by international agreement, as in Asia, and nuclear 
powers cannot feel secure either if territories can suddenly be a 
nuclear port as in Cuba.. There is, however, the urgent necessity of 
an International Agreement for the security of denuclearized regions 
who are ready for collective security under the principles and auspices 
of the United Nations.

The Ethiopian delegation, after studying the prospects of negotiat
ing such an agreement, have considered the following criteria as basis 
for such an agreement:

1. The use of nuclear weapons in general against denuclearized 
territories of regions should be banned, as a first step towards the

1 ENDC/PV.78, p. 42.
2 ENDC/PV.239, pp. 7 ff.
3 ENDC/PV.242, p. 27.
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banning of nuclear thermonuclear weapons and General and Com
plete Disarmament.

2. That non-nuclear weapon countries, where appropriate and 
feasible, should denuclearize their territories and/or regions, ac
cording to the Resolutions of the United Nations, e.g. Resolution 
2030 (XX).

3. That nuclear weapon coimtries should jointly or severally recog
nize their responsibility to come to appropriate Guarantee Agreement 
on the basis of the considerations mentioned in 1. and 2. above.

4. That such agreements should be endorsed by the United Nations 
and operated through a body of the United Nations under the 
principles of the Charter.

5. Any breach of such agreements should be verified by a panel of 
impartial observers nominated by the United Nations from parties 
concerned, and names registered with the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations, facilities for detection and observation being pro
vided for such a panel by all concerned.

6. That the denuclearization of territories or regions should riot 
deter, or be an impediment towards the utilization of nuclear energy 
for peaceful purposes under I.A.E.A. safeguards, or any other United 
Nations organization adequate for the purpose with objective and 
non-discriminatory criteria.

7. That in the absence of agreement to halt the nuclear arms race 
or to ban nuclear arms in all regions, the urgency for aU non-nuclear 
weapon States who have declared for denuclearization to press for an 
agreement of an International Treaty under United Nations auspices 
in settlement of this impending crisis to ensure their security be 
recognized.

For the above considerations, and for other considerations that 
delegations may well add for the cause of international security, the 
Ethiopian delegation appeals for a Resolution of the General Assembly 
which gives particular attention to the reduction of the regions of 
tension in the world, proceeding from tension areas which have no 
international protection, and as declared by African Heads of State 
and Government, 21 July 1964, are willing to come to an international 
agreement imder the auspices and effective operation of the United 
Nations.

In reviewing past efforts in this direction we are happy to note that 
it was President Truman who expressed the hope, now over 20 years 
ago, that international arrangements could be agreed upon that would 
make it possible for all nations to renounce the use of atomic energy 
for military purposes,^ which was followed on 14 June 1946, by Mr.

 ̂Department of StcUe BuUetin, vol. X III, no. 328 (Oct. 7, 1945), p. 514.
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Baruch, United States representative at the United Nations Atomic 
Energy Commission, by a proposal of nuclear weapons through an 
international authority.^ The Ethiopian delegation, it will be remem
bered, sponsored the resolution against the use of nuclear and thermo
nuclear weapons at the 16th Session of the General Assembly.^ The 
delegation of the Soviet Union have repeatedly called for an eflFective 
agreement on this issue.

By 17 October 1963, the world had attained to having a United 
Nations General Assembly Resolution banning nuclear weapons in 
the region of outer space.^ The Ethiopian delegation recalls the basic 
approach of the Soviet Government in recognizing the faith that the 
non-nuclear weapon States have put in the commitments to the prin
ciples of the United Nations, and their increasing role and responsi
bility in this organization. I t  welcomes the joint US/USSR state
ment of 20 September 1961, UN Doc. A/4879 which foresees the 
necessity of ^̂ an International Disarmament Organization, including 
aU parties to the agreement should be created within the framework 
of the United Nations^\*

The Ethiopian delegation, like other delegations, have discussed 
to support the Resolution of the United Nations calling for a World 
Conference on Disarmament; in view of certain declarations, however, 
we recognize the obstacles for convening such a conference in the im
mediate future, with the participation of all nuclear countries. How
ever, we do not beUeve that this situation should veto the progress 
for collective security by initial control of nuclear weapons, in regions 
where it would be possible and necessary today, and for this cause, 
estabUshing the necessary disarmament organization, concurrently 
with an agreement to ban nuclear weapons in denuclearized zones, 
as a step towards complete and general disarmament.

We pray therefore all nations who out of the destructions of the 
past World Wars have built by their combined pledge, the United 
Nations for the peace and justice of mankind, will spare no efforts to 
take the steps necessary for Collective Security. The Ethiopian 
delegation beUeves that African nations have shown a way by putting 
faith in the International Community of the United Nations, in their 
declaration for the denuclearization of Africa through an inter
national agreement, under United Nations auspices.

* Documents on Disarmament, 194S-19B9, vol. I, pp. 7-16.
2 Ibid., 1961, pp. 648-650.
’ Ibid., 1963, p. 538.
* Ibid., 1961, pp. 439-442.
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Address by President Nyerere of Tanzania {Extract}, 
August 23, 1966 ^

African states are all in Africa. We cannot move ourselves to the 
moon in order to get away from om* neighbours! We have therefore 
to live together and somehow we have to find a way of living together. 
Disputes can only be settled round a table, either bilaterally between 
the disputing states, or with the help of friends. There is no other 
way now. In the past our different tribes and clans used to fight 
over territory or over cattle. I well remember my own father telling 
me of the battles my tribal people had with our tribal neighbours. 
Usually these wars were not very serious; a few young men on both 
sides were killed and cattle stolen or recovered. Indeed, from the 
way the stories are told now they even sound rather like some excite
ment in a hard life—although we should remember that they still 
caused much misery and hardship.

But wars today are not like that. They mean widespread misery, 
and complete destruction of livelihood for aU the peoples involved. 
And in any case, how would we fight them? None of the free states 
of Africa can manufacture its own guns, its own ammunition, its 
own aircraft. If we enter into wars with one another we have no 
alternative but to buy these things from foreign coimtries, or allow 
them to be given to us. And of course we can get such gifts. In my 
experience the one form of foreign aid which is easy to get from; big 
powers is arms and military training!

But we must all imderstand why the big powers are interested in 
supplying weapons and why they try to persuade each of us that our 
neighbour has a big army which is threatening us. I t  is because 
they welcome the prospect of one part of Africa fighting another 
part. They know that the net result can only be the weakening of 
Africa as each nation spends its resources buying arms instead of 
buying machinery for new factories, or uses the arms it has been 
given in order to destroy the progress made in another part of the 
continent.

In fact, the real danger in Africa now is not that our enemies will 
attack us directly; if that happens to any single state we shall surely 
all rally round in support. The danger is that the imdercover enemies 
of oTu* continent will intrigue in our separate capitis and encourage 
our quarrels until we attack each other. For this purpose they will 
flatter our national pride and persuade each of us how evil our par

1 Tanzanian Foreign Ministry press release, Aug. 23, 1966. The address was 
delivered at Mogadiscio, Somalia.
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ticular neighbour is, and how willing they are to help us defend our
selves. And against whom will these people who call themselves our 
friends be ‘̂ helping ns”? Against our brothers!

ReaUy, if Africa once falls into this trap we shall have to call 
peace conferences, or disarmament conferences, instead of an O.A.U. 
meeting! Because we are poor and our only strength is in unity we 
shall then look even more silly than those powers which now spend 
thousands of millions of their currency on armaments and a few 
thousands on talking together on how they can stop doing it!

Of course we in Africa cannot do without arms altogether. In 
ternally each of our states needs a pohce force with power to uphold 
law and order. And many of our citizens do need weapons to defend 
themselves against attacks from! wild animals. I t  is also true, 
unfortunately, that for Africa as a whole the possibility of attack 
from the remaining colonial territories in our continent cannot be 
completely ruled out. But our real security and freedom does not 
depend on large national armies. I t  depends on economic progress, 
on our unity in Africa, and on our united diplomacy. And for these 
things we need friendship and good neighbourliness as a prelude to 
imited action and ultimate unity.

Statement by ACDA Deputy Director Fisher to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Comjnittee, August 23, 
1966^

We have heard a number of interesting statements today. My 
delegation will of course study them carefully. In particular, I 
should like to take note of the memorandum of the non-aligned 
countries on non-proliferation;^ we shall study that memorandum 
with great care. We welcome the fact that our colleagues of the 
eight non-aligned countries are continuing to make important contri-. 
butions to the work of this Committee as they have in the past.

We have been working for a long time on non-proliferation. We 
have not yet been able to come to an agreement, but we think we are 
making progress. We are therefore at a stage in our deliberations 
where it is important that we avoid the temptation of engaging in 
charges and countercharges. Paradoxically, that temptation is 
particularly great for the very reason that we have made progress

1 ENDC/PV.284, pp. 20-27.
2 Ante, pp. 576-579.
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towards agreement but have not yet succeeded in reaching it. The 
closer we come to success the more impatient we naturally become.

However, we must not let impatience lead us into the dreary 
business of trying to fix on one side or the other the blame for the 
fact that we have not finally achieved agreement. To do so would 
be to degrade the seriousness with which every member of this Com
mittee has attacked the diiKcult problems which confront us in 
attempting to negotiate a treaty to stop the spread of nuclear weapons. 
Even worse, it would make the solution of those problems more 
diflSicult in the period which lies ahead.

The problems we face are difficult ones. Everyone here is aware of 
the areas in which the difficulties lie; everyone here knows that the 
answer to those difficulties must be found in what the President of the 
United States has called ^̂ an acceptable compromise” between the 
United States and the Soviet Union ‘‘in language which we can both 
live with” .̂  When the President of the United States said a little 
more than six weeks ago, ^̂ We are doing everything we can to reach an 
agreement” on a treaty, and “We are very anxious” to do so, one 
might ask what is the point of Mr. IwOshchin’s charging that the United 
States is trying to “draw out and hamper” the solution? Is it 
accurate to say, as Mr. Roshchin said: “No progress has been made in 
the Committee in solving the question of the non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons”?  ̂ Is it really true, as Mr. Roshchin has charged, 
that we are in the same position now as we were in January of this year?

The United States does not believe that that is the case. The 
United States believes that, as part of our efforts in searching for an 
acceptable compromise on the issues which divide us, we have made 
substantive progress in clarifying and defining the area in which that 
compromise might be found. This Conunittee has made progress in 
considering, and moving towards resolving, issues which are essential 
to the concluding of a non-proliferation treaty.

For that reason I was most sorry to hear Mr. Roshchin’s remark at 
our meeting on 16 August that throughout the present session of the 
Committee “the United States has compelled us to waste time” .̂  
That is a charge which I must reject with all the vigour at my com
mand. I should like to point out the variety of issues with which this 
Committee has dealt. I should like to point out that these are issues 
which must be explored and resolved if we are to have serious negotia
tions towards a treaty.

At our 277th meeting the United States set forth its views concern
ing the international safeguards which would effectively support a

1 Antey p. 405.
2 AniBf p. 568.
2 AntCf p. 570.
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non-proliferation treaty.^ We made those remarks, and invited 
comment on them, because we believe that exploration of the issue of 
safeguards can contribute to our non-proliferation efforts. I note that 
that issue is dealt with also in the memorandum of the eight non- 
aligned countries which the Swedish representative presented this 
morning.^ In referring to paragraph 2(d) of United Nations General 
Assembly resolution 2028 (XX) that memorandum states that 
‘̂provisions to ensure the effectiveness of the treaty should guarantee 

compliance with the obligations of the treaty’\  I would ask the 
members of this Committee whether they consider discussion of the 
issue of safeguards to be a waste of time.

At our 280th meeting the United States delegation set forth the 
relationship of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes to non
proliferation.^ That question was introduced because we cannot 
avoid the inescapable technological fact that a nuclear explosive de
vice intended for peaceful purposes can be used as a weapon—or can 
be easily adapted for such use—and that the technology of making 
nuclear explosive devices for peaceful purposes is essentially indistin
guishable from the technology of making nuclear weapons. If we 
are seriously working for a non-proliferation treaty, and I  beUeve we 
all are, we must face up to that fact and the implications it has for 
our work. I would ask the members of this Committee whether they 
consider it a waste of time to discuss the diflScult problems which 
nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes present in regard to our non
proliferation efforts.

At many of our meetings the United States delegation—as well as 
others— ĥas discussed the value of having a non-proliferation treaty 
contain adequate assurances that non-nuclear-weapon States would 
not obtain nuclear weapons by manufacturing them for themselves. 
That is certainly a basic subject for consideration by our Committee. 
Indeed one of our highly respected colleagues, the representative of 
Mexico, has stated that the great danger is not that nuclear-weapon 
States wiQ give the bomb to non-nuclear-weapon States, but that the 
various States already possessing the necessary resources may sooner 
or later join the ‘‘atomic club’’ through their own efforts.® The United 
States agrees with that appraisal, and I ask the members of this 
Committee whether they consider discussion of that subject to be a 
waste of time.

At our meeting of 31 March the United States delegation observed 
that Soviet-buUt nuclear delivery systems had apparently been de

1 Antet PP- 482-486.
2 Ante, pp. 576-579.
3 Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 532-534.
* Ante, pp. 525-529.
«ENDC/PV.242, p. 10.
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ployed in certain Warsaw Pact States—at least they have been demon
strated in parades and in training exercises.^ Parenthetically I 
might add that cruise missiles, along with new and improved rockets 
for delivery of nuclear weapons, were displayed in Warsaw as recently 
as 22 July of this year, the millennium of the Polish State. At our 
meeting on 28 Jime Mr. Foster asked specifically whether the Soviet 
Union gave its allies those nuclear delivery vehicles without any infor
mation concerning how they should be used or how to defend against 
similar weapons.^ Are we wrong in assuming that the crews that 
accompany those missiles are trained to do somewhat more than 
demonstrate them in parades? We have put the question to the 
representative of the Soviet Union whether the arrangements under 
which those nuclear delivery systems were made available constituted 
proliferation.® In view of the interest of all of us in a fair application 
of a non-proliferation treaty to alliances, I ask the members of the 
Committee whether they consider discussion of those problems to 
be a waste of time.

At om* meeting on 22 March the representative of the United King
dom pointed out that official publications of the Soviet Union had 
indicated that cardinal questions of the defence of the Warsaw Pact 
countries were reviewed by the Political Consultative Committee 
within the Warsaw Pact.^ At a subsequent meeting the United 
States delegation pointed out that ‘̂ cardinal questions of defence^  ̂
certainly included questions of the use of nuclear weapons, and asked 
whether or not the Soviet Union considered this as constituting 
proliferation.® Mr. Foster stated at our meeting on 28 June that there 
had been repeated reports of meetings of defence ministers of Warsaw 
Pact member coimtries. He asked: ‘̂ Do those ministers never 
talk among themselves about the use of nuclear weapons by the 
Soviet Union or any other country?” ® In view of the vital interest of 
us all in a fair application of a non-proliferation treaty to alliance 
structures, I again ask the members of this Committee whether they 
consider discussion of those problems to be a waste of time.

At many of our meetiags the United States has pointed out that 
the cut-off of fissionable material for use in nuclear weapons, 
which has been proposed by the United States and strongly supported 
by many delegations at the Conference, is a collateral measure which 
could be described as most germane to the subject of a durable non-

1 Antef pp. 187-188.
2 Antej p. 387.
* Ante, p. 188.
 ̂ENDC/PV.250, p. 18.

* Ante, p. 188.
® Ante, p. 387.
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proliferation programme. The United States has m*ged support of 
that measure as one which should accompany a non-proliferation 
treaty, although we do not believe that the two should be linked.

Here I should note that the memorandum on no^-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons introduced this morning by our colleague from 
Sweden indicates that the eight non-aligned countries consider that 
a non-proliferation treaty should be coupled with or followed by 
tangible steps to halt the nuclear arms race. They indicated that 
an agreement for the complete cessation of the production of fission
able material for weapon purposes was one of the tangible steps 
which they had in mind. They went further and pointed out that 
such a step would itself be a non-proliferation measure. I ask the 
members of this Conmiittee whether they consider that discussing 
a complete cessation of the production of fissionable material for 
weapon purposes would be a waste of time in connexion with a dis
cussion of the non-proliferation question.

I submit that discussion and resolution of those important issues 
is far from being a waste of time. I t is necessary work that must 
be done before we can arrive at a lasting non-proliferation treaty. 
When all the issues separating us have been resolved, I would venture 
to say, everyone here, including our colleagues from the Soviet 
Union, wUl come to realize how much we have actually cleared away 
in the course of our deliberations during this session.

All of us in this Committee remember, I am sure, that the test-ban 
Treaty was initialled in Moscow after only ten days of negotiations 
there.^ I think it is not inappropriate, however, to remind ourselves 
that that was possible only because of the long and often frustrating 
labours in this chamber during 1962 and 1963. The test-ban Treaty 
stands as a proof of the value of the work we are carrying out in this 
Committee. Our efforts were not fruitless then, though some de
scribed them as such, and they are not fruitless now.

That haying been said, we must acknowledge that they would 
have been more fruitful if the Soviet Union had participated more 
fully in our consideration of the important and significant issues 
that I  am now reviewing. They would have been even more fruitful 
had the Soviet Union agreed to have the co-Chairmen meet in working 
out agreed treaty provisions in the areas where agreement could be 
reached. That idea had wide support in the Conference. Many 
have spoken in favour of it, and the representative of Italy this 
morning added his eloquent voice in support of that suggestion when 
he introduced his memorandum.^ Our work was undeniably set 
back when that request was refused.

' Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
’ ENDC/179, Aug. 20, 1966.



FISHER STATEMENT, AUGUST 23 591

I note that the Soviet Union has characterized the United States 
draft  ̂ as a treaty which does not prevent proliferation but which 
regulates it. That is an interesting play on words; but I submit 
that the issues before us are much too important to be dealt with by 
a play on words. The central purpose of a non-proliferation treaty 
is, as the representative of Czechoslovakia, Mr. Cernik, so aptly 
put it, to prevent any increase in the number of countries that can 
start a nuclear war.^ That is what the United States treaty does. 
In that connexion, both the Secretary of State and the Secretary of 
Defense of the United States have made it quite clear that no arrange
ments within NATO are being considered which will change the 
fact that nuclear weapons of the United States, wherever located, 
can never be used—by anyone—without the express authority of the 
President of the United States.

I am aware that our Soviet colleague has said that that is not 
enough, since the authority might be given. However, as I pointed 
out in my remarks at our meeting on 26 July, no nuclear-weapon 
Power could evade its responsibiUty by shunting on to some other 
State the responsibility for firing nuclear weapons.^ A nuclear 
war cannot take place unless one of the nuclear-weapon Powers 
decides that its nuclear weapons should be fired. If it should so 
decide, it would have to face the possibility of the gravest of con
ceivable consequences, no matter whence its weapons had been 
fired.

I could not conclude this portion of my remarks without referring 
to what I  said on 26 July about the confidence which I believe is 
developing between the major nuclear-weapon States concerning 
their responsibility in the management of this awesome power. I 
said then, and I say now, that we both know that, with the over
whelming nuclear might which we each have at our disposal, judge
ment and responsibility are truly inescapable—and I should like 
to emphasize that in my remarks today.

I t is true, however, that our Soviet colleague has painted a dark 
picture of our work in this Committee. He has said that we have 
made absolutely no progress on non-proliferation. One is tempted 
to ask oneself: why did he make that statement? One reason, of 
course, may be that he is close to abandoning aU hope of a treaty. 
I do not believe that that is the reason. Further, I believe that he 
will come to realize that the consideration we have been giving to 
basic and serious issues essential to a non-proliferation treaty has 
gone a long way in advancing us towards our objective.

* Documents on Disarmament, 1966, pp. 347-349; ante, pp. 159-160.
" ENDC/PV.275, p. 5.
* Ante, p. 469.
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Another reason may lie in our colleague^s awareness that the United 
States is prepared to compromise on key differences and his awareness 
of his own unwillingness or inability to match movement on our side 
with movement on his. Can it be that his professed low evaluation 
of the work of this Committee and of the prospects for future success 
is being used as a means of exerting maximum pressure on the United 
States?

There is nothing new in a negotiating technique of that sort; but 
any party to a negotiation employing such tactics takes a serious risk. 
The sound of doom may be rung so convincingly that other partici
pants in the negotiations will not see any realistic opportunity for 
mutual compromise and adjustment. I submit, therefore, with the 
greatest respect, that the Soviet delegation may be taking upon itself 
an increasingly dangerous responsibility if it is pursuing such tactics; 
and I cannot believe that it wants to carry them to the point where 
the ultimate successful outcome of our negotiations is placed in 
jeopardy.

There is a safer path to success. That is the path of compromise, 
the path which President Johnson indicated in his statement of 5 
July, a statement with which we are all familiar. I t is a path which 
properly involves mutual adjustment, understanding and movement 
on both sides.

I cannot conclude my remarks—urging both sides, as I do, to seek 
to work out our negotiations in a spirit of compromise—without 
making clear exactly what I mean by ^^compromise’\  The word 
‘‘compromise’’ in the English language has the primary meaning of 
an adjustment of differences in which each side yields something in 
the interest of reaching an agreement. I t  has, of course, a secondary 
meaning which is far less acceptable to anyone as a basis for reaching 
agreement: that is, to lay one’s principles open to criticism or dis
repute. We use the word in that sense when we speak of compromis
ing one’s character or compromising one’s good name. It would be 
tragic indeed if problems of semantics were to interfere in any way 
with our attempts to reach agreements; and it is for that reason, in 
order to avoid any possibility of misunderstanding, that I should like 
to suggest another word to convey the true spirit in which the Presi
dent of the United States made his remarks on 5 July. That word 
is ‘‘rapprochement”, and it is truly descriptive of his desire to reach 
agreement. “Rapprochement” indicates a readiness by each side—to 
the extent that the other is ready—to walk its part of the way towards 
reaching mutual understanding. That is what the Presidtot meant 
when he spoke of “compromise” on 5 July. That is the spirit in 
which I  hope we shall approach resolution of the differences which 
lie between us.



U.S. WORKING PAPER, AUGUST 23 593

U.S. Working Paper Submitted to the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee: Determination of the Loca
tion of Seismic Events, August 23, 1966 '

I .  L o c a t io n  o f  E p ic e n t e k s

The epicenter of a seismic event is the point on the surface of the 
earth vertically above the source, or focus, of the jfirst seismic signals. 
The location of an epicenter is determined by using arrival times of 
the seismic signals at several stations to calculate the distance between 
each station and the epicenter.

In general the accuracy with which the location of a seismic event 
can be determined depends upon the number, quality and location 
of stations which detect it and on the properties of the earth in the 
region of the source. The larger the number of detecting stations, 
the higher their quality and the better their azimuthal (i.e. directional) 
distribution with respect to the event, the greater will be the accuracy 
of the location determination.

For homogenous source regions, where the seismic waves propagate 
away from the source with the same velocity in all directions, and 
assuming normal scatter in arrival time data, it is possible to determine 
the size of the area in which one can have confidence that the event 
occurred. For example, if an event is detected by 25 stations well 
distributed about the event there is a greater than 90 percent proba
bility that it occurred within a 500 square kilometer elliptical area 
centered upon the calculated epicenter. If it is detected by only 16 
stations the probability drops to 75 per cent.

II. B ia s

For areas where the velocity of the seismic waves propagating away 
from the source depends upon the direction in which the wave travels, 
an effect known as ^Hravel time bias’’ exists. If this is not corrected 
for, there results an error in locating an event even when it is detected 
by many high quality stations. These biases are beUeved most 
likely to be foxmd in island areas such as the Aleutian-Kuriles- 
Kamchatka region and least likely to exist in geologically relatively 
uniform and stable regions such as the area in the US east of the 
Rocky Mountains or in the northern part of the USSR. In order to 
bring the location accuracy back to what might be achieved in the 
absence of bias, it is necessary to conduct certaia experiments in the 
specific area of concern to determine the manner in which the velocity 
changes as a function of direction about the source.

1 ENDC/182, Aug. 23, 1966.
2l5ft-69a 0 — 67-------39
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There are four methods by which the eflfect of travel time bias can 
be reduced.

(1) Calibration of source area: Calibration of areas in which biases 
are expected can be done by using signals from known source locations 
in the area to develop corrections to the standard teleseismic travel 
time tables. Known source locations can be achieved either by 
detonating large explosions within the area of interest, or by setting 
up within the area a number of seismograph stations to locate with 
high accuracy any events which occur there.

(2) Self calibration: Another method of eliminating bias is to 
make use of a large earthquake or explosion in the area (greater than 
magnitude 6), where through sophisticated analysis techniques it is 
possible to remove most of the bias eflFects solely on the basis of data 
collected at considerable distances from the event; i. e. without 
knowledge of the location of the specific event.

(3) ‘̂ Master events^': This third method is not independent of the 
first two. I t  requires that the true location of a large event be estab
lished. Once this is done the large event can be used as a reference 
or ‘'master’̂  event with respect to which the location of smaller events 
occurring near it can be established with considerable accuracy.

(4) Permanent local network: The fourth method consists of 
setting up a permanent local network of seismograph stations in 
regions where biases exist. For example, a number of ocean bottom 
seismographs in the Aleutian-Kamchatka-Kurile region can enable 
quite precise location of events which occur there.

III. C a l i b r a t i o n  OF t h e  A l e u t i a n - K u r i l e - K a m c h a t k a  R e g io n

The first two methods of removing bias, i.e. the use of sources with 
known locations and self-calibration using large events, have been 
applied successfully in the Longshot experiment where an 80 kiloton 
underground explosion was detonated on Amchitka Island in the 
Aleutian chain. Using the normal location techniques the calcu
lated epicenter of Longshot was about 25 kilometres north of the 
actual event, thus demonstrating the existence of a significant bias. 
However, a sophisticated calculation, which can only be carried 
out with large events where there are very substantial quantities 
of data, yielded a calculated epicenter about 10 kilometres from the 
actual point of detonation. Since Longshot provided caHbration 
for the Amchitka area, it is now possible to determine quite accurately 
the location of very shallow events in that area, although the size 
of the calibrated area is not yet known.

Further experiments whose objective is to calibrate source areas 
are planned for the high seas off the Kurile Islands in September
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and October of this year using a local network of ocean bottom 
seismometers. In addition, development continues of the ^^master '̂ 
event technique.

Statement by the Canadian Representative (Burns) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee: Peaceful 
Nuclear Explosions (Extract), August 24, 1966 ^

While we are on the subject of non-proliferation, I should like to 
refer to the matter which was raised by the representative of the 
United States at the meeting of 9 August, that is, the question of 
using nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes. In particular we 
noted Mr. Fisher’s statement—

. . . that the development of nuclear explosives for peaceful applications by a 
State not already possessing nuclear weapons could hardly be accepted by the 
world as involving peaceful purposes only.2

Although Canada has an extensive background in nuclear tech
nology and is in a position to develop independently a device for 
peaceful nuclear explosions, it has recognized both the difficulty and 
the undesirability of doing so. In our view the development by a 
non-nuclear-weapon State of the capacity to conduct a nuclear ex
plosion even though it is designed for peaceful purposes would in 
effect constitute proliferation, and proliferation is a development to 
which the Canadian Government has repeatedly declared its opposi
tion. In addition, Canadian authorities are fuUy aware of the cost 
in terms of resources and manpower which would be involved in 
developing a nuclear device to carry out an explosion for peaceful 
purposes. Our policy, therefore, has been and will continue to be 
to use nuclear energy solely for peaceful purposes but to exclude from 
this activity the testing of devices for nuclear explosions.

Although Canada disclaims any intention to develop its own ca
pacity to conduct a peaceful nuclear explosion, it appreciates that 
research is being carried out by existing nuclear Powers and could 
eventually lead to the perfection of a device which could be used 
economically for a peaceful project. As a country with large natiu-al 
resources requiring development, it would not wish to be deprived 
of the possible benefits of the use of peaceful nuclear explosions, and 
therefore we were happy to hear that the United States accepts the

1 ENDC/PV.285, pp. 13-15.
2 Ante, p. 526.
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fact that those benefits should be available to all States irrespective 
of whether they possess nuclear weapons.

We have noted the method proposed by the United States delega
tion whereby nuclear explosive services for peaceful application could 
be made available by nuclear-weapon Powers under appropriate 
international observation. The Canadian delegation attaches con
siderable importance to the matter of international observation, 
since it will be essential for any peaceful explosion which is carried 
out to be conducted under conditions which command unqualified 
international confidence. To achieve that objective, we would 
suggest that consideration be given to a system of prior notification 
to all countries that an explosion is being planned, as well as the 
appropriate observation by an international agency of the explosion 
itself. We recognize that control and custody of the nuclear device 
should remain with the State providing it, in order to alleviate any 
suspicion of proliferation under the guise of a peaceful explosion.

My delegation would hope that that proposal of the United States 
might provide a starting-point for development of a generally- 
acceptable arrangement to make the potential benefits of peaceful 
nuclear explosions available to all States while closing the door to 
possible proliferation. We have noted the positive comment on that 
idea made already by you, Madam Chairman, as representative of 
Sweden, at the meeting of 11 August,^ and we should be interested 
to hear the views of other delegations.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, August 25, 
1966^

I declare open the 286th plenary meeting of Conference of the 
Eighteen-N ation Committee on Disarmament.

I am first on the list of speakers at today’s meeting. If there is 
no objection, I shall speak in my capacity as representative of the 
Soviet Union.

With this meeting the present session of the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee on Disarmament comes to an end. In view of the forth
coming session of the United Nations General Assembly, it is necessary 
to sum up the results of oiu- work since January of this year. Some

1 AntCy pp. 549-550.
2 ENDC/PV.286, pp. 4-13.
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delegations have already made an appraisal of the Committee^s 
work this year and of the results achieved. I t can be noted that, 
in doing so, some of them based themselves not so much on the facts 
as on a desire to present the state of affairs in the disarmament 
negotiations in the rosiest light possible. We, however, will be 
guided by the factual aspect of the matter, and from this point of 
view it will be correct to say that during the past six months of the 
Committee’s work no real progress has been achieved either in the 
field of collateral measures or in the field of general and complete 
disarmament.

In saying that the Committee’s work has failed to produce any 
positive results, we do not consider that the negotiations here have 
been useless. During the past two sessions quite a number of inter
esting and useful considerations, ideas and proposals have been put 
forward. On a number of important disarmament problems the 
positions of the various parties have been explained and clarified. 
A positive contribution to the consideration of disarmament questions 
has been made by the non-aligned coimtries members of the Com
mittee. But that, of course, is not enough, and the absence of an 
agreed solution to any of the questions that were discussed cannot 
fail to give rise to serious concern.

For the negotiations to end differently, to be successful, one im
portant condition was necessary and that was lacking: we did not 
discover in the United States and its partners in the Western blocs 
and alliances any readiness to reach agreement on the implementation 
of disarmament measures. The course of events shows clearly that 
the whole trend of the policy of the United States of America is not 
aimed at disarmament but, on the contrary, pursues the aim of 
escalating military operations and accelerating the arms race. This 
is shown, for example, by the fact that a few days ago the House of 
Representatives of the United States Congress approved a United 
States military budget of a record figure for the post-war years— 
$58,000 million.

The war of aggression in Viet-Nam is escalating more and more. 
Whereas at the time when the Committee began its work this year 
the armed forces of the United States in Indo-China numbered 
180,000 men, by the end of this session the number has increased to 
300,000. According to United States press reports, the tonnage of 
bombs dropped every week on Viet-Nam exceeds the tonnage dropped 
on Germany at the height of the Second World War. That is stated 
in an editorial article in The New York Times of 22 August 1966.

When one side foUows a course which is contrary to the recom
mendations of the General Assembly on the question of disarmament 
and to the aims of the Eighteen-Nation Committee, it is difficult
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to expect to achieve agreement in our negotiations. Any proposal 
is deprived of the chance of being adopted if the real policy of one side 
is not aimed at accomplishing it. The approach of the United 
States of America, which gives priority to its military designs and 
its nuclear strategy plans over the interests of disarmament, has 
reduced to a minimum the possibility of making any progress in the 
negotiations in the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament.

Thus, in regard to preventing the spread of nuclear weapons, a 
pointer to the reluctance of the United States of America to reach 
agreements was the United States draft treaty on that subject.^ As 
we have already stated repeatedly, it does not correspond to the 
reconomendations of the General Assembly  ̂ and does not provide 
for effective measures to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons. If 
one characterizes exactly the contents of that draft treaty, one can 
say that it is designed, not to solve the problem of preventing the 
spread of nuclear weapons, but to regulate the use by non-nuclear 
Powers of the nuclear weapons received from nuclear Powers. To 
call the United States draft a “non-proliferation treaty^’ would be 
precisely to indulge in a play on words—something the United States 
representative warned against at our meeting on 22 August.^

Can it be said that the submission of such a draft treaty by the 
United States testifies to its intention to solve in a positive way the 
problem of preventing the spread of nuclear weapons? Of course it 
cannot. The intentions of the United States of America in this re
gard are clearly shown by the activities going on in NATO in regard 
to the “ sharing of nuclear responsibihty”. This sharing is taking a 
more and more definite shape. Whereas at the beginning of our work 
the so-called McNamara Comimittee, which deals with the sharing 
of nuclear responsibility in NATO, was working on a temporary 
basis, the United States has now proposed to turn it into a permanent 
body. That proposal has no doubt given satisfaction to those who 
are seeking to broaden the participation of Western Germany in the 
elaboration, planning and implementation of nuclear strategy within 
the framework of NATO. But it cannot fail to put on their guard 
the participants in the disarmament negotiations.

The representatives of the Western Powers plead that the sub
mission by the United States of amendments to its draft treaty is an 
indication of its desire to reach agreement.^ But a most impartial 
analysis of the United States amendments does not confirm this at 
aU. Those amendments changed nothing in the United States

1 Documents on Disarmamenty 1966, pp. 347-349; ante, pp. 159-160.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1966, pp. 532-534.
 ̂Ante, p. 591.
 ̂For the U.S. amendments, see ante, pp. 159-160.
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approach and could not in any way contribute to the success of the 
negotiations. They merely created a semblance of United States 
activity, whereas in actual fact there is a hard and absolutely uncom
promising position, which can in no way serve as a basis for solving 
the problem of preventing the spread of nuclear weapons.

The United States position is determined by its reluctance to 
renounce the poUcy of nuclear co-operation with the Federal Republic 
of Germany, which is in contradiction with the aim of preventing 
the proliferation of nuclear weapons as formulated in resolution 
2028 (XX) of the United Nations General Assembly.^ Although 
it voted for that resolution, the United States side in fact ignores it. 
Influential circles in the United States of America regard a non
proliferation treaty as a '^scrap of paper'^ while nuclear co-operation 
with the Federal Republic of Germany is considered to be the basic 
direction of United States foreign poUcy, an important factor in 
strengthening the United States military positions in Europe.

That policy, of course, encourages the forces of revanchism and 
militarism in Western Germany. I t  fosters in certain West German 
circles the illusion that the German question can be solved by way 
of the militarization of the Federal Republic of Germany, its access 
to nuclear weapons and the redrawing of the post-war boimdaries. 
Thus harm is done to the co-operation of States in solving the prob
lems of disarmament and, in particular, in solving the problem of 
preventing the spread of nuclear weapons.

The United States tries to create the impression that the lack of 
progress in the negotiations on non-proliferation is due to the diflSculty 
of finding mutually-acceptable formulas for a treaty on this subject. 
However, it is not a question of seeking for formulas but of the refusal 
of the United States to carry out in regard to nuclear questions within 
NATO such a policy as would be in keeping with the wishes of the 
United Nations General Assembly. The present policy of the United 
States in this regard does not correspond with the aim of reaching 
agreement on disarmament problems in general and on the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons in particular. For this reason the 
position of the United States obliges the Eighteen-Nation Committee 
to mark time when consideruig the problem of non-proHferation.

We note with satisfaction the attempts of the non-aligned countries 
to contribute to the achievement of an agreement on non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons. The detailed analysis of the situation regarding 
the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons which was made by the 
representative of Mexico in his statement at the Committee^s 274th 
meeting is of interest. He showed that the United States draft treaty 
on non-proliferation would permit the geographical spread of nuclear

1 Documents on Disarmament, 1966y pp. 532-534.
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weapons. We have already stated that we take a positive attitude 
towards the Mexican suggestion that a non-proliferation treaty should 
include an article to the effect that nothing in the treaty should ad
versely affect the right of States to conclude treaties for the purpose 
of ensuring the complete absence of nuclear weapons from their 
territories. We have also perused with interest the j oint memorandum 
of the eight non-aligned coimtries concerning non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons.^ This memorandum will be studied by the Soviet 
side in the most careful way.

In view of the diflSculties connected with the solution of this prob
lem, we should like to point out that the attempts to link the question 
of non-proliferation with other measures, particularly with such 
measures as the cessation of the manufacture of nuclear weapons by 
the Powers possessing such weapons, the reduction of stockpiles of 
nuclear weapons and so on, would in practice make the problem of 
preventing the spread of nuclear weapons more complicated. I t  
would be tantamount to putting forward conditions which might 
make it much more diflBicult to achieve an agreement, and run the 
risk of dooming to failure the whole business of preventing the spread 
of nuclear weapons.

I t goes without saying that the Soviet Union does not by any 
means look on the achievement of an agreement on non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons as an end in itself, but desires to push on from 
the solution of this problem to the complete prohibition and abolition 
of nuclear weapons. We have said this time and again, and we deem 
it necessary to emphasize our approach once more. The problem of 
preventing the spread of nuclear weapons is not only important but 
also calls for urgent solution. The Soviet Union is prepared to 
continue its efforts to achieve such a solution. We appeal to all 
members of the Committee to realize the importance of making 
every possible effort to accomplish this task.

The Soviet delegation must also declare that we cannot be satisfied 
with the state of affairs in solving the problem of banning under
ground nuclear tests. Here too the reason for the unsatisfactory 
situation is the lack of readiness on the part of the United States 
to reach agreement on a reaUstic and practical basis—on the basis 
of the use of national means of verifying the observance of a ban on 
underground nuclear tests. In order to achieve an agreement to ban 
such tests a political decision is required, a decision which the United 
States of America is evading in every way.

In analysing the state of affairs in this regard, we cannot fail to 
note the assessment of the situation which was made in a leading 
article in The New York Times of 17 August. In that article it was

* AntBy pp. 576-579.
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pointed out that: ^The reluctance of the Pentagon to halt under
ground testing has emerged as the chief obstacle to its accept
ance . . That is, the proposal to ban underground tests.

We note the important and useful role played by the representatives 
of the non-aligned countries in the examination of the problem of 
banning nuclear weapons tests. The memorandum submitted by 
them on this subject^ is of definite interest and will be studied with 
due attention by the Soviet side.

The Soviet Union, as we have already stated, is prepared to reach 
agreement on the prohibition of underground nuclear tests on the 
basis of the proposal of the United Arab Republic to prohibit the carry
ing out of underground tests above a certain threshold and the procla
mation of a moratorium on tests of lesser magnitude.^ On this basis 
it would long ago have been possible to put an end to underground 
tests of nuclear weapons if the other side had been willing to do so. 
But the representatives of the Western Powers in the Conmiittee 
do not wish to take this proposal of the United Arab Republic into 
account. We are also prepared to consider positively the question 
of international co-operation in exchanging seismological data with a 
view to creating a better basis for the assessment of seismic events, 
provided that by this means it will be possible to arrive at the conclu
sion of a treaty banning underground nuclear explosions.

We are convinced that the problem of banning underground tests 
will be solved if the United States of America gives priority to its 
solution over the military considerations and plans which at present 
predominate in its attitude towards the question of such tests. That 
is why, in answer to the calls which have been made in the Committee 
for a study by scientific experts of the problem of detecting and identi
fying seismic events, we wish to emphasize that the delay in solving 
the question of banning undergroimd tests is due not to reasons of a 
scientific nature but to the political and nailitary considerations of the 
United States.

Our position of principle is that no international inspection is 
needed in order to verify the observance of an agreement to discon
tinue underground nuclear tests. The proposal to exercise control 
over the banning of such tests on the basis of “inspection by challenge 
or invitation’̂  is absolutely unacceptable to the Soviet Union, as it is 
aimed at pushing through in a disguised form the idea of international 
inspections.

I t  is regrettable that, despite the recommendations of the General 
Assembly,® the Committee has also failed to make progress in solving

1 Ante  ̂ pp. 574-576.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1965, p. 345.
3 Cf. ibid., p. 586.
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the problem of banning the use of nuclear weapons. Such a situation 
is once again the result of the obvious reluctance of the United States 
and its NATO partners to examine and solve this problem. If the 
Western side wished to solve this question, it would be possible to 
do so without any great diflSculty and in a short time. There do 
not arise in connexion with it the many complex questions which 
are inherent in other disarmament problems. Thus the question 
of control is very simple. The problem of security is solved in an 
equally favourable manner for all States. In order to make it easier 
for the Western Powers to accept this proposal, the Soviet side put 
forward the idea that the nuclear Powers should assume an obligation 
not to be the first to use nuclear weapons.^ But even this simple 
and necessary proposal has been ignored by the Western Powers.

The reason for this attitude of the United States of America and 
its allies is that nuclear weapons are the very basis of their military 
arrangements and preparations. They do not conceive the planning 
of military-strategic operations without having the possibility of 
using nuclear weapons. In this, as in other cases, we come up against 
always the same obstacle in solving disarmament questions: in the 
United States miUtary arguments and concepts have priority over 
the solution of the problem of disarmament and of ensuring inter
national security on this basis.

In connexion with the problem of banning the use of nuclear weapons 
we note with interest the initiative of Ethiopia, whose representative, 
Mr. Aberra, has submitted to the Committee a memorandum on 
banning the use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon 
countries not having nuclear weapons on their territory, and against 
denuclearized regions and zones.  ̂ Ethiopia’s initiative is a step which 
aims at putting some restriction on the use of nuclear weapons. The 
Ethiopian proposal will be examined by the Soviet side with all due 
attention.

As a result of the negative attitude of the United States of America 
and some of its allies, the solution of the question of estabhshing 
denuclearized zones in the most dangerous areas of the world, where 
considerable military forces are concentrated and confront each other, 
has been held up for many years. Yet the declaring of States and 
areas to be denuclearized zones and the prohibition of the use of 
nuclear weapons against such zones would be an important disarma
ment measure that would contribute to the strengthening of security 
in individual areas and thereby to the improvement of the international 
situation as a whole. Particularly important would be the establish
ment of a denuclearized zone in Central Europe, where the armed

 ̂ See antej p. 11.
 ̂AntBf pp. 579-584.
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forces of the NATO and Warsaw Treaty countries face each other. 
The Polish People^s Republic has put forward an important proposal 
for the establishment of a denuclearized zone in that area and for the 
freezing of nuclear weapons there.^ Of great importance is the pro
posal of the Government of the German Democratic Republic that 
no nuclear weapons should be located on the territories of the two 
German States.^ We support the proposals for the establishment of 
denuclearized zones in Northern Europe,® in the Balkans and Adriatic,^ 
in the Mediterranean ® and in other parts of the world.

Owing to the negative attitude of the Western Powers no progress 
has been made in examining and solving the question of the elimina
tion of foreign military bases on the territory of other countries and 
the withdrawal of foreign troops therefrom. Although the implemen
tation of such measures would result in eliminating important sources 
of international tension and military conflicts and would be of 
enormous importance for normalizing the situation in the world, this 
question has not been given in the Committee the attention that it 
deserves. The representatives of the Western Powers have passed 
over this question in silence, despite the fact that there is a resolution 
of the twentieth session of the United Nations General Assembly 
calling on all colonial Powers to dismantle military bases in colonial 
territories and not to establish new ones there.®

The tactic of silence was used by the representatives of the United 
States and other Western Powers in regard to all the collateral meas
ures in the field of disarmament which to any extent affect their 
military plans. In these cases also the Western delegations were 
unwilling to take into account the existing resolutions of the United 
Nations General Assembly and its direct instructions to the Eighteen- 
Nation Committee on Disarmament.

In order to give the members of the Committee a correct idea of 
the programme of collateral measures in the field of disarmament 
which the Soviet Union has put forward, allow me to recall that this 
programme includes proposals for a reduction in the military budgets 
of States, for a reduction in the numbers of armed forces and conven
tional weapons, for the conclusion of a pact of non-aggression between 
the NATO and Warsaw Treaty countries, and other proposals.^ The 
adoption and implementation of these measures would help towards

^Documents on Disarmament, 196S, vol. I, pp. 201-205; ibid., 1964, PP- 53-55.
2 See ENDC/151, p. 168.
* See Documents 'on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. .1436-1439.
< Ibid., pp. 1423-1426.
5 Ibid., 1963, pp. 187-193.
‘ General Assembly Official Records: Twentieth Session, SuppUmmt No. 14 

(A/6014), pp. 3-4.
'' Documents on Disarmament, 1964, PP- 12-17; ante, pp. 9-13.
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lessening international tension and halting the arms race. In our 
statements we did not dwell on these measures, not because we did not 
consider them worthy of attention but because, for the sake of achiev
ing concrete decisions as rapidly as possible, we gave priority to those 
questions in regard to which there were recommendations and in
structions to the Committee on the part of the United Nations 
General Assembly.

The representatives of the Western Powers have reproached us 
for not giving proper attention to the United States proposals for 
a cut-off of production of fissionable materials for weapon purposes 
and for a freeze of strategic nuclear weapon delivery vehicles.^ I t 
is strange to hear such reproaches from those who pass over in silence 
the proposals which have been referred to the Committee by the 
resolutions of the United Nations General Assembly. As regards 
the substance of the United States proposals, we have repeatedly 
made it clear that they would not lead to a diminution of the danger 
of a nuclear war but are merely a reflection of the ‘̂ crisis of over
production’̂  of nuclear weapons and their delivery vehicles in the 
United States. These United States proposals pursue the aim of 
securing unilateral advantages for the United States. Their detailed 
examination would merely divert the Committee from examining and 
agreeing on more important and realistic problems of disarmament.

While considering it very important to achieve agreement on the 
accomplishment of collateral measures in the field of disarmament, 
the Soviet Union never overlooks the fact that the basic and most 
important task of the Eighteen-Nation Conmiittee is to solve the 
problem of general and complete disarmament. I t was only after 
repeated calls on the part of the socialist and non-aUgned coimtries 
that the Western delegations deemed it possible to deal with this 
problem in their statements.

In fact the Western delegations put into practice the idea that 
in negotiations on disarmament it is not worth while going into the 
problem of general and complete disarmament in all its magnitude, 
and that it is quite sufficient to examine only the approaches to this 
problem. We are urged not to bother about ‘̂the end of the road’̂  
not to think about the final goal. We cannot agree with that approach; 
it is merely a veiled attempt to refrain altogether from seeking a 
solution to the problem of general and complete disarmament. Here 
too the military plans and concepts of the United States and its 
allies must give way to the insistent demand of all nations that 
weapons and war should be excluded from the life of mankind. We 
iu*ge all delegations not to lose sight of the need to work out a treaty

* Documents on Disarmamentj 1964j P- 8; antCj p. 7.
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on general and complete .disarmament and to give to this problem 
the attention it deserves.

In summing up the work of the Conmiittee between the two sessions 
of the General Assembly, we must draw the conclusion that the main 
reason for the absence of concrete solutions to disarmament questions 
is that the United States of America considers any measure in the 
field of disarmament from the point of view of the possible military- 
strategic and political advantages and gains to be derived from the 
implementation of such a measure. This conclusion of ours is the 
natural outcome of the analysis we have made of the state of the 
negotiations on the individual disarmament questions to which the 
Committee has devoted most attention this year. In considering all 
these questions the United States of America has invariably given 
priority to the aim of strengthening its own miUtary position. By 
speeding up to an incredible extent the arms race which is going on 
at the same time as the escalation of United States aggression in 
Viet-Nam, the United States has created and is creating consider
able obstacles in the way of the solution of the basic problems of 
disarmament.

The question may arise whether in these circimistances there is 
any possibility of making progress at all iji the matter of disarmament. 
The Soviet side considers that, whatever the conditions and difficulties 
connected with the negotiations on disarmament, the task of achieving 
progress in this field cannot be set aside nor can our efforts in this 
direction be slackened. The Soviet Union has endeavoured and will 
continue to endeavour to seek for ways to slow down and end the 
arms race, and in the first place the nuclear arms race, and to reach 
agreement on practical steps in the field of disarmament. The 
Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the USSR, Mr. Kosygin, 
stated at the seventh session of the Supreme Soviet: ‘The Soviet 
Union bases itself on the premise that the struggle for disarmament 
is not a tactical move, but a position of principle, an integral part of 
Soviet foreign policy.^

In the approach to this problem there must be new and energetic 
efforts, initiative and, above all, a readiness to find a way to overcome 
the existing difficulties. We hope that in the subsequent stages of 
the consideration of this problem progress will at last be made and 
agreement reached on the implementation of measures in the field of 
disarmament. For its part the Soviet Union will exert every effort 
to that end.

That is the end of my statement as representative of the Soviet 
Union.

1 Anlej p. 504 (variant translation).
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Statement by ACDA Deputy Director Fisher to the 
Eighteen Nation Disarmament Committee, August 25, 
1966^

Mr. Chairman, I listened with interest, of course, to the remarks 
you made in your capacity as representative of the Soviet Union and 
also to the remarks of the representative of the United Kingdom. I 
was sorry to hear in your remarks. Sir, an attack on the action which 
the United States is taking to help a Govenmaent which is being 
attacked from the North to defend itself, but I do not think it appro
priate or necessary to add anything here to what I have already said 
on the subject.

In the closing days of this session our Committee has received 
memoranda representing the views of the eight non-aligned nations 
and individual members of this body. We are happy to have those 
memoranda. I  have already commented briefly on some of them 
and will elaborate fiu:ther in my remarks this morning. I should like 
to mention that we have also received the memorandimi submitted 
to this Committee on 23 August by the representative of Ethiopia.^ 
We have not had time to study that carefully or to complete our 
examination of it, but, while it seems to contain some sentiments 
which we can all share, I should point out that there are certain sug
gestions in it with which we have difficulty in agreeing and others 
which are not clear to us at the moment.

This is the last meeting of this session of the Conference of the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament. I t is fitting and 
proper that as this session comes to an end we should review what 
we have accomplished and what we have not accomplished.

This session has been one of the periods in the life of the Committee 
in which we have not been able to record progress in concrete agree
ments. I t  is natural that we should be disappointed at that; but 
we must not let concern with the past prevent us from looking at the 
present and towards the future. The questions we must ask our
selves today as we leave this room are the following. What problems 
are we working on at the present time? How important are those 
problems in the context of the concerns of today? What progress 
are we making towards solving those problems or laying the basis 
for solving them in the near future?

The United States believes that this Committee is now working 
on iu*gent problems, that those problems are of vital importance in

1 ENDC/PV.286, pp. 22-29.
2 AntCy pp. 579-584.
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the context of today and that we are making real progress in our 
efforts to solve them.

On Tuesday I spoke about the status of our negotiations on a 
non-proliferation treaty,^ and I do not wish to go over that groimd 
again today. I will confine my remarks today to pointing out that 
on Tuesday I discussed a number of the crucial issues involved in a 
non-proliferation treaty on which we think we have made progress. 
I  indicated the determination of the United States to work towards a 
rapprochement in which each side walks its part of the way towards 
mutual imderstanding. The United States hopes, with the greatest 
personal respect, that our Soviet colleagues in this endeavour will 
join us in the same spirit.

As part of our efforts to obtain a non-proliferation treaty, and 
independently, we have sought to secure the widest application of 
International Atomic Energy Agency or equivalent international 
safeguards in connexion with peaceful nuclear activities so that other 
nations may know that they are in fact peaceful. We have tried to do 
so in a manner which takes into account the view of a number of 
delegations—expressed both at the formal meetings here and in in
formal discussions—that a system of safeguards should be non-dis- 
criminatory. I t is for that reason that the scheme of safeguards which 
my delegation has set forth contains safeguard obligations in regard to 
the indigenous nuclear activities of non-nuclear weapon States and, 
in addition, safeguard obligations in regard to transfers of fissionable 
materials and specialized equipment which would have application 
across the board to all States—^nuclear-weapon and non-nuclear- 
weapon States alike.

I should now like to speak about a proposal which has come to be 
widely recognized as having enormous potential both as a non-pro
liferation measure and as a measure to contain the nuclear arms race 
more generally. The complete cessation of production of fissionable 
materials for weapon purposes has in recent days been specifically 
recognized in the memorandum of the non-aligned countries as an 
effective non-proliferation measure. I am referring, of course, to the 
statement by the non-aligned countries that a complete cessation of 
production of fissionable materials for weapon purposes and a test 
ban are both in themselves effective non-proliferation measures.^

On 11 August the representative of Sweden, Mrs. Myrdal, put 
before us specific suggestions concerning the way in which we might 
move forward to an actual agreement. She suggested the date of
1 July 1967 as ‘‘an agreed target date both for the cessation of current

* Ante, pp. 586-592.
2 Ant6f pp. 576-579.
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production and for the elaboration of a treaty’’. She also presented 
an alternative suggestion. She said:

if they”—and here she was referring to the nuclear-weapon 
countries—‘'are really sitting down to a serious study of the practical 
requirements for a phasiQg-out of the production in question, we 
ought to be prepared to envisage a flexible pattern—that is, a series 
of dates for closure of various sectors of the production, some perhaps 
later but some, it is hoped, earUer than the date which I have indicated 
in a tentative way and for the purpose of discussion.’’ ^

The United States supports Mrs. Myrdal’s proposal. Specifically, 
we are prepared to accept 1 July 1967 as a target date for concluding 
an international agreement on a verified halt in the production of 
fissionable materials for use in weapons. We are prepared also, 
should this prove to be the desire of the parties concerned, to work 
out a step-by-step halt in production, of the kind suggested by our 
Swedish colleague. We assume that such a measure also would be 
embodied in an adequately verified international agreement. A pos
sibility which seems to us to be an easy and important first step would 
be an agreement on reciprocal plant-by-plant shut-down of reactors 
by the United States and the Soviet Union of the kind I  discussed on
11 August.^

I have stated that an agreement on a cut-off should contain ade
quate procedures for verification, and we believe that to be the case. 
However, we do not believe that that should present any fundamental 
obstacle to our work. In order to find simple yet practical means 
of inspection, the United States has imdertaken appli^  research on 
the methods of verifying a cut-off. The results of that research have 
been presented to this Committee in detail in a working paper,^ and 
we have also presented for all the delegations here a technical briefing 
on the subject. We hope that the demonstration this autumn at 
Hanford, in the United States, will persuade the States represented 
here, as well as others, of the ease and unobtrusiveness with which it 
is possible to verify the shut-down of a reactor.

With regard to verification, we have already pointed out that in the 
context of a cut-off agreement the nuclear-weapon Powers would 
accept the same degree of verification as that which we have proposed 
for the non-nuclear-weapon Powers as being appropriate to safeguard 
a non-proliferation agreement. I t  will be recalled that we have also 
made clear our view that a cut-off agreement should not be made a 
pre-condition for a non-proliferation treaty. At this point I should

1 AntCy p. 547.
2 Ante, pp. 554-560.
3 AntBj pp. 538-546.
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say that I  was happy, Mr. Chairman, to hear the observation you 
made in your capacity as representative of the Soviet Union to the 
effect that you too felt that a cut-off agreement should not be made a 
pre-condition for a non-proliferation treaty.^

If we are to meet the deadline proposed by the representative of 
Sweden, negotiations should proceed forthwith. The United States is 
prepared to continue negotiations on the subject among interested 
parties either in the autumn or as soon as the Eighteen-Nation 
Disarmament Committee resumes work after the consideration of 
the disarmament question by the General Assembly.

I wish to turn now to our efforts to make progress on a compre
hensive test-ban treaty. The United Nations General Assembly has 
asked us to give urgent consideration to that problem,^ and I believe 
we have done so. For the United States, an adequately verified test 
ban remains a primary objective. However, our desire to see a com
prehensive test-ban treaty concluded is not reflected in our protesta
tions alone; it is demonstrated by actions—actions in undertaking 
extensive and expensive research programmes which have only one 
aim in sight. That aim, for us, is a comprehensive test-ban treaty 
with adequate verification.

The United States does not seek mspections merely for the sake of 
inspections. We seek inspections because we do not beHeve we can 
prudently undertake obligations which would limit our freedom of 
action in an important security area unless we have reassurance that 
our partners in an agreement are observing the same limitations on 
their freedom of action as those we are observing on ours. In the 
present state of scientific knowledge, we believe, that reassurance can 
be provided only by the possibility of on-site inspections.

However, we wish to make on-site inspections as practical and as 
unobtrusive as possible. That is why on 4 April my delegation 
described simplified means of conducting on-site inspections.^ We 
continue to hope that our desire to facilitate agreement by those steps 
will be matched by increasing realism and confidence on the part of 
other participants in these negotiations.

I believe that it is appropriate now to refer to the joint memorandum 
of the eight non-aligned delegations of 17 August on a comprehensive 
test ban.^ That memorandum appears to recognize by implication 
that national means of detection cannot furnish adequate assurance to 
a country which has forsworn all nuclear testing. It also calls atten
tion to the proposal for international co-operation to improve seismic

1 AntBi p. 600.
2 Documents on Disarmamenty 1966̂  pp. 623-624.
 ̂AntCy pp. 196-199.
 ̂Antey pp. 574-576.
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data so as to create a better scientific basis for the evaluation of 
seismic events. The United States is sympathetic to that idea.

In all candour, however, I think it appropriate that I should make 
clear now that some of the suggestions contained in that memorandum 
give the United States great difficulty. For example, the position of 
the United States against an unverified moratorium on nuclear testing 
is well known, and I do not need to elaborate on it here. In addition, 
as I pointed out in my remarks on 4 April dealing with verification of a 
test ban by challenge—we have since called it  ̂̂ challenge or invita
tion  ̂̂  ^^consent^\ “inquiry” and “response”, and I think it is not 
unimportant from a semantic point of view that we have been seeking 
the best way to phrase it—our feeUng has been that, if there are 
differences concerning how’ verification of a comprehensive test ban 
should be carried out, they should be settled before we enter into a 
test-ban treaty, not afterwards.

A suggestion was made at the Scarborough conference this summer, 
and later recomtmended for consideration to our Committee by the 
representative of the United Kingdom, for a trial suspension of 
nuclear testing. Under that suggestion, during the trial suspension 
period there would be verification by a system of inspection by 
challenge so that we could have some idea of how it would actually 
work. As I indicated in my remarks on 4 August, that is a new idea, 
and the United States has it under study.^ At the same meeting, I 
raised certain questions on which the views of the Soviet Union would 
be welcome. Its views would greatly facilitate our study.

We also think it is a sign of continuing interest in our work—a 
sign of a continuing desire to get to the bottom of important scientific 
facts involved in our negotiations—that the representative of Sweden 
has asked the United States, as she did on 4 August, for further infor
mation about the accuracy with which seismic events can be located.^ 
As she reminded us, accurate location of the point of origin of a seismic 
signal is one of the means of identification. If the epicentre is not 
on land, presumably the signals come from an earthquake. In addi
tion, accurate location of an event would certainly simphfy the task 
of on-site inspection.

In response to Mrs. MyrdaPs request, we have introduced a tech
nical working paper which describes the problem of determining the 
location of seismic events.^ Since these technical matters are fully 
set out in the working paper, I shaU not take up the time of the 
Committee to describe them now. The present state of our ability 
in this field results from research which we have already carried out.

1 Aniej pp. 514-515.
 ̂Ante, pp. 509-510.

3 AntCy pp. 593-595.
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Further experiments are planned for the near future. We hope the 
results of that research will contribute to the achievement of our 
objective: an adequately-verified comprehensive test-ban treaty.

Many delegations have expressed anxiety that the nuclear arms 
race may enter a more dangerous phase if development and large- 
scale deployment of anti-baUistic missiles take place. I think it is 
fair to say that I have never heard that concern so eloquently ex
pressed as it was in the concluding remarks of the representative of the 
United Kingdom. In view of that concern I should like to turn to 
another proposal now before the Conamittee which demonstrates that 
it does have before it important measures which would have a real 
elBFect on the crucial problems of the day. I refer to our proposal to 
explore a freeze of the number and characteristics of offensive and 
defensive strategic nuclear delivery vehicles.^

At our meeting on 16 August I explained that anti-ballistic missiles 
would be included in a freeze of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles.^ 
I also explained in some detail why it was essential that those missiles 
should be included. Detailed negotiations have, unfortunately, not 
yet developed; and only recently have the reasons for and the impor
tance of including anti-ballistic missiles in a freeze proposal begun to 
receive the attention that they deserve. However, we welcome the 
fact that the non-aligned memorandum on non-proliferation indicates 
that a freeze of the means of delivery of nuclear weapons would be a 
tangible step relating both to non-proliferation and to halting the 
nuclear arms race.

It is our conviction that the exploration of a freeze of strategic 
nuclear delivery vehicles, as well as exploration of the possibility of 
significant reductions in those vehicles if progress is made towards a 
freeze, constitutes important future business for this Committee. 
Agreement on that proposal to halt and turn back the arms race would 
facihtate progress towards our common goal of general and complete 
disarmament!. Such progress would also be facilitated if we could 
agree to establish a working group to study, without pre-conditions, 
the levels of strategic delivery vehicles to be retained during the 
various stages of disarmament.

Finally, I should like now to return to a proposal which was con
tained in the seventh point of President Johnson’s message to this 
conference on 27 January 1966  ̂ and which was described by Mr. 
Foster on 19 April.^ It is the proposal that on a regional basis 
countries explore ways to limit competition among themselves for

 ̂Documents on Disarmament  ̂ 1964, P- 8; ante, p. 7.
2 Ante, pp. 565-667.
3 Ante, pp. 5-8.
* Ante, pp. 226-230.
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costly weapons often sought for reasons of illusory prestige. Presi
dent Johnson pointed out that the initiative for such arrangements 
should of course come from the regions concerned. He said: ^̂ If such 
arrangements can be worked out and assurance can be given that 
they will be observed, the United States stands ready to respect them.^^

The benefits of regional undertakings to restrict the importation 
of arms could be enormous. For many countries the exciting and 
challenging tasks of social, industrial and agricultural growth are 
just beginning. Those tasks should not be impeded by the burdens 
of spending on unnecessary armaments. I  think we could all take 
inspiration from the remarks made on the subject by the representa
tive of Nigeria on 18 August, when he said:

Nowhere in the world is there a more urgent need to implement that proposal 
than on the continent of Africa, where most of the countries are engaged with all 
the limited resources at their command in the grim battle against poverty. 
They have very little or nothing to spare for the purchase of arms. But there 
are quite a few countries of that continent today actively engaged in the arms 
race and creating as a result an atmosphere of fear and anxiety. My delegation 
believes that this problem should be tackled simultaneously from two sides. 
The African countries themselves should initiate discussions on how to check 
the inflow of arms into the continent, and the supplying countries should exercise 
restraint and show a greater sense of proportion in the matter.*

The United States hopes that the members of this Committee can 
play a key role in stimulating interest in that approach in their own 
regions.

I should like to take a few minutes more to read to the Committee 
several excerpts from an address by President Johnson regarding the 
Alliance for Progress in the Western Hemisphere. I should like to do 
so because the address states eloquently the challenges before us and 
the importance of avoiding any needless spending on armaments. 
Although the President's address was made with regard to the 
Alliance for Progress, I believe it may have far broader relevance. 
He stated that the republics of the western hemisphere have shown—

. . that deep social change is compatible with peace, is consistent with democracy 
and is consonant with individual liberty. We have sounded a sure and certain 
note: namely, that great changes can be wrought by reason and not rifles, by 
builders and not bullets.

The President went on to state: ‘‘The resources required for these 
tasks must not be needlessly spent on arms.^  ̂ After noting that 
military budgets in Latin America were not exceptionally large, he 
pointed out that there was a recurrent tendency everywhere to seek 
expensive weapons with little relevance to the real requirements of

’ ENDC/PV.283, p. 13.
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security and that this tendency was often reinforced by competition 
among neighbouring countries. He concluded by saying:

. . wo just must find a way to avoid the cost of procuring and maintaining 
unnecessary military equipment that will take clothes off the back and food away 
from the stomachs and education away from the minds of our children . . these 
are some of the basic tasks—and only some—which lie before us as we try today 
to fulfill the i^romise of the modern world in which we are so privileged to live.*

As we conclude this session of our Conference, it seems fair to say 
that the vital matters before this Committee are being dealt with in a 
way which greatly enhances the likelihood of further progress. 
On our key subject of non-proliferation, there are prospects for agree
ment if all sides can negotiate in a spirit of mutual adjustment, com
mon understanding and compromise— în short, in a spirit of 
rapprochement.

Seventh Interim Progress Report of the Eighteen Nation 
Disarmament Committee to the Disarmament Com
mission and the General Assembly, August 25, 1966^

1. The Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarma
ment transmits to the United Nations Disarmament Commission and 
to the General Assembly a report on the Committee^s deliberations on 
all questions before it for the period 27 January to 25 August 1966.

2. Representatives of the following States continued their participa
tion in the work of the Committee: Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Canada, 
Czechoslovakia, Ethiopia, India, Italy, Mexico, Nigeria, Poland, 
Romania, Sweden, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United Arab 
Republic, United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland 
and United States of America.

I. P r o c e d u r a l  A r r a n g e m e n t s

3. Upon recommendation of the Co-Chairman, members of the 
Committee reconvened the Conference on 27 January 1966.

4. Two sessions of the Conference were held, consisting of twenty- 
nine and twenty-three plenary meetings, respectively.

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents  ̂ Aug. 22, 1966, pp. 1076, 1070.
2 A/6390 and DC/228, Aug. 30, 1966. The documentary annexes are not 
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5. The Committee, at its 286th meeting on 25 August 1966, having 
in view the convening of the twenty-first session of the General 
Assembly on 20 September 1966, decided to adjourn the second session 
of the Conference following its plenary meeting on 25 August. The 
Committee decided to resume its meetings in Geneva as soon as 
possible after the termination of the consideration of disarmament at 
the twenty-first session of the General Assembly on a date to be decided 
by the two Co-Chairmen after consultation with the members of the 
Committee.

I I .  G e n e r a l  a n d  C o m p l e t e  D i s a r m a m e n t  a n d  M e a s u r e s  A im e d

AT t h e  L e s s e n i n g  o f  I n t e r n a t i o n a l  T e n s i o n , t h e  C o n s o l id a 

t io n  OF C o n f i d e n c e  A m o n g  S t a t e s  a n d  F a c il it a t in g  G e n e r a l

AND C o m p l e t e  D is a r m a m e n t

6. Members of the Committee have continued to discuss, in accord
ance with United Nations General Assembly resolution 2031 (XX) 
transmitted by the Secretary-General of the United Nations in a 
letter to the Co-Chairmen dated 14 January 1966 (ENDC 161), the 
question of general and complete disarmament. The Committee 
considers it to be a primary goal of its future work to continue eflForts 
to develop a treaty on general and complete disarmament under 
effective international control.

7. In its efforts to achieve and implement the widest possible agree
ment at the earhest possible date, the Committee continued consid
eration in its plenary meetings of such measures as could be agreed 
to prior to, and as would facilitate the achievement of, general and 
complete disarmament.

8. In accordance with General Assembly resolution 2028 (XX) 
transmitted by the Secretary-General of the United Nations in a 
letter to the Co-Chairmen dated 14 January 1966 (ENDC 161), the 
Committee gave urgent consideration to the question of negotiating 
a treaty on non-proUferation of nuclear weapons.

9. In accordance with General Assembly resolution 2032 (XX) 
transmitted by the Secretary-General of the United Nations in a 
letter to the Co-Chairmen dated 14 January 1966 (ENDC 161), the 
Committee also gave urgent attention to the question of reaching 
agreement on suspension of nuclear and thermonuclear weapons tests 
in aU environments.

10. On 14 January 1966, the Secretary-General of the United

1 Ihid.y 1966, pp. 622-623.
2 Ihid., pp. 532-534.
3 Ihid.y pp. 623-624.
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Nations transmitted to the Co-Chairmen a letter containing General 
Assembly resolutions 2030 (XX)  ̂ and 2033 (XX)  ̂ (ENDC 162).

11. On 26 January 1966, the Special Representative of the Secretary- 
General of the United Nations submitted a copy of a letter from His 
Holiness Pope Paul VI to the Secretary-General (ENDC 163).^

12. On 27 January 1966, at the 235th meeting, the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics submitted a letter dated 24 September 1965, 
addressed to the President of the General Assembly,^ which enclosed a 
draft treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons (ENDC 164)

13. At the same meeting, the representative of the United States of 
America submitted a message to the Conference from President 
Johnson (ENDC 165).®

14. At the same meeting, the representative of the United Kingdom 
submitted a message from Prime Minister Wilson to the Conference 
(ENDC 166).^

15. On 3 February 1966, at the 237th meeting, the representative 
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics submitted a message to 
the Conference from the Chairman of the Coimcil of Ministers of 
the USSR (ENDC 167).«

16. On 8 February 1966, at the 238th meeting, the representative 
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics submitted a letter to the 
Special Representative of the Secretary-General of the United Nations 
(ENDC 168).^

17. On 17 February 1966, at the 241st meeting, the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics submitted an aide-memoire, dated 16 
February 1966, addressed to the United States of America, proposing 
the immediate discontinuance of flights of aircraft carrying nuclear 
weapons beyond national borders (ENDC 169).̂ ^

18. On 28 February 1966, the United States of America submitted 
an aide-memoire, dated 25 February 1966, in response to the aide- 
memoire of the USSR, dated 16 February 1966, concerning policies 
and practices relating to flights of United States military aircraft 
(ENDC 170).''

* Ihid.y p. 585.
2 Ibid., pp. 624-626.
 ̂AntCj pp. 4-5.

' A/5976, Sept. 24, 1965.
Documents on Disarmamentj 1966, pp. 443-446.

® AntCy pp. 5-8.
7 Antey pp. 8-9.
8 AntCj pp. 9-13.
“Not printed here. The Soviet letter enclosed a communication from the 
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19. On 1 March 1966, at the 244th meeting, the representative of 
Ethiopia tabled a message to the Conference from His Imperial 
Majesty Haile Selassie I (ENDC 171).^

20. On 8 March 1966, at the 246th meeting, the United States 
tabled a working paper entitled ‘̂ Transfer of j&ssionable material 
obtained by the destruction of nuclear weapons^  ̂ (ENDC 172).^

21. On 22 March 1966, at the 250th meeting, the United States 
submitted amendments (ENDC 152/Add.1)  ̂ to the United States 
draft treaty to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons, which had 
been submitted on 17 August 1965 (ENDC 152).^

22. On 2 April 1966, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics sub
mitted a letter to the Special Representative of the Secretary-General 
of the United Nations with an attached letter (ENDC 173).^

23. On 14 April 1966, at the 256th meeting, the United States sub
mitted a working paper which described an inspection process for 
verifying the status of shutdown plutonium reactors (ENDC 174).®

24. On 5 July 1966, at the 270th meeting, Canada submitted a paper 
setting forth, in tabular form, the United States draft treaty to pre
vent the spread of nuclear weapons, and the USSR draft treaty on 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons (ENDC 175).^'

25. On 11 August 1966, at the 281st meeting, the United States sub
mitted a paper giving further details of an inspection method for 
verifying the status of shutdown reactors (ENDC 176).®

26. On 17 August 1966, Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, India, Mexico, 
Nigeria, Sweden and the United Arab Republic submitted a paper 
entitled ‘̂ Joint memorandum on a comprehensive test ban treaty’  ̂
(ENDC 177).«

27. On 19 August 1966, Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, India, Mexico, 
Nigeria, Sweden and the United Arab Republic submitted a paper 
entitled ‘̂Joint memorandum on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons’  ̂
(ENDC 178)

28. On 20 August 1966, the representative of Italy submitted a

1 Antej p. 67.
2 AntCy pp. 103-104.
3 Antej pp. 159-160.
* Documents on Disarmamentj 1966, pp. 347-349.
5 Not printed here. The Soviet letter enclosed a memorandum from the 
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paper entitled ‘‘Memorandum concerning the two draft treaties on 
non-proliferation^' (ENDC 179).^

29. On 22 August 1966, Ethiopia submitted a paper entitled 
‘‘Memorandum concerning an approach to the reaUzation of United 
Nations resolutions on banning of nuclear weapons, denuclearization 
of Africa, and world conference on disarmament (ENDC 180).^

30. On 23 August 1966, the United States submitted a paper en
titled “Working paper on determination of the location of seismic 
events’̂  (ENDC 182).^

31. A communication dated 29 July 1966 from the Permanent 
Delegation of Venezuela to the United Nations Office at Geneva and 
the International Organizations, transmitted a resolution from the 
Chamber of Deputies of the Republic of Venezuela adopted on 6 July 
1966 (ENDC 183).^

32. In general the questions before the Committee were discussed 
in a thorough and concrete manner. All the participants in the Com
mittee took an active part in the discussions, and many interesting 
suggestions were put forward.

33. The Committee did not reach any specific agreement at this 
session either on questions of general and complete disarmament or 
on measures aimed at the lessening of international tension. The 
Committee expresses the hope that the useful discussions and ex
change of views during the period covered by the report will facilitate 
agreement in the further work of the Committee.

III. M e e t i n g s  o f  t h e  C o-C h a i r m e n

34. During the period covered by this report, the representatives 
of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and of the United States 
of America, in their capacity as the Co-Chairmen of the Eighteen- 
Nation Committee on Disarmament, held meetings to discuss the 
schedule of and procedure for the work of the Conference and also 
certain substantive questions before the Conference.

IV. C o n f e r e n c e  D o c u m e n t s

35. Annex I contains the text of the documents attached to the 
present report. Annex II contains a list of all documents submitted 
to the Committee and verbatim records of the plenary meetings.

36. This report is submitted by the Co-Chairmen on behalf of the 
Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament.

{Signed) A. A . R o s h c h in  (Signed) A d r i a n  S. F i s h e r  

(Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) (United States of America)

 ̂ Not printed here.
2 Ante, pp. 579-584.
3 Ante, pp. 593-595.
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Address by President Johnson at Arco, Idaho, August 26,
1966 ^

When Hernando Cortez returned to Spain after exploring the New 
World, he recommended to Charles I that a passage to India be opened 
by digging a canal across the Isthmus of Panama. Charles con
sulted his advisers and then rejected the recommendation because, as 
he later explained, ^̂ It would be a violation of the Biblical injunction: 
W hat God hath joined together, let no man put asunder.’

I have often wondered what King Charles would have said if faced 
with the decision to split the atom. For in that act was not only the 
putting asunder a part of creation; it contained the potential for 
destroying creation itself.

We have come to a place today where hope was born that man 
would do more with his discovery than unleash destruction in its 
wake.

On this very spot the United States produced the world’s first 
electricity from nuclear energy.

Only 3 years ago plans were announced for the first private nuclear 
powerplant that would be competitive without any Government 
assistance. Since then, there have been more than 20 such installa
tions announced by public and private utiUty companies. Orders 
have been placed for power reactors with a combined capacity of 
more than 15 million kilowatts—more than enough electric power for 
the homes of all the people of Idaho and seven other Western States.

By 1980 nuclear power units will have a capacity of more than 100 
million kilowatts of electrical power—one-fifth of our national ca
pacity at that time.

This energy is to propel machines of progress, to light our cities 
and our towns, to fire our factories, to provide new sources of fresh 
water, and to really help us solve the mysteries of outer space as it 
brightens our life on this planet.

We have moved far to tame for peaceful use the mighty forces 
unloosed when the atom was split. And we have only begun. What 
happened here merely raised the curtain on a very promising drama 
in our long journey for a better life.

D a n g e r  o f  F u l l - S c a l e  N u c l e a r  E x c h a n g e

But there is another—and a darker—side of the nuclear age that 
we should never forget. That is the danger of destruction by nuclear 
weapons.

I t  is true that these nuclear weapons have deterred war.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 19, 1966, pp. 410-413.
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I t  is true that they have helped to check the spread of Communist 
expansion in much of the world.

I t  is true that they have permitted our friends to rebuild their 
nations in freedom.

But uneasy is the peace that wears a nuclear crown. And we 
cannot be satisfied with a situation in which the world is capable 
of extinction in a moment of error, or madness, or anger.

I can personally never escape for very long at a time the certain 
knowledge that such a moment might occur in a world where reason 
is often a martyr to pride and ambition. Nor can I fail to remember 
that whatever the cause—by design or by chance—almost 300 mil
lion people would perish in a full-scale nuclear exchange between the 
East and the West.

This is why we have always been required to show restraint as well 
as to demonstrate resolve; to be firm but not to walk heavy footed 
along the brink of war.

This is why we also recognize that at the heart of our concern in 
the years ahead must be our relationship with the Soviet Union. 
Both of us possess unimaginable power; our responsibility to the 
world is heavier than that ever borne by any two nations at any other 
time in history. Our common interests demand that both of us 
exercise it wisely in the years ahead.

Since 1945, we have opposed Communist efforts to bring about a 
Communist-dominated world. We did so because our convictions 
and our interests demanded it; and we shall continue to do so.

But we have never sought war or the destruction of the Soviet 
Union; indeed, we have sought instead to increase our knowledge and 
our understanding of the Russian people, with whom we share a 
common feeling for life, a love of song and story, and a sense of the 
land^s vast promises.

B e n e f i t s  o f  U.S.-U.S.S.R. C o o p e r a t io n

Our compelling task is this: to search for every possible area of 
agreement that might conceivably enlarge, no matter how slightly or 
how slowly, the prospect for cooperation between the United States 
and the Soviet Union. In the benefits of such cooperation, the whole 
world would share and so, I think, would both nations.

Common reasons for agreement have not eluded us in the past, and 
let no one forget that these agreements—arms control and others— 
have been essential to the overall peace in the world.

In 1963 we signed the limited test ban treaty that has now been 
joined by almost 100 other countries.^

 ̂Documents on Disarmament  ̂ 196S, pp. 291-293.
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In 1959 the Antarctic Treaty—which restricted activity in this part 
of the world to peaceful purposes—was signed by the United States 
and the Soviet Union. I t  has now been joined by all countries 
interested in Antarctica.^

In 1963 the United Nations unanimously passed a resolution 
prohibiting the placing in orbit of weapons of mass destruction.^

When I first became President—almost my first act—I informed 
Premier Khrushchev that we in the United States intended to reduce 
the level of our production of fissionable materials, and we hoped that 
he and the Soviets would do Likewise.® Premier Khrushchev agreed.

I believe that the Soviets share a genuine desire to enlarge the 
area of agreement. This summer we have been negotiating with the 
Soviet Union and other nations a treaty that would limit the future 
activity on celestial bodies to peaceful purposes. This treaty would, 
for all time, ban weapons of mass destruction not only on celestial 
bodies but also in orbit around the earth.

Ambassador Arthur Goldberg, our Ambassador to the United 
Nations, has just informed me that much of the substance of this 
treaty has been resolved. Negotiations were originally recessed on 
August 4 of this year, but the Soviet Government has now indicated 
its willingness to pursue them again as soon as possible. The Soviet 
Union has joined with us in requesting that all of the countries par
ticipating in the negotiations be prepared to resume discussions on 
the 12th day of next month. I am confident that with good will 
the remaining issues could be quickly resolved.

We are also seeking agreement on a treaty to prevent the spread 
of nuclear weapons.

This treaty would bind those who sign it in a pledge to limit the 
further spread of nuclear weapons and make it possible for all countries 
to refrain, without fear, from entering the nuclear arms race. I t  
would not guarantee against a nuclear war; it would help to prevent 
a chain reaction that could consume the living of the earth. I 
believe that we can find acceptable compromise language on which 
reasonable men can agree. We just must move ahead—for we 
all have a great stake in building peace in this world in which we live.

In Southeast Asia the United States is today fighting to keep 
the North Vietnamese from taking over South Viet-Nam by force.

That conflict does not have to stop us from finding new ways of 
dealing with one another. Our objective in South Viet-Nam is local 
and it is limited: We are there trying to protect the independence of

1 Ibid,, 1945-1969y vol. II, pp. 1550-1556.
2 Ibid., 1963, p. 538.
3 I h id . j  19 64y  p. 8.
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South Viet-Nam, to provide her people with a chance to decide for 
themselves where they are going and what they will become.

These objectives, I think, can be attained within the borders of 
Viet-Nam. They do not threaten the vital interests of the Soviet 
Union or the territory of any of her friends. We seek in Southeast 
Asia an order and security that we think would contribute to the peace 
of the entire world—and in that, we think, the vSoviet Union has a very 
large stake.

E n l a r g i n g  t h e  P e a c e  f o r  A ll  P e o p l e s

I t is the responsibility, then, of both of us to keep particular diffi
culties from becoming vehicles for much larger dangers. For peace 
does not ever come suddenly or swiftly; only war carries that privilege.

Peace will not dramatically appear from a single agreement or a 
single utterance or a single meeting.

It will be advanced by one small, perhaps imperceptible, gain after 
another, in which neither the pride nor the prestige of any large power 
is deemed more important than the fate of the world.

I t  will come by the gradual growth of common interests, by the 
increased awareness of shifting dangers and alinements, and by the 
development of confidence.

This confidence is not folly when both are strong. And we are both 
strong. The United States and the Soviet Union are both very 
strong indeed.

So what is the practical step forward in this direction? I think 
it is to recognize that while differing principles and differing values 
may always divide us, they should not, and they must not, deter us 
from rational acts of common endeavor. The dogmas and the vocab
ularies of the cold war were enough for one generation. The world 
must not now flounder in the backwaters of the old and stagnant 
passions. For our test really is not to prove which interpretation of 
man's past is correct. Our test is to secure man's future, and our 
purpose is no longer only to avoid a nuclear war. Our purpose must 
be a consuming, determined desire to enlarge the peace for all peoples.

This does not mean that we have to become bedfellows. I t  does 
not mean that we have to cease competition. But it does mean that 
we must both want—and work for and long for—that day when 
'^nation shall not lift up sword against nation, neither shall they 
learn war any more.''

i  think those thousands of you who are here today at this most 
unusual event at this most unusual place, the National Reactor 
Testing Center, know perhaps more than your other 190 million 
Americans just what a great force nuclear energy can be for peace 
and just how much the liberty-, freedom-loving Americans have that
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as their number-one objective. If we could have oiu* one wish this 
morning, it would be that infiltration would cease, that bombs would 
stop falling, and that all men everywhere could live together without 
fear in peace under a government of their own choosing.

Thank you for the courtesy that you do Mrs. Johnson and myself 
to come here and meet wdth us.

Letter From the American Ambassador at Mexico (Free
man) to the Chairman of the Preparatory Commission 
for the Denuclearization of Latin America (Garcia 
Robles), August 29, 1966 ^

D e a r  M r . C h a i r m a n ,

Pursuant to your request of May 6, 1966, I am pleased to transmit 
herewith the official comments of the United States Government on 
the “Draft Proposals for Drafting the Latin American Denuclear
ization Treaty

The United States has followed with interest the efforts to achieve 
a nuclear free zone in Latin America, and we welcome the effort 
and would be glad to see it reach a successful conclusion. Such 
success would constitute an excellent example of Latin American 
leadership and would strengthen world peace by helping to prevent 
the spread of nuclear weapons while maintaining hemispheric security. 
The United States has thus given careful attention to the Draft 
Proposals, and we hope that the following comments will prove of 
value in the deliberations of the Preparatory Commission.

Article 1

1. The United States believes that Articles 1, 3, 8, and 13 should 
be changed so as to prohibit the development of all nuclear explosives, 
whatever their intended use. In particular, the United States believes 
that the obhgations in Article 1 should be stated to apply to “nuclear 
weapons or other nuclear explosives’’, except that the treaty should 
permit the Contracting Parties to request states which possess nu
clear explosive devices to perform detonations for peaceful purposes 
under appropriate procedures. (Our views on such procedures are 
discussed in a subsequent section.) This could be accomplished by

1 ACDA files.
2 Aniey pp. 255-275.
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making suitable changes in Article 13, and by inserting in Article 1 
the phrase, ^^except as provided in Article

2. The United States assumes that the proposed treaty would im
pose no prohibition that would restrict the freedom of transit within 
the Western Hemisphere. The U.S. poUcy on freedom of transit is 
based on our national security needs and the vital security interests 
of the Hemisphere, and we do not believe a nuclear free zone need, or 
should, compromise this freedom. We therefore assume that the 
language of Article 1 as finally agreed will not in any way impair the 
freedom of transit now enjoyed by all powers.

Article 2

We suggest the deletion of the language “in accordance with its 
own legislation^’ {de cbcuerdo con su proj^ria legisladon). This language 
raises serious problems of territorial sovereignty which can not 
realistically be resolved in the context of a nuclear free zone treaty 
and would have to be dealt with elsewhere.

Article 3

We recommend that this article be changed to reflect our other 
remarks concerning “peaceful purposes’’ explosions.

Article 8

We recommend that this article be changed to reflect our other 
remarks concerning “peaceful purposes” explosions.

Article IS

We agree that Article 13 should permit the Contracting Parties to 
arrange with nuclear powers for nuclear explosions for peaceful 
purposes, but believe that it should not provide for the acquisition 
or development by the Contracting Parties of their own nuclear 
devices for such purposes. We recommend that Article 13 specifically 
prohibit the testing, manufacture, or other acquisition of all nuclear 
explosives by the Contracting Parties.

The development of any nuclear explosive device by such a Party, 
even if intended for a non-military purpose, would be essentially 
indistinguishable from a weapons development program and would 
necessarily provide information directly pertinent for such a program. 
The effect on triggering further nuclear proliferation by neighbors and 
potential adversaries would be virtually the same as from building a 
bomb. This is particularly so, since any nuclear explosive intended 
for peaceful applications coidd be used as a weapon, or could be 
readily adapted for such use. If a nuclear free zone treaty, therefore, 
permitted the manufacture or acquisition without appropriate
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controls of nuclear explosive devices for peaceful purposes, the 
treaty would be rendered virtually meaningl^s.

The United States believes, however, that possible future benefits 
of peaceful nuclear explosions should be made available to all states, 
whether or not they possess nuclear weapons, but in a manner which 
would not contribute in any way to nuclear proliferation. Accord
ingly, the United States believes that if and when peaceful applications 
of nuclear explosives that are permissible under Test Ban Treaty 
limitations prove technically and economically feasible, states that 
possess nuclear explosive devices should make available to other states 
nuclear explosive services for peaceful uses. Such a service would 
consist of performing the desired detonation under appropriate 
international observation, with the nuclear device remaining under the 
control and custody of the state that performs the service. This 
procedure would make available any possible future benefits of peace
ful nuclear explosions at a cost far below that at which other countries 
could develop and produce such devices for themselves, especially in 
the case of excavation projects where only highly sophisticated 
thermo-nuclear explosives are really useful.

Paragraph 3 of Article 13 provides that appropriate officials shall 
have unrestricted access to any area in the vicinity of the explosion 
site. Since this could result in the compromise and divulging of 
sensitive design data of the nuclear device and of other techniques, 
we suggest that the officials only be given such access as is necessary 
to ensure compliance with paragraph 2 of this Article.

Article 14

The United States understands that the governments of Latin 
America represented on the Preparatory Commission are considering 
the question of the relationship of the Agency to the Organization of 
American States (OAS). We concur that this question should be 
studied, and we believe that appropriate relationships with the OAS 
should be estabhshed. We suggest that Article 14 contain a provision 
stating that appropriate relationships be concluded with the OAS. 
Our views on what these relationships could consist of are explained 
later.

Article 19

We suggest deletion of this article. Since paragraph 1 is subject 
to the consent of the parties, it adds nothing to Article 36 of the 
Statute of the International Court of Justice. Paragraph 2 fails to 
meet the requirements of paragraph 2 of Article 96 of the United 
Nations Charter.
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Article 2S

1. Regarding the question of the states that must ratify the pro
posed treaty prior to its entry into force, we note that the Draft 
Proposals contain two versions. In paragraph 1 of the left-hand 
column, it is implied that the treaty could enter into force when only 
two states had ratijfied, while paragraph 1 a. of the right-hand column 
sets forth the requirement, based on Article 20, that all the states 
referred to in Article 20 must ratify the treaty before it can enter into 
force.

As stated in the letter signed for the United States by WiUiam C. 
Foster and submitted to the Preparatory Commission on December 10, 
1965, ^̂ the United States believes it important that all states in the 
area should participate. The refusal of certain states to participate 
would lead us to consider whether their exclusion might render the 
agreement ineffective or meaningless, or whether the agreement would 
still be worthwhile’’.̂  The decision of whether the refusal of a certain 
state to participate in a nuclear free zone would render the agreement 
ineflFective is in the first instance the decision of the states of the 
region. The United States hopes that the question of participation 
in a Latin American nuclear free zone will be duly resolved by the 
governments of Latin America upon their thorough consideration of 
all existing conditions.

2. On the question of the relationship of the present nuclear powers 
to the proposed nuclear free zone, we also note that the draft pro
posals contain two versions. In Article 23, paragraph 1 b. in the 
right-hand column calls for the signatiu*e and ratification by the 
nuclear powers of a Protocol of Guaranty prior to the entry into 
force of the treaty. Alternatively, Annex I of the draft proposals 
provides that the commitment of the nuclear powers to respect a 
Latin American nuclear free zone would be obtained by means of a 
United Nations General Assembly resolution after the treaty had 
been signed.

Since the purpose of a nuclear free zone is to serve as an aid in 
halting the proliferation of nuclear weapons, the United States believes 
that the first priority is for the states of the area concerned to agree 
on and enact the nuclear free zone. The United States does not 
believe that it is necessary to obtain guarantees of respect from 
nuclear powers prior to the entry into force of the zone. Our com
ments on appropriate means to obtain respect for the zone are con
tained in the following section.

 ̂Documents on Disarmament  ̂ 1966  ̂ p. 627.
256-693 0 — 67-------41



626 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1966

A s s u r a n c e s  o f  R e s p e c t  f o r  a  N u c l e a r  F r e e  Z o n e

Should an acceptable Latin American nuclear free zone treaty be 
agreed upon, the United States would undoubtedly wish to join in a 
resolution under which, for example, the General Assembly welcomed 
the intention of those states approving the resolution to support and 
respect the treaty. However, the type of resolution contained in 
Annex 1 of the Draft Proposals assumes that binding, treaty-like 
commitments can be undertaken by voting for a General Assembly 
resolution. Chapter IV of the United Nations Charter establishes 
that Assembly resolutions are recommendatory. We could not accept 
an effort which would establish a contrary practice whereby, in sup
porting an Assembly resolution, states would obligate themselves in 
the same way as if they had subscribed to a treaty. Furthermore, 
the use of a resolution such as that suggested in Annex 1 would also 
present us with difficult constitutional problems.

If the Preparatory Commission intends to seek a binding com
mitment from the nuclear powers to respect a nuclear free zone, we 
believe that the use of a protocol would be the most appropriate 
method. However, if a less formal and more generalized commitment 
would meet the needs of the Contracting Parties, the Commission may 
wish to consider the use of a recommendatory General Assembly 
resolution as mentioned above, or the request of individual declarations 
of intent from each of the nuclear powers to respect the nuclear free 
zone.

These comments do not, of course, represent a decision or obligation 
by the United States to undertake a commitment at this time. As we 
have previously indicated, our final position will have to await deci
sions by the Latin American states on the nature and scope of the 
proposed nuclear free zone.

P ro to co l  o f  G u a r a n t y  II

We note that this Protocol calls for the inclusion in the nuclear free 
zone by the states named of all those territories over which they 
exercise de jure or de facto responsibility. While the United States 
favors in principle the placing of appropriate territories in the nuclear 
free zone, we do not beheve it is necessary to make this an all-inclusive 
policy. In some cases, existing political and international considera
tions could create difficulties in seeking to include territories. We 
believe that the states concerned should be invited to place territories 
in the nuclear free zone.

The United States has made clear in the December 10, 1965 letter 
its position regarding those areas over which it has responsibility. 
In that letter, we stated that, “We do not wish to have included in
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the proposed nuclear free zone the Virgin Islands, since it is United 
States territory, or the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, because of 
its integral relationship with the United States. In the case of both 
of these areas, the United States must deal with disarmament policies 
affecting other nuclear powers. From the US point of view, we would be 
agreeable to inclusion of the Panama Canal Zone, although of course 
the weU-established transit rights would not be affected by the estab
lishment of the proposed nuclear free zone. We could also agree 
to include Guantanamo if Cuba participates.’̂

I n t e r n a t i o n a l  A to m ic  E n e r g y  A g e n c y  ( I A E A )  

R e l a t io n s h i p

As stated on previous occasions, the United States supports the 
utilization of the IAEA safeguards system  ̂ in the proposed nuclear 
free zone. We strongly favor the initiative by the Latin American 
nations to submit their nuclear programs to IAEA safeguards. We 
would welcome an initiative to attach such safeguards on any nuclear 
material exported from the zone.

However, the IAEA can not assume responsibiUty for control 
against the importation of nuclear weapons, since safeguards can 
only detect diversion from peaceful uses in specifically identified 
installations to which the IAEA has access. For verification against 
the introduction of nuclear weapons, other procedures must be 
considered, and we understand that this is the intent of Article 12, 
paragraphs 1 b. and c.

The United States hopes that the negotiation of the bilateral agree
ments between each Contracting Party and the IAEA will proceed 
promptly, but that unavoidable delays in their conclusion will not 
prejudice the establishment of an otherwise acceptable nuclear free 
zone, since other inspection procedures would be available under 
Article 12.

R e l a t io n s h i p  o f  t h e  A g e n c y  to  t h e  OAS

The United States would like to suggest that the Preparatory 
Commission may wish to consider a cooperative arrangement between 
the Agency and the OAS patterned on Specialized Organization 
status. A precedent for such an arrangement is found in the coopera
tive arrangement authorized by the Council of the OAS on April 1, 
1959 in the case of the United International Bureaux for the Protec
tion of Industrial, Literary, and Artistic Property. The Report of 
the OAS Committee on that occasion (C-i-396, Rev. 3, April 1, 
1959) contains valuable comments concerning the rationale for such 
arrangements.

* Ihid.y pp. 446-460.
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The cooperative arrangement could include such things as periodic 
reports of the Agency’s work; reports to the Council of the OAS on the 
annual budget and expenses; consultation on mutual problems; 
exchange of information, documents, and reports; and appropriate 
provisions for attendance at each other’s meetings.

As indicated above, we suggest that Article 14 contain a provision 
stating that appropriate relationships be established with the OAS. 
In addition, we believe it would be desirable to amend paragraphs 
6 and 8 of Artide 12, along the lines suggested by the Venezuelan 
Delegation in document COPREDAL/L/14 dated May 1, 1966, to 
provide for submission of reports by the Secretary General of the 
Latin American Denuclearization Agency to the OAS. The United 
States also believes worthy of consideration the Venezuelan suggestion 
that paragraph 1 b of Article 12 be amended to provide that the assist
ance of the OAS and its Specialized Organizations be sought in 
certain cases.

B o u n d a r i e s  o f  P r o p o s e d  N u c l e a r  F r e e  Z o n e

The Draft Proposals do not clearly indicate the boundaries of the 
area within which the proposed nuclear free zone would be located. 
On the northern side, the 30th parallel, north latitude is mentioned 
in Articles 6, 20, and 23, but since this includes portions of the US 
mainland, as well as Puerto Rico and the US Virgin Islands, and ex
cludes part of Mexico, we suggest that this be more precisely defined. 
On the southern side, we would recommend that the 60th parallel, 
south latitude be declared as the southern boundary, since that is the 
parallel referred to in the Antarctic Treaty as the northern limit of 
its application.

Pravda Editorial on American-Soviet Relations, 
September 1, 1966 ^

The closer the elections to the American Congress approach—they 
will be held on Nov. 8—the more frequently leading figures in the 
United States make political speeches and statements. Last week 
President Johnson, Secretary of State Rusk and Secretary of Defense 
McNamara spoke out several times in explanation and defense of the 
policy they are conducting, first of all the aggressive actions of the 
U.S.A. in Vietnam. As is known, this policy is meeting with growing

• Pravda, Sept. 1, 1966, p. 3; The Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XVIII
no. 35, (Sept. 21, 1966), pp. 21-22.
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dissatisfaction on the part of Americans, and the latest public opinion 
polls have shown that the prestige of the present leadership of the 
U.S.A. is continuing to fall rapidly.

The international isolation of the United States is having an in
creasingly more telling effect—even its closest allies in the aggressive 
military blocks are refusing to support the dirty war against the 
Vietnamese people.

The American press and radio, assiduously propagandizing the ever 
more frequent speeches of United States leaders, are devoting the 
greatest possible attention to the President's speech in the city of 
Idaho Falls,^ striving in every way to make things appear as if this 
speech contained new and, moreover, constructive Avords in the field 
of foreign policy.

Just what was actually said in Idaho Falls, and to what extent is 
the American press justified in giving this speech such great attention?

In fact, the President of the U.S.A. did touch on important ques
tions— ĥe mentioned the danger of the nuclear arms race and spoke of 
the importance of improving American-Soviet relations. These 
utterances might possibly have had definite importance had they not 
been thoroughly interwoven with the usual anti-Soviet, anti-Vietnam 
and anticommunist statements or had they not contained the claims 
to the role of world gendarme that have become customary in the 
speeches of U.S. political leaders, and had the words uttered in Idaho 
Falls not been at variance with deeds.

In these conditions, the speech which, in the words of The New* 
York Times, ^*could prove * * * a historic (?!) document,”  ̂ in reality 
looks like a venture aimed at catching votes for the candidates of the 
ruling party in the forthcoming elections and at achieving a certain 
foreign-policy effect.

The President of the U.S.A. uttered the following words: 'W e 
have always had to show not only determination but also restraint, 
to be firm but not carelessly to approach the brink of war.” Not 
approach the brink? But after all, the United States has not only 
approached it but has long since crossed it, sending hundreds of 
thousands of its soldiers, armed to the teeth, against the peace-loving 
Vietnamese people, few in numbers, who are courageously defending 
their freedom and independence in the struggle against the American 
imperialists who have attacked them.

The President of the U.S.A. spared no words in describing the 
horrors of a war involving the use of nuclear weapons. But at the 
same time he deemed it necessary to state that allegedly ‘'these 
weapons prevent war,” ''help prevent the spread of communism to a

 ̂The President's speech appears ante, pp. 618-622.
2 Cf. New York Times, Sept. 27, 1966, p. 10.
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substantial part of the world^  ̂ and that supposedly they ^^make it 
possible for our friends to rebuild (?!) their countries in conditions of 
freedom (Is it the use of these “miracle-working” weapons in Hiro
shima and Nagasaki that he has in mind?).

The President of the U.S.A. deemed it necessary to state that 
Americans are imited with the Russian people “by a common desire 
for life, a love of songs and traditions and an awareness of the fact 
that our two countries are countries of great potential.’̂  But he 
preferred to pass by in silence the radical and fundamental questions 
separating the U.S.A. and the Soviet Union—we have in mind spe
cifically the police doctrine of armed intervention by the United States 
wherever in the world it considers such intervention corresponds to 
its “national interests/^ which was given broad publicity by Secretary 
of State Rusk in the Senate 24 hours before the President’s speech.^

There is a truly pharisaical ring to the sugar-coated phrases about 
the benefits of a “gradual increase in common interests/’ and the 
hypocritical and insidious arguments that the “conflict’’ in Vietnam 
supposedly “must not deter us from finding new paths in relations 
with one another,” since, he says, the goals which the United States 
is setting for itself “do not threaten the vital interests of the Soviet 
Union or the territory of any of its friends.”

It is difiicult to imagine that Washington can be so poorly informed 
with respect to the fundamental principles of Soviet foreign policy as 
to seriously proceed from such premises. Of course, the warning 
made at the 23rd C.P.S.U. Congress is remembered there. The 
Report of the Central Committee stated clearly: “The Congress 
emphatically declares that in 'escalating’ the shameful war against 
the Vietnamese people, the aggressors will encounter ever-growing 
support for Vietnam on the part of the Soviet Union and other socialist 
friends and brothers.”  ̂ This statement met with the unanimous 
approval of the Congress and the entire Soviet people.

It was then stated clearly and distinctly that the U.S.S.R. is pre
pared to live in peace with all countries, but it cannot tolerate im
perialist lawlessness with regard to other peoples. Our party and our 
state categorically reject the absurd viewpoint that claims that the 
great powers can build their relations at the expense of other countries 
and peoples.

Just why is this absurd viewpoint now being advanced anew by 
leading figures in the U.S.A., as if it were some sort of innovation 
supposedly opening a path to the normalization of international rela
tions? I t is only because their ulterior motive is in this way to be 
able to muddy the waters and sow seeds of doubt in the ranks of the

* Department of State Bulletin, Sept. 12, 1966, pp. 377-381.
2 The Current Digest of the Soviet Press, vol. XV^III, no. 12 (Apr. 12, 1966), p. 11.
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fighters for freedom and independence who are waging valiant battle 
wherever the American imperialists and their allies are tr3ring to block 
the path of the national-liberation and revolutionary movement.

The crudeness of this political maneuver is made all the more 
obvious by the fact that literally at the same time as the President's 
speech U.S. Secretary of Defense McNamara was informing the press 
that the government had decided to intensify the arms race still more 
and to send additional troops to Vietnam.

The highly significant circumstance that the U.S. President’s 
speech was delivered to the accompaniment of massive bombing raids 
by American aircraft in Vietnam also did not go unnoticed. Repre
sentatives of the occupying forces’ command noted boastfully that in 
these past few days the number of sorties by American aircraft in 
Vietnam had attained a record figure!

In the face of such obvious facts, it is necessary once more to 
emphasize that the policy of the Soviet Union is a policy of resolute 
rebuff to all imperialist aggression, a policy of the strengthening of 
peace and the security of the peoples. I t is defined by a firm resolve 
to strengthen the unity and solidarity of the socialist countries; to sup
port the peoples who are struggling for their national liberation, to 
develop all-round cooperation with the young independent states; 
and consistently to implement the principles of the peaceful coexist
ence of states with diflFerent social systems, administering a resolute 
rebuff to the bellicose forces of imperialism and thereby preventing a 
new world war.

In implementing the foreign-policy course confirmed and developed 
by the 23rd C.P.S.U. Congress, the Soviet Union proceeds from the 
actual conditions existing in the world today, and at the same time 
takes into account the broad prospects for international develop
ment, the basic tendencies of which are favorable to the forces favoring 
the guaranteeing of peace and international security.

In these conditions, the Soviet Union intends to continue exerting 
great efforts to expand comprehensive international ties and contacts 
which correspond to the national interests of individual countries 
as well as to those of the relaxation of tension. I t  will take an in
creasingly more active part in world trade and in international 
scientific, technical and cultural cooperation.

By expanding its aggression in Vietnam and increasing international 
tension still more, the United States is in every way complicating 
and impeding this cooperation. I t  is also the United States that 
bears the responsibility for the obvious deterioration of Soviet- 
American relations. As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, it has 
not considered nor does it consider that Soviet-American relations 
cannot be other than the way they have evolved up to the present, for
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which the United States is to blame. But in order for these relations 
to improve it is necessary that the U.S.A. observe the norms of 
international law and not interfere in the internal affairs of other 
countries and peoples.

Not words about the desirability of a relaxation of international 
tension, but specific deeds, are needed. The most urgent of these 
deeds must be the cessation of the aggression of the U.S.A. in Viet
nam, the withdrawal of American armed forces and the granting to 
the Vietnamese poeple of their legitimate right to decide their own 
affairs, as was decided upon in Geneva back in 1954.

The policy of imperialist pillage and high-handedness in our century 
is doomed to failure.

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Rusk, 
September 16, 1966 ^

Q. Mr, Secretary, recently a group of rather prominent Americans 
have petitioned the President that when Chancellor Erhard comes here he 
he informed in no uncertain terms that West Germany is not to get a 
finger on the trigger of any nuclear weapons under NATO or any other 
basis. Do you have any comment on this suggestion?

N o n p r o l if e r a t i o n  o f  N u c l e a r  W e a p o n s

A. Well, I think we need to keep certain things separate and not 
let these problems get confused and mixed up.

We are opposed to the proliferation of nuclear weapons. We have 
never discussed in NATO or anywhere else any arrangements that 
would involve the proliferation of nuclear weapons, that is, the trans
fer of nuclear weapons into the hands of nonnuclear powers or the 
transfer of control of those weapons into the hands of nonnuclear 
powers. Our policy on that point is very strong indeed.

Now, the Federal Republic of Germany is about the only non
nuclear state that I know of that has formally forsworn the manufac
ture of nuclear weapons, its own nuclear weapons capability.^

That is one thing.
And if the Soviet Union and others want to talk about the problem 

of proliferation, they will find that the United States is willing to go 
all the way to insure that there is no proliferation of nuclear weapons.

 ̂Department of State Bulletin  ̂ Oct. 3, 1966, pp. 479-483.
- See American Foreign Policy  ̂ 1960-1966: Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 979 ff.
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Now, if other issues become involved into that problem, simply to 
confuse it, then the matter gets complicated.

We have an alliance in NATO comprising members who are them
selves the target of Soviet nuclear missiles. We have a NATO 
aUiance, some of whose members have nuclear weapons, and the 
circumstances, the conditions, the occasions on which those weapons 
might be used are a matter of great importance to all the members of 
the alliance.

When we are talking about war and peace, I w'ould remind you that, 
whether we are talking about nuclear weapons or conventional weap
ons, the question of the circumstances under which the alliance 
would resort to military action in its own defense is a matter of 
concern to all the members of the aUiance.

Now, we would hope that those things which have to do with 
proliferation in the true sense, in the genuine sense, could be isolated 
out so that we could all move toward progress and toward a treaty 
on the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons. And we would hope 
that this question would not be complicated by the injection of 
issues which have nothing to do with proUferation.

Now, it is not true to say that NATO nuclear arrangements, or the 
possibiUties of NATO nuclear arrangements, stand in the way of a 
nonproliferation treaty, if those who are talking about a nonprolifera
tion treaty are prepared to talk about nonproliferation and are pre
pared to put other questions to one side.

But we sympathize with the purpose that these gentlemen have in 
mind. We have no debate m th them about the importance of non- 
proHferation. And I have no doubt that if we could all concentrate 
on the problem of preventing the further spread of nuclear weapons, 
we could make substantial and rapid progress.

I will be having a chance, in the course of the next period in New 
York, at the General Assembly, to discuss this matter further with 
foreign ministers, and I hope we can make some progress on this.

Q. Mr. Secretary, with regard to disarmament agaiuj can you give us 
an assessment of the Geneva conference which has just adjourned, and 
can you tell us whether or not in your judgment some kind of 'priority 
could he given to the ideas of unilateral declarations by nonnuclear 
countries who are ready to forgo development of nuclear weapons?

G e n e v a  D is a r m a m e n t  C o n f e r e n c e

A. The recent session of the conference in Geneva did not produce 
dramatic results, although I must say that I felt that the detailed 
discussions that went on behind the scenes appeared to me to be 
quite worth while. And I noted with some interest that at the time
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of their recess the delegates there of all persuasions seemed to speak 
with some optimism about the possibilities when the conference 
reconvenes. And my guess is that these questions that were to be 
discussed at the Geneva conference will be discussed further in detail 
among some of the foreign ministers as they will be meeting with each 
other in New York in the next—during the next 2 or 3 weeks. I do 
not despair myself of the possibilities in the field of nonproKferation. 
I would hope that we could conclude a space treaty that would insure 
that space activities are concentrated on peaceful purposes. I would 
hope that we could make some headway on some of the other proposals 
that have been made by us and by others having to do with a cutoff 
in production of nuclear materials for weapons purposes and a freeze 
on the nuclear delivery vehicles and other matters so that we can 
begin to make some progress on disarmament, even though some 
of the outstanding political issues that are so difficult and so dangerous 
are still unresolved. We can’t afford to give up on this effort. And 
I think persistence might very well pay off. We would like to see 
some progress on a comprehensive test ban treaty. But thus far 
we have not been able to solve the problem of providing sufficient 
assurances and guarantees of compliance among all those that might 
be parties to the treaty.

Q u e s t i o n  o f  N u c l e a r  M a t t e r s  i n  NATO

Q. Mr. Secretary, you said the nonnuclear aUies have a right to be 
interested in the circumstances under which nuclear arms would he used. 
Where do we stand on the issue of actual 'physical sharing in the possession 
oj nuclear weapons?

A. Well, exactly how NATO ought to organize its nuclear forces is 
under continuing discussion, but the point I want to emphasize is that 
we have never, at any time, talked in NATO about any arrangements 
that involved the proliferation of nuclear weapons; and, therefore, 
contingent possibilities about NATO organization ought not to be an 
obstacle to the conclusion of a nonproliferation treaty, because we are 
opposed to the proliferation of nuclear weapons. We have demon
strated it, sometimes at the cost of relationships with some of our 
friends. We really do believe in nonproliferation; so that I would 
think that the question of nuclear matters in NATO is for NATO to 
continue to consider but that these matters should not be allowed to 
interfere with the conclusion of a nonproliferation treaty.
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Revised United States Draft Treaty Governing the Ex
ploration and Use of Outer Space, Including the Moon 
and Other Celestial Bodies, September 17, 1966 ^

The ContrcLcting Parties^
Recalling General Assembly resolution 1962 (XVIII), entitled 

^^Declaration of Legal Principles Governing the Activities of States 
in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space”, adopted unanimously by 
the General Assembly on 13 December 1963,^

Further recalling General Assembly resolution 1884 (XVIII), con
cerning weapons of mass destruction, adopted by acclamation on 17 
October 1963,^

Recognizing the common interest of all mankind in the progress of 
the exploration and use of outer space for peaceful purposes.

Desiring to contribute to broad international co-operation in the 
scientific as well as in the legal aspects of the exploration and use of 
outer space for peaceful purposes.

Anticipating the substantial contributions to scientific knowledge 
that will flow from international co-operation in the scientific in
vestigation of outer space and celestial bodies.

Convinced that a treaty on the exploration and use of outer space 
and celestial bodies will further the purposes and principles of the 
Charter of the United Nations,

Agree as follows :
A r t ic l e  1

The exploration and use of outer space, including the moon and 
other celestial bodies, shall be carried 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 international 
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 celestial bodies, and States shaU facili
tate and encourage international co-operation in such investigation.

1 A/6392, Sept. 19, 1966. Ambassador Goldberg transmitted the draft treaty 
to Secretary-General Thant on Sept. 17, with the request that it be included on 
the agenda of the 21st General Assembly.

2 Documents on Disarmament  ̂ 1963, pp. 644-646.
3 Ibid., p. 538.
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A r t ic l e  2

The 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 exclusively for 
peaceful purposes. The establishment of military bases and fortifica
tions, the testing of any type of weapons, and the conduct of military 
manoeuvres shall be forbidden. The present Treaty does not prohibit 
the use of any type of personnel or equipment for scientific research or 
any other peaceful purpose.

A r t ic l e  3

Outer space, including the moon and other celestial bodies, is not 
subject to national appropriation by claim of sovereignty, by means of 
use or occupation, or by any other means.

A r t ic l e  4

The 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 
Charter of the United Nations, in the interest of maintaining inter
national peace and security and promoting international co-operation 
and understanding.

A r t ic l e  5

All stations, installations, equipment and space vehicles on the 
moon and other celestial bodies shall be open to representatives of 
other States Parties to this 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.

A r t ic l e  6

The States Parties to the Treaty take note of the desirability of the 
fullest exchange of information concerning the nature, conduct and 
locations of activities on celestial bodies and, to the extent feasible 
and practicable, will promptly submit reports to the other Parties to 
the Treaty or the Secretary-General of the United Nations and to the 
international scientific community.

A r t ic l e  7

The States Parties to the Treaty shall regard astronauts as envoys 
of mankind in outer space and shall render to them all possible assist
ance in the event of accident, distress or emergency landing on the
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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 
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.

A r t ic l e  8

Each State Party to the Treaty that launches or procures the launch
ing of an object into outer space, including the moon and other 
celestial bodies, and each State Party from whose territory or facility 
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 
objects or its component parts on the earth, in air space or in outer 
space, including the moon and other celestial bodies.

A r t ic l e  9

The States Parties to the Treaty shall bear international respon” 
sibility for national activities in outer space, including the moon and 
other celestial bodies, whether such activities are carried on by gov
ernmental agencies or by non-governmental entities, and for assuring 
that national activities are carried out in conformity with the pro
visions 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 authorization and continuing supervision by the 
State concerned. When activities are carried on in outer space, 
including the moon and other celestial bodies, by an international 
organization, responsibility for compliance with this Treaty shall be 
borne both by the international organization and by the States 
Parties to the Treaty participating in such organization.

A r t ic l e  10

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 con
duct aU 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 conduct exploration of them, so as to avoid their harmful
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contamination and also adverse changes in the environment of the 
earth resulting from the introduction of extraterrestrial matter and, 
where necessary, shall adopt appropriate measures for this purpose. 
Tf 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 other States Parties in the peaceful 
exploration and use of outer space, including the moon and other 
celestial bodies, it shall undertake appropriate international consulta
tions 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, in
cluding 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 concerning the activity or experiment.

A rticle 11

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 the moon or other celestial bodies. Ownership of objects launched 
into outer space, including objects 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 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, which shall, upon request, furnish identifying data prior 
to their return.

A rticle 12

Any dispute arising from the interpretation or application of this 
Treaty may be referred by any Contracting Party thereto to the 
International Court of Justice for decision.

A r t ic l e  13

The provisions of this Treaty are adopted without prejudice to the 
negotiation of future specific agreements on the peaceful uses of outer 
space, including the moon and other celestial bodies.

A r t ic l e  14

This Treaty shall be open for signature by States Members of the 
United Nations or members of any of the specialized agencies or 
Parties to the Statute of the International Court of Justice, and by 
any other State invited by the General Assembly of the United
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Nations to become a Party. Any such State which does not sign this 
Treaty may accede to it at any time.

A r t ic l e  15

This Treaty shall be subject to ratification or approval by signatory 
States. Instruments of ratification or approval and instrimients of 
accessions shall be deposited with the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations.

A r t ic l e  16

This Treaty shall enter into force upon the deposit of the second 
instrument of ratification, approval or accession. I t  shall enter into 
force as to a State ratifying, approving or acceding thereafter upon the
deposit of its instrument of ratification, approval or accession.

\

A r t ic l e  17

A Contracting Party may propose amendments to this Treaty. 
Amendments shall come into force for each Contracting Party accept
ing the amendments on acceptance by a majority of the Contracting 
Parties and thereafter for each remaining Contracting Party on 
acceptance by it.

A r t ic l e  18

A Contracting Party may give notice of its withdrawal from this 
Treaty one year after its entry into force by written notification to the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations. Such withdrawal shall 
take effect one year from the date of receipt by the Secretary-General 
of the notification.

A r t ic l e  19

The Secretary-General of the United Nations shall inform all States 
referred to in article 14 of signatures, deposits of instruments of 
ratification, approval or accession, the date of entry into force of this 
Treaty, proposals for amendment, notification of acceptances of 
amendments, and notices of withdrawal.

A r t ic l e  20

This Treaty shall be registered in accordance with Article 102 of the 
Charter of the United Nations.

A r t ic l e  21

The original of this Treaty, of which the Chinese, English, French, 
Russian and Spanish texts are equally authentic, shall be deposited 
with the Secretary-General of the United Nations who shall send 
certified copies thereof to the States referred to in article 14.
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In  w it n e s s  w h e r e o f , the undersigned, being duly authorized, have 
signed this Treaty.

D one a t _______________ this____________ day o f___________
196______

East German Telegram to the President of the Tenth 
General Conference of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency, September 20, 1966 "

The Government of the German Democratic Republic has taken 
note of the Agency's Safeguards System ( 1 9 6 5 ) approved by the 
Ninth General Conference of IAEA and has subjected it to a close 
scrutiny.

In doing so the Government of the German Democratic Republic 
has been guided by the consideration that a system of controls regard
ing the peaceful use of nuclear energy may be a suitable step to counter
act a further spread of nuclear weapons.

In the interest of strengthening peace and lessening tensions in 
Europe, in the interest of European security and the development of a 
peaceful, nautually advantageous cooperation between European 
States, the Government of the German Democratic Republic deems 
it necessary that both German States, on the basis of sovereign 
equality, accede to the ‘̂ Agency's Safeguards System (1965).”

In this connection the Government of the German Democratic 
Republic is guided by the idea that in view of the existence of two 
German States and their special responsibility to prevent the manu
facture and further spread of nuclear weapons, the safeguards system 
can become effective only if also the Government of the West German 
Federal Republic for its part declares its accession to the ‘̂ Agency's 
Safeguards System (1965).”

The Government of the German Democratic Republic states its 
preparedness to accede, on this condition, to the ‘̂A^ency^s Safe
guards System (1965)” and simultaneously draws the attention of the 
Tenth General Conference of IAEA to the fact that membership of 
the GDR in the International Atomic Energy Agency is indispensable 
for its participation on an equal footing in the ‘‘Agency's Safeguards 
System (1965).”

' I.A.E.A. doc. GC(X)/INF/91, Sept. 27, 1966. The text of the telegram wiis 
incorporated in a letter of Sept. 26, 1966, from the Czechoslovak delegate to the 
President of the Conference {ibid.).

^Documents on Disarmament, 1966, pp. 446-460.
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Message From President Johnson to the Tenth General 
Conference of the International Atomic Energy Agency, 
September 22, 1966 ^

I welcome this opportunity to speak, through Chairman Seaborg, to 
the delegates to the 10th General Conference of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency. I believe it is highly significant that you are 
participating in the 10th annual meeting of this organization, which 
has grown in such a short time to an organization of 96 Member States 
and which has contributed so much to the development of the peaceful 
uses of nuclear energy.

The IAEA has provided the means whereby all of its members can 
work together and share the scientific developments of many nations. 
Exciting advances in nuclear applications have been made in the 
service of mankind. The atom has been unlocked and its energy 
harnessed; the technologies of nuclear power and desalting can be 
joined to convert saline water to fresh water, and the isotopes that 
come from nuclear research offer unusual applications and promise in 
medicine, and agriculture and industry. This work is of the utmost 
importance to the future of mankind and must be continued with 
increasing effort and support. At this time let me renew my country^s 
pledge to assist the IAEA in the future as we have in the past in the 
full pursuit of its goals and enormous potential.

I should like to emphasize to you my country’s dedication to three 
principles which are of particular relevance to this organization. We 
are deeply committed to the principle of international cooperation for 
peace in every field of himian endeavor. We believe strongly in 
sharing the benefits of scientific progress and we have consistently 
acted on this belief. And we have worked, and will continue to work, 
toward the economic development of the world's less developed 
countries.

If nuclear energy is to play its rightful role in contributing to these 
goals, the Agency has a crucial responsibility to see that the vast 
beneficial uses of nuclear energy are not diverted for military purposes. 
I cannot say often enough that the prevention of the spread of nuclear 
weapons is one of the most important tasks of our times. We look on 
the Agency's safeguards system^ as one of the principal instruments 
for accomplishing this task. The U.S. Government fully supports 
the Agency system and we will do all in our power to support the 
continued growth and technical effectiveness of the system. But

1 A.E.C. press release S-27-66, Sept. 22, 1966. A.E.C. Chairman Seaborg 
read the message to the conference in his speech of the same date.

2 Documents on Disarmament  ̂ 1965j pp. 446-460.
256-693 0 — 67 i2



642 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1966

its success depends on the support of all members—and 1 urge all 
members to foster the continued healthy development and wide
spread application of this vital system.

On behalf of the people of the United States, I send you con
gratulations for your achievements and very best wishes for your 
future undertakings.

Extract From Statement by the Polish Representative 
(Billig) to the Tenth General Conference of the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency (Summary), Septem
ber 22, 1966 ^

53. M r . B illig (Poland) said that the Agency was beginning the 
tenth year of its activity and had proved that it could be an effective 
instrument for international co-operation. The participation in its 
work of scientists, administrators and diplomats had made it possible 
to find a common language in the solution of complicated questions, a 
clear example being the question of safeguards, a decision on which 
had been unanimously taken at the General Conference in Tokyo.^ 
Unfortunately, the last year had passed in an atmosphere of increasing 
tension. The armed intervention in the internal aflFairs of Viet-Nam 
had stirred the conscience of millions of people throughout the world. 
The victim of the escalation of the war was the peaceful population 
of the towns and villages. All that caused great, ever-increasing 
concern in his country, too.

54. In that connection, the importance of strengthening the 
Agency’s role in preventing the spread of atomic weapons was be
coming ever more acute. The task was to ensure that nuclear States 
did not transfer nuclear weapons to other States, and that States 
hitherto not possessing nuclear weapons did not manufacture them, 
try to obtain access to them or endeavour to gain a say in deciding 
upon their use. The nuclear claims of the Federal Republic of 
Germany were a basic obstacle in the path of concluding an agreement 
on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

55. Poland adhered to the view that the Agency and its system of 
safeguards might in certain circumstances be used as a means of 
ensuring compliance with treaties aimed at the non-proliferation 
of atomic weapons.

’ I.A.E.A. Official Records, Tenth Regular Session, GC(X)/OR.103, p. 8.
 ̂See Documents on Disarmament, 1966, pp. 446-460.
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66. Recalling that Poland had put forward such plans for collateral 
measures in the sphere of atomic disarmament as the Rapacki plan 
providing for the establishment of a denuclearized zone in Central 
Europe  ̂ and the Gomulka plan for a ‘̂freeze’̂  of nuclear armaments 
in that area,^ he declared that, in view of the Agency^s role and 
opportunities in that field, Poland would be prepared to place its own 
atomic installations imder Agency safeguards if the Federal Republic 
of Germany did the same. He believed that a number of other 
European States would also adopt a similar course.

Extract From Statement by the Czechoslovak Representa
tive (Neumann) to the Tenth General Conference of 
the International Atomic Energy Agency fSummary}, 
September 22, 1966 ^

The Czechoslovak Government wished to facilitate a solution of 
the important problem facing the Agency of creating a safeguards 
system which would make it impossible to use atomic energy for 
military purposes, and was prepared to place its atomic plants, in
cluding nuclear power stations, under Agency safeguards.^ How
ever, it had to take into accoxmt its own safety, and could 
therefore only make such an offer on condition that the Federal 
Republic of Germany also submitted its nuclear facilities to safe
guards.

Extract From Statement by the Soviet Representative 
(Morokhov) to the Tenth General Conference of the 
International Atomic Energy Aeency {Summary), 
September 22, 1966 ^

The Soviet Union welcomed the action of the Polish People’s 
Republic and the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic, which had ex-

‘ Ibid., 196H, vol. I, pp. 201-205.
2 Ibid., 1964, pp. 53-55.
’ I.A.E.A. doc. GC(X)/OR.104, p. 3.
 ̂For the I.A.E.A. safeguards system, see Documents on Disarmamentj 1966̂  

pp. 446-460.
«I.A.E.A. doc. GC(X)/OR.104, p. 10.
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pressed readiness to place theii* installations under Agency safe
guards.  ̂ As an act of reciprocity, the Western Powers should of 
course place under Agency safeguards nuclear installations in non
nuclear countries belonging to the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza
tion, particularly the Federal Republic of Germany. Such an approach 
could introduce an essentially new element into the Agency’s work 
relating to safeguards. The statement which the socialist States had 
made that day demonstrated theii- good will and their sincere desire 
that the Agency’s safeguards system,  ̂by extending to a wider circle 
of non-nuclear States, should help prevent the use of atomic energy 
for military purposes. The placing of appropriate installations in the 
Federal Republic of Germany under Agency safeguards could be a 
definite obstacle to that country’s using its atomic industrial potential 
for manufacturing nuclear weapons.

Extract From Statement by the F.R.G. Representative 
(Pretsch) to the Tenth General Conference of the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency {Summary}, Septem
ber 22, 1966^

The Federal Republic of Germany had expressly renounced the 
production of atomic weapons as early as 1954; * it had also made all 
nuclear fuels and plants in the Federal Republic subject to the 
safeguard procedures of EUR ATOM.® Together those measures 
constituted a guarantee that nuclear energy in the Federal Republic 
was used exclusively for peaceful purposes. In addition, his Govern
ment had declared its readiness to include in all its contracts for the 
supply of nuclear materials and equipment to countries outside the 
EURATOM area a clause requiring safeguards to be applied by the 
Agency, provided other supplying countries were willing to impose the 
same condition. I t hoped that an increasing number of nations would 
be prepared to accept no less comprehensive international safeguard 
procedures than those it had accepted itself. The statements made by 
the delegations of Poland and Czechoslovakia expressing their coun
tries’ submission in principle to the Agency’s safeguards represented a 
first step in that direction.®

 ̂Supra.
2 See Documents on Disarmament  ̂ 1966  ̂ pp. 446-460.
3 LA.E.A. doc. GC(X)/OR.104, p. 14.
 ̂American Foreign Policy, 1960-1966: Basic Documents  ̂ vol. I, pp. 980-981. 
5 See American Foreign Policy: Current Documents, 1967, pp. 518 flf.
® For the Polish and Czechoslovak statements, see ante, pp. 642-643.
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Letter From Foreign Minister Gromyko to General As
sembly President Pazhwak; Nonproliferation of Nu
clear Weapons, September 23, 1966 ^

On the instructions of the Government of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist KepubKcs, I request the inclusion of the following item, 
as an important and urgent (question, in the agenda of the twenty- 
first session of the United Nations General Assembly: “ Renunciation 
by States of actions hampering the conclusion of an agreement on 
the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons”.

The Soviet Union favours the complete prohibition of nuclear 
weapons, cessation of the production of such weapons and the de
struction of all stockpiles of such weapons. At the same time that 
it is striving for the attainment of this objective, the Soviet Union 
considers it essential that practical measures to promote nuclear 
disarmament should be taken as quickly as possible. In the view 
of the Soviet Government, action on the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons is, at present, the most important and timely measure of 
this kind which can be taken.

As you are aware, the General Assembly, after discussing the 
question of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons at its twentieth 
session on the initiative of the Soviet Union, recognized the urgent 
need to solve this problem. In resolution 2028 (XX), the Assembly 
urged ‘̂ all States to take all steps necessary for the early conclusion 
of a treaty to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons” . In 
its resolution, the Assembly indicated that a treaty on non
proliferation should contain no loop-holes which might permit nuclear 
or non-nuclear Powers to proliferate, directly or indirectly, nuclear 
weapons in any form.^

On the basis of the recommendations of the twentieth session of the 
General Assembly, the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament 
conducted negotiations at Geneva looking to the preparation of a 
draft Treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. Unfor
tunately, it must be noted that these negotiations have as yet pro
duced no positive results and a problem which affects the vital interests 
of all peoples remains unsolved. This situation results from the fact 
that the Western Powers, and in the first instance the United States, 
are attempting, in spite of the clearly worded recommendations of 
the General Assembly, to leave loop-holes in the non-proliferation

1 A/6398, Sept. 23, 1966. The draft resolution enclosed with the letter appears, 
infra,

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1966, pp. 532-534.



646 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1966

treaty which open the way for non-nuclear States belonging to NATO, 
particularly West Germany, to gain access to nuclear weapons or 
for the implementation of other projects for the so-called ‘̂division 
of nuclear responsibiUty’̂  within that military alliance.

The Soviet Government is compelled to point out that this position 
adopted by the Western Powers is contrary to the objectives of 
General Assembly resolution 2028 (XX).

The Soviet Government expresses its firm conviction that at the 
present time, when the urgent necessity of preventing the dangerous 
proliferation of nuclear weapons is recognized by an overwhelming 
majority of Governments and when international negotiations are 
under way on this question, it is particularly important to create a 
favourable atmosphere for these negotiations and to avoid any actions 
which might block an agreement on the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons.

In our opinion, most States Members of the United Nations share 
our concern over the attempts to hamper the conclusion of an agree
ment on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. I t  should be 
recalled in this connexion that, as long ago as October 1964, the Cairo 
Conference of Heads of States or Government of Non-Aligned Coun
tries requested ‘̂The Great Powers to abstain from all policies con
ducive to the dissemination of nuclear weapons and their by-products 
among those States which do not at present possess them’\^

The Soviet Government, prompted by the desire to facilitate the 
conclusion of an agreement on the non-proliferation of nuclear weap
ons, urges the General Assembly to give the fullest possible considera
tion at its twenty-first session to the question of ^^Renunciation by 
States of actions hampering the conclusion of an agreement on the 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons’\

I should be grateful if you would regard this letter as an explanatory 
memorandum within the meaning of rule 20 of the rules of procedure 
of the General Assembly and circulate both this letter and the attached 
Soviet draft resolution as official United Nations documents.

1 Ibid., 1964, p. 444.
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Soviet Draft Resolution Submitted to the General Assem
bly: Renunciation by States of Actions Hampering the 
Conclusion of an Agreement on the Nonproliferation 
of Nuclear Weapons, September 23, 1966 ^

The General Assembly,
Recalling its resolution 2028 (XX) of 19 November 1965,^
Convmced that the proliferation of nuclear weapons would endanger 

the security of all States and hamper the achievement of general and 
complete disarmament,

Considering that international negotiations are now under way 
with a view to the preparation of a treaty on the non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons and wishing to create an atmosphere conducive 
to the successful conclusion of those negotiations.

Urgently appeals to States:
1. Pending the conclusion of a treaty on the non-proliferation of 

nuclear weapons, to refrain from any actions which might hamper 
the conclusion of an agreement on the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons;

2. To take all necessary steps for the earliest possible conclusion 
of a treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

Statement by President Johnson on the Fifth Anniversary 
of the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, Septem
ber 24, 1966 ^

Five years ago Monday [September 26], the Congress passed and 
the President approved the United States Arms Control Act,^ because 
the people of this Nation felt that the most urgent goal of national 
poUcy was to build a peaceful world environment.

When the United States was the only nation possessing atomic 
weapons, we urged others to join us in placing all atomic facilities 
under international control. Now five nations possess nuclear 
weapons.

1 A/6398, Sept. 23, 1966. The United States and other countries later cospon
sored this resolution. An amended version was adopted by the G.A. on Nov. 4 
{posty pp. 686-687).

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1966, pp. 532-534.
3 Department of State Bulletin, Oct. 31, 1966, pp. 687-688.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 482-495.
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We are still seeking and urging the effective international control 
of atomic facilities and weapons.

The highest priority goal of national policy continues to be: to lift 
Jrom mankind the threat oj nuclear war.

This means we must continue to seek and gain agreements that 
would bring the nuclear arms race under control and prevent the 
further spread of nuclear weapons.

In observing this fifth anniversary of the Arms Control and Dis
armament Act, I, as President of the United States, pledge this 
Government to continue the search for peace, on every front, what
ever the obstacles we may confront—^however long the road may be.

Soviet Draft Resolution Submitted to the First Committee 
of the General Assembly: Elimination of Foreign Mili
tary Bases in the Countries of Asia, Africa, and Latin 
America, September 26, 1966 ^

The General Assembly,
Noting with concern that foreign military bases in the territory of 

independent States of Asia, Africa and Latin America are used for 
direct military intervention in the internal affairs of peoples, for 
suppression of their struggle for independence and freedom and for 
dangerous activities which threaten world peace,

Considering that the existence of military bases in dependent 
Territories is incompatible with the General Assembly resolution 
on the implementation of the Declaration on the Granting of Inde
pendence to Colonial Countries and Peoples (resolution 2105 (XX)). 
requesting the colonial Powers to dismantle the military bases estab
lished in colonial Territories and to refrain from establishing new 
ones,^

1. Invites States with military bases in the territory of independent 
States or dependent Territories in Asia, Africa and Latin America 
immediately to eliminate these bases and never to establish others;

2. Bequests the Secretary-General of the United Nations to super
vise the fulfilment of the terms of this resolution and to report on 
the results of its implementation to the General Assembly at its 
twenty-second session.

 ̂ A/C.1/L.369, Sept. 26, 1966. The draft resolution was not voted on.
2 General Assembly Official Records: Twentieth Session, Supplement No. 14 

(A/6014), pp. 3-4.
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Address by President Johnson to the National Conference 
of Editorial Writers, October 7, 1966 ^

Mr, Glendinen, Mr, Secre^ry, Mr, Ambassador, members of the Con
ference of Editorial Writers, ladies and gentlemen:

I am a little baffled by this room. It makes a speaker have to 
talk out of both sides of his mouth.

Since the Secretary took you on a quick trip around the world, 
I hope you will pardon me if I just ask you to go across the Atlantic 
with me.

I remember some years ago President Franklin D. Roosevelt ad
dressed the Daughters of the American Revolution. His opening 
words were not his usual, ‘‘My friends,” but instead he said, ‘̂ My 
fellow immigrants.”

And he was right, because most of our fathers came from Europe— 
east or west, north or south. They settled in London, Kentucky; 
Paris, Idaho; and Rome, New York. Chicago, with Warsaw, is one 
of the great Polish cities of the world. And New York is the second 
capital of half of the nations of Europe. That really is the story of 
our country.

Americans and all Europeans share a connection which transcends 
political differences. We are a single civilization; we share a common 
destiny; our future is a common challenge.

Today two anniversaries especially remind us of the interdepend
ence of Europe and America.

—On September 30, 17 years ago, the Berlin airlift ended.
—On October 7, just 3 years ago, the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty 

was ratified.^

There is a healthy balance here. I t is no accident. I t reflects 
the balance the Atlantic allies have always tried to maintain between 
strength and conciliation, between firmness and flexibility, between 
resolution and hope.

The Berlin airlift was an act of measured firmness. Without that 
fiirmness, the Marshall plan and the recovery of Western Europe, 
of course, would have been impossible.

That hopeful and progressive achievement, the European Economic 
Community, would never have been born.

1 Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents  ̂ Oct. 17, 1966, pp. 1444-1449. 
The address was delivered at New York.

2 Documents on Disarmamentj 1963, pp. 291-293.
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The winds of change which are blowing in Eastern Europe would 
not have been felt here today.

All these are the fruits of our determination.
The Test Ban Treaty is the fruit of our hope. With more than 100 

other cosigners we have committed ourselves to advance from de
terrence through terror toward a more cooperative international 
order. We must go forward to banish all nuclear weapons—and to 
banish war itself.

So a just peace remains our most important goal. But we know 
that the world is changing. Our policy must reflect the reality of 
today—not yesterday. In every part of the world new forces are 
standing at the gates: new countries, new aspirations, new men. In 
this spirit let us look ahead to the tasks that confront us today in the 
Atlantic nations, as I will look ahead a little later to the tasks that 
confront us in another part of the world as I travel 25,000 miles in the 
Pacific area.

Europe has been at peace since 1945. But it is a restless peace 
that^s shadowed by the threat of violence.

Europe is partitioned. An unnatural line runs through the heart 
of a very great and a very proud nation. History warns us that until 
this harsh division has been resolved, peace in Europe will never be 
secure.

We must turn to one of the great unfinished tasks of our generation— 
and that unfinished task is making Europe whole again.

Our piu’pose is not to overturn other governments, but to help the 
people of Europe to achieve together:

—a continent in which the peoples of Eastern and Western Europe 
work shoulder to shoulder together for the common good;

— a continent in which alliances do not confront each other in bitter 
hostility, but instead provide a framework in which West and East 
can act together in order to assure the security of all.

In a restored Europe, Germany can and wiU be united.
This remains a vital purpose of American policy. And we reiterated 

it and reaflirmed it to Chancellor Erhard just a few days ago. I t can 
only be accomplished through a growing reconciliation, because there 
is no shortcut.

We must move ahead on three fronts:
—First, to modernize NATO and strengthen other Atlantic alliances.
—Second, to further the integration of the Western Eiu’opean 

commimity.
—Third, to quicken progress in East-West relations.
Now may I speak to each of these in turn.
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I.
Our first concern is to keep NATO strong, and to keep it modern 

and to keep it abreast of the times in which we live.
The Atlantic alliance has already proved its vitality. Together, we 

have faced the threats to peace which have confronted us—and we 
shall meet those which may confront us in the future.

Let no one doubt ever for a moment the American commitment. 
We shall not ever unlearn the lesson of the thirties, when isolation 
and withdrawal were our share in the common disaster.

We are committed, and we are committed to remain firm.
But the Atlantic alliance is a living organism. It must adapt 

itself to the changing conditions.
Much is already being done to modernize its structures:
—we are streamlining NATO command arrangements;
—we are moving to establish a permanent nuclear planning 

committee;
—we are increasing the speed and certainty of supply across the 

Atlantic.
However, there is much more that we can do.
There is much more that we must do.
The alliance must become a forum, a forum for increasingly close 

consultations. These should cover the full range of joint concerns— 
from East-West relations to crisis management.

The Atlantic alliance is the central instrument of the entire Atlantic 
community. But it is not the only one. Through other institutions, 
the nations of the Atlantic are now hard at work on constructive 
enterprise.

In the Kennedy Round we are negotiating with the other free 
world nations to reduce tariffs everywhere. Our goal is to free the 
trade of the world, to free it from arbitrary and artificial restraints.

We are engaged on the problem of international monetary reform.
We are exploring how best to develop science and technology as 

a common resource. Recently the Italian Government has suggested 
an approach to narrowing the gap in technology between the United 
States and Western Europe. That proposal, we think, deserves 
very careful study and consideration. The United States stands 
ready to cooperate with all of the European nations on all aspects 
of this problem.

Last—and perhaps really most important—we are working together 
to accelerate the growth of the developing nations. It is our common 
business to help the millions in these developing nations improve 
their standards of life, to increase their life expectancy, to increase 
their per capita income, to improve their health, their minds, their
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bodies, to, in turn, help them really fight and ultimately conquer 
the ancient enemies of mankind: hunger, illiteracy, ignorance, and 
disease. The rich nations can never live as an island of plenty in 
a sea of poverty.

Thus, while the institutions of the Atlantic commimity are growing, 
so are the tasks that confront us multiplying.

II.

Second among our tasks is the vigorous pursuit of further unity 
in the West.

To pursue that unity is neither to postpone nor to neglect for a 
moment our continuous search for peace in the world. There are 
good reasons for this.

—A united Western Eiu’ope can be our equal partner in helping 
to build a peaceful and just world order;

—a united Western Europe can move more confidently in peaceful 
initiatives toward the East;

—unity can provide a framework within which a unified Germany 
can be a full partner without arousing fears.

We look forward to the expansion and to the further strengthening 
of the European conmiunity. Of course, we reaUze that the obstacles 
are great. But perseverance has already reaped larger rewards than 
many of us dared hope for only a few years ago.

The outlines of the new Europe are clearly discernible. I t is a 
stronger, it is an increasingly united but open Europe—with Great 
Britain a part of it—and with close ties to America.

III.

Finally, thirdly, one great goal of a united West is to heal the wound 
in Europe which now cuts East from West and brother from brother.

That division must be healed peacefully. I t  must be healed with 
the consent of Eastern European countries and consent of the Soviet 
Union. This will happen only as East and West succeed—succeed in 
building a surer foundation of mutual trust.

Nothing is more important than peace. We must improve the East- 
West environment in order to achieve the imification of Germany in 
the context of a larger, peaceful, and prosperous Europe.

Our task is to achieve a reconciliation with the East—a shift from 
the narrow concept of coexistence to the broader vision of peaceful 
engagement.

And I pledge to you today that Americans now stand ready to do 
their part.

Under the last four Presidents, our policy toward the Soviet Union
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has been the same. Where necessary, we shall defend freedom; 
where possible, we shall work with the East to build a lasting peace*

We do not intend to let our differences on Viet-Nam or elsewhere 
ever prevent us from exploring all opportimities. We want the Soviet 
Union and the nations of Eastern Europe to know that we and our 
allies shall go step by step with them just as far as they are willing to 
advance.

So let us—both Americans and Europeans—intensify, accelerate, 
strengthen our determined efforts.

We seek healthy economic and cultural relations with the Commu
nist states.

—I am asking for early congressional action on the United States- 
Soviet Consular Agreement.^

—We have just signed a new United States-Soviet Cultural Agree
ment.^

—We intend to press for legislative authority to negotiate trade 
agreements which could extend most-favored-nation tariff treatment 
to European Communist states.

—We have just concluded an air agreement with the Soviet Union.^

Today I am announcing the following new steps:

—We will reduce export controls on East-West trade with respect 
to hundreds of nonstrategic items;

—I have just today signed a determination that will allow the 
Export-Import Bank to guarantee commercial credits to four addi
tional Eastern European countries—Poland, Hungary, Bulgaria, and 
Czechoslovakia. This is good business. And it will help us—it 
will help us to build the bridges to Eastern Europe that I spoke of in 
my address at VMI only a few months ago.

—The Secretary of State is now reviewing the possibility of easing 
the burden of Polish debts to the United States through expendi
tures of our Polish currency holdings which would be, we think, 
mutually beneficial to both countries.

—The Export-Import Bank is prepared to finance American exports 
for the Soviet-Italian Fiat auto plant.

—We are negotiating a civil air agreement with the Soviet Union, 
which I referred to. This wiU, we think, greatly facilitate tourism 
in both directions.

—This summer the American Government took additional steps to 
UberaUze travel to Communist countries in Europe and in Asia. 
We intend to liberalize these rules still further ia an attempt to 
promote better understanding and increased exchanges.

1 Department of State Bulletin  ̂ June 22, 1964, pp. 979-985.
2 TIAS 6149.
3 TIAS 6135.
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—In these past weeks, the Soviet Union and the United States have 
begun to exchange cloud photographs that are taken from the weather 
satellites.

You can see in these and many other ways the ties with the East 
will be strengthened— b̂y the United States and by other Atlantic 
nations.

Agreement on a broad policy to this end, therefore, should be sought 
in existing Atlantic organs.

The principles which should govern East-West relations are now 
being discussed in the North Atlantic Council.

The OECD can also play an important part in trade and in contacts 
with the East. The Western nations can there explore the ways of 
inviting the Soviet Union and the Eastern European countries to 
cooperate in tasks of common interest and common benefit.

Hand-in-hand with these steps to increase East-West ties must go 
measures to remove territorial and border disputes as a source of 
friction in Europe. The Atlantic nations oppose the use of force to 
change existing frontiers. That is a bedrock, too, of our American 
foreign policy. We respect the integrity of a nation's boundary lines.

The maintenance of old enmities is not really in anyone's interest. 
Our aim is a true European reconcihation. We so much want to 
make this clear, to the East.

Further, it is our policy to avoid the spread of national nuclear 
programs—in Europe and elsewhere in the world.

That is why we shall persevere in efforts to try to reach an agree
ment banning the proliferation of nuclear weapons.

We seek a stable military situation in Europe—one in which we 
hope that tensions can be lowered.

To this end, the United States will continue to play its part ia 
effective Western deterrence. To weaken that deterrence might now 
create temptations and could endanger peace.

The Atlantic allies will, of course, continue together to study what 
strength NATO needs, in light of the changing technology and the 
current threat.

Reduction of Soviet forces in Central Europe would, of course, 
affect the extent of that threat.

If changing circumstances should lead to a gradual and balanced 
revision in force levels on both sides, the revision could—together with 
the other steps that I have mentioned—help gradually to shape an 
entire new political environment.

The building of true peace and reconciliation in Europe, of 
course, will be a very long process.
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The bonds between the United States and its Atlantic partners 
provide the strength, though, on which the entire security of this 
world depends. Our interdependence, therefore, is complete.

Our goal, in Europe and elsewhere, is, first of all—always—a just 
and a secure peace. I t  can most surely be achieved by common action. 
To this end, I pledge my country's best efforts:

—^best efforts to achieve new thrust for the alliance;
—to support movement toward Western European unity;
—to bring about far-reaching improvement in relations between 

the East and the West.

Our object is to end the bitter legacy of World War II.
Let all of those who wish us well, and all others also, know that our 

guard will be up but our hand will always be out.
The American people love peace and they hate war. We do not 

believe that might makes right. So in pursuit of peace, history is 
aware of our commitments—the Marshall plan, the Truman Doctrine, 
and to NATO and to SEATO. We have been tested in Berlin and in 
Korea, and in the Dominican Republic, and our brave men are being 
tested at this hour in Viet-Nam.

In every instance, our purpose has been peace, never war. Self- 
determination instead of selfish aggression. We believe that moral 
agreements are much to be preferred to military means. The con
ference table instead of the battlefield. But Americans will never 
close their eyes to reality. We back our word with dedication, and 
we also back it with the united resolve of a patient, of a determined, 
of a freedom-loving and a peaceful people. Together we shall never 
fail.

Statement by Foreign Minister Gromyko on Nonprolifer
ation of Nuclear Weapons, October 10, 1966 ^

We discussed questions relating to disarmament problems, among 
them the question of proliferation of nuclear weapons. I t looks like 
both countries, the United States and the Soviet Union, are striving 
to reach agreement to facilitate the conclusion of an international 
agreement on this question. We agreed that the exchange of views 
on this question will be continued.

 ̂ The New York TimeSy Oct. 12, 1966, pp. 1, 10. Foreign Minister Gromyko 
made the statement to the press after meetings with President Johnson and 
Secretary of State Rusk in Washington.
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News Conference Remarks by President Johnson: Rela
tions With the Soviet Union {Extract}, October 15, 
1966^

Q. Do you see any brighter hopes now jor improved relations with the 
Soviet Union, especially after your talk the other day with Mr. Gromyko?

T he  P resid en t . I am an optimist. I see no reason for the 
American people to fear the Russian people. I want and have 
wanted from the day I took the oath as President to be friendly 
with all of the peoples of the world.

I thought that we had made considerable headway in the first few 
months in the exchange of correspondence with Mr. Khrushchev. 
But after there was a change in government, and after the very 
regretful developments in Viet-Nam and the aggression that took 
place there that we were committed to resist, there seemed to be 
a cooling of relations.

I have said nothing or done nothing to contribute to that cooling. 
On the other hand, I have done everything I could, with dignity and 
with judgment, to promote friendship with the Soviet people.

We have signed a cultural agreement,^ notwithstanding the fact 
that our ^̂ Hello DoUy!̂  ̂ show had been turned back just a few weeks 
before without justification, in the light of our agreement that then 
existed.

We have just completed an air agreement.^ We are working 
very hard to get the Congress to enact the consular agreement that 
we have presented to them, that [we] have been renegotiating with the 
Russians.^ We are working hard on a space agreement which I 
proposed several months ago.^

We have hopes that we can find some language that will protect 
the national interests of both countries and permit us to enter into 
the thing that I think we need most to do: that is, a nonproliferation 
agreement.

I spent almost 2 hours with Mr. Gromyko. I thought he was 
helpful. I thought it was fruitful. I believe it will be productive.

I don^t want to get your hopes up. And I am not a prophet. I 
don^t want to prognosticate. But I feel good about our meeting.
I said to him that we would welcome a visit by the leadership of bis 
country to this country; that we welcomed his people coming here

1 Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Oct. 17, 1966, pp. 1475-1476.
2 TIAS 6149.
3 TIAS 6135.
* Department of State BiUletin, June 22, 1964, pp. 979-985.
® Antej pp. 352-355.
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in the exchange programs; and we wanted to know them better. And 
we hoped that they would know us better because we were the two 
great powers in the world. I think all of the other nations look to us 
to keep the peace of the world, so it is important that we understand 
each other and that we have proper respect for each other-

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Fedorenko) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly: Nonpro
liferation of Nuclear Weapons, October 20, 1966 ^

The First Committee of the twenty-first session of the General 
Assembly begins consideration of one of the most important inter
national problems—the problem of disarmament. There is no need 
to speak at length about the importance of this problem. I t is 
obvious to all that progress in its solution will greatly influence the 
further course of events. They may take a turn either for the lessen
ing of tensions in the world or for the further aggravation of the 
international situation, for the acceleration of the armaments race 
and for greater danger of universal war.

Considering the problems of disarmament one cannot, of course, 
disregard the present situation in the world, the increased activity 
of the forces of aggression and war. I t is obvious to all, and well 
known, that the United States of America, disregarding the dangerous 
consequences of its aggressive foreign, policy course, is conducting 
a war against the Vietnamese people on an ever-increasing scale. 
This criminal war is a main source of the present international tension. 
As a result, peace is threatened and certain signs and portents of 
mutual understanding and agreement on a number of international 
problems which have manifested themselves in the past few years 
have actually been brought to naught.

The Soviet Union consistently opposes imperialist aggression. It 
advocates respect for the sovereign rights of all States, big and small. 
I t comes out in favour of peace and friendship among peoples. The 
Soviet Union is determined to use all opportunities and to continue 
its persistent and tireless struggle for the normalization of the inter
national situation, the cessation of the armaments race, and the 
achievement of general and complete disarmament, in order to pro
tect mankind against the danger of nuclear war and prevent further 
proliferation of nuclear weapons on our planet.

1 A/C. l/PV. 1431, pp. 6-21.
256^693 0 — 67 i3
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We begin consideration of the disarmament problem by taking up 
a most urgent and important question: ‘̂ Renunciation by States of 
actions hampering the conclusion of an agreement on the non-prolif
eration of nuclear weapons’’, submitted to the twenty-first session 
of the General Assembly by the Soviet Union and supported by a 
great number of other Members of this Organization.

The non-proliferation of nuclear weapons is one of the most urgent 
problems of disarmament and requires immediate solution. All 
countries and all peoples would benefit from the solution of this 
problem. To remove the danger of proliferation of nuclear weapons 
is to meet the vital interests of peoples. All peoples look forward to 
the solution of the problem of non-proliferation in the hope of putting 
an end to, or, at any rate, lessening the danger which results from the 
dissemination of nuclear weapons: physical, geographical or political 
proliferation.

There are no insurmountable diflSculties for the solution of this 
problem. What is needed to prevent placing these weapons at the 
disposal of a great number of States, with all the serious consequences 
resulting therefrom, is good-will and the readiness to come to an agree
ment on stopping the further proliferation of nuclear weapons. I t  
is universally recognized, and hardly anyone can earnestly dispute 
the irrevocable truth, that to increase the number of countries posr 
sessing nuclear weapons or having access to them would greatly in
crease tensions in international relations and the probabihty that 
this monstrous means of mass destruction would be put to use.

Aware of the serious threat of the proliferation of nuclear weapons, 
the General Assembly last year acknowledged in its decision ‘‘the 
urgency and great importance of the question of preventing the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons’’.̂  This year again many speakers 
in the general debate, at the plenary meetings of the General Assembly, 
stressed the importance of the problem and spoke of the need for its 
solution.

Considering the problem of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, 
it is necessary to keep in mind that this problem affects not only 
nuclear Powers but all the States of the world, whatever their pohti- 
cal system, whatever continent they are situated on, because the 
danger facing the world is universal.

The proliferation of nuclear weapons threatens large countries, 
since it increases the threat of their being drawn into a nuclear war 
as a result of local conflicts, but the danger is in no way less serious 
for the small countries, for which nuclear war would have cata
strophic effects. The proliferation of nuclear weapons would greatly 
broaden the sphere of a possible nuclear conflagration, because this

 ̂ Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 532-534.
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would involve practically all the countries of the world. Therefore, 
the solution of the question of non-proliferation is the common task 
of all States, and the cause of all peoples and countries.

The Soviet Union is working consistently for the conclusion of 
an agreement on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons without 
delay. The Soviet Union has made great efforts to achieve the 
speediest solution of this important question. At the twentieth 
session of the General Assembly, the Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics submitted a draft treaty that would fully answer the need 
for preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons and that would 
close all doors and loopholes to it.  ̂ As it works for the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons, the Soviet Government does not 
in any way strive to consolidate and perpetuate the so-called nuclear 
monopoly of the nuclear Powers. Such an agreement cannot 
and must not be regarded as an end in itself; it should be regarded 
only as a step towards the prohibition and destruction of nuclear 
weapons.

The Soviet Union has proposed an extensive programme of nuclear 
disarmament. This programme provides both for the complete pro
hibition and liquidation of all stockpiles of nuclear weapons and for 
a number of collateral measures aimed at restricting nuclear weapons 
and at lessening the danger of nuclear war. These measures include, 
among others, the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons, the 
establishment of nuclear-free zones in various parts of the world, the 
prohibition of flights of aircraft carrying nuclear weapon^ beyond 
national borders, the banning of aU nuclear weapon tests, and so on. 
And it is our resolute stand that these measures should be imple
mented without any further delay or procrastination.

In order to meet the wishes of non-nuclear States, the Soviet Union 
earlier this year made an important move aimed at providing those 
countries with positive guarantees to ensure their security. In his 
message to the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee on 1 
February 1966, Mr. A. N. Kosygin, Chairman of the Council of 
Ministers of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, pointed out that 
the Soviet Union was willing to include in the treaty on the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons an article prohibiting the use of 
nuclear weapons against non-nuclear States having no such weapons 
on their territories.^

The solution of the question of the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons is not only an important problem by itself. Its solution 
can facilitate the settlement of other disarmament issues. In our 
view, its solution would be the most important link in tjie chain, of

1 Ihid.j pp. 443-446.
2 Ante  ̂ pp. 9-13.
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disarmament problems. By gripping this link, we could drag out 
the whole chain, with nuclear disarmament in the first place. Should 
we fail to resolve this question, we shall find ourselves faced with a 
new and expanded round of the nuclear race. Indeed, it is a question 
of whether nuclear weapons will fall into the hands of an ever- 
increasing number of States and proliferate and disseminate all over 
the globe, with the nuclear armaments race continuing, or whether 
it will prove possible to check this course of events, stop the prolifera
tion of nuclear armaments and take a further step towards their 
prohibition and liquidation.

The importance and the very nature of the question of non
proliferation of nuclear weapons predetermine the need for setting it 
apart from other disarmament questions and for concentrating on 
its early solution. Making the solution of the problem of non
proliferation of nuclear weapons dependent on the solution of other 
questions could impede the solution of this important and urgent 
problem as well as of other disarmament questions and those of reduc
ing international tensions. The need to single out the problem of 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons from the whole range of dis
armament questions is dictated not only by its importance and 
urgency, but also by the fact that this is a problem in which all the 
prerequisites for its solution are present.

As far back as 1961, the United Nations General Assembly sounded 
a warning signal about the looming danger of proliferation of nuclear 
weapons.^ The problem of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons 
has ever since been on the agenda of the General Assembly and of 
the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee. An important deci
sion was taken on this issue at the twentieth session of the General 
Assembly. I t contains an appeal for a speedy agreement on non
proliferation of nuclear weapons and defines the basis for the con
clusion of such a treaty. The decision stresses that the agreement 
on non-proKferation should have no loopholes which could lead to a 
proliferation of nuclear weapons in any form, either direct or indirect.

A year has passed since the adoption of that decision by the General 
Assembly. However, it must be admitted that so far it has not been 
implemented. Why is it that no treaty on the non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons, the necessity of which was stressed by the General 
Assembly, has been prepared or concluded, and why is it that the 
United Nations decision has not yet been implemented? In all 
frankness, it should be stated that it has proved impossible to come 
to an agreement in view of the fact that the United States, having 
voted for the General Assembly resolution, continued to maintain a 
position in the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee which

* Documents on Disarmament  ̂ 1961, p. 694.
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prevented agreement and which opened up the possibility for non
nuclear nations to get access to this weapon through the military 
blocs. That is the reason.

Lately, some change for the better has been discerned in the problem 
of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, a fact which we, of course, 
cannot but welcome. I t  is to be hoped that the assurances given by 
responsible oiHSicials in the United States to the effect that they are 
striving to resolve the problem of preventing a further proliferation 
of nuclear weapons will be supported by concrete and practical deeds 
on the part of the United States. This would make agreement 
possible in the near future.

In speaking on the problem of the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons, we cannot overlook the efforts of the miUtarist and revanch
ist circles in the Federal KepubUc of Germany to obtain access to 
nuclear weapons in one form or another. That policy piu*sued by 
Bonn is all the more dangerous and ominous for Europe and for 
world peace in that the United States ruling circles openly condone 
the military and revanchist plans of the West German imperialists.

Evidence of this desire of West Germany^s ruling circles to secure 
access to nuclear weapons is contained in numerous statements and 
declarations by their spokesmen. According to the British Institute 
of Strategic Studies, the Federal Republic of Germany is already 
in a position to produce plutonium in quantities sujEficient for manu
facturing thirteen atomic bombs a year, and by 1970 the Federal 
Republic should be able to produce nearly two hundred atomic bombs 
annually. I t  might be said that this atomic potential is being 
created within the framework of the peaceful uses of atomic energy. 
But if the Federal Republic of Germany really does not conceive 
of any uses other than peaceful economic uses for this potential, 
then why does its Government refuse to place its atomic installations 
under the control of the International Atomic Energy Agency? 
Apparently it is no coincidence that it has not so far responded to 
the important initiative of the Governments of the Polish People’s 
Republic, the Czechoslovak Socialist Republic and the German 
Democratic RepubUc, all of which expressed their willingness to 
place their atomic installations under IAEA control on the under
standing that similar installations in non-nuclear countries members 
of NATO would reciprocally be placed under such control, those 
of the Federal Republic of Germany in the first place.  ̂ One cannot 
take seriously the references frequently made by the Federal Republic, 
to the control exercised by Euratom, a closed organization of West 
Germany’s allies in the military NATO bloc.

 ̂ See antey pp. 640-643.
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I t  is a well-known fact that the Federal Republic of Germany seeks 
the possession of nuclear weapons through military alliances also. 
For propaganda purposes, this is covered up by talk about the need 
for the Federal Republic to be an ^^equa?  ̂partner in military matters. 
But the peoples of Europe remember very well that thirty years ago 
the same claim served as a smoke-screen for building up the Hitlerite 
military machine. This demand is even more dangerous today, 
for it involves atomic weapons.

Today the Federal Republic of Germany is persistently seeking 
to create multilateral NATO nuclear forces. Its Minister for Defence 
demands that it be allowed to participate in the joint physical pos
session of nuclear weapons, and the Minister for Foreign Affairs is 
blackmailing his NATO allies by stating that in case the plans for 
multilateral forces fail, the Federal Republic wiU start producing its 
own nuclear weapons. And what could happen tomorrow is that 
the Federal Republic might announce that those multilateral forces 
are but an intermediate stage on the way to full possession by the 
Bundeswehr of which [such?l weapons.

Besides, the efforts of the West German militarists to lay their 
hands on such weapons at any cost are dangerous in that they push 
irresponsible circles in other States to embark on the road to nuclear 
armament. I t is well-known, for example, that the Republic of 
South Africa—incidentally, helped by the Federal Republic of 
Germany—is making continuous preparations for the creation of 
its own potential for producing nuclear weapons. Their developmen t 
by still another State at this ^juncture might cause a chain reaction, 
intensifying the nuclear race in certain geographical regions and 
throughout the world as well. The tragedy is that in the long run 
this race might turn against those who initiated it.

In these circumstances it is extremely urgent to forestall any action 
that could hinder the solution of the problem of the non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons. The Soviet Government was guided by these 
considerations when it submitted to the General Assembly the im
portant and urgent question of the ‘̂Renunciation by States of actions 
hampering the conclusion of an agreement on the non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons” .̂

In drafting this proposal, we carefully studied and considered the 
views on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons expressed by the 
representatives of the various countries of the world both in the 
General Assembly and the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee 
and at various international conferences. Those statements clearly 
show their concern and their desire to create a climate in which nothing 
would hinder the positive solution of the problem of the non-prolifera-

* Antej pp. 646-647.
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tion of nuclear weapons. These purposes were served by the pro
posal made by the United Arab Republic in the Eighteen-Nation 
Disarmament Committee in 1964, the essence of which was ex
pressed by the delegation of the United Arab Republic in the Com
mittee, and which said that the parties should refrain from taking 
any measures that would jeopardize the progress that could be made 
towards an agreement on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.^ 
Similar proposals were made in the Eighteen-Nation Committee by 
the delegations of India^ and Nigeria.^ Later this important idea 
was expressed at the Cairo Conference of non-aligned countries which 
on behalf of the States and Governments of the forty-seven partici
pating countries, called for abstention from any policy that would 
encourage the proliferation of nuclear and similar weapons among 
countries not possessing them at present.^

That appeal was made exactly two years ago. The course of events 
since then has increased the danger of the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons and has rendered even more urgent the necessity for an 
agreement to avert this danger. I t is still possible to arrest this proc
ess, but with each passing month the danger increases that it may 
become irreversible and get out of control.

In these conditions it is even more necessary than two years ago 
to do our utmost to prevent developments from taking a course to
wards increasing the nuclear danger. This is particularly important 
in view of the fact that there are forces in the world which are prepared 
to go to great lengths in order to hinder solution of the problem of 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons—forces which strive to frustrate 
an agreement on this most important problem for their own selfish 
ends.

The Soviet proposal submitted to the First Committee is extremely 
simple, clear and understandable; its essence is expressed in operative 
paragraph 1 of the draft resolution, which calls upon States, pending 
the conclusion of an agreement on the non-proUferation of nuclear 
weapons, to refrain from any actions that could hamper it. The 
second operative paragraph of the Soviet draft resolution is just as 
clear. I t  appeals to States to take all necessary steps to expedite 
the conclusion of an agreement on non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons.®

It goes without saying that the Soviet proposal is not aimed at 
considering all the aspects of the problem of non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons. Its purpose is to create the most propitious climate

 ̂Documents on Disarmament  ̂ 1964̂  PP- 331-332.
2 Ihid.y pp. 410-411.
3 Ihid.y pp. 416-417.
 ̂ Ihid.j p. 444.
5 AntCi p. 647.
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that would facilitate the successful conclusion of negotiations on 
this question. In this sense, it is aimed at furthering the steps that 
were taken by the General Assembly last year. In conclusion, it 
is the hope of the delegation of the Soviet Union that all States which 
are really concerned about the conclusion of an agreement on the 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons wiU support this new Soviet 
initiative designed to make an agreement possible and feasible.

Statement by the United States Representative (Goldberg) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: Non
proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, October 20, 1966 ^

The debate on disarmament opens this year in this highly important 
Committee of the General Assembly in circumstances which hold 
substantial hope for progress in this all-important cause. This has 
not always been the case in the past, regrettably, but if we can bring 
these hopes to early fulfillment we will justify many times over the 
persistence and faith that have been shown through diflBicult and 
frustrating times in the past.

Reserving the right to speak later in the debate on specific topics 
as they arise, and in particular on the unfounded ‘̂boiler plate^’ 
statements of Mr. Fedorenko, the representative of the Soviet Union 
about the United States, the Federal RepubUc of Germany, and our 
NATO allies,  ̂I  shall confine my statement today to general observa
tions which the United States delegation earnestly hopes may con
tribute to the atmosphere and to the prospects of progress, which is 
the concern of all of us.

The first two items on our agenda relate to what has come to be 
known as non-proliferation—in other words, preventing the spread 
of nuclear weapons to States not now possessing them. That is 
as it should be, for certainly no question on the agenda of this 
Assembly warrants a higher priority. This view, fortunately, is 
very widely shared. I t was evident in General Assembly resolution 
2028 (XX) adopted last year without a dissenting vote.^ President 
Johnson expressed it in his message last January to the Eighteen- 
Nation Disarmament Committee, in which he urged that agree
ment on a non-prohferation treaty be made a priority task of that 
body.^ We were glad to find, and welcomed, the same view expressed

1 A/C. 1/PV. 1431, pp. 21-36.
2 See supra.
3 Documents on Disarmamentj 1966j pp. 532-534.
 ̂Ante, pp. 5-8.
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in the messages sent on that occasion by Chairman Kosygin of the 
Soviet Union^ and Prime Minister Wilson of the United Kingdom.^ 
In fact, discussion of this question dominated the session of the 
Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee which ran, with a brief 
interruption, from January to August of this year.

We regret that during the Geneva discussions no final agreement 
was reached. But it would be a complete misreading of the record 
of that session to say that no progress was made towards a non
proliferation agreement. In fact, substantial progress was made in 
at least four areas: (1) progress towards understanding that collective 
nuclear defense arrangements do not and need not lead to prohfera- 
tion; (2) progress in accepting the need for safeguards on peaceful 
nuclear activities; (3) progress in understanding the special problem 
of peaceful nuclear explosions; (4) progress in exploring ways to halt 
and indeed to reverse, the build-up of nuclear weapons stockpiles 
and delivery systems.

In none of these areas did our progress reach the stage of agreed 
treaty language. But in all of them we achieved a better grasp of 
each other’s ideas; and that itself is important as a necessary pre
condition to the conclusion of an agreement.

Let me now discuss these four points in order.
First, there is an increasing understanding of the problem that 

exists wherever, as ia Europe, the nuclear deterrent remains essential 
to an alliance created for collective defence. The discussions showed 
a growing awareness that, while the non-nuclear members of such an 
alliance are entitled to have a voice in their collective nuclear defence 
as well as their conventional defence, this must not and need not— 
whatever form it takes—in any way involve or lead to proliferation. 
We believe that the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee discus
sions began to shed light on how this might be accomplished consistent 
with a treaty acceptable to all sides.

A second area of progress was the increased acceptance of the need 
for international safeguards on peaceful nuclear activities. The 
eight non-ahgned members of the Committee clearly, if implicitly, 
recognized that need in their memorandum on non-proliferation. 
They stated th a t:

There should be . . workable provisions to ensure the efifectiveness of the 
treaty; . . .

The eight delegations consider that such provisions should guarantee com
pliance with the obligations of the treaty

We know of no more effective guarantee of compliance than accept
ance of international safeguards on peaceful nuclear activities.

1 Ante, pp. 9-13.
2 Ante, pp. 8-9.
3 Ante, pp. 576-579.
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A third area of progress was recognition of the inescapable fact 
that the technology of nuclear explosives for peaceful purposes is 
inseparable from that of nuclear weapons. This is not a question 
of a country^s intention or motivation. No matter how sincerely 
a non-nuclear-weapon State may forswear all desire to produce nuclear 
weapons, it could not become capable of making a nuclear explosion 
for peaceful purposes without thereby becoming capable of exploding 
a nuclear weapon. That is why the United States indicated that 
the treaty must prohibit the dissemination to, or manufacture by, 
non-nuclear-weapon States of peaceful nuclear explosives, as well 
as nuclear weapons.^

However, we believe the benefits of any such future technology— 
which, let me emphasize, is still in the future—could and should 
be made available to non-nuclear Powers without risk of spreading 
nuclear weapons. For this purpose, if and when peaceful nuclear 
explosions that are within test ban treaty limitations are technically 
and economicaUy feasible, we believe nuclear States should make 
available to other States nuclear explosive services for such peaceful 
appUcations. Such services might consist of performing the desired 
detonation under appropriate international observation, the nuclear 
device remaining in the custody and control of the State performing 
the service. That would, of course, be far less expensive to non
nuclear States than developing and producing their own devices.

A fourth area in which progress was achieved was in the introduction 
by a number of delegations of additional concrete procedures and 
fresh ideas for achieving a series of agreements to halt the build-up 
and begin the process of reducing existing stockpiles of nuclear 
weapons and their delivery systems—a most important subject, 
indeed. As the authors of these ideas know, the United States has 
long shared their concern over this related question, and I shall come 
to it later in my remarks.

We of the Ujiited States are convinced that the progress achieved 
in these four areas at the last Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Com
mittee session has helped to create a new situation and a more hopeful 
progress for concluding a non-proliferation treaty. I am happy 
therefore to inform this Committee that, as representatives will 
have read in the Press, the United States and the Soviet Union have 
agreed to take advantage of this new and more promising situation. 
We are engaged in a continuing and joint search for mutually ac
ceptable ways of overcoming our remaining differences. Our dis
cussions at this stage must of necessity be exploratory. They will 
not be easy since important diflFerences remain. No one therefore 
can predict the duration or outcome of these discussions. But the 
businesslike manner in which they have begun is a good augm*y.

 ̂ See aniey pp. 525-529.
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We are encouraged also by the statement made by Foreign Minister 
Gromyko, following his recent meetings with President Johnson and 
Secretary Rusk. He said then th a t:
. . . both countries, the United States and the Soviet Union are striving to reach 
agreement to facilitate conchision of an international agreement on this question.^

As President Johnson stated on 13 October:
We have hopes that we can find some language that will protect the national 

interests of both countries and permit us to enter into the thing that I think we 
need most to do, that is, a non-proliferation agreement.^

Let me assure this Committee that for our part we, of the Upited 
States, intend to make every possible effort to achieve early agree
ment on this treaty. We consider the need for it to be clear and 
urgent. The United States is, in a most categoric way, opposed to 
the proliferation of nuclear weapons. We do not and v̂ill not assist 
in the proUferation of nuclear weapons. Indeed, our law strictly 
forbids us to do so. Our policy excludes any agreement which would 
result in the proliferation of nuclear weapons. In the effort to achieve 
a non-proliferation treaty, we shall persist until we succeed. Indeed, 
we are ready to negotiate such a treaty here and now.

In these circumstances, I am sure this Committee will agree that 
this is a time for us all to show moderation in discussing this question. 
We are, of course, mindful of the fact that this treaty vitally concerns 
each and every Government, whether it possesses nuclear weapons 
or not. As progress is achieved—we strongly hope it will be— 
consultations will be held with other Governments to seek their 
advice and counsel. Indeed, our awareness of the imiversal interest 
in this subject was one of the reasons which led the United States 
to co-sponsor the draft resolution introduced by the Soviet delegation 
concerning the renunciation by States of actions hampering the con
clusion of an agreement on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.^ 
I wish to endorse emphatically the appeal which that draft resolution 
contains for all States to refrain from any actions which might hamper 
the cohclusion of a non-proliferation agreement. Such an appeal is 
fully justified for, I repeat, the achievement of that treaty is vital 
to the interests of each and every nation of the world, nuclear and 
non-nuclear,aUke. Moreover, success will require the co-operation 
and self-restraint of every nation, nuclear and non-nuclear alike. All 
of us should refrain from any action that could jeopardize this great 
treaty project, from arrangements contrary to the spirit of the treaty, 
from raising extraneous political issues as obstacles and from delaying 
tactics of any kind.

1 Ante, p. 655.
 ̂ Ante, p. 656.
3 Ante, p. 647.
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We must clear the tracks for the non-proliferation treaty, and-to 
that end we hope the draft resolution will receive the unanimous 
endorsement of this Committee and of the General Assembly—and 
as quickly as possible. Such an endorsement will remind the world 
of a fact too easily ignored, a fact to which I have just adverted— 
namely, that this treaty concerns every Government in the world 
and that it is not a special concern of the nuclear weapon States.

Indeed, we are aware that non-nuclear weapon countries have their 
own concerns about this subject. Particularly we are mindful, as I 
stated to the Assembly last year, that many such countries desire 
some form of assurance that their security against nuclear attack will 
not suffer if by this treaty they renounce the manufacture or acquisi
tion of nuclear weapons. We continue to give this problem careful 
study, and we remain ready to explore with aD delegations what 
action might be taken by the General Assembly to meet this under
standable concern.

At the discussions in Geneva, and now in this Committee, the guide
lines for the kind of non-proliferation treaty we all seek remain those 
set forth in the excellent resolution adopted in this Commdttee last 
year.^ We agree with the principle set forth in that resolution that a 
non-proliferation treaty must have no loop-holes and that it must 
embody an acceptable balance of mutual obligations and responsibili
ties as between the nuclear weapon States and the non-nuclear 
weapon States.

There has been much emphasis on this concept of balance. Before 
we focus on this concept in our discussion, I should like to refer to 
what I consider a rather disquieting tendency—that is, the tendency 
to view a non-proliferation treaty as an attempt by the nuclear weapon 
States to get something for nothing, or to impose unequal obligations 
on others. I t is suggested that for reasons of balance the nuclear 
weapon States must give some tangible equivalent guid pro quo if 
the non-nuclear weapon States are to forswear the acquisition or 
development of nuclear weapons. I am troubled by this because, 
with all due respect to those who hold these views, I beUeve they are 
misreading the facts and misjudging the consequences of nuclear 
proliferation.

The acquisition of nuclear weapons by more and more sovereign 
States, far from helping to solve the particular political issues between 
them, would be more likely to sharpen those issues and add even more 
seriously to general world instability. It would create more tension, 
more mutual fear, mutual uncertainty and danger. And let me 
emphasize that this increased danger would be felt not primarily by

 ̂Documents on Disarmament  ̂ 1965, pp. 532-534.



GOLDBERG STATEMENT, OCTOBER 20 669

the present nuclear weapon States but by the States which today do 
not possess these weapons.

The truth is that in the circumstances of today no non-nuclear 
weapon State can promote its long-range security by acquiring nuclear 
weapons. What will really promote the national security of every 
State, large or small, is the non-proliferation treaty. Indeed, no 
non-nuclear weapon State should feel that it is being asked to sign 
such a treaty as a favour to the nuclear weapon Powers. I t should 
do so only as a step primarily designed to further its own security. 
I t  should do so in the awareness that a treaty in which nuclear weapon 
States agree not to give, and non-nuclear weapon States agree not 
to receive or manufacture, nuclear weapons reduces the possibilities 
of nuclear war. I t should do so in the awareness that this treaty wUI 
do more for the security of all countries, nuclear and non-nuclear 
alike, than any conceivable programme of armament.

A non-proliferation treaty is a basic step in the broader pattern of 
disarmament which we all hope will lead to a more secure world. I t  
is only one step. We have equal need of other measures which will 
halt and turn back the arms race. Let us not, however, risk encum
bering negotiations on a non-proliferation treaty by an attempt to link 
it to additional disarmament measures. If we try to do everything 
at once we may succeed only in doing nothing.

Subject to that pragmatic caution, the United States emphatically 
endorses the wish expressed by the eight non-aligned members of 
the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee that a non-prolifera
tion treaty should be “coupled with or followed by’’ tangible measures 
of nuclear disarmament.^ Indeed, several of the measures of nuclear 
disarmament endorsed in their memorandum are proposals which 
the United States has put forward. Several others have our support— 
not, let me say frankly, as a concession to the non-nuclear weapon 
Powers, but because we believe those measures would strengthen the 
security of all countries while protecting our own vital interests.

We have accordingly proposed and continue to urge a verified 
cut-off, a complete halt, in the production of fissionable materials 
for weapons purposes; or, if that is not acceptable at the outset, we 
are prepared to consider a gradual shut-down of production facilities 
on a plant-by-plant basis. We are also prepared to reduce our nuclear 
stockpiles. We have offered to transfer to peaceful uses under inter
national safeguards 60,000 kUogramimes of enriched uranium, if the 
Soviet Union would so transfer 40,000 kilogrammes from its own 
stockpiles. We have further proposed that these amounts of fission
able materials could be obtained through the demonstrated destruc
tion of nuclear weapons by the United States and the Soviet Union.

 ̂AntCj pp. 576-579.
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The number of weapons destroyed is very substantial; it could run 
into the thousands.^

We believe, as do a number of non-nuclear weapon countries, 
that this matter is ripe for agreement, and we continue to hope for 
a more positive response from the Soviet Union.

Similarly, the United States has proposed a verified freeze on the 
number and characteristics of strategic nuclear delivery vehicles—that 
is, specifically, strategic bombers and missiles. We are heartened 
by the inclusion of this proposal in the joint non-aligned memorandum 
to which I referred earlier. Last year I announced in the General 
Assembly, United States readiness, if progress was made on a freeze, 
to explore a reduction in the number of these vehicles.^ That offer 
was repeated in Geneva,^ and I repeat it again here today. Moreover, 
we have stressed that the freeze should also encompass anti-ballistic 
missile systems. ^

These proposals are a further indication of our desire to halt and 
turn back the nuclear arms race. But we cannot do it alone. We 
need the agreement of the other nuclear weapon Powers, and par
ticularly we need the agreement of the Soviet Union.

Another measure that remains high on our list of priorities is an 
agreement banning underground nuclear tests. A comprehensive 
and adequately verifiable test ban would make an important con
tribution to our non-proliferation objective. I t would also be a step 
by the nuclear weapon States towards halting and reversing the nuclear 
arms race.

The essential difficulty here, as we all know, is over means of 
verification. Such a ban can be effective only if each party has con
fident knowledge that the other parties are abiding by it. Advancing 
technology has been giving us better and better means for detecting 
earth tremors and determining which are natural and which are 
man-made. Despite these advances, there is still a gap between our 
concept and that of the Soviet Union concerning verification ar
rangements. In this situation we follow with special interest the 
efforts of a number of countries, on the initiative of Sweden, to 
develop international seismological co-operation. We welcome this 
development and believe that it should be encouraged.

General and complete disarmament remains our ultimate objective. 
We must continue our efforts to that end. However, as we plan for 
a more rational world for tomorrow, the world of today thrusts its 
problems and its dangers upon us, and we are not permitted to 
overlook them.

 ̂ See Documents on Disarmament, 1965, p. 435; ante, pp. 7, 123-125, 559-560.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1966, p. 435.
3 See ante, pp. 7, 490-495, 565-567.
* See ante, pp. 7, 142-144.
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In this statement I have referred to three of those dangers and to 
the steps we believe must be taken promptly to meet them. They 
are: first and most urgently, to achieve a treaty forbidding the further 
spread of nuclear weapons; second, to halt—and, indeed, reverse— 
the continuing build-up of stocks of nuclear weapons and the vehicles 
for their delivery; third, to achieve a complete ban on the underground 
testing of nuclear weapons. Equally important is a fourth step: to 
curb the races in so-called conventional armaments which are today 
an immediate threat to peace in certain regions of the world.

Those steps are steps not away from but closer to the ultimate goal 
of general and complete disarmament. Let us be frank and admit 
how far the world stands today from that great goal. To approach 
it at all, we must start with the world as it now is, with all its mistrust 
and danger and all its burden of weapons.

Indeed, matters will not get better unless we take bold and timely 
steps to prevent them from getting worse. If we ‘want a world 
which will be generally and completely disarmed, let us begin by 
preventing the all-too-possible advent of a world in which some ten 
or twenty States have mounting stockpiles of nuclear weapons; a 
world with strategic nuclear delivery vehicles bristling in frightening 
profusion; a world in which neighbours neglect peaceful development 
to compete in armaments, tension and instability. Such a world 
would make imrealizable the goal of general and complete disarma
ment. Accordingly let us continue to give priority, as all of us know 
we should, to those practical measures which will strengthen security 
in today’s world, by addressing ourselves to the task immediately 
at hand. Thus we shall gain the confidence to build the better world 
of tomorrow.

Statement by the Federal Republic of Germany on I. A.E. A. 
Safeguards, October 26, 1966 ^

The government of the Federal Kepublic of Germany has noted 
with interest the proposals by Poland and Czechoslovakia to place 
their nuclear facilities under the safeguards of lAEA.^ I t would like 
to point out that all nuclear activities in the Federal Republic of

* Translation by the German Embassy in Washington. The statement was 
issued to the press in Bonn by State Secretary Von Hase, Chief of the Press and 
Information Office of the Federal Government.

2 For the Polish and Czechoslovak proposals, see ante, pp. 642-643. The 
I.A.E.A. safeguards system is described in Documents on Disarmamenty 1966, 
pp. 446-460.
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Germany are devoted exclusively to peaceful purposes and are sub
ject to the all-embracing and comprehensive system of safeguards 
of EUEATOM.'

Furthermore, in 1954, the Federal Republic of Germany for
mally pledged to its Allies not to produce nuclear weapons.^ Due 
to this combination of a non-production pledge and of the acceptance 
of safeguards no doubt can arise that the German nuclear facilities 
are used exclusively for peaceful purposes. Thus, the Federal 
Republic of Germany has submitted to a non-proliferation arrange
ment which other states unfortunately have not yet been ready to 
accept.

The German government appreciates the statements by Poland 
and Czechoslovakia as a significant step towards putting the use of 
nuclear energy under international safeguards also in the states of 
Eastern Europe.

The proposals by Poland and Czechoslovakia are being considered 
very seriously by the Government of the Federal Republic of 
Germany together with the other member states of the European 
atomic conamunity.

Forty-six Power Draft Resolution Submitted to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Nonproliferation 
of Nuclear Weapons, October 27, 1966 ^

The General Assembly,
Having discussed the report of the Conference of the Eighteen- 

Nation Committee on Disarmament on the non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons,

Noting that it has not yet been possible to reach agreement on an 
international treaty to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons, 

Viewing with apprehension the possibility that such a situation may 
lead not only to an increase of nuclear arsenals and to a spread of

 ̂ See American Foreign Policy: Current Documentsy 1957j pp. 518 ff.
2 See American Foreign Policy  ̂ 1950-1956: Basic Documents, vol. I, pp. 979 fif.
* A/C.1/L.371 and Corr. 1, Add. 1-6. The draft resolution was sponsored by 

Afghanistan, Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, Central African Republic, Chile, 
Colombia, Congo (Brazzaville), Costa Rica, Cyprus, El Salvador, Ethiopia, 
Gabon, Ghana, Guatemala, Honduras, India, Indonesia, Jordan, Kenya, Kuwait, 
Liberia, Mauritania, Mexico, Morocco, Nepal, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Paraguay, 
Rwanda, Senegal, Sweden, Syria, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, U.A.R., United 
Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Uruguay, Venezuela, Yugoslavia, Zambia. 
A revised version was approved by the G.A. on Nov. 18 (post, pp. 748-750).
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nuclear weapons over the world but also to an increase in the number 
bt nuclear weapon Powers,

Believing that if such a situation persists it may lead to the aggrava
tion of tensions between States and the risk of a nuclear war,

Believing further that the remaining differences between all con
cerned should be resolved quickly so as to prevent any further delay 
in the conclusion of an international treaty on the non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons.

Convinced  ̂ therefore, that it is imperative to deploy further efforts 
to bring to a conclusion a treaty which reflects the mandate given by 
the United Nations General Assembly in its resolution 2028 (XX), 
and which is acceptable to all conceriied and satisfactory to the 
international community,

1. Reaffirms its resolution 2028 (XX) of 19 November 1965;.^
2. Urges all States to take all necessary steps conducive to the 

earliest conclusion of a treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons;

3. Invites the nuclear weapon Powers to give an assurance that they 
will not use, or threaten to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear 
weapon States;

4. Calls upon all States to adhere strictly to the principles laid down 
in General Assembly resolution 2028 (XX) for the negotiation of this 
treaty;

5. Calls upon the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 
Disarmament to give high priority to the question of the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons in accordance with the mandate of 
the General Assembly in its resolution 2028 (XX);

6. Transmits the records of the First Committee during the dis
cussion of the item entitled “Non-proliferation of nuclear weapons^', 
together with all relevant documents to the Conference of the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament;

7. Requests the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament to 
submit to the General Assembly at an early date a report on the 
results of its work on the question of the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons.

Chinese Communist Communique on Guided Missile- 
Nuclear Weapons Test, October 27, 1966^

On October 27, 1966, China successfully conducted over its own 
territory a guided missile-nuclear weapon test. The guided missile

1 Documents on Disarmament, 1966, pp. 532-534.
2 Peking Review, Oct. 27, 1966.

2 5 6 ^ 3  0 — 67------- 44
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flew normally and the nuclear warhead accurately hit the target at 
the appointed distance, effecting a, nuclear explosion.

This successful test marks the fact that China^s science, technology 
and defence capabiUties are advancing at even greater speed under 
the brilliant illimiination of Mao Tse-tung's thought. I t is another 
new important achievement scored by the Chinese people in further 
strengthening their national defence and safeguarding the security of 
their country and the peace of the world.

The complete success of this test was ensured by the Chinese 
People’s Liberation Army and China’s scientists, technicians and 
broad sections of workers and functionaries, who, enthusiastically 
responding to the call of Comrade Lin Piao and holding high the great 
red banner of Mao Tse-tung’s thought, put politics in the forefront, 
creatively studied and applied Chairman Mao’s works, and, propelled 
by the great proletarian cultural revolution, took firm hold of the 
revolution and stimulated production, and displayed the spirit of 
seK-rehance, hard work, collective wisdom and efforts and whole
hearted co-operation. This is a great victory for Mao Tse-tung’s 
thought. It fully testifies to the fact that once Mao Tse-tung’s thought 
is grasped by the masses, it generates a tremendous material force and 
displays incomparably great power.

The Central Committee of the Communist Party of China, the 
State Council and the Mihtary Commission of the Central Committee 
of the Party extend warm congratulations fco all the commanders and 
fighters of the People’s Liberation Army who took part in this test 
and to the workers, engineers, technicians, scientists and all other 
personnel who contributed to our country’s development of guided 
missiles and nuclear weapons, and highly acclaim their new achieve
ment in the creative study and application of Chairman Mao’s works. 
It is hoped that they will redouble their efforts, carry on perseveringly, 
raise their study of Chairman Mao’s works to a new stage, bring 
about a new situation in this study and further promote the revolu- 
tionahzation of people’s thinking. It is also hoped that they will 
achieve new, still greater successes in the struggle for the further 
strengthening of our country’s defence construction and moderniza
tion of our national defence.

The imperiaUsts headed by the United States and the revisionists 
with the leadership of the C.P.S.U. as their centre, working hand in 
glove, are now stepping up their collaboration and contriving to 
strike a bargain on the question of so-called prevention of nuclear 
proliferation so as to maintain their nuclear monopoly and sabotage 
the revolutionary struggle of the people of various countries. China’s 
purpose in developing nuclear weapons is precisely to oppose the 
nuclear monopoly and nuclear blackmail by the United States and 
the Soviet Union acting in coUusion. The possession by the Chinese
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people of guided missiles and nuclear weapons is a great encourage
ment to the heroic Vietnamese people who are waging a war of resist
ance against U.S. aggression and for national salvation and to all 
the revolutionary peoples of the world who are now engaged in heroic 
struggles, as well as a new contribution to the defence of world peace.

The conducting of necessary and limited nuclear tests and the 
development of nuclear weapons by China are entirely for the purpose 
of defence, with the ultimate aim of destroying nuclear weapons. 
We solemnly declare once again that at no time and in no circum
stances will China be the first to use nuclear weapons. As in the past, 
the Chinese people and Government will continue to carry on an 
unswerving struggle, together with all the other peace-loving people 
and countries of the world, for the noble aim of completely prohibiting 
and thoroughly destroying nuclear weapons.

Address by President Johnson at Kuala Lximpur [Extract), 
October 30,1966^^

While I  have been in Asia the Communist Chinese have exploded 
another nuclear weapon, which they state was attached to a missile.^

We can only regard the pursuit of national nuclear power by too 
large a part of the underdeveloped world as a tragic fact. For bread 
is the need of millions who face starvation every day, and bombs are 
too often purchased at the price of bread.

The pursuit of a national nuclear capability not only makes inter
national arms control, including a nuclear test ban and a nonprolifera
tion treaty, vastly more diflBcult; it also invites danger to China itself. 
For the leaders of China must reaUze that any nuclear capabihty they 
can develop can—and will—be deterred. We have already declared 
that nations which do not seek national nuclear weapons can be sure 
that they will have our strong support, if they need it, against any 
threat of nuclear blackmail.

We hope that Mainland China, like other developing nations, will 
concentrate its resources on economic development. In this way a 
truly modern China can emerge on the Mainland. For a peaceful 
China has nothing to fear from any of us. A peaceful China can 
expect friendship and cooperation. A reckless China can expect 
vigilance and strength.

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, vol. II, no. 44 (Nov. 7, 1966), 
p. 1580.

2 Supra.
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All of Asia will gain when the day comes to pass that China is at 
peace with her neighbors and free from the fears and suspicion that 
keep her isolated from the world.

Statement by the Indian Representative (Trivedi) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Nonprolifer
ation of Nuclear Weapons, October 31, 1966 ^

As this is the first time that I am speaking in the Committee, 
it is my privilege, on behaK of the Indian delegation, to offer you, 
Mr. Chairman, its warm congratulations on your election to the 
distinguished office of Chairman of the First Committee; to 
Mr. Fahmy on his election to the Vice-Chairmanship, and to 
Mr. Tchernouchtchenko on his election as Rapporteur. During the 
past sessions we have come to know and admire you and your col
leagues, and we are looking forward to our work in the Committee 
imder the wise guidance of the Bureau.

The discussion on problems concerning non-proHferation of nuclear 
weapons is taking place in our Committee this session in a constructive 
atmosphere and under a hopeful prospect. Two factors are mainly 
responsible for this welcome development. Firstly, all throughout 
this year, negotiations in the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Dis
armament were devoted principally to the question of non
proliferation of nuclear weapons. As the Indian delegation said in 
that Committee,

. . .  if we compare many of the statements being made in the Committee these 
days with those being made a few months ago, we shall find unmistakably that 
we have defined the issues dividing the different approaches fairly distinctly 
and that we know which are the few specific points which need to be settled in 
order to reach an agreement acceptable to all concerned.^

The Secretary-General of the United Nations has emphasized this 
point in the introduction to his annual report.^

Towards the end of the current year’s sessions of the Eighteen- 
Nation Committee on Disarmament, the eight non-aligned delegations 
submitted a memorandum analysing the problems involved in a treaty 
to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons. They reiterated their 
conviction that a treaty which is acceptable to all concerned and

1 A/C.1/PV.1436, pp. 11-30.
2 ENDC/PV.269, p. 4.
3 General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-first Session  ̂ Supplement No. lA  

(A/6301/Add.l), pp. 2-3.
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satisfactory to the international community should reflect the mandate 
given by the General Assembly of the United Nations in its resolution 
2028 (XX) and should pay full attention to the principles laid down 
in that resolution.^ I t is heartening to note that these detailed and 
specific principles are subscribed to generally by the international 
conmiunity.

The second welcome factor in the current scene is the determination 
and the sincerity of the United States of America and the Soviet 
Union to strive for mutual understanding and accommodation in 
respect of one of the two important aspects of proliferation of nuclear 
weapons, namely, that of dissemination of weapons. The eight non- 
aligned delegations have referred to it in their memorandum of 19 
August 1966. They said:

The eight delegations are aware that a main obstacle to an agreement has so 
far been constituted by differences concerning nuclear armaments within alliances, 
a problem discussed between the major Powers and their allies.

Later, in giving an analysis of the principles set out in resolution 
2028 (XX), the memorandum went on to say:

They wish to draw attention to the usefulness of clearly defined terms in order 
to prevent any misunderstanding or contradictory interpretation now or in the 
future.^

The Indian delegation is happy that this attempt is now being 
made earnestly and, along with the rest of the international com
munity, it hopes that at least one of the problems concerning pro
liferation of nuclear weapons, that of dissemination of weapons, will 
be solved satisfactorily in the near future. I t  was in this spirit that 
the Indian delegation offered, along with other delegations, some 
constructive comments on the draft resolution on ^^Renunciation by 
States of actions hampering the conclusion of an agreement on the 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons’’, originally sponsored by the 
Soviet Union, the United States, the United Kingdom and others,^ 
and co-sponsored the draft as revised with these amendments.'^

For the purpose of clarity, I have adopted the practice followed 
by many distinguished experts and scholars in defining the action of 
giving or receipt of weapon technology as ^^dissemination”, or the 
disseminatory aspect of the general problem of proliferation. Pro
liferation takes place when a country disseminates nuclear weapons 
to another country or, conversely, when a country receives these 
w^eapons from another country. An adequate treaty on non-pro
liferation of nuclear weapons should prevent such transfers in any 
form or manner and without any loophole.

^Documents on Disarmament  ̂ 1966j  pp. 532-534.
2 Antey p. 578.
3 Antef p. 647.
 ̂ Post, pp. 686-687.
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In addition to the question of such dissemination, there is also the 
question of manufacture of nuclear weapons or proliferation in the 
classical sense of the term. A comprehensive treaty on non-prolifera- 
tion of nuclear weapons should deal with this aspect of the problem 
as well. Resolution 2028 (XX) clearly stipulates in principle (b) that 
the treaty should embody an acceptable balance of mutual respon
sibilities and obligations of the nuclear and non-nuclear weapon 
Powers. Thus, on the aspect of dissemination as well as on that of 
proliferation of nuclear weapons, an acceptable treaty should embody 
the responsibilities as well as the obligations both of the nuclear 
weapon Powers and the non-nuclear weapon Powers. These respon
sibilities and obligations, not to disseminate and not to proliferate 
nuclear weapons, should be mutual and balanced as between the nuclear 
and non-nuclear weapon Powers. And, above all, these balanced and 
mutual obligations should be embodied in the treaty itself.

The principles set out in resolution 2028 (XX) represent in a precise 
manner the basic and inescapable elements of a genuine and acceptable 
treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. The international 
community has been defining for a long time with progressive precision 
what constitutes proliferation of nuclear weapons and what measures 
are necessary to prevent it. Many proposals were made in the fifties 
in this context for the freezing of nuclear stocks with a view to their 
eventual elimination. In recent years the non-aligned countries have 
advocated the same approach. In October 1964, the Heads of State 
and Government declared in Cairo their readiness not to produce, 
acquire or test any nuclear weapons as part of the efforts of all States, 
particularly those possessing nuclear weapons, to conclude non- 
dissemination agreements and to agree on measures providing for the 
gradual liquidation of the existing stockpiles of nuclear weapons.^ 
In June 1965, the United Nations Disarmament Commission said that 
agreement on non-proliferation would be facilitated by adopting a 
programme of related measures.^ In September 1965, eight non- 
aligned delegations presented a memorandum,^ which was over
whelmingly supported in this Committee and which found its eloquent 
expression in the historic resolution 2028 (XX).

When we talk of proHferation of nuclear weapons, it is essential to 
remember that the problem is a single and organic problem, a problem 
which concerns existing proUferation as well as future proliferation, 
present proliferation as well as further proliferation. The Oxford 
English Dictionary defines the verb ''to proUferate'^ to mean ''to 
reproduce itself, grow by multiplication of elementary parts, increase

 ̂Documents on Disarmament j  1964, P- 444.
2 Ihid., 1966, pp. 260-262.
3 Ibid., pp. 424-425.
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rapidly^ \  Proliferation, in the dictionary sense of the word, therefore, 
refers to the production of nuclear weapons principally by a country 
which already possesses nuclear weapons.

I t is not, however, a question only of a dictionary definition although 
that helps in clarification of thinking. When one talks of prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons, it is necessary to bear in mind that the 
problem is not merely that of dissemination of nuclear weapons by or 
from one country to another, although that is included; that it is not 
merely the problem of the independent manufacture of nuclear 
weapons by a hitherto non-nuclear weapon State, although that is 
included as well; but also that of the continued manufacture of 
nuclear weapons by the existing nuclear weapons Powers.

All these aspects of proliferation contribute to the ever-increasing 
nuclear menace threatening mankind. The nuclear arms race widens 
its geography when dissemination takes place, when nuclear weapons 
are passed on by one country to another. This leads to serious con
sequences as the ability to wage or trigger a nuclear war extends to 
additional countries and leads to an increase in international instability.

There is a similar increase in international instability when a new 
nation embarks on an independent nuclear weapons programme as it 
happened during the last few years in the case of powerful countries 
belonging to military alliances. The proliferation of nuclear weapons 
which took place in the past was not a healthy phenomenon, and a 
continuation of that trend is certainly not healthy. India, which has 
declared itself unequivocally and repeatedly against manufacture of 
nuclear weapons, beUeves passionately in this policy.

But these dangers of dissemination and independent manufacture 
pale into background when one views the calamitous dangers of the 
arms race which is developing today as a result of the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons by the nuclear weapon Powers themselves, large 
and small. For many years now, the super-Powers have possessed an 
over-kill or multiple-destruction capacity and even their second-strike 
capabilities are sufficient to destroy the entire world. They have 
hundreds of missiles of varying range which are capable of devastating 
the surface of the earth. They are continuing to test underground, 
miniaturizing warheads, improving penetration capabiUties and so
phisticating their weapons and missiles. The other nuclear weapon 
Powers are also following the same menacing path, conducting atmos
pheric weapon tests, proceeding from manned-bomber delivery 
systems to missile systems and submarines. Only four days ago, 
the People’s Republic of China conducted yet another weapons test, 
firing an intermediate-range guided missile with a nuclear warhead.

When we talk of the dangers of the arms race, therefore, here we 
face the dangers of the most titanic proportions. I t is here that the 
proliferation of nuclear weapons has its most catastrophic consequences.
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It is necessary, therefore, to deal with the problem comprehensively 
and correctly. I t is necessary to remember that proliferation of 
nuclear weapons took place in the past, and is continuing to take place 
at present, only among the members of miUtary aUiances, and that 
the reasons they gave, and are stiU giving, are of prestige and security, 
indicating quite clearly that future proliferation is only the conse
quence of present proliferation. If one Avishes to deal with the 
consequence, the only effective method is to deal with the cause.

General Assembly resolution 2028 (XX) has accordingly stipulated 
that the treaty should embody an acceptable balance of mutual 
responsibilities and obligations of nuclear and non-nuclear weapon 
Powers.

In this context, it is necessary to remove one misunderstanding which 
stiU seems to persist in some minds. I t is stated that in asking for 
such balance of obUgations some delegations insist that measures of 
actual disarmament must necessarily be embodied in the treaty. 
Proceeding from that premise, it is then argued that this demand is 
unreasonable, or that, if it is reasonable, it is impracticable, or that, 
in any case, it complicates the problem. But then the premise is 
wrong. As far as the Indian delegation is concerned, it considers 
that principles (b) and (c) of resolution 2028 (XX) must not be 
mixed up. All five principles are, of course, connected with each 
other, but they deal with different facets of the problem. As far 
as principle (c) is concerned, the Indian delegation agrees with the 
approach set out in the non-aligned memoranda of 1965 and 1966 
that a treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons is not an end 
in itself but a means to an end, namely, the achievement of general 
and complete disarmament and, more particularly, nuclear disarma
ment. I t also believes that measures to prohibit the spread of nuclear 
weapons should be coupled with, or followed by, tangible steps to 
halt the nuclear arms race and to limit, reduce or ehminate the stocks 
of nuclear weapons and the means of their delivery.

Like most of the delegations, therefore, the Indian delegation urges 
the nuclear weapon Powers to take meaningful steps to reduce and 
eliminate the stocks of nuclear weapons and the means of their 
delivery. India would applaud if these steps could be coupled with 
measures to prohibit the spread of nuclear weapons. At the same 
time, India agrees with other non-aligned delegations of the Eighteen- 
Nation Committee when they say in their memorandum that various 
steps of disarmament, that is, of reduction and eUmination of nuclear 
armaments, ‘̂could be embodied in a treaty as part of its provisions 
or as declaration of intention^’.̂

As I said earlier, however, the confusion arises because attempts 
are being made to confuse the issues and the principles. The Indian

1 AntBj p. 578.
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position is clear and unambiguous and there can be no room for any 
confusion. The Indian delegation has maintained in Geneva and in 
this Committee that as far as the question of proliferation of nuclear 
weapons is concerned, that is, the question of manufacture and 
dissemination of nuclear weapons is concerned, the treaty must 
embody balanced provisions which would impose mutual obligations 
and responsibihties on both the nuclear as well as the non-nuclear 
weapon Powers not to proliferate. Therefore, on dissemination of 
nuclear weapons, a balanced provision wiU require that no country 
will give nuclear weapons to another country and that no country 
will receive nuclear weapons from another country. Similarly, on 
the question of production, a balanced provision wiU require that no 
country will produce nuclear weapons. The non-nuclear weapon 
countries will not produce them and the nuclear weapon countries 
will also nat produce any more weapons. In an acceptable treaty, 
a treaty which is to fulfil its purposes, these obligations have to be 
assumed not only by non-nuclear weapon Powers but also by all 
nuclear weapon Powers.

At the same time, India agrees with the vast majority of delegations 
that, as far as actual measures of disarmament are concerned—that is, 
as far as measures of reduction and elimination of nuclear weapon 
stockpiles and their means of delivery are concerned—these measures 
could be coupled with or follow the measures to prevent the spread 
of nuclear weapons. The relevant phrase in the memorandum of the 
eight non-aligned delegations of 19 August, 1966, needs to be quoted 
again. I t  says that these steps ‘̂could be embodied in a treaty as part 
of its provisions or as declaration of intention’\

Certain delegations have also raised some peripheral issues in the 
context of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. For example, there 
have been references to control. India has always believed that con
trol and disarmament must go together. We said so from the early 
days of the Baruch Plan  ̂ and Gromyko Plan  ̂ for the complete 
elimination of nuclear weapons and of the comprehensive ideas which 
this august Organization has been putting forward since it passed its 
very first resolution, resolution 1 (I)

India recalls with pride the part it played in the establishment of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency and in the institution of its 
system of safeguards.^ In regard to the problem of disarmament and 
arms control in general and a treaty on non-proliferation iq particular, 
it is imperative that we view the question of control in an objective

 ̂Documents on Disarmamentf 1946-1959^ vol. I, pp. 7-16.
2 Ihid.y pp. 17-24.
8 lhid,y pp. 6-7.
 ̂ Ibid., 1965, pp. 443-460.
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and non-’disoriminatory framework. Thus, if any control is to be 
exercised, it should be exercised universally and on all aspects of 
proliferation. More specifically, it should be exercised not only on 
the peaceful utihzation of nuclear energy, but also on the war-like 
utihzation of nuclear energy; not only on the manufacture of radio
isotopes, but also on the manufacture of nuclear weapons. As the 
Indian delegation said once before:

Institution of international controls on peaceful reactors and power stations is 
like an attempt to maintain law and order in a society by placing all its law- 
abiding citizens in custody while leaving its law-breaking elements free to roam 
the streets. I suppose one can say that this is one way of keeping the peace; 
but surely it is more rational to keep the law-breaking elements under restraint 
rather than the law-abiding citizens.^

References have also been made to peaceful nuclear explosions and 
it has been suggested that these should be denied to the developing 
nations and that if the latter need them for digging canals or for 
their harbour projects, they should get such explosions done for them, 
on payment, by the nuclear weapon Powers. A discussion of this 
matter for the present is, of course, only theoretical as even the super
weapon Powers are still engaged in completing their researches in 
controlled fusion experiments. The non-nuclear weapon Powers, and 
particularly the developing countries, are nowhere near the nuclear 
fusion stage, not to talk of conducting controlled fusion explosions 
for building dams or canals or harbours. The question at present is, 
therefore, one of principle and not of practice.

The Indian delegation would like to say at the outset that it is 
convinced of the sincerity of the suggestion first made in Geneva and 
then referred to here. At the same time, it feels that the proposition 
is somewhat strange. There is full justification for preventing pro
liferation in weapons, but this is the first time it is suggested that 
there should be non-proliferation in science and technology. I t is 
true, of course, that science and technology can be used for destructive 
purposes, but that has never been seriously used as an argument to 
deny the benefit of science and technology to the developing nations 
of the world. If that argument were valid, no developing nation 
would have got steel technology or aircraft technology or even have 
learnt nuclear physics for such technology could also be used for 
weapons. Technology in itself is not evil, it is the wiU of the nation 
which possesses the technology that decides how it will use the 
knowledge. And if I  may add, we in India, have illustrated this 
truth by our own practice, by devoting our nuclear technology 
exclusively for peaceful purposes.

Knowledge and learning, science and technology are meant to be 
disseminated and must be disseminated. The United Nations held

1 Ihid,, p. 339.
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three international conferences on the peacefiil uses of atomic energy, 
attended by thousands of scientists and specialists. The first con
ference was held in August 1955 and was presided over by Dr. Bhabha 
of India. In his inaugural address, he predicted that a method would 
be found for liberating fusion energy within the next two decades and 
added that when that happened, the energy problems of the world 
would have been truly solved for ever. At the second conference, 
which was held in 1958, the question of controlled fusion, which is 
now being sought to be denied to the developing nations, was, in 
fact, the principal theme of discussion. The last conference was held 
in 1964. Resolution 1770 (XVII) calling for the convening of that 
conference recalled the benefits which flowed from the earlier two 
conferences and recognized that these international meetings provided 
effective opportunities for the dissemination of scientific information 
on the application of atomic energy to peaceful purposes.^

The present age is the age of technology. The future of the world, 
particularly of the developing world, will be decided on the Qxtent the 
emerging nations are able to absorb modern technological develop
ments and use them in their societies. These nations cannot afford 
to remain mere producers of raw material which could be exported to 
industrialized nations which would process it and sell the finished 
article to the raw material producers. One of the momentous achieve
ments of the United Nations has been the United Nations Conference 
on the Application of Science and Technology for the Benefit of the 
Less Developed Areas held in Geneva in February 1963 under the 
presidentship of a distinguished Indian scientist. Prof. Thacker. 
We want more such conferences and increasing dissemination of 
technology. As President Truman said as early as October 1945 in 
his famous Navy Day address, which enunciated for the first time the 
basic concepts of the United States atomic policy, ^̂ No nation could 
long maintain or morally defend a monopoly of the peaceful benefits 
of atomic energy.’’ ^

The Indian delegation agrees unreservedly that nuclear energy 
must be used exclusively for peaceful purposes. That has been the 
philosophy that India has adopted and the practice it has followed all 
throughout the years. India has, therefore, welcomed aU measures 
designed to ensure that nuclear energy is used only for pursuits of 
peace and not for manufacture of weapons. Any arrangement for 
control of production of fissile material in an objective, comprehensive 
and non-discriminatory manner has, therefore, the full support of the 
Indian delegation.

1 General Assembly Official Records: Seventeenth Sessionj Supplement No. 17
(A/5217), pp. 71-72.

D̂epartment of State Bulletinj  vol. XIII, no. 328 (Oct. 7, 1945), p. 514.
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India has long been in the forefront of nations urging a speedy con
clusion of an adequate treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons 
and it agrees with the conclusion reached in the memorandum of 
19 August 1966 of the eight non-aligned delegations of the Eighteen 
Nation Disarmament Committee that it is:
. . . urgent to negotiate a treaty which reflects the mandate given by the United 
Nations General Assembly in its resolution 2028 (XX) and which is acceptable to 
all concerned and satisfactory to the international community

Statement by ACDA Director Foster to the First Commit
tee of the General Assembly: Federal Republic of Ger
many and Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weapons, 
November 2, 1966^

Since we are approaching a vote on the draft resolution appearing 
in document A/C.l/L.368/Rev.l,^ I shall be extremely brief. I shall 
reserve for a later intervention the additional comments which my 
delegation wishes to make concerning a number of the substantive 
issues which have been dealt with by many speakers here.

The United States delegation has already indicated its strong sup
port for the appeal addressed in the draft resolution now before us 
that all States refrain from any actions which might hamper the con
clusion of a non-proliferation agreement. This appeal is directed to 
all States, nuclear and non-nuclear weapon States alike. As Am
bassador Goldberg stated on 20 October, we believe that:

All of us should refrain from any action that could jeopardize this great treaty 
project, from; arrangements contrary to the spirit of the treaty, from raising 
extraneous political issues as obstacles and from delaying tactics of any kind.^

It is clear that this is also the general view of this Committee. 
Virtually every speaker has welcomed the hopeful prospect offered by 
the discussions which have been undertaken by the United States and 
the Soviet Union to seek a basis for overcoming our remaining differ
ences. Most speakers have, accordingly, exercised restraint in 
referring to past differences and obstacles.

Unfortunately, however, several representatives were unable to 
resist the temptation to look backwards. In so doing, they repeated 
charges against the policy of my Government and against the Federal

1 AntCf p. 579.
2 A/C.l/PV.1440, pp. 51-55.
3 I.e., the resolution of Nov. 4 {posty pp. 686-687). 
 ̂Antej p. 667.
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Republic of Germany which, though stale and unfounded, need to be 
corrected for the record.

Thus, the representatives of Czechoslovakia and Hungary, in 
particular followed the representative of the Soviet Union in raising 
the spectre of a rapidly growing civilian nuclear programme in West 
Germany. They implied that this programme may ultimately be 
diverted to military purposes. Yet, as they know, the Federal Re
public is the only country that has forsworn, by treaty, the production 
of nuclear weapons.^ They know that every peaceful nuclear installa
tion in the Federal Republic is under effective international safeguards 
and inspection by the European Atomic Energy Community, an 
obligation also undertaken by a solemn treaty. They also know that 
in its note of 25 March 1966 the Federal Republic stated that it intends 
to require International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards on its ex
ports of nuclear equipment outside the Euratom area.^ It is strange, 
therefore, to hear the representatives of certain Eastern European 
countries making such charges when their own nuclear installations 
are as yet without any international safeguards.

I t was all the more regrettable that such charges were made in the 
light of the statement issued in Bonn and in New York on 26 October 
by the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany with regard 
to the recent Polish-Czech proposal to place their nuclear facilities 
under International Atomic Energy Agency safeguards provided the 
Federal Republic does likewise. That statement concluded as follows:

The proposals by Poland and Czechoslovakia are being considered very seriously 
by the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany together with the other 
member States of the European Atomic Community.3

In their statements several representatives, and in particular the 
representative of Bulgaria this morning, also chose to repeat old 
charges about an alleged desire of the Federal Republic to exploit 
collective nuclear defence arrangements in NATO as a means of 
acquiring its own nuclear weapons. I do not propose to emulate 
them by injecting extraneous political issues into our present dis
cussions. Let me say again, however, that the members of NATO, 
and this includes the Federal Republic, are convinced that while 
non-nuclear members of the alliance are entitled to a voice in their 
collective nuclear defence, as they are in their conventional defence, 
this need not and must not involve or lead to the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons.

Finally, I deplore the tendency of certain representatives to portray 
the policies of the Federal Republic as blocking the road to normali-

 ̂ See American Foreign Policy, 1950-1956: Basic Documents  ̂ vol. I, pp. 979 ff.
2 The Federal Republic of Germany note appears ante, pp. 168-174. For the

I.A.E.A. safeguards system, see Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 443-460.
3 Ante, p. 672.
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zation and lasting security in Europe. Such misguided attempts to 
equate with revanchism the desire of the people of West Germany 
for peaceful reunification are particularly out of place in the United 
Nations, where so much of our attention is devoted to the goal of assur
ing the right of self-determination to other peoples. Surely it is those 
Governments which persist in denying this right to the German 
people and those which, for outmoded ideological purposes, seek to 
maintain old enmities, which stand in the way of harmony and 
lasting security for all those in Europe.

The Federal Republic, which has established close ties in peace and 
friendship with its partners in Western Europe and North America, 
has also taken important initiatives to improve its relations with the 
States and peoples of Eastern Europe. This is part of an historic 
movement toward reconciliation and normalization which has begun 
to transform the relations between East and West on that continent. 
The conclusion of a non-proliferation agreement will give further 
impetus to that movement even as it strengthens the security of the 
rest of the world. Let us therefore concentrate our attention on the 
constructive steps needed to facilitate this agreement and not waste 
any more time on recrimination. There is no need for me to comment 
on the tortured reasoning voiced this morning by the representative 
of Albania. Once more he has chosen to take a stand against the 
views of the overwhelming majority. In so doing, he has himself 
provided the most convincing refutation of his irresponsible charges.

General Assembly Resolution 2149 (XXI): Renunciation 
by States of Actions Hampering the Conclusion of an 
Agreement on the Nonproliferation of Nuclear Weap
ons, November 4,1966 ^

The General Assembly,
Reaffirming its resolution 2028 (XX) of 19 November 1965,^
Convinced that the proliferation of nuclear weapons would endanger 

the security of all States and hamper the achievement of general and 
complete disarmament,

Considering that international negotiations are now under way with 
a view to the preparation of a treaty on the non-proliferation of

1 A/RES/2149(XXI), Nov. 7, 1966. This resolution was adopted by a vote of 
110 to 1, with 1 abstention. Albania voted against the resolution, and Cuba 
abstained. ^

2 Documents on Disarmament, 1966, pp. 532-534.



FOSTER STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 4 687

nuclear weapons, and wishing to create an atmosphere conducive to 
the successful conclusion of those negotiations,

Urgently appeals to all States, pending the conclusion of such a 
treaty:

(a) To take all necessary steps to facilitate and achieve at the 
earliest possible time the conclusion of a treaty on the non-proKferation 
of nuclear weapons in accordance with, the principles laid down in 
Gteneral Assembly resolution 2028 (XX);

(b) To refrain from any actions conducive to the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons or which might hamper the conclusion of an agree
ment on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

Statement by ACDA Director Foster to the First Commit
tee of the General Assembly: Demonstration of Verifi
cation of Shutdown Plutonium Production Reactor, 
November 4,1966 ^

I have to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for permitting me to say a few 
words to the Committee, even though I had not inscribed my name on 
the list of speakers for this morning. My remarks are not directed 
to the agenda item now before us, but they are related to disarmament 
matters which will shortly be under consideration by this Committee.

My purpose is to extend to representatives of all delegations in this 
Committee and of the Secretary-General, on behalf of the United 
States delegation, an invitation to attend a demonstration of verifica
tion of a shutdown plutonium production reactor to be given at the 
United States atomic installation at Hanford in the State of Wash
ington. Some of the representatives may recall that this demonstra
tion was first outhned to the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Dis
armament in the statement made at Geneva on 11 August 1966 by 
the United States representative, Mr. Fisher.^ At that time it was 
indicated that Governments other than those represented in the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament would also be invited.

The verification technique to be demonstrated is that described by 
the United States in the working papers entitled “Working paper on 
an inspection method for verifying the status of shutdown plutonium 
production reactors”,̂  and “Description of a Monitoring System for 
Shutdown Nuclear Reactors^\^ Both these working papers are

1 A/C. l/PV. 1442, pp. 2-5.
2 AntCj pp. 554-560.
* AntCy pp. 224-226.
* Ante, pp. 538-546.
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annexed to the report of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee on Disarmament which is now before the General As
sembly in document A/6390.^

I  am pleased to annoimce that the demonstration has now been 
scheduled for 16 November. A chartered commercial aircraft will 
leave New York for Hanford at 9 a.m. on 16 November, and will 
return to New York at 7:30 p.m. on 17 November. The airplane 
travel, overnight accommodation and meals will be furnished by the 
United States Government. The visit is being arranged by the 
United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency in co-operation 
with the United States Atomic Energy Commission, which, will conduct 
the demonstration. We hope that as many delegations as possible 
will be represented at this demonstration because we beheve that this 
technique holds great promise.

In order that we may have time to complete the necessary admin
istrative arrangements, I would be grateful if all delegations wishing 
to accept om* invitation would be kind enough to communicate with 
my oiSce at the United States delegation not later than 10 November, 
giving the name of the person who will attend. The total number 
which can be accommodated will, of course, be limited by the capacity 
of the aircraft.

I am grateful to you, Mr. Chairman, for giving me this opportunity 
and to the Committee for having permitted me to make this an
nouncement.^

Statement by the Pakistani Representative (Ali) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Nonprolifer
ation of Nuclear Weapons and Proposed Conference of 
Nonnuclear Countries, November 4, 1966 ^

At the 1434th meeting of this Committee on 28 October, I made a 
statement explaining the necessity of convening a conference of non
nuclear countries to consider questions relating to the security of 
these countries, their co-operation for preventing the spread of nuclear 
weapons, and the use of nuclear devices for peaceful purposes.

Since that date, my delegation has had the honour of introducing 
the draft resolution contained in document A/C.1/L.372, which is now

1 AnU, pp. 613-617.
2 The demonstration was attended by observers from more than 50 nations and 

international organizations.
3 A/C. 1/PV. 1442, pp. 6-16.
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co-sponsored by Jamaica and Saudi Arabia.^ We are grateful to 
them and to several other representatives who have supported our 
proposal and expressed the hope that it will receive unanimous 
endorsement in this Committee.

In my statement today I will confine myself only to the points 
which have been raised by some delegations about our proposal. I 
had anticipated these points in my earUer statement, but clarifications 
are always useful.

First of all, let me make it clear that the conception of this conference 
is nothing more and nothing less than this: that we, the non-nuclear 
countries, have a common interest in, first, preventing the spread of 
nuclear weapons; second, safeguarding our security; and, third, en
abling, ourselves to use nuclear technology for peaceful purposes. 
That we have a common interest demands that we evolve a common 
standpoint. Our very status as non-nuclear countries brings us all 
together, whether we are large or small, near-nuclear or technologically 
under-developed, whether we are in Europe or in Asia, in Africa or in 
Latin America. If division means division into categories which exist 
in physical fact, we are already divided from the nuclear Powers. 
But if division means any kind of estrangement, our unity, far from 
dividing us from the nuclear Powers, will stimulate a much more 
fruitful dialogue with them than any we have had so far. In the 
negotiations so far, only three nuclear-weapon countries have been 
participants. This by itself, as countless delegations have remarked 
in this debate, has served to constrict the dialogue between the nuclear 
and the non-nuclear countries. Besides, the question of the security 
of the non-nuclear-weapon States has so far been allowed to remain a 
matter of—I use the word without any disrespect—manoeuvrings by 
one nuclear Power against another. Surely, what could be more de
sirable than that we make a beginning, howsoever modest, towards 
changing this environment, for the benefit of all?

The question has been asked, and it is quite understandable: what 
will this proposed conference do if, before its convention, the super- 
Powers have already evolved an agreed draft of a non-proliferation 
treaty? The answer to this question is three-fold.

First, important as the objective of an agreement between the 
super-Powers is, it is widely recognized that it wUl not be the end 
of the matter. We will still have to ensure that non-proliferation be
comes really world-wide in its scope. Our objective, in other words, 
is not merely a non-proliferation treaty but a non-proliferation 
regime with universal adherence. In this respect, a non-proliferation 
treaty is unlike any other treaty; the universality of its scope is its

* Identical with pt. (B) of the G.A. resolution of Nov. 17 {'posty pp. 748-750)» 
256-693 0 — 67-------4i5
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very essence. If all countries do not adhere to it, or if some do with 
reservations, its entire purpose will be defeated.

Secondly, the non-proliferation treaty will not be a final answer 
to the question of the safeguarding of the security of non-nuclear 
countries. When I say ^^safeguarding their security,^’ I mean some
thing much more than the provision of assurances by the nuclear 
Powers. We cannot and must not limit our horizons to so-called 
guarantees given by one or more nuclear Powers. I t is within the 
capabiUty, political as much as moral, of the non-nuclear countries 
to create an ethos, an environment, in which the use of nuclear 
weapons will become an act bound to expose the delinquent as the 
perpetrator of what a General Assembly resolution has declared to 
be ^̂ a crime against mankind.”  ̂ The proposed conference would be a 
demonstration of this capabiUty.

Third, a non-proliferation treaty is not expected to fulfill the vital 
concern of the non-nuclear coimtries with the employment of nuclear 
technology for purposes of economic development. This is a three
fold concern. It implies (a) that the non-nuclear countries are not 
deprived of the fruits of nuclear science; (b) that, for the enjoyment 
of these fruits, they do not remain dependent on one or two individual 
nuclear Powers; and (c) that they will provide themselves with an 
insurance against any diversion of nuclear technology to mihtary 
purposes. I will analyse these concerns later; but here, in answer to 
the question posed to us, I will say that the need is inescapable for 
the non-nuclear countries to come together and evolve agreed de
cisions about the peaceful uses of nuclear technology.

This answer to the question of what the proposed conference would 
do if a non-proliferation treaty were concluded before its convention 
will, I hope, also allay the misgivings of those who fear that the con
ference might delay the conclusion of that treaty. My delegation 
would like to assiu-e them that there is not the sHghtest ground for 
such fear. If a treaty is concluded before it assembles, the con
ference will enlarge its scope and consolidate its basis; but if a treaty 
is not agreed upon beforehand, the conference will surely provide a 
powerful force for its early conclusion. I must also mention here the 
consideration that the question of the duration of the non-proUferation 
treaty will remain open even after agreement between the super- 
Powers. Suggestions have been made, in the Eighteen-Nation Dis
armament Committee, that the treaty should have a limited duration 
and, after a certain period, the situation should be reviewed by all 
countries. This shows how the treaty is being conceived to be of a 
provisional nature. Certainly, could there be a more authentic forum 
than a conference of all non-nuclear countries, for considering the 
treaty in such manner as will rescue it from any temporariness?

 ̂Documents on Disarmamentj 1961 ̂ p. 649.
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This makes me repeat what I submitted in my earlier statement. I 
cannot overemphasize that our effort to bring the non-nuclear coun
tries /together is complementary and not > competitive to that of the 
super-Powers in their bilateral negotiations or of the Disarmament 
Committee or of this Assembly. It wiU be a total misunderstanding 
of the conception of this conference to suppose that it can in any way 
conflict with, or cut across, any constructive efforts that may be in 
progress now or in the near future.

Another question asked is whether the non-nuclear countries can 
be brought together when some of them are aligned and some non- 
aligned. Part of the answer is provided in the statement of the 
representative of Australia when he said:

Some of the other practical problems facing non-aligned countries are common to 
the aligned countries also—problems of nuclear guarantees, a nuclear umbrella; 
these are common elements for aligned and non-aligned Members alike.^

We might not use the expressions ^'guarantees” or “umbrellas” 
and we might not agree regarding certain suggestions they convey; 
but here is a recognition that some problems are common to both 
aligned and non-aligned countries. Apart from that, we cannot 
accept a division of countries into aligned and non-aligned in any 
sense resembling that of their division into nuclear and non-nuclear. 
We have several reasons for saying so. The terms “aligned” and 
“non-aligned” date from the days of the cold war. Later develop
ments have shown how blurred this division can become and how 
it is possible for a country to be both non-aligned and doubly-aligned. 
Moreover, we cannot limit our horizon to the present international 
situation. Considering the flux of international affairs, it is possible 
that a country wholly aligned today may be non-aligned tomorrow, 
and vice versa. In these matters, we have to look ahead and evolve 
a collective system whereby the security from nuclear attack of one 
country can be made the security of all.

Apart from these questions there are one or two issues which seem 
to need some clarification at this stage in our debate. The first re
lates to the peaceful uses of nuclear energy. In this connexion, we 
have to look farther than a non-proliferation treaty. I have already 
briefly analysed the three-fold concern of the non-nuclear countries in' 
this respect. I t has been said in this debate that no embargo can be put 
on knowledge or technology. But that is confusing the issue. If 
no embargo is to be put on an uncontrolled knowledge and technology 
of nuclear weapons, if we have to adopt a laissez-faire attitude in this 
respect, then what is it that will prevent an endless proliferation of 
nuclear weapons? We also have to consider, if we are going to permit 
the employment of this technology without any control, what will

1 A/C. 1/PV. 1439, p. 32.
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happen to those countries which lack this knowledge and the resources 
for its application. Will we not totally destroy the principle of the 
equality of nations? Will we not condemn all but the handful which 
have this capability to an under-privileged status? If we say that 
we cannot be hampered in our possession of nuclear devices 
which we need for digging canals, and those devices are the same 
explosives as bombs, will not the bulk of mankind be plagued by 
indescribable dread?

That is why, for non-proliferation to be a firm and genuine ar
rangement, it is essential for the non-nuclear countries to consider 
the question of the enlargement of the scope of the activities of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency.

The concept of that Agency as a supply organization is not novel. 
In fact, it was visualized at the time the Agency was established that 
nuclear materials would be channelled through it and that, as dis
armament measures got under way, more and more stocks of such 
materials would be transferred to the control of the Agency to be used 
for development purposes. As the Agency^s representative who 
addressed us here the other day reminded us, article Illb (l) of the 
Agency’s statute permits the appUcation of its safeguards in a broader 
context.^ Since the non-nuclear countries will be the beneficiaries 
of nuclear materials and equipment, it is for them to demand the 
co-operation of the nuclear Powers, and for them also to help in 
expanding the scope of the Agency’s activities and developing its 
system of controls, with due regard to the evolutionary nature of the 
technological situation. In this connexion, the suggestions made by 
the representative of the Netherlands, Mr. Van der Stoel, on 1 Novem
ber deserve the close attention of aU countries, but above all of the 
non-nuclear countries.

The second issue relates to—if I may borrow Lord Chalfont’s 
phrase—“the strategy of non-proliferation’’.̂  I shaU repeat what I 
said before: universahty is the very essence of that strategy. In 
the present state of affairs, it is not reaUstic to think that this uni- 
versaUty can be secured in the forums of the General Assembly or the 
ENDC. The representative of Syria referred to three essential 
factors indispensable for universahty which are lacking in the present 
framework of disarmament negotiations. Those, according to him, 
are: first, participation of the two other nuclear Powers in the attempts 
to reach agreement; second, the total control by the International 
Atomic Energy Agency over all nuclear reactors claiming the develop
ment of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes as their aim; and, third, 
a serious dialogue with the non-nuclear countries. He added that, 
without those factors, any agreement would be of a hmited value in

 ̂For the IAEA representative’s statement, see A/C. 1/PV. 1437, Oct. 31, 1966, 
pp. 37-38.

2 A/C.1/PV.1432, Oct. 26, 1966, p. 13.
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time and space, and the problem after a while might assume an acuter 
form.^ Moreover, it is an observable fact that any discussion of the 
strategy of non-proliferation, in the presence of two or more nuclear 
Powers, is dominated by a consideration of the interests or needs or 
standpoints of those Powers to the exclusion of the interests or needs 
or standpoints of the non-nuclear countries.

It is after giving most anxious thought to this aspect of disarma
ment negotiations that we have come to the conclusion that the 
desideratum is a conference of the non-nuclear countries. Such a 
conference does not, and cannot, contemplate isolation from the 
nuclear Powers. As I said before, it will at once enter into a dialogue 
with them. Thus, the only means available to us for bringing about 
universality is that of, first, bringing about a harmony between the 
different standpoints of non-nuclear countries and, second, arranging 
a dialogue between them and all the existing nuclear countries.

I hope this answers the doubts—again, quite understandable— 
expressed by the representative of New Zealand yesterday. It should 
be clear that this is not a matter of formal procedure. I t is a matter 
of mobilizing the political mil of the international conamunity, first, 
for a dependable non-proliferation arrangement, and, second, for 
nuclear disarmament. This cannot be done by private consultations 
or by submitting our viewpoints to the chief negotiators. Every 
State is a chief negotiator.

What is the present situation? A careful study of the statements of 
representatives made in the course of this debate reveals the extent of 
differences ŵ hich still exist on vital questions relating to non-pro- 
liferation. As regards the desirability of measures for nuclear dis
armament, there could not, of course, be any difference. But at what 
stage should these measures be adopted? Some colleagues say they 
should be adopted in the treaty; some say they should be adopted 
along with—and I am using the exact adverb employed—the treaty. 
There are others who desire that those measures should be adopted 
after the treaty, a few adding the expression ^^immediately.’̂  Thus, 
the principle formulated in resolution 2028 (XX) that a non-pro- 
Uferation treaty should be a step towards nuclear disarmament, is 
capable of different interpretations. Theoretically, these may appear 
to be mere nuances. From a practical point of view, they make a 
substantial difference. The differences regarding the safeguarding 
of the security of non-nuclear countries or the internationaUzation of 
atomic devices are even more pronounced. These are realities. We 
have to do our best to give some thrust to the disarmament negotia
tions.

1 A/C.1/PV.1439, Nov. 1, 1966, pp. 46-47.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1966, pp. 532-534.
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In conclusion, I  would say that there has been discussion in this 
debate on whether or not the possession of nuclear weapons is a 
status symbol. The representative of the United Kingdom, in his 
moving address, said that it was his aim to deflate this myth of the 
'^top table^\^ Even though the sincerity of his statement is beyond 
question, at present the non-nuclear countries feel skeptical about 
assertions by a nuclear Power that, by being nuclear, it does not 
consider itself a superior kind of Power. A united platform of the 
non-nuclear countries, safeguarding their security and seeming the 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, would be a most potent means 
for demolishing a hierarchy of power based on the possession of nuclear 
weapons or the capability of producing them.

The representative of Peru, Mr. Belaunde, quoted the other day 
one of the sayings of the great philosopher Nietzsche, which offers 
endless stimulation to thought: ‘̂ Whoever fulfils an end goes beyond 
it.’’  ̂ That is most apposite in the context of our proposal for the 
non-nuclear countries to come together and take a united stand as 
regards their collective security and future uses of nuclear technology 
for peace and not for war. We have no doubt that, in the very act 
of realizing this objective, those countries will already have gone 
beyond it. They will have opened new vistas of progress for them
selves and, therefore, for others as well.

May I commend draft resolution A/C.1/L.372 to this Committee, 
with the hope that it will receive the Committee’s support.

Hungarian Draft Resolution Submitted to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Use of Chemical and 
Bacteriological Weapons, November 7, 1966 *

The General Assembly,
Guided by the principles of the United Nations Charter and con

temporary international law,
Considering that weapons of mass destruction constitute a danger 

for all mankind,
Recalling that the Geneva Protocol of 17 June 1925 on ^Trohibition 

of the Use of Asphyxiating, Poisonous and Other Gases and Bacterio-

J A/C.l/PV. 1432, p. 18.
2 A/C. l/PV. 1438, p. 26.
3 A/C.1/L.374, Nov. 7, 1966. On Nov. 21 Burundi, Guinea, Kenya, Mauritania, 

Somalia, Tanzania, Uganda, and Upper Volta proposed the addition of the follow
ing words at the end of the second preambular par.: ‘̂ and are incompatible with 
the accepted norms of civilization.” They also proposed adding a new third 
preambular par:

Affirming that the strict observance of the rules of international law on the 
conduct of warfare is in the interest of maintaining these standards of civilization,
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logical Methods of Warfare” is signed, adopted and recognized by 
many States/

1. Demands strict and absolute compliance by all States with the 
principles and norms established by the Geneva Protocol of 17 June 
1925, which prohibits the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons;

2. Condemns any actions aimed at the use of chemical and bac
teriological weapons;

3. Declares that the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons 
for the purpose of destroying human beings and the means of their 
existence constitutes an international crime.

Statement by the Italian Representative (Cavalletti) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Nonpro
liferation of Nuclear Weapons, November 7, 1966 ^

My delegation has not asked to speak today in order to reaflSrm 
its interest in the rapid conclusion of a treaty on non-proliferation, 
nor its determination actively to co-operate to that end. Our views 
on this matter have already been clearly explained in my statement 
of 28 October, which indicated our general position on the question 
of non-proliferation.

On the contrary, my delegation wishes today to give its views on 
the draft resolution contained in document A/C.1/L.371 and Corr.l,® 
and avail itself of this opportunity briefly to make clear our ideas on 
some problems that I did not touch upon in my earlier statement.

With regard to document A/C.1/L.371 and Corr.l, I note that it 
rightly stresses the urgent need for the conclusion of a treaty on non-

At the same time, they proposed replacing operative pars. 2 and 3 by the following:
2. Deplores the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons for the purpose of 

destroying human beings and the means of their existence;
3. Invites all States to accede to the Geneva Protocol of 17 June 1925 on ‘̂Pro

hibition of the Use of Asphyxiating, Poisonous and Other Gases and Bacterio
logical Methods of Warfare” (A/C.l/L.381/Rev. 1).
These amendments were accepted by the Hungarian representative on Nov. 22 
{postj pp. 756-758); the draft resolution as amended appears postj pp. 758-759. 
The amended resolution, as revised by Western amendments (poŝ , pp. 762-763), 
was approved by the G.A. on Dec. 5 ijpostj pp. 798-800).

1 Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Subcommittee on Disarmament, Dis
armament and Security: A Collection of Documentsj 1919-56 (Com. print, 84th 
Cong., 2d sess.), pp. 169-170.

2 A/C. 1/PV. 1443, pp. 8-16.
8 Ante, pp. 672-673.
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proliferation and the need for the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament 
Committee to resume itS' work as soon as possible. My delegation 
is essentially in agreement with those views and believes, moreover, 
that to facilitate the task of the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament 
Committee, it is useful for the debates in our Committee to cover 
as much ground as possible while clearly defining the position of the 
different delegations on all questions.

For my part, I should like today to make a contribution to the study 
of the questions of control and guarantees within the framework of a 
treaty on non-proliferation.

With regard to control, we have always considered this an essential 
element of any agreement on disarmament, even a limited one. Thâ > 
is of course applicable as well to a treaty on non-proUferation. The 
controls that may be envisaged within the framework of a treaty on 
non-proliferation—and that is the first point that I should like to 
stress—^must obviously be serious and effective.

The controls applied by the International Atomic Energy Agency 
no doubt meet that requirement. Equivalent controls of an interna
tional nature, such as those exercised by Euratom, should also meet 
the requirement. In any event we might seek the necessary means 
or arrangements which would enable the controls effectively to give 
an equal and sufficient guarantee to all, without treating imnecessary 
or cumbersome duplications.

In the second place, the control in question, though applied in a 
different manner, should not be of a formally discriminating nature. 
The principle should be affirmed that the controls are applied both to 
the non-nuclear countries and to the nuclear-weapon countries. I t  is 
obvious that, with regard to the nuclear-weapon countries, the con
trols will find practical application only in respect of peaceful nuclear 
activities, that is, in only one sector, clearly defined and limited. 
Nevertheless we believe that, within the context of a treaty on non
proliferation, it would be desirable, in respect of control, to establish 
a balance between the obligations of the nuclear countries and those 
of the non-nuclear countries. Moreover, the placing of non-military 
nuclear installations under control in the nuclear countries could 
facilitate the subsequent realization of a general cut-off. I t is for 
those reasons that we support article III of the United States draft 
treaty on non-proliferation, with regard to control.^ In fact, in keep
ing with what I have just said, the provisions of this article are 
directed to all parties to the treaty without distinction. They en
visage the application of effective safeguards, whether those of the 
International Atomic Energy Agency or those of other international 
institutions, over aU the non-military nuclear activities of all coun
tries. We do not find in the Soviet draft treaty an article correspond

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1966, p. 348.
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ing to that article III.^ However, it would appear that the Soviet 
delegation would not be opposed to the adoption of appropriate con
trols, within the framework of the treaty on non-proliferation. We 
are happy at this positive development and we hope that the Soviet 
delegation will later clarify its position and that its proposals will be 
in conformity with the principle of ejQEicacy and non-discrimination to 
which I have referred.

Turning now to the question of guarantees, we are of the opinion 
that countries renouncing nuclear weapons are undoubtedly entitled 
to assurances with regard to their security whenever they desire them, 
when they do not yet have a nuclear guarantee such as is offered by 
an alliance. Therefore that is a problem of interest jfirst of all to the 
non-nuclear and non-aligned countries. I t  is for that reason that the 
problem is a delicate one, since guarantees of security must in no way 
interfere with the non-aligned status of those countries, which naturally 
they wish to maintain and preserve.

The Eighteen-Nation Committee has already begun consideration 
of this problem on the basis of two ideas advanced at the Geneva 
Conference by the Soviet Union and the United States. President 
Johnson sent the Conference a message in which it is stated:

. . .  so that those who forswear nuclear weapons may forever refrain without fear 
from entering the nuclear arms race, let us strive to strengthen United Nations and 
other international security arrangements. Meanwhile, the nations that do not 
seek the nuclear path can be sure that they will have our strong support against 
threats of nuclear blackmail.^

Furthermore, Premier Kosygin, in a message to the Geneva Confer
ence, proposed:

In order to facilitate agreement on the conclusion of a treaty, the Soviet Govern
ment declares its willingness to include in the draft treaty a clause on the prohibi
tion of the use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear States parties to the treaty 
which have no nuclear weapons in their territory.®

Those two ideas were welcomed with interest by the Eighteen- 
Nation Committee, but it was noted, among other things, that the 
Kosygin proposal, although it was not without merit, entailed only a 
commitment to refrain from doing something, which in some cases 
might appear to be an insufficient guarantee, whereas the Johnson 
message would offer positive and active assurances. Apart from that 
consideration, if we look closely at the Kosygin proposal we see that 
it appears to contemplate a problem different from the one which 
truly concerns us. Moreover, it entails difficulties in terms of practi
cal application. In fact the problem is not one of seeking in what 
countries that are members of alliances there are stationed nuclear

 ̂For the Soviet draft treaty, see ihid.j pp. 443-446.
2 AntCf p. 6.
3 AntCj p. 11.



698 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1966

installations but rather of elaborating an immediate and valid guaran
tee for the non-aligned countries from the moment when they renounce 
possession of nuclear weapons. If one loses sight of that clearly 
defined objective, one falls into serious difficulties.

If the Kosygin proposal were to be applied, the logical consequence 
would be that it would be necessary first to verify in what coimtries 
nuclear weapons were or were not stationed. That would necessarily 
call for the establishment of very wide controls everywhere. Those 
controls would not cover measures of disarmament but rather the 
deployment of weapons and military installations. I t  would be 
really the application of a type of control which the Soviet Union has 
always condemned as being contrary to disarmament. In any event, 
without any doubt, the elaboration of the Kosygin proposal in its 
present formulation would necessarily bring about serious delays in 
the concluding of a treaty on non-proliferation. That would be in 
contradiction of the thesis, which is the thesis of the Soviet Union 
also, that the treaty on non-proliferation should be simple and should 
not include provisions that would call for long and complicated 
negotiations.

The Italian delegation believes that it is possible to find a satis
factory solution to the problem of guarantees, by means of a flexible 
formula meeting the different requirements of the non-aligned and 
non-nuclear countries. We are of the opinion that this Committee 
should invite the Eighteen-Nation Committee to recommenpe active 
work on this important question in order to draw up such a formula.

To that end, the Eighteen-Nation Committee should be given the 
mandate of studying all the ideas that have so far been put forward, 
all the positions taken by the different delegations in the course of our 
debates, as well as all the proposals that might subsequently be put 

 ̂forward by either the nuclear States or the non-nuclear States. The 
solution of the delicate question of guarantees—as, incidentally, of 
any other question connected with nuclear disarmament—can be 
sought and found only through common studies and close and active 
co-operation between the nuclear and non-nuclear States. Just as it 
would be dangerous for the nuclear countries to isolate themselves 
and to deliberate among themselves on a question on which the 
destiny of the world depends, it would be pointless for the non-nuclear 
countries to create their own club and to discuss these matters among 
themselves in an unrealistic manner. Anything that divides or 
separates us from each other and anything that tends to establish 
categories must be avoided, because it is only with trust and co
operation among all that we shall be able to find, here or in Geneva, 
valid and effective solutions in keeping with the interests of security 
and the requirements of peace. I t has been only by working in this 
manner and by this method that we have already been able to achieve
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some progress, which has improved hopes for the conclusion of a 
treaty on non-proliferation.

The unanimous adoption of a resolution which is in line with the 
text of document A/C.1/L.371 but which returns to the Eighteen- 
Nation Committee the study of the problem envisaged in point 3 
of the draft will make it possible for us to take a new step forward 
and to open the road to constructive and concrete work. I hope 
that it is in this spirit that the Committee will continue its discussion 
in the coming days.

Statement by the Indian Representative (Trivedi) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Nonprolifer
ation of Nuclear Weapons, November 7, 1966 ^

The Indian delegation made a statement at the 1436th meeting of 
the Committee and dealt with the principles which are basic to an 
adequate and acceptable treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons. I t is the fervent hope of the Indian delegation that the 
terms of the treaty should be such as to reflect the requirements laid 
down in General Assembly resolution 2028 (XX) ̂  so that the treaty 
is acceptable to all concerned and satisfactory to the international 
conamunity.

The most heartening development in this context has been the 
overwhelming support that the members of this Committee have 
reaflBrmed for resolution 2028 (XX) and for the principles laid down 
in it. I t  is obvious, therefore, that any proposition which dilutes 
at least the basic philosophy of resolution 2028 (XX) cannot be 
acceptable to the vast majority of the membership of the Committee. 
There may be some differences when details are being worked out, 
but there can be no difference whatever on the basic approach to the 
general problem of prevention of proliferation of nuclear weapons.

This basic approach was clearly spelled out in the joint memoran
dum submitted by the eight non-aligned delegations to the Eighteen- 
Nation Committee on Disarmament in September 1965. Relevant 
extracts of the memorandum have been quoted in this Committee 
many times, but they bear repeated quotation. The memorandum 
said:

. . . the delegations of Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, India, Mexico, Nigeria, 
Sweden, and the United Arab Republic believe that it would be of advantage if 
they place on record their basic approach to the question of non-proliferation.

1 A/C.1/PV.1443, pp. 17-32.
2 Documents on Disarmamenty 1965j  pp. 532-534.
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A treaty on non-proliferation is not an end in itself but only a means to an end. 
That end is the achievement of general and complete disarmament, and, more 
particularly, nuclear disarmament. The eight delegations are convinced that 
measures to prohibit the spread of nuclear weapons should, therefore, be coupled 
with or followed by tangible steps to halt the nuclear arms race and to limit, 
reduce and eliminate the stocks of nuclear weapons and the means of their de
livery.^

That memorandum was submitted before the twentieth session of 
the General Assembly. The Conamittee and the Assembly accepted 
this approach which, as we know, formed principle (c) of the five 
principles of resolution 2028 (XX). Principle (c) reads:

(c) The treaty should be a step towards the achievement of general and com
plete disarmament, and more particularly, nuclear disarmament;

This is an extremely important principle and a fundamental 
principle. In fact, a large part of the joint memorandum submitted 
by the eight non-aligned delegations to the Eighteen-Nation Com
mittee on Disarmament this year, on 19 August, is devoted to an 
analysis of this particular principle.

What the Indian delegation wishes to emphasize is that no proposal 
can be acceptable which detracts from this basic approach adopted by 
the United Nations on the question of prevention of proliferation of 
nuclear weapons. I t is not merely a question of reaflSrming resolution 
2028 (XX) and its principles, although that is vital; it is really a 
question of maintaining our allegiance to this fundamental approach 
of the resolution. A limited and one-sided approach which seeks 
to refer only to the question of what is called  ̂̂ further” spread or 
' f̂urther^  ̂ proliferation of nuclear weapons or emergence of ^'addi- 
tionaP^ nuclear weapon Powers militates against this basic approach 
and completely relegates into the background the essential feature of 
a treaty on non-proliferation being only a means to an end. Once we 
proceed from an inadequate or incomplete concept, we find that we 
adopt wrong methods and reach unsatisfactory conclusions.

The Indian delegation would, therefore, urge that we should never 
abandon the basic approach which we have all adopted on the problem 
of preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons. This approach 
does not derive its acceptability only because it has been adopted by 
the United Nations; it does not derive its strength only because the 
international community has arrived at it through years of progressive 
precision; it does not derive its validity only because it represents 
a way towards the common objective of all humanity, namely, 
general and complete disarmament. These are undoubtedly impor
tant factors. The real validity, the real strength and the real accept
ability of the five principles set out in resolution 2028 (XX) are also

1 Ihid,, pp. 425-426.
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derived from the fact that they represent the correct analysis of the 
problem and its effective solution.

The Indian delegation dealt with this matter in some detail in its 
last intervention in the Committee.^ In particular, it devoted special 
attention to an analysis of principle (b) in paragraph 2 of resolution 
2028 (XX) dealing with mutual and balanced obligations and respon
sibilities. Further, it stated that it was necessary to deal with the 
problem of preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons compre
hensively and correctly, and that if one wished to deal with the conse
quence, the only effective method was to deal with the cause. An 
unscientific or ineffective remedy does, in fact, more harm than good.

An important fact in our analysis is history. As we know, certain 
powerful countries belonging to military alliances went in for pro
liferation of nuclear weapons in the past, and if we wish to prevent 
such proliferation effectively we must analyse what led those coun
tries to embark on their proHferation.

The countries where proliferation of nuclear weapons took place 
in the past have generally given two reasons for their action. One 
is that they wanted their voice to carry weight and they wanted 
political power. In other words, there was the consideration of 
prestige. Secondly, they felt that they could best safeguard their 
security by possessing an independent nuclear force. In other words, 
there was the consideration of security or national defence. I t  is 
these two considerations, therefore, that we must bear in mind, and 
eliminate, in our eflForts to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons.

The question of prestige is important, and very often many of us, 
mostly unconsciously, invest the nuclear weapon Powers with special 
prestige. The United Nations has condemned nuclear weapons and 
called their use a crime against humanity,^ and yet many Govern
ments continue to act in the context of what they call realities, talk 
in terms of acceptance of faits accomplis and propagate the ideas of 
five-Power confabulations to solve the problems of the world. No 
wonder, therefore, that the world society in general comes to believe 
that the possession of nuclear weapons gives prestige and power, 
authority and influence.

In our strategy for preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons, 
it is essential to make conscious and determined efforts to ensure 
that no such distinction is made and no opportunity is given to the 
nuclear weapon Powers to exercise the prerogatives of their prestige. 
The Indian delegation feels, therefore, that as far as issues of dis
armament are concerned we must avoid gatherings, limited either 
to non-nuclear-weapon Powers or to nuclear-weapon Powers. Issues

1 Ante, pp. 676-684.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 648-650.
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of disarmament are of common and concurrent concern to all countries, 
whether they are big or small, whether they are nuclear or non-nuclear. 
It is entirely unprofitable to discuss them without the participation 
either of the nuclear-weapon Powers [or] of the non-nuclear-weapon 
Powers. This is particularly true of a problem Kke the non-pro
liferation of nuclear weapons, which is of common and concurrent 
concern to the nuclear and the non-nuclear Powers aUke. I t is in 
the light of this supreme principle that the non-aligned countries 
proposed in Belgrade in 1961  ̂ and in Cairo in 1964  ̂ the convening 
of a world disarmament conference; and the United Nations has 
endorsed that proposal.^ That is the only correct approach; a limited 
approach is unfruitful and dangerous.

On this question of prestige, therefore, we have to make conscious 
and determined efforts to ensure that, as far as possible, there is a 
progressive denial of prestige to the possession of nuclear weapons. 
The Indian delegation beheves that this is one field where it is nobler 
as well as safer to lose prestige rather than acquire prestige. The 
real answer to the problem can be furnished only when the existing 
nuclear-weapon Powers begin a programme of reduction of their 
stockpiles and the means of their dehvery. Herein Ues the vahdity 
of principle (c) of resolution 2028 (XX). As the eight non-aligned 
delegations suggested in their memorandum of 19 August 1966, 
different measures of disarmament should be embodied in a treaty 
on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons as part of its provisions or 
as a declaration of intention.

The second consideration, that of security or national defence, 
which was advanced by the coimtries which went in for proliferation 
of nuclear weapons is also amenable to a similar answer. To be 
sure, all nations wish to safeguard their freedom and their independ
ence. At the same time, history has shown that purely military 
means have not been adequate instruments of achievement of national 
or international security. This is particularly vahd in respect of 
nuclear weapons. MiUtary alliances and guarantees or protection 
or security umbrellas provided in these alUances have furnished no 
real or lasting security and have not prevented proliferation of nuclear 
weapons, as can be seen from the fact that it is only the members 
of military aUiances which have gone in for such proliferation. What 
is more, nuclear weapon Powers still continue to proliferate. The 
so-called balance of terror seems to produce only terror but no bal
ance, and provides proliferation but no stable security.

The Indian delegation is convinced that nuclear weapons do not 
provide security. In common with the rest of the non-aligned

1 Ihid.j p. 381.
2 Ihid,, 1964y p. 445.
3 Ihid,, 1965, p. 585.
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countries of the world, India also believes that security is not provided 
by military alliances as well. In fact, as the Cairo declaration 
pointed out:

. . . the existence of military blocs, great Power alliances and pacts arising 
therefrom has accentuated the cold war and heightened international tensions.^

The problem of security is not one of seeking protection from 
nuclear weapon Powers or one that can be debated in a large gathering 
of nations composed of countries belonging to alliances and countries 
which are non-aligned or one of concluding security arrangements 
with big Powers and nuclear weapon Powers.

The Indian delegation believes that the question of national secu
rity must be viewed in the context of international security. Real 
security lies, therefore, in meaningful steps towards disarmament. 
The emphasis placed in principle (c) of resolution 2028 (XX) merits 
special significance in this context. As I  said earlier, this can be 
achieved only in a global concept.

I t was for this reason, that is, for a correct analysis of the real cause 
of the problem of proliferation, that the eight non-aligned delegations 
devoted the major part of their memorandum of 19 August of this 
year to principle (c) of resolution 2028 (XX), which stressed that the 
treaty should be an integral part of the process of disarmament.

I should now like to take this opportunity to add a few comments to 
what I said in my statement at the 1436th meeting of the Committee 
regarding the benefits of science and technology, particularly for the 
developing nations.

At the outset, it should be emphasized categorically that the 
principle that the benefits of science and technology should not be 
denied to the developing nations has nothing to do with a treaty on 
non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

As far as nuclear weapons are concerned, the non-nuclear weapon 
Powers are irrevocably against their proliferation. The question of 
proliferation of nuclear weapons does not, however, bear any practical 
relationship to the possible future use of the fusion technique for 
undertaking explosions for building canals or dams or harbours. As 
I said earlier, these controlled fusion techniques are still in an ex
perimental stage even for the super-weapon Powers. For the de
veloping countries, even the early experimental stage is far away. 
For them it is only a question of principle and not of practice.

The question of manufacture of nuclear weapons by new countries 
is that of manufacture of these weapons by the fission process and not 
by the fusion process. In fact, two of the existing nuclear weapon 
Powers are at present producing these weapons principally by the 
normal fission technique. Even when we are talking of the dangers

1 Ibid., 1964, pp. 445-446.
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of horizontal proliferation, or further proliferation, therefore, we are 
talking of the dangers of manufacture of nuclear weapons and not of 
thermonuclear weapons. Many countries have had the capabiUty 
of manufacturing these weapons for many years and they have—as 
India certainly has—deliberately and as a matter of pohcy, declared 
their determination not to manufacture nuclear weapons. These 
countries do not need to wait for decades till the super-Powers perfect 
their experiments on controlled fusion in some distant future in order 
to embark on their nuclear weapon programmes. They can do so 
today if they want to. They could have done so years ago. Let us 
not, therefore, confuse the question of non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons with that of the future and distant development of controlled 
fusion techniques.

As I said earlier, however, it is the question of principle that is 
important in the context of the application of science and technology. 
Is it desirable, or, as R*esident Truman put it, morally defensible, 
to deny the benefits of the peaceful uses of atomic energy to other 
nations, particularly to the developing nations?

I appreciate that there are two aspects to this problem. The 
jSrst aspect is that of a country developing its own technique of con
trolled fusion for peaceful purposes. Is it seriously suggested that 
a country should be prohibited from developing its own technology, 
through its own endeavours, so as to achieve economic development? 
I submit that no developing country can accept a proposition of that 
kind.

It is recognized, of course, that such explosions must be adequately 
safeguarded on the principle that atomic energy must be used ex
clusively for peaceful purposes. The States of Latin America have 
given careful and exhaustive consideration to this problem and have 
suggested a system which will ensure that there is no abuse of such 
peaceful undertakings. I would invite the attention of the Committee 
to article 13 of the Final Act of the Third Session of the Preparatory 
Commission for the Denuclearization of Latin America held in Mexico 
City in April-May this year.^

India is in agreement with this approach and believes that States 
conducting such an explosion should announce it beforehand, make 
known the precise purpose and permit international observation and 
inspection of the explosion.

The second aspect of what I call the freedom of technology is that 
of dissemination. In this context, the Indian delegation would like 
to emphasize that it supports the objectives and the hopes of the 
three United Nations International Conferences on the Peaceful 
Uses of Atomic Energy. The only effective and abiding answer to

1 ArUê  pp. 264-265.
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the energy problems of the world, particularly of the devyoping 
nations, can be provided by atomic energy. The presently known 
reserves of coal and oil in the world are insufficient to enable the 
developing countries of the world to attain or maintain for long a 
standard of living comparable to that of the industrialized nations. 
I t is for this purpose that we are looking forward to the day when 
a method is found for liberating fusion energy in a controlled manner. 
A technological development of that kind will give energy to the 
entire world in a cheap and plentiful manner. To give an illustra
tion, the complete combustion of a poimd of carbon yields some 14,650 
British thermal units of energy, while the complete fission of a pound 
of uranium yields 3.3 thousand million units, which is equivalent to 
2.5 to 3 million tons of coal. But this fission process of today in 
itself will become the primitive period of the atomic age when fusion 
energy is liberated in a controlled manner. Then fuel will be as 
plentiful as the heavy hydrogen in the oceans.

That is what the developing countries are interested in. even 
though it is only a matter of principle today. They have illustrated, 
by their policies and actions, that they are not interested in nuclear 
weapons, even though they have the technology. Their main concern 
is the economic advancement of their teeming millions.

We have two draft resolutions before us. The draft resolution in 
document A/C.1/L.371 has been co-sponsored by a large number of 
non-aligtied delegations, including the Indian delegation.^ The other 
draft resolution is in docimient A/C.1/L.372, submitted by the delega
tion of Pakistan.^ In this statement and in its earlier statement, 
the Indian delegation has spoken of the broad and specific principles 
which are relevant in the consideration of the problem of the pro
liferation of nuclear weapons. The Indian delegation, however, 
reserves the right to speak, if necessary, on the draft resolutions at an 
appropriate time.

Statement by the Canadian Representative (Burns) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Nonprolifer
ation of Nuclear Weapons, November 7,1966 ^

In a previous intervention I have stated the general views of the 
Canadian delegation on the question of non-proliferation. In the 
statement which I shall now make I shall express my delegation’s

 ̂Ante, pp. 676 684.
2 Identical with pt. (B) of the resolution of Nov. 17 {'post, pp. 748-750).
3 A/C.1/PV.1444, pp. 51-60.
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views on the draft resolutions which the Committee has before it. 
These draft resolutions are: A/C.1/L.371, which concerns the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons A/C.1/L.373, which is intended to 
be an amendment to the previously mentioned draft resolution;^' 
and A/C.1/L.372, introduced by the delegation of Pakistan, which 
relates to a proposal for a conference of nations not possessing nuclear 
weapons.^

First of aU, I would say, in regard to draft resolution A/C.1/L.371, 
that the Canadian delegation is generally in accord with the substance 
of the draft and expects to support it. However, we have reservations 
with regard to paragraph 3, which reads, as representatives will recall:

Invites the nuclear weapon Powers to give an assurance that they will not 
use, or threaten to use nuclear weapons against non-nuclear weapon States;

We understand that consideration is being given to alternative 
formulations for this paragraph. We hope that those who are 
negotiating will succeed in finding a formulation which will be ac
ceptable to all concerned. However, pending the presentation of 
any amendment to this paragraph, the Canadian delegation believes 
it essential to express its views on the paragraph as it stands.

What is proposed here comes under the general heading of security 
guarantees for nations which do not possess nuclear weapons and which 
agree to sign a treaty on non-proliferation, under which they would 
accept obligations not to manufacture or to acquire nuclear weapons 
of their own. The question of guaranteeing the security of such 
nations is an extremely complex one. I t involves important com
mitments from the nuclear Powers, and also it would affect the security 
arrangements of a significant number of States which do not possess 
nuclear weapons but which are members of an alliance which includes 
nuclear Powers. I t also concerns non-aligned States which do not 
possess nuclear weapons, in different ways, depending upon a number 
of circumstances, including the geographical situation of the States. 
The sort of guarantee or assurance suggested in the existing paragraph

* The 46-power draft resolution of Oct. 27 (anie, pp. 672-673).
2 These amendments, introduced by Cameroon on Nov. 1, would have replaced 

operative pars. 2 and 4 of the 46-power draft resolution by the following new par.:
'̂ 2. Urges all States to adhere strictly to the principles laid down in General 

Assembly resolution 2028 (XX) and to take all necessary steps conducive to the 
negotiation and conclusion as soon as possible of a treaty on the non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons;’'
They would also have amended operative par. 3 to read as follows:

'̂ 3. Invites the nuclear weapon Powers to give assurance that they will not use, 
or threaten to use nuclear weapons against other States.”
Cameroon withdrew the amendments on Nov. 9.

® Identical with pt. (B) of the resolution of Nov. 17 (posi, pp. 748-750).
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3 would not meet the needs of all non-aligned States not possessing 
nuclear weapons.

Spokesmen for Canada have stated on many occasions that we 
favour an effective system which would guarantee the security of 
non-aligned signatories to a treaty on non-proliferation. We have in 
mind especially security against either the threat or the actuality of 
nuclear attacks. I t is obvious, however, that such guarantees or 
assurance will depend on decisions of the major nuclear Powers. 
I t  is they who will have to furnish this assurance. Unfortunately, 
they are not yet agreed on the precise assurance and the extent of 
the assurance which they could offer. I t  is obviously important that 
the security assurances should be as binding and as comprehensive 
as the nuclear Powers are prepared to make them, and also that they 
should be applicable to situations where non-aligned States may be 
subject to threats of nuclear attacks—so-called nuclear blackmail.

In the view of the Canadian delegation, the way operative para
graph 3 is formulated is unsatisfactory for the following reasons:

(a) I t does not provide any security for a non-aligned State not 
possessing nuclear weapons if it is threatened by a nuclear Power 
which is not party to a treaty on non-proliferation.

(b) I t would seemingly include States not possessing nuclear weap
ons which already have guarantees as to their security because they 
are members of an alliance in which there is a nuclear member.

(c) It would reduce or nuUify the effect of the generally understood 
balance of nuclear deterrence. By nuclear deterrence is meant 
that opposed alliances which include nuclear Powers would not engage 
in war—not only nuclear war, but any kind of war—again&t each 
other for fear of setting oflf the dreaded extensive nuclear conflagration.

(d) If the sort of assurance which is proposed is intended to 
include States which do not possess nuclear weapons and which 
are members of an alliance, there is no indication that the 
non-possession of nuclear weapons would be tested and proved by 
any kind of inspection procedures. Verification by inspection, 
of course, would be necessary if the condition of not using nuclear 
weapons against a State not possessing nuclear weapons and member 
of an alliance were to be accepted. I t is quite clear that to introduce 
the consideration of inspections of this kind into a treaty on non
proliferation would raise very great difficulties. I t  would really 
make the conclusion of a simple treaty on non-proliferation quite 
impracticable.

Perhaps the intention of those who drafted this paragraph 3 was 
that the assurance should be given in some way other than by in
cluding it in a treaty on non-proliferation. But even so, even if 
this were the case, some of the objections to the formula which we 
have just expressed would remain.
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Finally, the proposal set forth in paragraph 3 fails to take into 
account other suggestions which have been advanced for giving  ̂
assurance to non-aligned States ilot possessing nuclear weapons.

Thus, while the Canadian delegation supports draft resolution 
A/C.1/L.371 in general, we cannot support operative paragraph 3 
in its present form.

With regard to the amendments to draft resolution A/C.1/L.371, 
proposed by the delegation of Cameroon in document A/C.1/L.373, we 
have this to say: if the sponsors of the draft resolution are willing 
to accept the first amendment set down in paragraph 1 of the document 
presented by the delegation of Cameroon, we, of course, would have 
no objection to it. However, the second amendment set out in para
graph 2 of document A/C.1/L.373 is something quite dififerent. In 
the opinion of the Canadian delegation, if it were put forward it 
would change the character of the entire resolution. I t would make 
it a resolution to prohibit the use of nuclear weapons instead of one i 
for the guidance of those nations and committees taking part in the 
negotiations on a non-proliferation treaty. Therefore, the Canadian 
delegation believes Jbhat this deals with a question which more properly 
should be discussed under the heading of item 29 in our agenda, 
if it is to be discussed at aU.

The Canadian stand on proposals for declarations which would 
jDurport to prohibit the use of nuclear weapons has been expressed 
many times. Such declarations would have little legal binding force 
and, in our view, would be completely unrealistic if the nuclear Powers 
continued to hold the vast stocks of nuclear weapons which they 
now hold. In the absence of any effective international system of 
collective seciu’ity, it certainly would be unreasonable to expect any 
States to rely for their security on vague or pious declarations. 
History shows what little value such declarations have if they are 
unaccompanied by concrete acts of disarmament. What I have 
said in this respect does not apply to specific assurances which might 
be given to non-aligned, non-nuclear States by the nuclear Powers 
in very specific ternis, as I discussed earlier.

If this second amendment should be put to a vote, Canada would 
be obliged to oppose it. We believe that many other nations rep
resented here would also oppose it. The amendment, if accepted, 
would have the unfortunate effect of turning a resolution on non
proliferation, for which we would hope to achieve an almost unani
mously favourable vote comparable to the vote which was re^stered 
on om' first resolution, into a subject of dissension, with a divided 
vote. This, in our view, would be very unfortunate.

I turn now to draft resolution A/C.1/L.372, introduced by the 
delegation of Pakistan and co-sponsored by several other nations.
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As a non-nuclear country vitally concerned with the content of the 
proposed non-proliferation treaty, Canada appreciates the desire of 
other non-nuclear countries closely to follow developments on this 
matter and to have an opportunity to make their views known on 
its various aspects.

I t is well known that the major nuclear Powers are engaged in 
delicate negotiations on the central issues of the proposed non
proliferation treaty. These negotiations may have to continue for 
some time, and it is of the utmost importance that they be success
fully concluded. We all share a great responsibility not to do any
thing which could • complicate the process of reconciling ideas which 
has recently begun. A conference of States not possessing nuclear 
weapons, organized to discuss many of the issues on which the nuclear 
Powers will be negotiating, while proposed with the best of intentions, 
nevertheless could' well accentuate existing difficulties and create 
new ones without providing any positive benefits for its participants.

Even if it could be^dearly established that the proposed conference 
would not have any undesirable effects on negotiations between the 
nuclear Powers, the Canadian delegation is still not satisfied that its 
outcome could justify the effort and expense which would be involved. 
In virtually all cases the issues which concern non-nuclear States 
can be satisfactorily resolved only if there is a meeting of minds 
between the nuclear and non-nuclear Powers. They cannot be 
resolved in the absence of one of these two groups. This is particu
larly true with regard to the provision of appropriate security guar
antees and the working out of arrangements for ensuring that all 
nations benefit from the peaceful uses of nuclear explosions, which 
are two of the items on the agenda proposed in the draft resolution.

In the view of the Canadian delegation, there are a number of 
ways in which those non-nuclear States which are not represented 
on the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament can appropri
ately follow the negotiations on the proposed treaty and express 
their views. Our present debate in this Committee is the most 
obvious of these, and it can be supplemented by private bilateral 
discussions both here in New York and elsewhere. Continuing 
consultations wiU, of course, take place in Geneva during the months 
ahead, but if at a later stage some wider forum for exchanging ideas 
between the nuclear and the non-nuclear Powers should appear 
desirable, this could imdoubtedly be arranged through an appropriate 
organ of the United Nations.

For the reasons I have just outUned, the Canadian delegation 
regrets that it will not be able to vote in favor of draft resolution 
A/C.1/L.372. We should like respectfully to offer the suggestion 
that the delegation of Pakistan and the co-sponsors of the draft 
resolution might consider not pressing their resolution to a vote, leaving
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\ the question open until it is possible to determine the results of the 
negotiations on a non-proliferation treaty which are now in progress.

I should also like briefly to refer the matter of peaceful nuclear 
explosions. My delegation has noted with interest the comments 
made by several delegations on this problem. We note particularly 
the concern expressed at the suggestion made in Geneva this summer 
by the United States delegation that, in exchange for giving up the 
right to conduct their own peaceful nuclear explosions, the States 
not possessing nuclear weapons might be provided with a nuclear 
explosion service by the existing nuclear-armed Powers.^

I am sure that we all understand the reasons for this United States 
proposal. I t  is an inescapable fact that any country which developed 
the capacity to conduct nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes 
would also be able to effect explosions for warlike purposes, that is, 
to make atomic bombs, and this, of course, is contrary to the whole 
concept of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. None of us, and 
this includes Canada, relishes the prospect of a permanent monopoly 
by a small number of countries on the technology of nuclear explosions. 
However, if we are to be realistic, we must recognize that this is a 
price which ŵe must be prepared to pay for the general welfare of 
all mankind.

In accepting this situation, however, we do not need to deny our
selves the benefits which may eventually accrue from nuclear ex-' 
plosions for peaceful uses. Nor must we put ourselves in a position 
where we have to depend on the goodwill and co-operation of the 
individual nuclear Powers. Obviously, this whole question wiU have 
to be given a great deal of careful consideration, but the Canadian 
delegation is convinced that suitable international arrangements 
could be devised to meet the needs of all concerned. I t appears to 
us that the way to approach this matter would be to give some inter
national body, such as the International Atomic Energy Agency, the 
responsibility for working out appropriate machinery for examining 
the feasibihty of proposed projects, establishing the appropriate price 
to be charged for the nuclear explosion service and acting as an inter
mediary between the recipient country and the nuclear Power which 
would actually provide the necessary explosive device or devices. 
In this way, no country would have to be beholden to another country 
bilaterally. Instead, it would deal with a competent and impartial 
international body which would handle the necessary arrangements. 
This would include supervising the project to ensure that the explosion 
was in fact exclusively for peaceful purposes. The only monopoly 
which the nuclear States would retain would be that of the actual 
technology involved in exploding a device, which is also the technology 
of the nuclear weapon.

1 AntCf pp. 525-529.
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If something like this could be worked out, it seems to us that we 
could deal with a vital aspect of the proliferation problem and at the 
same time ens^ure that all countries would have equal and unrestricted 
access to the benefits of nuclear explosions for peaceful purposes 
when this form of technology becomes economically feasible.

Those were the remarks I mshed to make on the draft resolutions 
which are before us, and the Canadian delegation reserves the right, 
if extensive amendments are submitted to any of these draft resolu
tions, to speak again on the amendments.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Nonprolifer
ation of Nuclear Weapons, November 7, 1966 ^

The First Committee is discussing the question of non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons: report of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee on Disarmament. Almost aU the delegations that have 
spoken in the First Committee on the previous agenda item, which 
was proposed by the Soviet Union, on the renunciation by States 
of actions hampering the conclusion of an agreement on the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons, and on the present item, have stressed 
the importance of the problem of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. 
These delegations have underlined the fact that nuclear and non
nuclear States are interested in the immediate solution of this problem.

Representatives of Member States of the United Nations have noted 
that if an end is not put to the dissemination of nuclear weapons 
throughout the world, the security of all States and peoples will be 
threatened. The overwhelming majority of the delegations speaking 
here have agreed that it is necessary to find an urgent solution to the 
question of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons.

The draft resolution presented, in the first instance, by the Soviet 
Union, appealing to all States to take all necessary steps to facilitate 
and achieve at the earliest possible time the conclusion of a treaty 
on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and in the meantime 
to refrain from any action conducive to proliferation or hampering 
the conclusion of an agreement, was adopted almost unanimously 
by the General Assembly.^

All this is an excellent augury for the successful continuation of our 
work and creates a climate propitious for the solution of the problem 
of the non-proUferation of nuclear weapons. Discussions in the

1 A/C. 1/PV. 1445, pp. 13-35.
2 AntSj pp. 686-687.
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First Committee on the report of the Eighteen-Nation Committee 
concerning debates held in Geneva on the non-proliferation item' 
enable us to understand the reasons for the lack of an agreement 
in this matter and also to be aware of the true state of affairs in the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee, which, unfortunately, has been described 
erroneously by some delegations in this Committee.

In discussing the report of the Eighteen-Nation Committee we 
must, of course, first of all be mindful of the main objective which is 
now quite clearly and unambiguously in front of our eyes because 
of the resolution that has just been adopted; that is to say, to strive 
to reach a speedy agreement on non-prohferation and to abstain 
from any action which would hamper the conclusion of such a treaty. 
Therefore, our consideration of the report of the Eighteen-Nation 
Conmiittee must be related to the achievement of our main goal, 
which is to eliminate aU existing obstacles which prevent progress. 
This, in our view, is the task confronting the First Committee.

Debates on the question of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons 
in the Eighteen-Nation Committee had as their starting point 
an important resolution adopted at the twentieth session of the 
General Assembly,^ which has often been referred to by delegations 
during this debate. This resolution not only contains an appeal for 
the conclusion of a treaty to prevent the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons, but also provides for various principles upon which such a 
treaty should be based. Since that resolution was adopted at the 
last session of the General Assembly by an overwhelming majority 
of States, including the United States and its NATO allies, we had 
definite grounds for supposing that the Eighteen-Nation Committee 
would succeed in discharging the duty entrusted to it by the General 
Assembly, namely, to reach an agreement on the non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons. This, however, did not happen ; and we cannot 
conceal our astonishment at the description given in this Committee 
by the representative of the United States of the work of the Eight
een-Nation Committee. That representative declared that ^̂ sub
stantial progress was made’̂ :  ̂ Of course, the Committee of Eighteen 
did some useful work as far as clarif3dng the positions of the various 
parties was concerned, but this does not give us any ground to aflSrm 
that any progress was achieved in that Committee, let alone 
substantial progress.

Unfortunately, we must note that the Eighteen-Nation Committee 
did not move forward towards a solution of the problem of non- 
prohferation, and this is obvious from the very report which that 
Committee has presented to the twenty-first session of the General 
Assembly. Paragraph 33 of the report reads as follows:

 ̂Documents on Disarmament̂  1966j pp. 532-534.
2 Ante, p. 665.
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The Committee did not reach any specific agreement at this session either on 
questions of general and complete disarmament or on measures aimed at the 
lessening of international tension. . . ^

That is to say, the Committee reached no agreement on measures to 
be taken on non-proliferation.

The question arises: Why has this problem still not been solved? 
Why, despite the desire of Governments and peoples to solve this 
problem without further ado, has the resolution of the last session of 
the General Assembly on the question of non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons not been implemented?

Examining the work of the Eighteen-Nation Committee in this 
light—and its work has been duly and justly criticized bymany delega
tions here—one is in duty bound to note that the main obstacle to the 
solution of the question of the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons 
can be found in the position of the United States and some other 
Western Powers. This position, reflected in the United States draft 
treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, presented to the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee, by no means coincided with the true 
need to prevent the proliferation of these weapons and was not in 
conformity with either the letter or the spirit of the resolution adopted 
at the twentieth session of the Assembly.

I t  is well known that one of the most important provisions of that 
resolution, the chief prerequisite established for the future treaty on 
non-proliferation, is that it:

. . . should be void of any loop-holes which might permit nuclear or non-nuclear 
Powers to proliferate, directly or indirectly, nuclear weapons in any form.

Yet the United States concept of the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons, enshrined in the draft treaty which was examined in the 
Eighteen Nation Committee,^ was in fact based on the premise that 
the proliferation of nuclear weapons is permissible, that all that is 
required is to limit their proliferation within a certain framework 
or under certain conditions. Thus, the United States draft treaty, 
as we have often said in our statements in the Eighteen Nation 
Committee, is based on a restrictive interpretation of the concept 
of non-proliferation, and, despite the provisions of the resolution 
of the General Assembly, does not close all doors to the proliferation 
of nuclear weapons.

In point of fact, this concept opens the way for the legalization 
of the dissemination of nuclear weapons. The dangerous con
sequences that would flow from such a position can be clearly seen 
if one takes into account the fact that West Germany has still not 
abandoned all hope of obtaining access to nuclear weapons by one 
means or another. Despite what was said here by the United States

1 Antey p. 617.
2 Documents on Disarmamentj 1966y pp. 347-349; ante, pp. 159-160.
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representative on 2 November, when he affirmed that there was no 
sign of West Germany wanting to have access to nuclear weapons,^ 
we must stress once again here that there is stiU talk about the creation 
of a multilateral nuclear force for the sharing of nuclear weapons 
within NATO, and one must mention in this connexion the rapidly 
developing nuclear potential in the Federal RepubUc of Germany, 
a potential which to this day remains outside the control of any 
international organ.

One can still detect here and there the strong influence of circles 
which wish to prevent the conclusion of an agreement on the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons and of circles which consider that 
the main objective is nuclear co-operation with the Federal Republic 
of Germany and that a treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons is something quite ancillary and secondary to this task.

That is why the Soviet delegation, like the delegations of other 
socialist countries, strove in Geneva to obtain a clear-cut answer to 
the question of whether the United States of America intends to 
yidd to the demands of the military circles of the Federal Republic 
of Germany for the creation of multilateral or other imified nuclear 
forces within whose framework the Federal Republic of Germany 
would have access to nuclear weapons, or whether the United States 
is prepared to move towards the solution of the problem of the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons and towards the conclusion of a 
treaty in this regard. This is the crux of the matter and therein lies 
the key to the solution of the problem of non-proliferation, and there 
cannot be any duplicity or ambiguity on that score.

The Soviet Union and the other socialist countries,. in contra
distinction to the United States and its Western partners in the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament, insisted that any 
treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons must be in strict 
conformity with the provisions of General Assembly resolution 2028 
(XX). This position is expressed in the Soviet draft treaty on this 
matter,2 which was examined by the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 
Disarmament. This draft provides for shutting tightly all doors 
leading towards direct or indirect proliferation of nuclear weapons. 
Nobody in the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament could 
gainsay the fact that the Soviet draft treaty on non-proliferation was 
truly in conformity with the objective of preventing the direct or 
indirect proliferation of nuclear weapons, in other words, with the 
objective which all of us are now endeavouring to reach.

Indeed, it was noted in the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarma
ment that our draft was in conformity with this objective; that was

1 AnUj pp. 684-686.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1966, pp. 443-446.
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pointed out, for instance, by the representative of the United Arab 
Republic, who stated that the first article of the Soviet draft treaty 
dealing with the obligations of nuclear Powers:
. . .  is more in line with the General Assembly provision than is its United States 
coimterpart.i

Now, as the Soviet delegation pointed, out in the First Committee 
on 20 October, it seems there has been some movement forward 
towards a better climate and towards a solution of the problem of 
the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. United States officials 
have made statements to the effect that they truly wish to see this 
problem solved. Of course, we can only express our satisfaction 
at such changes and at the improved prospects of a solution of this 
problem, but we should like in this connexion to stress that what 
is needed is for these official statements of the United. States to be 
backed up by concrete and practical measures, and we await such 
measures.

At the meeting of the First Committee on 20 October of this year, 
the representative of the United. States alleged that progress had 
been made in the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament:
. . . towards understanding that collective nuclear defence arrangements do 
not and need not lead to proliferation.^

The representative of Ceylon this morning mentioned that state
ment of the United States representative. If an attempt is being 
made to depict matters as though the Soviet Union now accepts 
that access to nuclear weapons be granted to non-nuclear States 
on the basis of so-called ‘̂collective nuclear defence arrangements^ ̂  
we must state categorically—and let there be no misunderstanding 
whatever about the true position of the Soviet Union and the true 
state of the problem—that there has not been and there cannot 
be any progress towards such an understanding as that mentix)ned 
by the United States representative.

Access to nuclear weapons by non-nuclear States, in the framework 
of multilateral nuclear NATO forces, on the basis of so-called collec
tive nuclear defence arrangements, is obviously tantamount to 
dissemination of nuclear weapons. Such access is obviously at 
variance with our objective, which is to prevent proliferation of 
nuclear weapons. And of course such access to nuclear weapons 
runs directly counter to the provisions contained in General Assembly 
resolution 2028 (XX).

As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, its attitude towards plans 
calling for the creation of unified NATO nuclear forces, plans allowing 
the Federal Republic of Germany to have access to nuclear weapons,

1 Ante, p. 70.
2 Ante, p. 665.
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is quite definite and specific and could not possibly be misinterpreted. 
The Soviet Union is a resolute opponent of plans for dissemination 
of nuclear weapons through military alliances or military blocs.

In the declaration on the strengthening of peace and security in 
Europe, adopted at the Bucharest meeting of the Political Consulta
tive Committee of countries members of the Warsaw Pact on 5 July 
of this year, it is stated th a t:

The vital interests of all peoples demand that plans calling for the creation 
of NATO multilateral nuclear forces be abandoned.'

That is the clear-cut and definite demand of the socialist countries.
We would like in this connexion also to draw the attention of the 

General Assembly and the Committee to the important proposals 
put forward by the German Democratic Republic, which has always 
come out in favour of prohibiting the stationing of nuclear weapons 
in both parts of Germany, in both German States; in favour of freeing 
Central Europe of these weapons, and in favour of their complete 
elimination.

The Soviet delegation has dwelt at some length on all these matters 
in order to enable all delegations represented in the Committee and 
in the General Assembly to have a proper understanding of the situa
tion created in this matter of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons. 
Such a clear picture is needed in order to prevent a useless, ground
less and over-optimistic description of the state of affairs in this 
important and urgent problem, which will certainly not help us, but 
rather hamper our search for an agreement.

In order to move forward in this matter, on a realistic basis, it 
is necessary to have a complete understanding of the true state of 
affairs. I t is essential to understand where we are in this matter, 
in this urgent problem of nuclear disarmament, at the present time.

In the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament, just as here 
in the First Committee when the item on “Renunciation by States 
of actions hampering the conclusion of an agreement on the non
proliferation of nuclear weapons” was debated, many representatives 
devoted considerable attention in their statements to the provision 
contained in the General Assembly resolution 2028 (XX) that the 
treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons
. . . should embody an acceptable balance of mutual responsibilities and obli
gations of the nuclear and non-nuclear Powers.

The interest shown in this matter by many countries appears most 
legitimate and understandable to us.

The conclusion of a treaty on non-proliferation is linked to most 
serious and weighty obligations imposed upon States. That is why 
it is quite natural that every State should strive to ensure conditions 
guaranteeing international and national security through a division

' AntCj p. 411 (variant translation).
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of responsibilities and obligations under this treaty. The position 
of the Soviet Union in this matter is clear and most definite. At 
the last session of the General Assembly we stated, and we state 
today, that a treaty on non-proliferation must contain clear-cut 
obligations for nuclear and non-nuclear States. The Soviet Union 
supports this principle and is taking concrete measures to carry it 
out. I t  is in this light that one must interpret the statement of the 
Soviet Union contained in the message addressed to the Eighteen- 
Nation Committee on Disarmament by the Chairman of the Council 
of Ministers of the USSR, Mr. Kosygin, on 1 February of this year, 
th a t:
In order to facilitate agreement on the conclusion of a treaty, the Soviet 
Government declares its willingness to include in the draft treaty a clause on 
the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear States parties 
to the treaty which have no nuclear weapons in their territory.^

This proposal meets the vital interests of the non-aligned coun
tries, which do not wish to see nuclear weapons appear on their 
territory, which do not wish to be drawn into the sphere of a possible 
nuclear war. I t  goes without saying that if we adopt a serious 
approach towards this proposal, if we wish it to have meaning, if 
we wish it to be effective, its framework must be clearly defined. 
I t  must be clearly stated that these are guarantees for non-nuclear 
States not having any nuclear weapons on their territory.

We note with satisfaction that many delegations in their state
ments, spoke with approval of the Soviet proposal to include in a 
treaty on non-proliferation guarantees that nuclear weapons would 
not be used against non-nuclear countries not having nuclear weapons 
on their territory. Discussions on the problem of non-prohferation 
in the General Assembly and in other international forms have shown 
that there is a wide measure of agreement among many countries 
of the world that a treaty on non-proliferation of nuclear weapons 
should pave the way towards adoption of other disarmament 
measures.

Our attitude in this matter is clear and definite; we have often 
propounded it. We fully agree with the provision of the resolution 
adopted at the last session of the General Assembly that: ‘̂ The 
treaty should be a step towards the achievement of general and com
plete disarmament and, more particularly, nuclear disarmament” .̂  
The Soviet Union has never considered that a treaty on non
proliferation of nuclear weapons is a goal in itself. We merely think 
that this is an important step towards the complete liquidation of 
nuclear weapons. We want to see atomic weapons disappear forever 
from the arsenals of States.

1 AntCf p. 11.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1966, p. 533.
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We want to see nuclear blackmail and nuclear war disappear for
ever from international life. That position of the Soviet Government 
was conjBrmed in the message from the Chairman of the Council of 
Ministers of the Soviet Government to the Eighteen-Nation Com
mittee on Disarmament dated 1 February 1966, which stated:

In order really to put an end to the danger of a nuclear war and to the nuclear 
armaments race, the Soviet Government proposes that the nuclear Powers 
should consider the question of carrying out immediately the programme relating 
to nuclear disarmament. Such disarmament must provide for the destruction, 
under appropriate international control, of all stockpiles of nuclear weapons 
accumulated by States, the prohibition of their manufacture, the complete 
destruction of all nuclear weapon delivery vehicles and the prohibition of their 
production, and the elimination of military bases in foreign territories.

That proposal of the Soviet Government remains valid at the present 
time, and it is up to the Western Powers to act. So far, unfortunately, 
they have not shown any desire to reach agreement on the basis of 
the measures proposed by the Soviet Union. '

The Soviet Union is also in favour of an agreement that would end 
underground nuclear testing, as well as of the prohibition of the use 
of nuclear weapons. We are ready to agree on these most important 
measures in the nuclear field without any further delay. The Soviet 
Union fully supports the principle contained in resolution 2028 (XX), 
adopted at the last session of the General Assembly, stating that 
the treaty on non-proliferation should contain

. . . acceptable and workable provisions to ensure the effectiveness of the 
treaty; . . .

Taking into account the fact that many non-aligned countries had 
come out in favour of adopting the guarantees worked out by the 
International Atomic Energy Agency, the Soviet representative on 
the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament declared in that 
connexion that the Soviet Union was prepared to examine that prob
lem.  ̂ We believe that an agreement Avill not be difficult to reach 
if we adopt the guarantees of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency  ̂and not so-caUed guarantees advocated by a strictly limited 
regional group of States belonging to a military alliance. The 
Soviet Union also supports the provision in General Assembly reso
lution 2028 (XX) which specifies that:

Nothing in the treaty should adversely affect the right of any group of States 
to conclude regional treaties in order to ensure the total absence of nuclear 
weapons in their respective territories.

The idea of the creation of nuclear-free zones in various parts of the 
world enjoys wide support, and it is easy to understand why. The 
States of the world understand that the creation of nuclear-free zones

1 Ante, p. 87.
2 See Documents on Disarmamentj 1965̂  pp. 446-460.
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leads to the territorial limitation of the areas in which nuclear weapons 
could be used, and it therefore reduces the danger of the unleashing 
of a nuclear war with its catastrophic consequences. We fully share 
the view that the creation of nuclear-free zones would create a serious 
obstacle in the path of the proliferation of nuclear weapons and that 
it would contribute to the easing of international tensions and the 
limitation of the armaments race.

The Soviet Government supports the proposal that such zones 
should be created in various parts of the world. We support, among 
other proposals, the proposal of Poland concerning Central Europe  ̂
and the proposals of Romania and Bulgaria concerning the creation 
of a nuclear-free zone in the Balkans.^ The Soviet Union fully 
understands and sympathizes with the legitimate aspirations of the 
African countries to make Africa a nuclear-free zone. The USSR 
fully supports the resolution adopted at the sixteenth session of the 
General Assembly, on the initiative of the African States, containing 
an appeal to all States to proclaim the African continent a nuclear- 
free zone.  ̂ We hope that the necessary measures will soon be taken 
to ensure the practical solution of the problem of the creation of a 
nuclear-free zone in Africa.

The Soviet Union considers that, in order to strengthen peace 
and to prevent the dissemination of nuclear weapons, obligations 
concerning the creation of nuclear-free zones can be undertaken not 
only by groups of States forming whole continents or vast geographical 
areas, but also by more limited groups of States and even individual 
countries.

We should like to confirm once again that the Soviet Union is ready 
to assume the obligation to respect the status of nuclear-free zones 
which would be created, if the other nuclear Powers assumed the 
same obligation. That is our position in the matter of the creation 
of denuclearized zones.

To summarize what we have stated, we deem it necessary to stress 
once again that the Soviet Union, striving to find a solution to the 
problem of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, in, the Eighteen- 
Nation Committee on Disarmament and here in the General Assembly, 
has always endeavoured to find a genuine and effective solution to 
this most important international problem, a solution which would 
be based fully on the resolution adopted last year. There cannot 
be a partial solution of that problem; there cannot be any half solution 
of it. The treaty on non-proliferation must finally put a complete 
halt to the dissemination of nuclear weapons. That is the task 
entrusted to us by the resolution adopted on 4 November of this

1 Ibid., 1962y vol. I, pp. 201-205.
2 See ibid., 1945-1969, vol. II, pp. 1423-1426. 
® Ibid., 1961, pp. 647-648.
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year by this session of the General Assembly.^ That resolution 
creates propitious conditions at long last for the conclusion of a 
treaty on non-proliferation. I t is our common duty to make every 
effort to solve this urgent and important problem. We must not—we 
do not have the right to—let this opportunity slip, because that 
which is possible today may become impossible tomorrow.

Statement by ACDA Director Foster to the First Commit
tee of the General Assembly: Nonproliferation of Nu
clear Weapons, November 9, 1966 ^

In his statement before this Committee on 20 October, Ambassador 
Goldberg outlined the general thinking of the United States delegation 
on the question of non-proliferation.^ Today I should like to speak 
in more detail on several aspects of the question that I beUeve are 
particularly relevant to our discussion.

I wish in particular to deal, first, with peaceful nuclear explosions 
and, second, with international safeguards on peaceful nuclear 
facilities. Both of these questions have been referred to by a number 
of speakers, and my remarks today are intended to underscore several 
important points.

I listened with interest and, I must say, with some concern to the 
view expressed on 31 October and 7 November by the representative 
of India, that a treaty provision prohibiting the development by 
non-nuclear weapon States of nuclear explosive devices intended for 
peaceful pm*poses would be tantamount to attempting to stop the 
dissemination of scientific knowledge and technology concerning 
peaceful applications of atomic energy. He said that the denial of 
such information and technology would be particularly harmful to 
those non-nuclear weapon countries which are making great efforts 
to develop their economies.^ Let me reassure him that this was not, 
and is not, our intention. But, because it was the United States that 
at Geneva fiirst suggested that the non-proliferation treaty should also 
deal with the problem of nuclear explosives,  ̂ I should like to comment 
in more detail on this question.

It is the preparation for and the explosion of a nuclear device 
equivalent to a bomb that would be prohibited in a non-proliferation

1 Antej pp. 686-687.
2 A/C. 1/PV. 1448, pp. 13-30.
3 Ante  ̂ pp. 664-671.
* See antCj pp. 676-684, 699-705. 
5 AntBf pp. 525-529.
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treaty. Let us make no mistake about the real issue involved when 
we speak of peaceful nuclear explosions. To suggest that the non
proliferation treaty should not deal with the problem of nuclear ex
plosives is tantamount to sa}dng that we should agtee to a treaty 
which contains a major loop-hole, in contradiction to operative 
paragraph 2 (a) of resolution 2028 (XX).^

The explosive release of nuclear energy may indeed be put to 
beneficial peaceful work, if and when it becomes technically and 
economically feasible. But it is the work to which it is put, and not 
the explosion itself, which is ^^peaceful \̂ The reason, as we and 
others have stated before, is that the science and technology behind 
a nuclear explosive device are inseparable from the science and 
technology of nuclear warheads or bombs. Because they are insepa
rable, the proving of such science and technology by means of an 
actual nuclear explosion conducted by a non-nuclear weapon State 
would have to be regarded by other countries as having resulted 
in the acquisition by that State of the basic technology for producing 
nuclear weapons. I t is as simple as that.

The representative of India urged that we ^̂ not . . . confuse the 
questiop of non-proliferation of nuclear weapons with that of the 
future and distant development of controlled fusion techniques^\^ 
With this we wholly agree. Fortunately, however, peaceful appli
cations of energy derived from controlled and sustained nuclear 
reactions—that is, reactions stopping far short of explosions, in the 
exact use of that term—have nothing to do with nuclear weapons. 
Development work relating to such controlled and sustained nuclear 
reactions would not—I repeat: would not—be affected by having 
the prohibitions of a non-proliferation treaty also encompass peaceful 
nuclear explosives.

As an engineer and one who has had the experience of operating 
an integrated peaceful nuclear products industry, I must say I could 
not grasp Ambassador Trivedi^s other point: that somehow there 
would be no problem if the technology used were that of fusion instead 
of fission. Nor did I grasp Ambassador Trivedi^s point that when 
we talk of the dangers of proliferation,
. . .  we are talking of the dangers of manufacture of nuclear weapons and not 
of thermonuclear weapons .3

I assume by these words he did not mean to imply that a non-prolifera- 
tion treaty should cover only nuclear weapons and not the infinitely 
more powerful and more deadly thermonuclear weapons, that is, 
hydrogen bombs. In fact, the very same problem arises whether

1 Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 532-534.
2 Ante, p. 704.
3 Ihid,

25&-60S 0 — 67 i7
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the nuclear explosion is achieved by uncontrolled nuclear fission or 
by uncontrolled thermonuclear fusion.

We desire that the same principle of freedom of scientific research 
which applies to nuclear reactors which operate by nuclear fission 
should apply to the development and application of any technology 
that may become practical for obtaining a sustained and controlled 
fusion reaction. The United States has been a major contributor to 
the dissemination of knowledge in this area, as it has been in other 
peaceful uses of nuclear energy. Many countries, including a number 
of advanced nuclear countries which do not produce and do not intend 
to produce nuclear weapons, have also published a wealth of informa
tion on controlled fusion reactions. We fully agree that all countries 
having the capacity and a desire to carry out their own research into 
controlled fusion reaction should benefit from a wide dissemination 
of scientific knowledge in this area, and we have no reason to believe 
that this will not continue.

But we must not confuse the so-called clean thermonuclear explo
sives which may some day be available for peaceful engineering proj
ects with research on controlled fusion reactions. Indeed, it is 
precisely because controlled fusion research is not related to nuclear 
weapons that the United States has made publicly available the 
results of its fusion research, which, as the representative of India 
correctly states, is still in an exploratory phase.

Those, then, were the considerations that led the United States to 
urge at Geneva that if and when peaceful nuclear explosions that are 
permissible under test ban treaty limitations prove technically and 
economically feasible, nuclear weapon States should make available 
to other States nuclear explosive services for peaceful applications. 
That would consist of performing the desired nuclear detonation under 
appropriate international observation, with the nuclear device re
maining in the custody and under the control of the State performing 
the service so as to ensure that no proliferation of nuclear explosive 
devices or design information resulted.

The detailed workings of such a proposed service would, of course, 
have to be spelt out in detail at some appropriate stage, and arrange
ments agreed upon that would be satisfactory to all interested parties. 
We do not believe that our good faith can be questioned in the light 
of this suggestion by the United States of a way in which eventual 
peaceful benefits of nuclear explosives can be shared with non-nuclear 
weapon States, and in a manner which, for the developing countries 
in particular, would place the least demand on their own financial 
resources.

A key element in our efforts to curb the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons is the establishment of safeguards against the diversion of 
peaceful nuclear activities to military purposes. I should like to 
review briefly today why the United States supports the international
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administratioix of such safeguards and their extension to cover all 
peaceful nuclear activities in the world.

Although most countries are reluctant to undertake the huge costs 
and grave risks involved in acquiring nuclear weapons, pressure to 
do so could arise from suspicions that neighbour or rival States may 
be clandestinely preparing to produce nuclear weapons. If such 
suspicions can be dispelled, an important incentive for nuclear pro
liferation will be removed.^ This, I believe, is the basic purpose of 
nuclear safeguards^—they provide the most effective means by which 
a country can assure its neighbours that its nuclear programme is 
truly peaceful, and receive similar assurances in return. To be 
really meaningful in reassuring others, such safeguards should be 
applied to the entire nuclear programme of a State.

The first nuclear safeguards consisted of bilateral arrangements in 
which a State exporting a nuclear reactor sent its own inspectors to 
determine that the reactor was being used only for its intended peace
ful purpose. While such bilateral safeguards were a useful first step, 
it soon became apparent that safeguards administered by an inter
national agency would be far preferable. Such an agency can estab
lish uniform inspection procedures, particularly if it is of world-wide 
scope, so that safeguards standards do not become a matter of com
petitive bargaining in the market place. Even more important, a 
world-wide body can carry out safeguards procedures in which all 
States—friend and adversary alike—will have confidence.

For those reasons, the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) 
has developed a safeguards system with the help and support of many 
countries. The United States has invited the IAEA to safeguard 
several of its nuclear reactors and has also made a commercial nuclear 
fuel reprocessing facility available to the IAEA for development of 
safeguards procedures and for training inspectors.

The need for effective international safeguards has been widely 
accepted throughout the world, as evidenced by the virtually unani
mous acceptance in 1965 of an improved system of safeguards by 
all the members of the lAEA.^ Some forty countries, including the 
United States, have learned through first-hand experience that IAEA 
safeguards are effective, are not costly or burdensome, and do not 
interfere with the operation of nuclear facilities. Therefore the United 
States believes that the time has come for each State to give serious 
consideration to the benefits it can gain by inviting the IAEA to 
establish safeguards over its entire peaceful nuclear programme.

During the annual General Conference of the IAEA last month 
in Vienna, several important proposals were made for widening the 
coverage of IAEA safeguards. Dr. Gunnar Randers, the representa
tive of Norway to the General Conference, suggested that States

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1966, pp. 446-460.
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which do not produce nuclear weapons invite the IAEA to safeguard 
their entire nuclear programmes. That suggestion was repeated here 
in the General Assembly on 5 October by Norway’s Foreign Minister, 
Mr. Lyng.^ The United States heartily welcomes Norway’s sug
gestion. We hope that many States will respond to it positively.
A growing roster of States which voluntarily invite IAEA safeguards 
because it is in their own self-interest to do so can, I believe, go a 
long way towards reducing the grave threat of nuclear proliferation.

At the same IAEA Conference last month, Poland and Czecho
slovakia offered to place aU their nuclear facilities under IAEA 
safeguards provided that West Germany did likewise.^ We should 
have preferred to hear that proposal made without any pre-conditions, 
because all nuclear installations in the Federal Republic are already 
subject to effective international Euratom safeguards,^ which the 
United States considers equivalent to IAEA safeguards. The United 
States nevertheless considers the Polish and Czechoslovakian proposal 
worthy of most serious consideration. I believe it is highly significant 
that States in Eastern Europe, as well as many States elsewhere, 
have indicated that they recognize the desirability of effective inter
national safeguards on peaceful nuclear programmes.

Because of the importance of effective world-wide safeguards in 
preventing the spread of nuclear weapons, the United States, in keep
ing with its desire to promote the constructive evolution of relations 
between Eastern and. Western Europe, is giving careful study to 
the potentialities and significance of the Polish-Czechoslovak pro
posal. This is a decision to be taken in the first instance by the 
Federal Republic and other members of the European community. 
We are confident that they are giving the proposal serious considera
tion, as evidenced by the statement issued on 26 October by the ^ 
Government of the Federal Republic of Germany.^

We recognize that the ramifications of the proposal will require 
deliberate study by the States concerned both in Eastern and in 
Western Europe. The United States favours efforts to improve 
co-operation between the IAEA and Euratom as consistent with its 
policy of working towards the development of a single, world-wide 
safeguard system whose effectiveness is ensured by the participation 
of all States. MeanwhUe we view the Euratom system as fulfilling 
a most important and useful role. Therefore we hope that the 
present informal relations between Euratom and the IAEA can be 
regularized since such a development would usefully complement 
a constructive response to the Polish-Czechoslovak proposal and would

1 A/PV. 1430 (prov.), p. 37.
2 See antCy pp. 642-643.
3 See American Foreign Policy: Current Documentsj 1967, pp. 518 ff.
 ̂AntCj pp. 671-672.
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go far towards creating an atmosphere of increased confidence and 
mutual trust.

Another noteworthy development has been the approach to safe
guards taken by the nations of Latin America in their proposals for 
a treaty for the denuclearization of Latin America.^ Under the 
proposals now being considered by them, IAEA safeguards would 
apply to the nuclear installations of States participating in the zone.

My Government is gratified to see that other States are giving 
serious and timely consideration to this matter. During the past 
few days we have heard a number of interesting statements in this 
Committee stressing the importance of international safeguards. I 
was particularly struck by the statements of the representatives of 
Japan, the Netherlands, Italy and Canada, all of whom urged that 
we continue to work for complete coverage of effective international 
safeguards, with the ensuing invaluable benefits of mutual reassurance 
for us all. That is why we have proposed that the non-proliferation 
treaty should contain the strongest possible safeguards provision 
acceptable to the international community.

We also listened with special interest yesterday to the statements 
of the representatives of the United Kingdom, Ceylon and the 
Netherlands in response to remarks expressed here on the question of 
balanced obligations in a non-proliferation treaty. Their views 
coincide with those of the United States as set forth most recently 
by Ambassador Goldberg in his statement to this Committee on 
20 October.

The United States supported resolution 2028 (XX) and subscribes 
to its provisions, including operative paragraph 2(b). The treaty 
should embjody an acceptable balance of obligations and responsi
bilities ; but these should be practical and directly relevant to 
the primary objective of a non-proliferation treaty. As many 
others have already remarked, we simply cannot afford to delay the 
conclusion of a non-proliferation treaty while awaiting progress on 
other measures. Therefore we should not permit the well-known 
obstacles to rapid agreement on other measures—no matter how 
important these may be—to obstruct progress towards oiu* priority 
objective, a non-proliferation treaty.

The eight non-aligned delegations of the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament 
Committee have recognized that fact when in their joint memorandum 
of 19 August they reaflSirmed their conviction that a non-proliferation 
treaty
. . . should be coupled with or followed by tangible steps to halt the nuclear 
arms race and to limit, reduce and eliminate the stocks of nuclear weapons and the 
means of their delivery.

They indicated that such steps

1 AntCj pp. 262-263.
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. . . could be embodied in a treaty as a part of its provisions or as a declaration 
of intention.*

The joint memorandum goes on to list a number of suggestions for 
such tangible steps. Among these are a complete cut-off of fissionable 
material production for weapon purposes and a freeze and possible 
reduction of the number of strategic nuclear deHvery vehicles, both 
of which were first proposed and continue to be pressed by the United 
States.^ We also continue to search for ways to make progress 
towards a comprehensive test ban treaty.

Concurrent progress on these measures which the United States has 
proposed and which we thoroughly support, would indeed meet the 
test of acceptable balance. More important, it would mark a major 
reversal in the nuclear arms race—an objective we share with everyone 
here. The United States welcomes the growing support given by 
numerous delegations to the measures we have proposed. We shall 
continue to explore every opportunity to facilitate agreement on these 
measures which, we fully agree, are directly related to our primary 
objective of stopping the spread of nuclear weapons.

Mr. Chairman, in keeping with your admonition that we co-operate 
in expediting the Committee’s work, I shall conclude by taking this 
occasion to refer to the two draft resolutions which have been sub
mitted under this item.

The United States regards the resolution in document A/C.1/L.371/ 
Rev.l^ as constructive and deserving of widespread support. Yet 
in our view it has an important defect. I must take note of the diflSi- 
culties that have been created by attempts to deal in specific terms 
with an aspect of the question of assurances. The results of these 
attempts, as embodied in the language which has just been substi
tuted this morning for the original operative paragraph 3,̂  are not 
satisfactory to the United States delegations.

Let me make clear that my remarks are addressed at this time to 
what is now the new operative paragraph 4. As for the new operative 
paragraph 3, deaUng with a non-use undertaking with respect to 
denuclearized zones, that is a question which will actually arise when 
a treaty establishing such a zone is concluded and when the nuclear 
Powers are formally asked to respect the zone.

The United States greatly appreciates the efforts made by a number 
of delegations over the past few days to find a formulation for the 
new paragraph 4 which was acceptable to all. The language now 
before us is itself the result of a last attempt to find a compromise, 
and it has in fact come measurably close to bridging the gap. Un
fortunately, it is still not satisfactory to my delegation.

 ̂ Antej p. 578.
2 See Documents on Disarmament^ 1964, p. 8, and ante, pp. 7, 218-224, 490-495.
3 Identical with pt. (A) of the resolution of Nov. 17 {post, pp. 748-750).
* For the original draft resolution, see ante, pp. 672-673.
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Our principal objection is that the attempt to recommend for con
sideration by the JEighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee a 
specific non-use formula which has been offered to deal m th an aspect 
of the question of assurances  ̂seems to us premature at the very least. 
This is a matter which will be the subject of early and delicate nego
tiations, and we think it unwise to vote now on so specific a formula
tion when we have as yet devoted so Uttle time to analysing its 
implications.

Moreover, the United States has serious reservations about the 
particular formulation which is spelled out in paragraph 4. I shall 
not take the time now to state these reservations because they are the 
same as those set forth fully in the statements made by the represent
atives of Italy and Canada on 7 November.^ We fully agree with 
their analysis of the probable impact and implications of this non-use 
formulation.

Finally, the United States believes that, if the Committee wishes 
to recommend specific formulations for study by the Eighteen-Nation 
Disarmament Committee it should also refer in similar detail to other 
suggestions which have been advanced to deal seriously with the 
problem of providing or supporting assistance to a non-nuclear weapon 
State that is the victim of nuclear aggression. This Committee Avill 
recall that following President Johnson^s statement of support for 
those who may be threatened by nuclear blackmail,^ the United 
States delegation has several times expressed its readiness to consider 
with all delegations in the General Assembly what appropriate action 
could be taken by the United Nations to deal with this problem.^ The 
language now before us in paragraph 4 does not, we think, adequately 
set out the possibihties which should be studied, whether here or in 
the Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee.

For these reasons, the United States delegation will not be able to 
support operative paragraph 4, and we request a separate vote on this 
paragraph in order to have the opportunity to register our position 
more formally.^

As for the amendment to this draft resolution submitted by the 
delegation of Cameroon in document A/C.1/L.373,® I would recall 
that my delegation has in the past had occasion to express its op
position to similar proposals for sweeping prohibitions on the use of 
nuclear weapons. Such prohibitions, outside the context of general 
and complete disarmament, are unreahstic. They imply that it 
is the weapon used rather than aggression itself which must be pro

1 Cf. ante, p. 11.
2 See ante, pp. 695-699, 705-711.
3 See Documents on Disarmament, 1964, p. 468.
 ̂Ihid., 1965, p. 434; ante, pp. 6, 393, 668.

® The First Committee approved operative par. 4 by a vote of 98 to 0, with 4 
abstentions (U.S., Spain, Cameroon, France).

® See ante, p. 706, n. 2.
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hibited pursuant to the United Nations Charter. My. delegation 
will accordingly vote against this amendment.

Finally, I should Uke to comment briefly on the draft resolution 
sponsored initially by the delegation of Pakistan.^ My delegation 
fully appreciates the considerations which imderhe the proposal for 
a conference of non-nuclear Powers. However, I feel I must as
sociate myself with those who beheve this proposal to be inopportune 
and probably impractical. Just now, when the prospects for con
cluding a non-proHferation treaty have improved so markedly, it 
would be unfortunate if a commitment were undertaken to convene 
a conference which could seriously delay the agreement we all seek.

It is difficult to see what purpose could be served by such a 
conference which could not be better served by existing forums and 
eidsting mechanisms for consultation. We entirely agree that every 
opportunity must be provided to enable all countries to express their 
views on the proposed treaty, here in the Assembly, later at Geneva 
and, if need be, through additional meetings and procedures which 
come readily to mind for ensuring the opportunity of full consultation. 
We therefore believe that this initiative might well be held in abeyance 
in the event our hopes for an early agreement toward a non
proliferation treaty should be disappointed.

I trust, however, that that will not be the case. The United 
States delegation believes that the time has come for a supreme 
eflfort to overcome remaining differences and to produce a draft 
agreement which will prove acceptable to all. The discussions in 
this Committee have further illuminated the expectations and con
cerns of both nuclear and non-nuclear weapon Powers. For our 
part, we shall have these expectations and concerns very much in 
mind as we approach what we earnestly hope will be conclusive and 
successful negotiations on a non-proliferation treaty.

Remarks by Secretary of Defense McNamara and General 
Wheeler at Presidential News Conference {Extracts}, 
November 10, 1966^

S e cre t ary  M cN a m a r a : Good afternoon, ladies and gentlemen.
As the President mentioned, General Wheeler and I have dis

cussed with him this morning our operations in Vietnam, and the

1 Identical with pt. (B) of the resolution of Nov. 17 (post, pp. 748-750).
2 Transcript.
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outlook for the Defense program and the Defense budget, in fiscal 
1968. General Wheeler will comment upon our report on Vietnam, 
and 1̂11 spend a few minutes before taking your questions reviewing 
certain of the aspects of our Defense budget discussions.

This was the third of these discussions. We had our first with 
the President last Friday, our second on Saturday, and the third 
today. We of course are—are not prepared to make a statement 
on the total funds to be requested, nor even to review in any detail 
specific details of that budget. But we did cover four aspects of it 
<this morning.

First, we discussed the anti-ballistic missile systems, the action 
the Soviet Union is taking to initiate deployment of such a system; 
the development of the U.S. anti-ballistic missile system, starting 
with the Nike-Zeus several years ago, and the much more advanced 
system which we have under development today and on which we 
have spent over half a billion dollars a year in the last several years.

We considered the possible deployment of such systems, both 
against the Chinese Communist nuclear threat and against the Soviet 
offensive systems as well. We concluded that it’s much too early to 
take a decision for deployment against the Chinese threat and we 
haven’t arrived at a decision on any other deployment. We’ll 
continue our discussions on this subject in the weeks to come.

Secondly, we discussed the possible production of the Poseidon 
missile. You may recall that this is a—a new missile for deployment 
at sea, the development of which we initiated as part of the fiscal 
1967 budget as an insurance program. We estimated at the time— 
this program was presented last year—that it would require almost 
$2 billion to develop and several additional billion to deploy. We 
recommended and I believe will present to the Congress a proposal 
to produce and deploy that—that system. This will require a com
plete resetting of most of our Polaris submarines at a cost somewhat 
in excess of 60 per cent of the initial cost of those Polaris subs.

We then considered the supplement to the 1967 Defense budget. 
As the President reported to you last Saturday, it wiU be necessary 
to have such a supplement. The production of aircraft, helicopters, 
ground ordnance, air ordnance has exceeded our expectation. The 
combined team of American management and American labor has 
actually accomplished miracles in the last several months, and that, 
plus the necessity to consider financing operations in Southeast Asia 
beyond June 30, 1967, which was the foundation of the ’67 program, 
will quite clearly require a supplement to the Defense budget, and 
we reviewed certain aspects of that.

And finally, we considered the basic policy which we will follow 
as the foundation for the Defense program for fiscal ’68 and upon 
the President’s instructions, will defer every possible element of the 
Defense program that can be deferred, without adversely affecting
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our security. This in order to soften the transition following the 
termination of hostilities in Southeast Asia, the transition to our 
peacetime economy. And we will follow therefore, the same policy 
in 1968 that we have in some degree to the present. You’ll remember 
that in 1966, we were authorized a military construction program 
of about a billion 200 million dollars ai^d have deferred for future 
start, about $600 million of that. This represents construction 
which is desirable, which we need for defense, but which is not re
quired at the moment. And we believe that considering the shortage 
of construction labor and the shortage of construction materials 
we’re well-advised to defer the start of that construction until such 
a time as our economy can both absorb it and benefit from it.

And we will follow a similar policy in developing the 1968 program, 
and I think that this will mean that, for example, we will defer building 
up certain inventories of munitions and other equipment, equipment 
that we don’t need at present, and we won’t need next year, but which 
we will require sometime in the future, production of which we can 
use as a means of softening the impact of the termination of hostilities 
in Southeast Asia.

I ’ll be very happy to take your questions on anything I ’ve said 
today, or any other aspect of the Defense program.

Question: Mr. Secretary —̂

S e c r e t a r y  M cN a m a r a : Yes?

Question (continuing): —wovld you say that the Soviets were supply’- 
ing anti-missile—

S e c r e t a r y  M cN a m a r a : Yes, I believe that there is considerable 
evidence that they are.

Question: Is it as effective 0;S it̂ s supposed to he?

S e c r e t a r y  M cN a m a r a : I think you’d have to ask them.

Question: I  mean, sir, do we believe that it is?

S e c r e t a r y  M cN a m a r a : I t ’s very difficult of course for us to ap
praise the effectiveness of their system. I think that it’s important 
that we assume it’s effective and of course that will be the assumption 
on which we base the development and deployment of our own inter
continental ballistic missiles.

May I take this question first.

Question: Mr, McNamara, I  take it you canH go into detail on the 
6(ms of the supplemental, hut are there any indications now as to whether 
it wUl be as larger or smaller than you earlier indicated?

S e c r e t a r y  M cN a m a r a : N o, we haven’t completed our review of 
it. The Joint Chiefs are still reviewing certain aspects of the—the 
program, have not completed their recommendations to me, and—
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nor have I to the President. So I am not in any position to even 
approximate the total amount of funds to be requested of the 
Congress.

But I think it^s quite clear, as the President said last Saturday 
and as I^m reporting to you now, that we will have such a supplement.

There was a question over here.

Question: Mr, Secretary, when did the Russians start deploying?

S e c r e t a b y  M cN a m a r a : I ’d rather not try to approximate the date, 
but simply indicate to you what weVe said heretofore, that they have 
started such deployment. And we must assume, as IVe reported to 
the Congress previously, that they will do so and that they will deploy 
an effective system. I think that’s the only safe assumption that we 
can make in planning our own strategic force. That has been the 
assumption we made as a foundation for the fiscal 1967 budget and, 
it will be the same assumption that we will apply to the 1968 program.

Question: Mr. Secretary—

/Sec r e t a r y  M cN a m a r a : Yes?

Question {continuing): —how about our own—the N ike-X  system?

S ec r e t a r y  M cN a m a r a : Yes. We have the Nike-X system 
under development at the present time. On that system we have 
spent over a half a billion dollars a year for several years. We believe 
it to be a very advanced system of anti-ballistic missile defense. As I 
mentioned earlier, we discussed today the possible deployment of 
that system in relation to both the Chinese Communist nuclear de
velopment and those elsewhere in the world; production and location 
of units in the United States.

Q;aestion: How long do you think it would he hejore you could 
fu lly deploy it?

S ec r e t a r y  M cN a m a r a : I think any deployment of such a system 
would take place over several years. One point I would like to stress 
to you is that the length of time required to deploy such a system 
is less than the length of time required for the Chinese Communists 
to develop nuclear weapons that conceivably could threaten this 
Nation and therefore it is not timely to, at this time, make a decision 
to deploy such a system to defend against a Chinese Communist 
threat.

Question: Could China have a nuclear anti-ballistic missile?

S e cre t ary  M cN a m a r a : N o. N o, the—the Commimist Chinese 
as you know, are just in the early stages of the development of nuclear 
weapons and as far as we know—and I believe we do know—they 
have not begun to develop an anti-ballistic missile system.
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Question: Does this aifect the war in Vietnam?

S e c r e t a r y  M cN a m a r a : N o, not in the slightest degree. Yes?

Qiustion: What efect will the—your announced draft cutback have 
on the man'power situation^ other than Vietnam? In terms oj Europe?

S e c r e t a r y  M cN a m a r a : We will keep our European forces—or 
be prepared to keep them at—at current levels. Earlier this year 
we announced that we were temporarily utilizing 15,000 men from 
our European forces in the training of the expanded Army in this 
coimtry. At the beginning of the year we had something on the 
order of 225,000 men in our Army forces in Western Europe. I 
stated we would draw them down by about 15,000 and replace those 
men by the end of this year.

We’re well on the way to doing so. I Ve forgotten the exact strength 
in Western Europe today, but I would think it was on the order of 
218,000 and by the end of this year it will be 223 or 224. And we 
will plan to be prepared to maintain it at that throughout the coming 
year.

Question: Mr, Secretary^ just one more question.

S e c r e t a r y  M cN a m a r a : Yes.

Question {continuing) : — i f  you please—

S e c r e t a r y  M cN a m a r a : Yes. Surely.

Question {continuing): —on the Soviet missiles.
In laymen^s language  ̂ does this mean that the Russians now have 

the capacHiy to knock down Arnerican ballistic missiles?

S e c r e t a r y  M cN a m a r a : Certainly—certainly not. There is abso
lutely no question about our capability of penetrating the—the 
Soviet defenses with both our missiles and aircraft. There^s been 
no question about that at any time during the past 15 years and 
there’s no question about it now. There wasn’t any question about 
it when they erected the anti-aircraft defenses intended to prevent 
our bomber aircraft from penetrating. At that time we had a capa
bility of assuring bomber penetration, and there’s no question about 
it now when they’re similarly trying to defend against interconti
nental ballistic missiles.

Question: Mr. Secretary —̂

S ec r e t a r y  M cN a m a r a : Yes.
Question {continuing) : —in your summary you didnH mention 

manned bombers in planning the 1968 Defense budget.

S ec r e t a r y  M cN a m a r a : N o.
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Question {contifiuing) : What are the 'plans?

S e c retary  M cN a m a r a : N o, we didn’t mention that because 
we didn’t discuss that with the President this morning. I have just 
received within the past two days or three days a report on this 
subject from the Secretary of the Air Force. We haven’t had an 
opportunity yet to analyze it fully in my office and we didn’t have 
that on our agenda this morning.

This meeting today, which, as I say, is the third one with the 
President on the subject of the fiscal 1968 program, is but one of 
several. And I ’m sure we’ll request an opportunity to meet on 
future occasions and among the subjects we’ll discuss at that time 
will, of course, be the possibility of an advanced manned bomber.

Polish-Ukrainian Draft Resolution Submitted to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Flights of Nuclear- 
Armed Aircraft Beyond National Frontiers, Novem
ber 11, 1966 ^

The General Assembly^
Reaffirming that the chief purpose of the United Nations is the 

maintenance of peace and the strengthening of international security.
Noting the danger from flights of aircraft carrying nuclear weapons 

and other kinds of weapons of mass destruction beyond national 
frontiers.

Recalling that States Parties to the Treaty of 5 August 1963 banning 
nuclear weapons tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and under 
water decided ' t̂o put an end to the contamination of man’s environ
ment by radioactive substances”,̂

Recalling jurther that States Parties to the Convention on the High 
Seas of 29 April 1958 undertook to adopt ^'measures for the prevention 
of pollution of the seas or air space above, resulting from any activities 
with radioactive materials or other harmful agents”,̂

1. Considers that flights of aircraft carrying nuclear weapons and 
other kinds of weapons of mass destruction beyond national frontiers 
are increasing tension and may cause radioactive contamination of

1 A/C.1/L.377, Nov. 11, 1966. The Polish representative, speaking for both 
sponsors, told the First Committee on Nov. 23 that they would not press their 
draft resolution to a vote but would revert to it in the future.

2 Documents on Disarmament  ̂ 1963  ̂ p. 291.
 ̂American Foreign Policy: Current Documentsj 1968, p. 274.
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man^s environment, create a threat to human life and lead to serious 
incidents endangering the cause of peace;

2. Calls upon all States to refrain from sending aircraft carrying 
nuclear weapons and other kinds of weapons of mass destruction 
on flights beyond national frontiers.

Statement by the Hungarian Representative (Csatorday) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: Use^f 
Chemical and Biological Weapons {Extract}, Novem- 
ber 11, 1966"

The Geneva negotiations are aiming at achieving general and com
plete disarmament and a good deal of time has rightly been allotted 
for seeking agreement on the very complex problem of curbing, pro
hibiting and finally eliminating nuclear weapons. While striving for - 
the final abolition of arms, including nuclear arms, it would be a 
mistake to forget to fight against the use of such other weapons of 
mass destruction as asphyxiating, poisonous and other gases and 
against bacteriological and biological methods of warfare which are 
bemg, or could be, used until the final goal of general and complete 
disarmament is achieved.

That is why the Hungarian delegation is of the opinion that the 
question of weapons of mass destruction, apart from that of nuclear 
weapons, should be given more attention than has been the case in 
recent decades. This question constitutes an integral part of the 
laws of war and it should be regarded in the general framework of 
general and complete disarmament. In the opinion of my delegation, 
the gap which exists between dealing with conventional and nuclear 
weapons should be iu*gently filled and we should carefully examine 
the problem of other kinds of weapons of mass destruction.

I t is well known that in the corpus of international law there is a 
distinct section which deals with the limitation as to the choice of 
means of fighting the other belligerent party. Classical international 
law, as reflected in The Hague Conventions, recognizes two principles 
on this matter: first, that the only legitimate object of warfare is to 
overcome the military forces of the enemy; and, secondly, that even 
within the scope of the legitimate object of warfare, the right of 
belligerents to adopt means of injuring the enemy is not unlimited.

1 A/C. 1/PV. 1451, pp. 54-66.
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This is formulated in The Hague Regulations respecting the Laws and 
Customs of War on Land, The Hague Conventions of 1899  ̂and 1907. ̂  
These principles have been upheld by the progressive development of 
international law as envisaged, inter alia, in the Charter of the United 
Nations.

Weapons of mass destruction are in clear contradiction with these 
two basic principles; furthermore, the ban on the use in war of as
phyxiating, poisonous or other gases, and of bacteriological methods of 
warfare is without challenge in international law.

On 6 February 1922, the United States of America, the British 
Empire, Italy, Japan and France adopted the Declaration of Washing
ton, which states, in article V :

^The use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases and all 
analogous liquids, materials or devices^^—I repeat: all analogous 
liquids, materials or devices—^^having been justly condemned by the 
general opinion of the civiKzed world and a prohibition of such use 
having been declared in Treaties . . . .

^The Signatory Powers, to the end that this prohibition shall be 
universally accepted as a part of international law binding alike the 
conscience and practice of nations, declare their assent to such pro
hibition . . .

Apart from The Hague Regulations and the Treaty of Versailles, 
which both confirmed the prohibition of use of poisonous and other 
gases, the most important international document which institution
alized this prohibition is the Geneva Protocol of 17 June 1925. That 
is the reason it has been selected as the basic document of draft 
resolution A/C.1/L.374, which has been submitted by the Hungarian 
delegation.^

After almost repeating the provisions of the Washington Declara
tion, the signatories declared:

That the High Contracting Parties, so far as they are not already Parties 
to Treaties prohibiting such use, accept this prohibition, agree to extend this 
prohibition to the use of bacteriological methods of warfare and agree to be bound 
as between themselves according to the terms of this declaration.®

1 William M. Malloy (comp.), Treaties, Conventions, International Acts, Protocols, 
and Agreements Between the United States of America and Other Powers, 1776-1909 
(Washington: Government Printing Ofl&ce, 1910), vol. II, pp. 2042 ff. Hereafter 
cited as Treaties, Conventions.

2 Ibid., pp. 2269 ff.
3 See C. F. Redmond (comp.). Treaties, Conventions, vol. I ll, pp. 3118-3119. 

This agreement never entered into force, since France did not ratify it.
 ̂Ante, pp. 694-695.
® Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Subcommittee on Disarmament, 

Disarmament and Security: A Collection of Documents, 1919-56 (Com. print, 
84th Cong., 2d sess.), pp. 169-170.
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Finally, may I refer to the vehement declaration made by Mr. 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt pn 8 June 1943 on the subject of poisonous 
or noxious gases or other inhumane devices of warfare:
Use of such weapons has been outlawed by the general opinion of civilized man
kind. I state categorically that we shall under no circumstances resort to the 
use of such weapons unless they are first used by our enemies. Any use of gas 
by any Axis Power, therefore, will immediately be followed by the fullest possible 
retaliation upon munition centers, seaports, and other military objectives.^

We know from history that fascist Italy used gas against Ethiopians, 
in the war of 1935-1936, sflthough both parties accepted the Geneva 
Protocol. We know that fascist Germany used the gas for genocide 
with unsurpassed savagery. We know that chemical and bacteri
ological weapons are not only being prepared under the conditions^ 
of the armaments race, but some of them are actually being used 
in the war now raging in Viet-Nam.

On 22 July 1966, the South Viet-Nam National Liberation Front 
published a document drawn up by the Committee for the Denun
ciation of War Crimes perpetrated in South Viet-Nam by the United 
States of America. In that document we find, inter alia, the following:

According to preliminary data recently published by the Public Health Com
mission of the National Liberation Front ŝ Central Committee and the Liberation 
Red Cross, the number of people killed and poisoned in some of the afifected 
areas has risen by 30 per cent. Fifty-six per cent of the population in these 
areas are suffering from alimentary-canal diseases following the consumption 
of poisoned foodstuffs .and 70 per cent from bronchitis. Nursing mothers lose 
their milk and pregnant women have miscarriages.

The report states further:
It is also significant to note that the United States 406 Mobile Bacterial and 

Chemical Warfare Institute has been transferred to Sbuth Viet-Nam from 
Sagamihara, Japan.

Before concluding, I should like to quote a matter-of-fact report of 
The New York Times datelined Saigon, 9 September 1966:

Pleased with the effectiveness of chemical-defoliation and crop-destruction 
missions, the United States military is taking steps to triple the capability of 
those efforts.

This year Operation Ranch Hand, using an average of six C-123 spray planes, 
has squirted . . . nontoxic herbicide over 530,872 acres of jungle hideouts, trails 
and cropland in enemy-dominated areas of South Vietnam.^

These few excerpts and examples indicate the growing seriousness 
and threat of an extensive use of chemical weapons in our day. The 
Hungarian delegation deems necessary that the General Assembly

‘ Department of State Bulletin  ̂ June 12, 1943, p. 507.
2 The New York Times, Sept. 10, 1966, p. 2.
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reaflGirm those norms of contemporary international law which pro
hibit the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons.

Several arguments are raised in this question. One of them, which 
might be put against reaflBrming this principle of international law, 
is that the prohibition of these weapons is valid only for those who 
actually acceded to the Geneva Protocol—that is, for about fifty 
States. May I be permitted to quote an outstanding authority on 
international law in this respect? We find, in Volume II, p. 344 
of ^'International Law, A Treatise by L. Oppenheim,^^ edited by
H. Lauterpacht, seventh edition, 1952, the following:
. . . the cumulative effect of customary law and of the existing instruments 
having binding force, such as the Hague Declaration, the Hague Regulations, 
Article 171 of the Treaty of Versailles, and other Peace Treaties of 1919, the 
corresponding provisions of the Treaty of Berlin, and of the Protocol of 1925, 
is probably to render such prohibition legally effective upon practically all States.

Another argument is advanced on the basis of the development 
of technology. Some people would say: 'Well, the Geneva Protocol 
reflects the situation as it prevailed in 1925. As of now, new types 
of gases, including comparatively harmless riot-control gases, have 
been invented.”

But practicing riot-control and conducting warfare are two dis
tinctly different problems. The first falls under the internal juris
diction of every State and its excessive use might be considered under 
the terms of basic human rights, while the second is a matter between 
axmed forces of different nations, and is, therefore, governed by 
international law.

The examples cited are factual; they are recorded in history and 
they are condemned by world public opinion. They are very unfor
tunate, typical, new forms of warfare, very inhuman in character, 
very devastating for human beings and causing immense suffering.

Though these examples show that they are actually being used 
locally, or that perhaps some kinds of these weapons are being used 
such as gas in Viet-Nam, their characteristics, nevertheless, are very 
important and very typical, because gas weapons are intended to 
break the backbone, and the moral resistance of people; they are 
intended to destroy health, to spread diseases and create starvation 
among a wide strata of the population. They are mainly used in 
populated areas, where, of course, they will affect more people, but 
not only armed fighters, but mostly civilians are affected by them, 
because they are undistinguishable from the freedom fighters in 
South Viet-Nam, or elsewhere, and so these weapons are used indis
criminately.

There are certain assertions that able-bodied, strong young men^s 
organisms resist and recuperate quickly from the effects of these 
weapons, although my delegation has great doubt as to these asser

256-603 0 — 67-------48
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tions. But, even on the basis of these statements, it should be clear 
that elderly and sick people, women and, especially pregnant women— 
are caused very grave, and, sometimes, fatal sulSFering.

The nausea inducing gases are increasing the effect of stomach 
diseases; other gases are causing bronchitis, eye diseases, and all these 
are aggravating the effects of the tropical diseases prevailing in that 
region.

Furthermore, children and babies, who are unable to resist in any 
way, are helpless against these weapons.

Thus, in the view of my delegation, the application of such weapons 
is on the fringe of genocide. Other chemical weapons, such as 
napalm, which burns large surfaces of the human body, burning the 
skin, suffocating and disfiguring people causes tremendous suffering 
to civilian populations. Toxic herbicides are poisoning foods, 
drinking water and irrigation waters.

If we look at the different types of weapons, where is the limit 
between these different types of weapons in a war in which escalation 
is practiced and how can we predict what weapons will be used to
morrow, their quantity, quality and kind. Attacks are more savage 
and wider every day.

We know that chemical, biological and bacteriological weapons 
are in store. Maybe, today, they are not yet playing a decisive 
role in a war, but escalation may make that role more important.

If we speak of weapons, it is very difficult to describe them as humane 
or harmless; weapons are not created to be humane or harmless, 
they are created to be destructive and more destructive every day. 
So, any distinction that can be made between weapons can only be 
with regard to their degree of destructiveness, whether they are 
controllable or not controllable and certainly chemical, biological 
and bacteriological weapons belong to the type of weapons which are 
less controllable and more destructive than other conventional 
weapons.

Thus, the only position which gives assurance against the dangers 
resulting from these devastating aspects of chemical and bacterio
logical warfare is, today, the same as that already set out in the 
Geneva Protocol, whose provisions very clearly and unequivocally 
cover all kinds of weapons of chemical warfare.

May I again quote the first preambular paragraph of that Protocol:
The use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases, and of all analogous 

liquids, materials or devices, having been justly condemned by the general opinion 
of the civilised world . .

The hoUow pretext of using so-called ^^riot-contro?  ̂ gases in war, 
for instance, in Viet-Nam, is being rightly refused by the international 
public and scientific community, including American scholars in 
their recent protest against the use of such weapons.
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In addition, it should be clarified that the prohibition of the use of 
chemical and bacteriological weapons includes biological weapons per 
analogiam.

There is no doubt that the rules of customary and treaty law can be 
equally applied to any weapon of mass destruction whether using 
bacteria viruses, radiation, or other materials, methods or devices.

My delegation was led by a desire to contribute to the progressive 
development of international law and to some of the collateral meas
ures of general and complete disarmament, when it submitted its 
draft resolution contained in document A/C.1/L.374. The draft 
resolution speaks for itself. Yet, I think it worth while to stress the 
following:

Jn  its preambular paragraphs the draft reaflSrms the principle of 
prohibition of the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons as 
contained in the corpus of international law, with special regard to 
the peremptory norms of the Charter of the United Nations.

The third preambular paragraph recalls that the Geneva Protocol 
is a valid instrument of international law, and my delegation is of the 
opinion that any further accession to it—desirably by all States— 
through its depository, the Government of France, would enhance 
its authority.

The first operative paragraph demands strict and absolute com
pliance by all States Avith the above-mentioned principles. No 
pretext whatsoever can be used for circumventing this prohibition.

The second operative paragraph rightly condemns any actions 
aimed at the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons.

The third operative paragraph reiterates, and declares that the 
use of these weapons constitutes an international crime. This 
solemn declaration is in conformity with the resolutions of the Geneva 
Disarmament Conference of 1932  ̂ and that of the League of Nations 
of 1938.2

I do not wish to create the erroneous impression that I am speaking 
of Viet-Nam today. I have cited some examples which, unfortu
nately, are related to Viet-Nam, but the problem is of much wider 
scope. As we all know, the use of chemical weapons against libera
tion movements, against j)eoples fighting for their independence 
and freedom, against foreign intervention and oppression, does occur 
nowadays, in various parts of the world. This practice is not limited 
to a certain geographical region; it is a problem of general concern 
for all the world. 1 might add that not only people against whom 
these weapons are used are subjected to their ill effects; those who 
are using them might be affected as well. These weapons might

1 See Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, Conference 
Documentsj vol. I, pp. 210-215, 268-271.

2 Foreign Relations ô  the United States, 1938, vol. I ll, pp. 504r-506, 514-517.
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backfire, might also contaminate the troops of those Powers which 
attempt to exterminate other peoples by the use of this insidious 
method.

With this consideration in mind, we sincerely hope that this draft 
resolution will command the support of this august body, thus con
tributing to our principal task, the maintenai^ce of international 
peace and security.

Statement by ACDA Director Foster to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly, November 14, 1966 ^

I should have liked to be able to address my remarks today to the 
subject of general and complete disarmament, which is the agtoda 
item currently before this Committee. However, two of the draft 
resolutions that have been submitted and referred to here under 
this item appear to have nothing to do with general and complete 
disarmament. I refer, of course, to the draft resolution on chemical 
and bacteriological weapons, in the form submitted by the delega
tion of Hungary,^ and the draft resolution on flights of aircraft 
carrying nuclear weapons, as co-sponsored by the delegations of 
Poland and the Ukrainian SSK.  ̂ Both draft resolutions must be rec
ognized as motivated by purely propagandistic ends.

Indeed, so transparent are the motives of the authors of these two 
draft resolutions and their disregard for the serious and proper work 
of this Committee that they have not troubled themselves to make 
even a passing reference to the question on our agenda in the two texts 
that are now before us. I hasten to assure them, however, that it is 
not by this kind of amendment that general objections to their text 
can now be overcome.

I would remind them further that those who succumb to the tempta
tion to engage in propaganda call into question the sincerity of their 
good intentions. We all remember the polemics, the invective, the 
sterile propaganda exchanges that obstructed useful discussions here 
and marred East-West relations during the height of the cold war. 
My delegation had hoped that we were now safely beyond that stage: 
but apparently we must contend with regressions from time to time.

It is my Government’s hope that, with good\^dll on both sides, we 
can seriously seek ways to reconcile differences so as to build bridges

1 A/C. 1/PV. 1452, pp. 53-67.
2 Ante, pp. 694-695.
3 Ante, pp. 733-734.
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of closer understanding and co-operation between the East and the 
West. We are not prepared to believe that the injection of propa
ganda into our present discussions means that the other side has lost 
interest in achieving co-operation on common objectives. But 
patience has its limits, and so I should like to repeat today what I 
said in this Committee on 11 November: Those who persist with 
misguided concern only for making propaganda must bear full respon
sibility for any recriminations which could have adverse effects on 
both public and official opinion and lead to a deterioration of an 
atmosphere conducive to constructive discussion both in this Com
mittee and elsewhere.

Let me turn now to the two draft resolutions to which 1 referred 
earlier. I must congratulate the representative of Hungary, Mr. 
Csatorday, who I note is not present today, for a very skilful state
ment on 11 November explaining the reasons that had led his delega
tion to submit its draft resolution.^ He managed to build a human
itarian appeal on distortion of the facts and of the context in which 
the facts should be situated. Let us examine what my delegation 
understood to be the line of argument used by the representative of 
Hungary in attempting to establish that the United States is engaged 
in Viet-Nam in the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons in 
violation of international law.

First, he sought to establish as contrary to accepted international 
law the use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases or, as he 
quoted from the Washington Declaration of 1922, ^̂ all analogous 
liquids, materials or devices’̂  as well as bacteriological methods of 
warfare.^ He next recalled the use of toxic gas by fascist Italy against 
Ethiopia and the use of gas for genocide by nazi Germany. Then he 
seemed to imply that the United States was engaged in similar acts, 
by coupling that reference to the allegation that chemical weapons are 
being used now in Viet-Nam. My delegation found that innuendo 
offensive and inexcusable. The representative of Hungary also re
ferred to the use of herbicides as a defoliant in Viet-Nam. He fol
lowed that with an appeal that the norms of international law pro
hibiting the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons be confirmed. 
His last point was to admit, after referring to riot-control gases, that 
a clear distinction could be made between the use of tear gas within 
the sovereign jurisdiction of a country and in the conduct of warfare.

Let us examine the points made by the representative of Hungary, 
for they do not stand up under analysis. First, what does interna
tional law proscribe?

The Geneva Protocol of 1925, to which the United States is not a 
party, was intended to prohibit the use in war of asphyxiating and 
poisonous gas and other similar gases and liquids with similar evil

1 Supra,
2 C. F. Redmond, Treaties  ̂ Conventionsj vol. I ll, pp. 3118-3119.
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effects.^ Framed with the horrors of poison-gas warfare of World 
War I in mind, the Geneva Protocol was intended to prohibit the use 
in warfare of deadly gases such as mustard gas and phosgene. The 
Geneva Protocol does not apply to all gases, and it certainly does not 
prohibit the use of simple tear gas where necessary to avoid injury to 
innocent persons. I t is unreasonable to contend that any rule or 
international law prohibits the use in military combat against an 
enemy of non-toxic chemical agents that Governments around the 
world commonly use to control riots by their own peoples.

The United States has never engaged in gas warfare since World 
War I, when it was unfortunately necessary to use gas in retaliation. 
As Secretary of State Rusk said on 25 March 1965, with reference to 
Viet-Nam, ^We are not engaged in gas warfare. I t is against our 
poUcy to do so, as it is against the poUcies of most other Govern- 
ments’\^

Moreover, the United States played a crucial role in preventing the 
horrors of gas warfare during World War II. As the representative 
of Hungary has himself recalled to this Committee, in 1943 President 
Roosevelt issued, on behalf of the United States, a warning to the 
Axis Powers threatening them with severe retaliation if they resorted 
to gas warfare. President Roosevelt stated that the use of poison gas 
^̂ has been outlawed by the general opinion of civihzed mankind'^ and 
he added: ‘̂I state categorically that we shaU under no circumstances 
resort to the use of such weapons unless they are first used by our 
enemies’\^ President Eisenhower repeated this fundamental line of 
United States policy.^ President Johnson has made clear that this 
continues to be our poUcy. This is our national policy, and we have 
not violated it in Viet-Nam. I am tired, to be poHte about it, of 
hearing invidious allegations to the contrary.

What has happened in Viet-Nam is the occasional use of tear gas 
by the forces of the United States and those of the Republic of Viet- 
Nam. Tear gas has nothing whatever to do with the Geneva Protocol. 
Tear gas is commonly available and used as a riot-control agent by 
police forces aroimd the world. Allow me to remind this Committee 
that evidence available for recent years shows that more than fifty 
countries have used tear gas for domestic riot-control purposes. Have 
the authorities of those countries in so doing committed acts which,

 ̂ Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Subcommittee on Disarmament, 
Disarmament and Security: A Collection of Documentsj 1919-65 (Com. print, 
84th Cong., 2d sess.), pp. 169-170.

2 Department of State Bulletinj Apr. 12, 1965, p. 528.
» Ibid,, June 12, 1943, p. 507.
* Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisenhowerj 

1960-61, p. 29.
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while admittedly within their national jurisdiction, have been con
trary to accepted norms of behaviour? Of course not, and it would 
be ridiculous to contend otherwise.

When, for example, civil authorities must enforce law and order in 
the face of an unruly mob, they must often decide, when other means 
of persuasion have been exhausted, whether to use brute force and 
lethal weapons, and thus risk injury and death perhaps even to inno
cent bystanders, or to disperse the mob by recourse to riot-control 
agents such as tear gas, which have no harmful after-effects. And in 
Viet-Nam, when the Viet-Cong takes refuge in a village and uses 
innocent civilians and prisoners as shields, would it be more humane 
to use rifle and machine-gun fire and explosive grenades to dislodge 
and destroy the Viet-Cong and in so doing risk the lives of the innocent 
and woimded hostages?

Lastly, there is the distinction made by the representative of Hun
gary between riot control and warfare. Riot control, he stated:

. . . falls under the internal jurisdiction of every State and its excessive use might 
be considered under the terms of basic human rights, while the second is a matter 
between armed forces of different nations, and is, therefore, governed by inter
national law.^

I take that to be an admission on his part that use of tear gas by 
authorities of a country against their own nationals for riot-control 
purposes is permissible. If I understand him correctly, he maintains 
that this is, however, a matter of internal jurisdiction and therefore 
of no business or concern to the outsider.

Yet non-toxic gas used for riot-control purposes, which is the same 
as that which has been infrequently used in Viet-Nam, is what the 
representative of Hungary referred to as a gas weapon  ̂̂ intended to 
break the backbone and the moral resistance of the people; they are 
intended to destroy health, to spread diseases and create starvation 
among a wide strata of the population’\

Is he prepared to condone those dreadful effects for riot control by 
national authorities? Of course not. He knows as well as we all do 
that tear gas does not have the effects he describes. Nor do we beheve 
that the use of tear gas for internal riot control purposes by almost 
half the countries represented in this Committee bears out the conten
tion that the use of the same gas in Viet-Nam for humane purposes— 
for saving instead of destroying life—is contrary to any norm of inter
national conduct and law.

Reference was also made to the use of herbicides in Viet-Nam. 
These materials involve the same chemicals and have the same effect 
as those commonly used in the United States and a great many other

‘ Supra.
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countries to clear weeds and control vegetation. Contrary to the 
insinuations of the representative of Hungary, they are not bacterio
logical weapons; nor is their use contrary to international law.

The representative of Hungary also quoted to us from an article 
that appeared in The New York Times last September. I noted that 
he did not quote or indeed refer to an article that appeared on the 
front page of The New York Times on 11 November, the day he spoke, 
of which he coidd hardly have been unaware. I t reported the use of 
tear gas against United States forces in Viet-Nam and the capture of 
tear-gas grenades from the Viet-Cong. I can confirm today that on 
10 November a United States patrol in Viet-Nam did encounter gas 
which appeared to have the same effects as tear gas. One thousand 
two hundred gas grenades were captured during that operation. I t 
is beyond question that these were gas grenades, as was further proved 
by testing one. Incidentally, it was of Chinese Communist manu
facture.

The real intent of the Hungarian draft resolution should be clear to 
everyone. We accept that the delegation of Hungary and certain 
other delegations in the Committee may differ with United States 
policy in Viet-Nam. We earnestly hope, and shall not cease in our 
efforts, to remove these differences and to achieve a negotiated settle
ment that may restore permanent peace in all Viet-Nam. Yet we 
are not here today to deal with these differences. Indeed, United 
States efforts to bring the Viet-Nam problem under discussion by the 
appropriate organ of the United Nations have consistently been frus
trated. We are here to discuss and to seek meaningful measures of 
disarmament. But we cannot accept false, distorted charges that my 
Government is engaged in chemical and bacteriological warfare.

Let me remind the Committee that we heard similar charges during 
the Korean War. We all recaU the disgraceful allegations that the 
United States forces had resorted to germ warfare in Korea. History 
has proven those charges utterly false. History will record a similar 
verdict for the charges which are now being made.

The motives behind the Hungarian draft resolution in its present 
form are thus only too transparent. Had the authors of the draft 
resolution been moved by genuine concern over the problem of chem
ical and bacteriological warfare, a draft resolution caUing for observ
ance of the principles and norms of the Geneva Protocol could have 
been presented without employing tendentious language and would 
no doubt have met with general support; but they did not choose to 
do so. Instead they persist in trying to convince the world of inter
national crimes that do not exist and to embody their propagandistic 
aims in a resolution of the General Assembly. This we cannot accept. 
Accordingly we shall oppose this draft resolution and we invite other
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delegations which refuse to be parties to such a manoeuvre to register 
their diapproval by voting against it.

I should now like to comment briefly on the second draft resolution 
before us.̂  This is another propaganda item. I t is not a new one. 
The Soviet Union introduced in the Security Council as far back as 
1958 a draft resolution having a purpose similar to that of the one now 
before us.  ̂ The Security Council rejected that draft resolution by a 
vote of 9 to 1, with 1 abstention.

At the last session of the I ighteen-Nation Committee on Disarma
ment the Soviet Union and the other Eastern European delegations 
raised the question again, this time in connexion with the crash near 
the coast of Spain of a United States B-52 aircraft that was carrying 
unarmed-nuclear armament. As the records of the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee only too plainly show, the Geneva Conference was obUged 
to sit through a series of such verbal attacks that had no relevance to 
the priority questions of disarmament that were before it. The same 
disregard for the business at hand is evident today in the presentation 
of this draft resolution, which has nothing to do with general and 
complete disarmament.

Turning to the draft resolution itself, I must say I am somewhat 
surprised at the new argument put forth by its authors. In the pre
amble of the draft resolution they quote from the limited test ban 
treaty  ̂ and from the Convention on the High Seas,  ̂which can only 
lead one to conclude that they are contending that flights of nuclear
armed aircraft outside national boundaries are in violation of or could 
violate those two international treaties. I find that a rather fanciful 
interpretation of the provisions and the intent of those two treaties. 
In fact the concept that such agreements would be violated as a result 
of accidents would apply to accidents occurring within as well as 
beyond national frontiers. Of course, that concept has no validity. 
Furthermore, the accident that occurred in Spain did not result in a 
nuclear explosion, precisely because elaborate precautions had been 
taken by the United States to avoid such contingencies. The con
trols designed to prevent an explosion by accident performed as they 
were intended to perform.

That the authors of the draft resolution are interested solely in 
scoring propaganda points is clear also from the fact that their draft 
resolution refers only to aircraft. As we all know, it is not only air
craft that can carry nuclear weapons. Furthermore, as we all know, 
it is not only the United States that possesses these other means of

1 AntBy pp. 733-734.
2 Documents on Disarmamentj 1945-1969, vol. II, p. 990.
3 Ihid.y 1963, p. 291.
‘ American Foreign Policy: Current Documents, 1968, p. 274.
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transporting nuclear weapons beyond national frontiers. That, of 
course, explains why the draft resolution is couched in one-sided, 
propaganda terms.

The draft resolution also conveniently ignores the factor of geogra
phy. Obviously an alliance like NATO, comprising States on both 
sides of the Atlantic and from northern to southern Europe, needs to 
have the capability of overseas deployment of weapons and forces. 
To attempt to confine its deployments within national frontiers would 
be wholly unrealistic. We also wonder how the authors of this draft 
resolution would propose to verify its application.

I trust that these few observations will have suflBced to demonstrate 
to the Committee the intent of the sponsors of this draft resolution, 
which, I repeat, has nothing to do with disarmament. We shall, 
therefore, vote against it.

I suppose it is no accident that this General Assembly finds itself 
having to consider a whole series of items whose primary aim is to 
provide propaganda points for certain delegations. I refer to the item 
introduced by Czechoslovakia, which is under discussion in the plenary 
Assembly, as well as the item to which I have ref^red today and at 
least two more which will follow on the agenda of this Committee.

I have heard it suggested that we should expect that certain delega
tions feel a need to ventilate these propaganda points. May I remind 
them, however, that they should not expect other delegations to re
main silent when faced with these tactics. That is why I must stress 
how much my delegation deplores this wholly unnecessary and un
helpful regression into past, unlamented practices. I t  is time the 
rest of us raised our voices in protest, and I wish so to go on record 
today.

Turning now to a responsible proposal, I should like to comment 
briefly on the draft resolution appearing in document A/C.1/L.370/ 
Rev.l and Add.l.^ In its present, revised form, this draft resolution 
establishes what we believe are sound terms for a study which could 
serve a most useful purpose.

In studying the implications of nuclear weapons and the threat 
posed by the nuclear arms race, it is clear that we need to do far more 
than assemble information on the horrors of the possible use of nuclear 
weapons. If any aspect of this matter is generally understood, surely 
that one is. We are pleased to note, therefore, that the revised draft 
resolution calls for a report on:

. . . the security and economic implications for States of the acquisition and 
further development of these weapons,

 ̂ Identical with pt. (A) of res. 2162 (XXI), p. 798.
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as well as on the effects of their possible use. We therefore expect 
that the report, when issued, will deal with all these aspects and that 
all three will receive the fullest consideration. That would be in 
keeping with the approach suggested by the Secretary-General in the 
introduction to his annual report for 1965-66,^ an approach which we 
believe would afford the proper perspective.

We also note that the report is to be based '̂on accessible material’\  
We assume this does not imply that it must be drawn only from such 
published information as may already be available. Obviously, avail
able material will have to be examined in the first instance. However, 
if it seems necessary to those who will prepare the report to seek access 
to further information, then we would hope that Governments in a 
position to do so would be asked to provide additional appropriate 
information. For its part, the United States would be prepared to 
consider such a request most sympathetically.

We also note the emphasis in the draft resolution on the assistance 
of “qualified experts-consultants^'. We view this as vital to the suc
cess of the study. If this is to be an authoritative report, a report to 
be issued under the auspices of the United Nations, then it is important 
that the Secretary-General and his staff should be able to call on the 
assistance of experts particularly qualified to assess the economic, 
scientific and military and other factors to be studied.

A report prepared in this manner could contribute significantly to a 
better understanding of the threat of nuclear weapons proliferation 
and thus facilitate progress on measures to deal with this threat. The 
United States will therefore vote in favour of this draft resolution.

Several of the later items on oiu* agenda have been mentioned today 
by the representative of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. We 
plan to comment on his statements and on these items as they are 
reached here in our meetings.

 ̂ General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-first Session, Su'pplement No. lA  
(A/6301/Add.l), pp. 3-4.
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General Assembly Resolution 2153 (XXI): Nonprolifera
tion of Nuclear Weapons, November 17, 1966 ^

A

The Oeneral Assembly,
Having discussed the report of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation 

Committee on Disarmament on the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons,^

Noting that it has not yet been possible to reach agreement on an 
international treaty to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons,

Viewing with apprehension the possibility that such a situation may 
lead not only to an increase of nuclear arsenals and to a s^pread of 
nuclear weapons over the world but also to an increase in the number 
of nuclear-weapon Powers,

Believing that if such a situation persists it may lead to the aggrava
tion of tensions between States and the risk of a nuclear war.

Believing jurther that the remaining differences between all con
cerned should be resolved quickly so as to prevent any further delay 
in the conclusion of an international treaty on the non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons.

Convinced, therefore, that it is imperative to make further efforts to 
bring to a conclusion a treaty which reflects the mandate given by 
the General Assembly in its resolution 2028 (XX) of 19 November

1 A/RES/2153 (XXI)/Rev. 1, Jan. 5, 1967. Pt. A of the resolution was adopted, 
by a vote of 97 to 2, with 3 abstentions: Albania and the Central African Republic 
voted against it, and the Democratic Republic of the Congo, Iceland, and France 
abstained. The General Assembly adopted part B by a vote of 48 to 1, with 59 
abstentions:

In favor: Algeria, Burundi, Canada, Chad, Chile, Democratic Republic of the 
Congo, Ethiopia, Guatemala, Haiti, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Jamaica, Japan, Jordan, 
Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Libya, Malawi, Malaysia, Maldive Islands, 
Mauritania, Morocco, Nepal, Nigeria, Pakistan, Panama, Peru, Philippines, 
Portugal, Romania, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Spain, Sudan, 
Syria, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, Uganda, United Kingdom, 
United Republic of Tanzania, Yemen.

Against: India.
Abstaining: Afghanistan, Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bolivia,

Brazil, Bulgaria, Burma, Byelorussian S.S.R., Cameroon, Central African Repub
lic, Ceylon, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cyprus, Czechoslovakia, Dahomey, 
Denmark, Ecuador, El Salvador, Finland, France, Ghana, Greece, Guinea, Hon
duras, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Laos, Luxembourg, 
Madagascar, Mexico, Mongolia, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, 
Norway, Paraguay, Poland, Rwanda, Singapore, South Africa, Sweden, Thailand, 
Ukrainian S.S.R., U.S.S.R., U.A.R., United States, Upper Volta, Uruguay, 
Venezuela, Yugoslavia.

2 AntCj pp. 613-617.
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1965/ and which is acceptable to all concerned and satisfactory to the 
international community,

1. Reaffirms its resolution 2028 (XX);
2. Urges all States to take all necessary steps conducive to the 

earliest conclusion of a treaty on the non-proliferation of nuclear 
weapons;

3. Calls upon all nuclear-weapon Powers to refrain from the use, or 
the threat of use, of nuclear weapons against States which may con
clude treaties of the nature defined in paragraph 2 {e) of General 
Assembly resolution 2028 (XX);

4. Requests the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 
Disarmament to consider urgently the proposal that the nuclear- 
weapon Powers should give an assurance that they will not use, or 
threaten to use, nuclear weapons against non-nuclear-weapon States 
without nuclear weapons on their territories, and any other proposals 
that have been or may be made for the solution of this problem;

5. Calls upon all States to adhere strictly to the principles laid down 
in its resolution 2028 (XX) for the negotiation of the above-mentioned 
treaty;

6. Calls upon the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 
Disarmament to give high priority to the question of the non-prolifera
tion of nuclear weapons in accordance with the mandate contained in 
General Assembly resolution 2028 (XX);

7. Transmits the records of the First Committee relating to the 
discussion of the item entitled ‘̂ Non-proliferation of nuclear weapons”, 
together with all other relevant documents, to the Conference of the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament;

8. Requests the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 
Disarmament to submit to the General Assembly at an early date a 
report on the results of its work on the question of the non-proliferation 
of nuclear weapons.

B

The General Assembly^
Recalling previous resolutions on the non-proliferation of nuclear 

weapons,
Considering that the further spread of nuclear weapons would en

danger the peace and security of all States,
Convinced that the emergence of additional nuclear-weapon Powers 

would provoke an uncontrollable nuclear arms race.
Reiterating that the prevention of further proliferation of nuclear 

weapons is a matter of the highest priority demanding the unceasing

1 Documents on Disarfnamentj 1966y pp. 532-534.
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attention of both nuclear-weapon and non-nuclear-weapon Powers,
Believing that a conference of non-nuclear-weapon Powers would 

contribute to the conclusion of arrangements designed to safeguard 
the security of those States,

1. Decides to convene a conference of non-nuclear-weapon States to 
meet not later than July 1968 to consider the following and other 
related questions:

(o) How can the security of the non-nuclear States best be assured?
(6) How may non-nuclear Powers co-operate among themselves in preventing 

the proliferation of nuclear weapons?
(c) How can nuclear devices be used for exclusively peaceful purposes?;

2. Requests the President of the General Assembly immediately to 
set up a preparatory committee, widely representative of the non- 
nuclear-weapon States, to make appropriate arrangements for con
vening the conference and to consider the question of association of 
nuclear States with the work of the conference and report thereon to 
the General Assembly at its twenty-second session.

Western Amendments to the Hungarian Draft Resolution 
on the Use of Chemical and Bacteriological Weapons, 
November 17, 1966 ^

1. Delete the word ^^contemporary’’ from the first preambular para
graph so that it would read: Guided by the principles of the United 
Nations Charter and international law,’’.

2. Add the following additional preambular paragraph:

^^Noting that the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament has 
the task of seeking an agreement for a cessation of development and 
production of chemical and bacteriological weapons and other weapons 
of mass destruction and for the elimination of all such weapons from 
national arsenals as called for in the draft proposals for general and 
complete disarmament now before the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 
Disarmament,” .̂

3. Keplace operative paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 by the following:

1 A/C.1/L.382, Nov. 17, 1966. The amendments were submitted to the First 
Committee of the G.A. by Canada, Italy, the United Kingdom and the United 
States. The Hungarian draft resolution appears antCj pp. 694-695. After the 
Hungarian proposal was revised {post, pp. 758-759), the Western Powers sub
mitted revised amendments {postj pp. 762-763).

2 See Documents on Disarmamentj 1966y pp. 77-102, 111-140.
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^^Callsjor strict observance by all States of the principles and objec
tives of the Geneva Protocol of 17 June 1925 and condemns all actions 
contrary to those objectives

Statement by ACDA Director Foster to the First Commit
tee of the General Assembly: Cessation of Nuclear Tests, 
November 22,1966 ^

^  1
In speaking today about the comprehensive test ban, I cannot fai 

to call to the attention of this important body the fact that today is 
the third anniversary of the tragic death of a man deeply interested, 
for the United States and the world, in the pursuit of peace through 
arms control and disarmament agreement. The late, beloved Presi
dent John F. Kennedy took a deep personal interest in disarmament. 
I t  was at his request that Congress established the United States Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency, and it was during his presidency 
and largely on his initiative that the limited test-ban Treaty was 
negotiated by the United States with the Soviet Union and the United 
Kingdom in the summer of 1963.  ̂ His instruction then was to pursue 
the quest for a comprehensive test-ban treaty. That quest by the 
United States continues.

Since the conclusion of the partial test-ban Treaty in 1963, many 
statements have been made before this Committee and two resolutions 
have been adopted here in support of a comprehensive nuclear test-ban 
treaty.^ These statements and resolutions clearly demonstrate that 
we are all keenly aware of the urgent need for such a treaty, a need 
clearly set forth in the preamble of the limited test-ban Treaty.

An effective comprehensive test-ban agreement would help put an 
end to the nuclear arms race and would be a major step in preventing 
the spread of nuclear weapons. I t would, perhaps, be the most signif
icant step we could take to supplement such a non-proliferation treaty. 
As the representative of Sweden pointed out in her statement on 11 
November, non-nuclear States which sign a non-proliferation treaty 
would thereby, in effect, also have subscribed to a comprehensive test 
ban. Considerations of equity and balance, which have so often been

1 Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Subcommittee on Disarmament, 
Disarmament and Security: A Collection of Documentŝ  1919-65 (Com. print, 
84th Cong., 2d sess.), pp. 169-170.

2 A/C. 1/PV. 1460, pp. 21-31.
3 Documents on Disarmamentj 1963̂ pp. 291-293.
 ̂ Ibid,, p. 627; ibid,, 1966, pp. 623-624.
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raised here, would require that the nuclear weapon States take the 
same step as soon as possible. A comprehensive test ban would be 
the most effective means of bringing to a halt the further development 
of their nuclear weapons. Having done so, they would then be in a 
position to consider additional steps looking toward actual reductions 
in existing nuclear arsenals.

We are all well aware of the nature of the primary obstacle to a 
comprehensive test-ban agreement, namely, the inability to agree on 
what constitutes an effective system for verifying compliance. While 
there is agreement that the partial test ban can be verified without 
requiring visits to the locations of events that might constitute possible 
violations of that agreement, there is disagreement on the adequacy of 
external means for verifying any treaty banning underground nuclear 
explosions. Without adequate verification, there can be no reasonable 
assurance that all parties are adhering to their obligations under such 
a treaty.

Without adequate verification procedures, there exists the danger 
that natural events not identified as such would become a source of 
contention. Such contention could not only raise tensions, but it 
could also place in jeopardy the continued vahdity of a comprehensive 
agreement.

As all delegations know, my Government believes that a compre
hensive treaty should include provisions designed to minimize such a 
source of contention. We want provisions that would constitute an 
effective deterrent to any possible clandestine attempt to evade the 
agreement. We want only such provisions as are essential to provide 
this deterrence, only such provisions as would give the necessary as
surance that all parties are in fact complying with their obligations.

The United States believes that, under the present state of tech
nology, the possibility for some on-site inspections should be provided 
in order to obtain adequate verification. We have often discussed the 
scientific evidence on which we base this belief. We have invited 
those who believe otherwise to supply any scientific data which might 
point to a contrary conclusion, but they have, so far, confined them
selves to unsupported claims that existing means of detecting nuclear 
explosions are adequate for verifying a comprehensive test ban.

The scientific basis for the United States position on the need for 
on-site inspections is the fact that, with existing technology, we are 
unable to gather, at long distances, all available and essential seismic 
data. We are unable at such distances to detect or locate accurately 
all seismic events or to identify positively whether certain seismic 
signals come from earthquakes or man-made explosions. Because of 
these limitations, and because of the great value that the United States 
attaches to a comprehensive test ban, we contiaue to devote consider
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able resources to seismic research in order to improve our capability 
for detecting and identifying underground seismic events.

Those members of this Committee who attended the inauguration 
of our large-aperture seismic array in Montana in October 1965 were 
able to see and to judge for themselves one direction in which our 
seismic research is progressing.

We have reported on the findings of this research from time to time 
and have long urged the exchange of seismic data, as well as technical 
discussions relating to the identification of seismic events. As Presi
dent Johnson stated in his message to the Eighteen-Nation Committee 
on Disarmament on 27 January 1966, we invite those nations truly 
interested in a comprehensive test ban to provide information on “any 
improvements in means for the detection and identification of seismic 
events which their research efforts may have developed’\^

In this connexion, we particularly welcome the parallel research 
efforts of the United Kingdom, as well as the Swedish initiative for 
formation of a seismic “detection club.” I shall avoid entering into 
too much detail, at this time, although I refer those delegations in
terested in a more complete description of the technical aspects of the 
detection of underground nuclear tests, to the United, States repre
sentative’s statement to the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarma
ment of 4 April 1966.  ̂ However, with the Committee’s permission, 
I would like to elaborate very briefly on one or two points.

Our scientific research has determined that the use of arrays of 
seismometers, such as our Montana array, will decidedly improve our 
capability of filtering out the background noise, caused by continuous 
vibrations of the earth, from the true signal emitted by a seismic 
event. We can now confirm that such arrays lead to notable improve
ments over presently existing seismic detection systems in the ability 
to detect, at long range, a low-magnitude seismic signal. However, 
after an event has been detected, it is still necessary to identify accu
rately its cause. ^

Such identification requires the recording of a clearer signal than 
is needed for detection purposes alone. Seismic arrays will assist in 
this identification by reducing the background noise, thereby making 
the actual signal more precise and accurate. Unfortunately, the 
signals presented to remote seismometers by some earthquakes are 
indistinguishable from those of man-made explosions. At present, 
therefore, even after taking into account our most advanced seismic 
detection and identification techniques, we see no .alternative to some 
on-site inspections to fill the gaps in our information.

1 Antej p. 7.
2 Antej pp. 190-199.

256-603 0 — 67-------49



754 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1966

While seeking to perfect our seismic detection and identification 
capabiKties, we have also done extensive research aimed at lessening 
the intrusiveness and complexities of any on-site inspections that 
might prove necessary. Our research indicates that inspections would 
be practical, and could be undertaken, with only a small number of 
inspectors and readily transportable equipment.

An on-site inspection party would look for several kinds of evidence. 
This, of course, would include the normal signs of human activity, 
such as the debris left at an excavation project. Another kind of 
evidence, which would be left by most underground seismic events 
would be more conclusive. This would be various kinds of disturb
ances of the surface of the earth, such as fissures in the soil, cracks in 
rock formations, uprooting of plants, etc. While these are often 
produced by earthquakes, they would tend to be more symmetrical 
and localized as the result of a nuclear explosion conducted relatively 
close to the surface of the earth.

Such surface evidence might, of course, be partly hidden or disguised 
by natural events, such as snow, or by deliberate attempts at conceal
ment. But there is one kind of evidence which would be even more 
conclusive, and for which concealment would not be possible. This 
is provided by radio-active fission product gases produced by an 
underground nuclear explosion. Such gases leak slowly toward the 
surface and could probably be discovered by the inspectors with 
appropriate detection equipment. Samples of such gases could be 
collected by simple drilling and then analysed.

I have outlined an iQustrative sample of the evidence that would be 
of significance to an on-site inspection team. I should like now to 
deal with the entirely unfounded charge which, unfortunately, is still 
made by some that on-site inspection could serve espionage purposes, 
or that we want inspection primarily for the sake of advancing the 
principle of inspection.

In fact, we have suggested inspection procedures which would 
prevent inspectors from engaging in espionage. We have said that 
the inspected country could request that sensitive defence installations, 
which happened to be in the requested inspection area, should not be 
inspected. Such installations would then not be inspected. We have 
made clear that an inspection would be conducted with the assistance 
of the host country, from which it follows that personnel of the host 
country would accompany inspectors in all phases of their activity. 
There is, therefore, no basis at all for fear that such inspection could 
be used for espionage.

We have also said that we are not inflexible on the number and type 
of inspections. What is essential is the minimimi of inspection neces
sary under the present state of scientific knowledge to assure all
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parties that a comprehensive test ban is being adhered to and that 
unidentified natural events do not become a source of contention. 
In his message to the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament 
in January 1966, President Johnson stated that for the extension of 
the partial test ban treaty:

The United States will require only that number and kind of inspections which 
modern science shows to be necessary to assure that the treaty is being faithfully 
observed. 1

What I have said about the continuing need for, and the validity 
and practicality of, some on-site inspections is not intended, in any 
way, to suggest that we do not attach the highest importance to the 
role that can be played by seismology in the process of verifying com
pliance with a comprehensive test ban agreement. In addition to 
research directed at improving the art of seismology, the United States 
has consistently supported attempts to improve the collection, dis
semination and analysis of seismic data. That is why we have warmly 
welcomed the efforts of a number of non-nuclear weapon States, on 
the initiative of Sweden, to faciUtate the exchange of seismic data 
through the establishment of a “detection club.̂  ̂ We hope these 
efforts will result in improving and widening the exchange of data and 
that additional countries will participate.

This brings me to the resolution which has been tabled by eight 
delegations in document A/C.l/L.380.^ The United States delegation 
finds this a useful and constructive proposal, although it does appear 
to lack some of the clarity of resolution 2032 (XX), adopted last 
year by the General Assembly.^ This is particularly true of operative 
paragraphs 2 and 4. As regards operative paragraph 2, I am sure 
that I need not remind this Committee why the United States would 
oppose a recommendation for an unverified moratorium on under
ground nuclear testing. We understand paragraph 2 to call for the 
end to such tests pursuant to an effective agreement.

We would also have preferred to see a reference to the need for an 
effective treaty in operative paragraph 4, since that is, in reality, a 
question that needs to be resolved if we are to conclude a treaty 
“without any further delay’̂  as called for in that paragraph.

For the reasons I stated earlier, we particularly welcome the expres
sion of hope in the third operative paragraph “that States wiU con
tribute to an effective international exchange of seismic data^\ If 
there is some appropriate way in which we can show our strong 
support for such an exchange and contribute to it, the United States 
stands ready to consider it.

 ̂Ante, p. 7.
2 Identical with resolution 2163 (XXI), post, pp. 802-803.
3 Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 623-624.
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The United States delegation will accordingly vote in favour of 
this resolution. It is our strong desire that it will have the widest 
possible support.

We hope this resolution will serve to spur our efforts toward renewed 
negotiations at the Eighteen-Nation Committee leading to early 
agreement on a mutually acceptable and effective comprehensive 
test-ban treaty.

Statement by the Hungarian Representative (Csatorday) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: Use of 
Chemical and Bacteriological Weapons CExtracts}, 
November 22, 1966 ^

Mr. Chairman, at yesterday’s meeting you mentioned that the 
voting on the numerous draft resolutions within the framework of 
agenda item 27 might take place this afternoon, and we were prepared 
to act accordingly. But due to unforeseen circumstances, that has 
been changed and we shall proceed to the vote at our meeting 
tomorrow morning. With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I should 
like to make a brief statement on the Hungarian draft resolution 
which is contained in document A/C.l/L.374,^ in order to facilitate 
the voting procedure tomorrow morning.

After having held extensive consultations with the sponsors of the 
amendments, especially the amendments contained in document 
A/C.l/L.381/Rev.l,^ my delegation wishes to state that there are 
certain points on which it could agree with these amendments.

The first paragraph of these amendments contains a statement 
which gives much broader consideration to the question of the pro
hibition of weapons of mass destruction. I think that it properly 
expresses the feelings of all mankind, especially on the use of chemical 
and bacteriological weapons, which make no exception in the case of 
the innocent civiUan population, women or children, and which might 
even affect future generations. This text is quite in line with our 
reasoning, and therefore my delegation can accept this paragraph.

With regard to paragraph 2 of the amendments, which adds a 
preambular paragraph to the original draft, in the view of my dele
gation it certainly deserves very close attention, although we know

1 A/C.l/PV. 1460, pp. 71-76.
2 AntCf pp. 694-695.
3 Antey p. 694, n. 3.
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that contemporary international law, notably the Charter of the 
United ^^ations, excludes war as a means of settling international 
disputes and differences and that therefore adopting a resolution on the 
conduct of warfare is not really necessary. However, we know that 
in the world today there are many violations of this basic rule of inter
national law and that many people have to resort to justified self- 
defence in order to preserve their independence or their sovereignty 
and national territory.

On the other hand, we see that provisions of the Charter relating to 
self-determination for all peoples are often violated and that some 
Powers wish to prevent certain peoples and nations from attaining 
self-determination. If these peoples are unable to solve their prob
lem by peaceful means and armed attacks are conducted against 
them, they are entitled to resort to self-defence as well. That means 
that all peoples suffering under the colonial yoke are entitled to resort 
to armed self-defence if they are attacked. That means that war
fare still exists in some cases and that we have to deal with problems 
connected with thife question. We have to try to exclude as many 
cruel weapons as possible from being used in the conduct of warfare. 
First of all, weapons of mass destruction should be excluded from any 
kind of international conflict.

The second paragraph of these amendments rightly states that this 
attitude '4s in the interest of maintaining these standards of civiliza
tion’’. Therefore, my delegation is in agreement with the statement 
contained in that^ paragraph and accepts it.

As regards paragraph 3 of these amendments, which would sub
stitute new texts for paragraphs 2 and 3 of the Hungarian draft 
resolution, those texts are very different from the original paragraphs. 
The Hungarian delegation is of the view that we certainly should 
apply international sanctions against those who violate these basic 
rules of international law and who use weapons of mass destruction 
against other peoples. It seems that using strong wording regarding 
the application of sanctions is sometimes a very complicated matter. 
The authors of these amendments wish to present it in a form more 
acceptable to a much broader section of our Committee— îf possible, 
in a form that could obtain universal acceptance. But we know that 
the sponsors have very strong convictions on this point and that 
basically they agree with the condemnation that is contained in draft 
resolution A/C.1/L.374 and even in the Geneva Protocol of 1925.̂

We have heard some statements to the eflFect that weapons of mass 
destruction have been used mainly against small nations of Africa

1 Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Subcommittee on Disarmament, 
Disarmament and Security: A Collection of Documentsj 1919-66 (Com. print, 
84th Cong., 2d sess.), pp. 169-170.
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and Asia, which have been considered by other, more highly develoned 
nations as being inferior. Such action is completely inadmissible.

My delegation has examined this problem very carefully and, in a 
spirit of compromise in order to facilitate agreement in our Committee 
on an acceptable text of a resolution, is prepared to accept this 
amendment.

As regards the new paragraph 3 proposed in the amendments, which 
^^Invites all States to accede to the Geneva Protocol”, my delegation 
notes with satisfaction that certain newly independent countries 
have shown an exemplary attitude in acceding to the Geneva Protocol. 
I think that the proposed invitation and appeal is very timely and my 
delegation greets it with great satisfaction.

Thus, the objectives of this draft resolution are very clear. I t  
prohibits the use of mass destruction weapons, notably chemical and 
bacteriological weapons. This draft resolution has a very solid 
foundation in the Geneva Protocol of 1925 and other international 
agreements. During the debate, each and every speaker has agreed 
with these basic principles.

My delegation is of the opinion that by accepting these amendments 
we could create the possibility of avoiding points of antagonism and 
friction, and could offer an acceptable basis of agreement in the 
Committee.

Revised Hungarian Draft Resolution Submitted to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Use of Chemi
cal and Bacteriological Weapons, November 22, 1966'

The General Assembly ̂
Guided by the principles of the United Nations Charter and con

temporary international law,
Considering that weapons of mass destruction constitute a danger 

for all mankind and are incompatible with the accepted norms of 
civilization.

Affirming that the strict observance of the rules of international 
law on the conduct of warfare is in the interest of maintaining these 
standards of civilization,

1 A/C.l/L.374/Rev.l, Nov. 22, 1966. The original Hungarian resolution appears 
ante, pp. 694-695. The revised version, modified by Western amendments {post, 
pp. 762-763) was approved by the General Assembly on Dec. 5 {post, pp. 798-800).
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Recalling that the Geneva Protocol of 17 June 1925 on “Prohibi
tion of the Use of Asphyxiating, Poisonous and Other Gases and 
Bacteriological Methods of Warfare’’ is signed, adopted and recog
nized by many States,^

1. Demands strict and absolute compliance by all States with the 
principles and norms established by the Geneva Protocol of 17 June 
1925, which prohibits the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons;

2. Deplores the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons for the 
purpose of destroying human beings and the means of their existence;

3. Invites all States to accede to the Geneva Protocol of 17 June 
1925 on “Prohibition of the Use of Asphyxiating, Poisonous and 
Other Gases and Bacteriological Methods of Warfare”.

Statement by ACDA Director Foster to the First Commit
tee of the General Assembly: Use of Chemical and Bio
logical Weapons, November 23, 1966 ^

My remarks this morning are in explanation of my delegation’s 
vote on the revised draft resolution, A/C.l/L.374/Rev.l,® that is 
before us. My remarks are also addressed to the general situation 
created by the manner in which this issue was raised and the language 
which, as a result, found its way into this draft resolution.

The proposal presented by the representative of Hungary expressed 
his thought and his purpose as he first outlined them in his statement 
in this Committee.^ We cannot pretend othermse. Certainly, 
nothing that he has said at any time since his initial presentation 
leads us to believe otherwise.

In my statement of 14 November to this Committee, I demonstrated 
that the arguments on which the representative of Hungary, himself, 
chose to base his draft resolution, could not stand up to analysis in 
the light of the facts.^ Other delegations have also pointed this out.

In their statements during the past few days, a number of repre
sentatives also joined me in taking exception to the nature and tone 
of the remarks Avith which the original draft resolution was introduced

1 Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Subcommittee on Disarmament, 
Disarmament and Security: A Collection of Documents  ̂ 1919-66 (Com. print, 
84th Cong., 2d sess.), pp. 169-170.

2 A/C. 1/PV. 1461, pp. 36-40.
3 Supra.
 ̂Ante, pp. 694-695.
® Ante, pp. 740-745.
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and interpreted. We know that many others share this view. We 
therefore appreciate the efforts made by certain African delegations 
to modify the original proposal.̂  We are aware of their desire to 
remove the modified text from the distm*bing context in which the 
original was presented.

Unfortmiately, these efforts have not fully achieved their aim. 
Echoes are still heard of the distorted charges to which my delegation 
was compelled to take strong exception. A draft resolution still 
containing these echoes cannot serve the sincere purpose which 
motivates the overwhelming majority of this Committee. The basis 
for our objection to the draft resolution before us was and remains 
that it was conceived in the context of distorted charges and deplorable 
innuendoes against my Government. As I said on 14 November, 
if the authors of this proposal had been moved by genuine concern 
over the dangers of chemical and bacteriological warfare, rather 
than propaganda, a draft resolution could have been presented 
A\ithout tendentious language, a draft resolution which, no doiibt, 
could have met with general support.

So what is the situation that now confronts the Committee? We 
have before us a draft resolution which many delegations, including 
that of the United States, cannot accept. We also have before us 
amendments, contained in document A/C.l/L.382/Rev.l, to that 
draft resolution, which are designed to replace language that is too 
easily subject to contention, misinterpretation and distortion.^ Such 
language would be replaced, as a result of our amendments, by a 
strong non-tendentious appeal to all States to give strict observance 
to the principles and objectives of the Geneva Protocol  ̂ and by an 
unequivocal condenmation, I repeat, a condemnation, of all actions 
contrary to these objectives.

If our amendments meet with the approval of the Committee, and 
I have no doubt that the draft resolution as thus amended would be 
adopted by an overwhelming majority, so massive an endorsement by 
the near totality of the membership of the United Nations would 
give full weight and influence to the resolution. It would then ex
press the imited will of the family of nations. If it is not so amended, 
then there will, perhaps, be adopted a resolution which commands a 
far smaller majority. This would lead to questions being raised there-

 ̂Ardey p. 694, n. 3.
2 I.e., the Western amendments of Nov. 17 {antCy pp. 750-751), modified to apply 

to the revised Hungarian draft resolution (supra). For the final version of the 
Western amendments, see infra.

® Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Subcommittee on Disarmament, 
Disarmament and Security: A Collection of DocumentSy 1919-66 (Com. print, 
84th Cong., 2d sess.), pp. 169-170.
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after as to its intent, and certainly as to whether it reflects the un
equivocal expression of the United Nations.

Whether or not, or by what procedure. States which have not yet 
done so should adhere to the Geneva Protocol is for each of them to 
decide in the light of constitutional and other considerations that may 
determine their adherence to any international instrument, and 
particularly one which dates from 1925. What we can do here today, 
however, if we are genuinely concerned over the dangers of chemical 
and bacteriological warfare, if we are anxious to maintain inter
national law and the standards of civilized conduct, is to obtain from 
every country represented in this room, whether or not a party to the 
Geneva Protocol, a formal public expression of intent to observe 
strictly the objectives and the principles of the Geneva Protocol. 
The United States strongly hopes that out of our sometimes difficult 
discussions of the past few days there will result a united expression 
of the will of the General Assembly against any actions, no matter 
where or by whom, that are contrary to the Geneva Protocol.

In contrast to the strong and unequivocal language of the operative 
paragraph of our amendments, the operative section of the revised 
original draft resolution merely raises questions about the interpreta
tion of the Geneva Protocol. I repeat, they give rise to questions as 
to the actual scope and coverage of the Protocol, without providing 
any answers.

For example, operative paragraph 1 of the revised draft resolution, 
A/C.l/L.374/Rev.l, demands strict and absolute compliance with the 
Geneva Protocol which, the draft resolution goes on to say, “prohibits 
the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons’’. Now, despite the 
interpretation which the representative of Hungary sought to give it, 
the Geneva Protocol was intended, as the title implies, to prohibit the 
use in warfare of asphyxiating, poisonous or similar gases, and bac
teriological methods of warfare. My delegation has too much respect 
for the accepted interpretation of international treaties and the rule 
of international law to believe that it would be sound or wise for this 
Committee, which is not a legal committee, to ventiu*e to interpret or 
tamper with international law.

The same question of what is to be interpreted as the meaning of 
chemical and bacteriological weapons arises in operative paragraph 2 
of the revised original draft resolution. This paragraph contains 
much of the language originally proposed. The word “Condemns'' 
has also been changed to “Deplores’’. Yet we all know that a few 
representatives would be inclined to give an interpretation of chemical 
or bacteriological weapons that is not our own, not that of many 
Members of this Committee, and certainly not that of the 1925 
Protocol.
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These are some of the reasons why we feel that the operative para
graphs in the revised original draft resolution merely raise questions 
and thus generate contention instead of providing a strong, aflSrmative 
undertaking that could and would authoritatively reflect the senti
ment of the entire United Nations. Such an imdertaking is to be 
found in our amendments.

Revised Western Amendments to the Revised Hungarian 
Draft Resolution on the Use of Chemical and Bacterio
logical Weapons, November 23, 1966 ^

1. Delete the word ^̂ contemporary’' from the first preambular 
paragraph so that it would read: Guided by the principles of the 
United Nations Charter and international law.’’ ^

2. Add the following additional preambular paragraph:

^^Noting that the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament 
has the task of seeking an agreement for a cessation of development 
and production of chemical and bacteriological weapons and other 
weapons of mass destruction and for the elimination of all such 
weapons from nationd arsenals as called for in the draft proposals

1 A/C.l/L.382/Rev. 2, Nov. 23, 1966. The amendments were submitted by 
Canada, Italy, the United Kingdom, and the United States. The revised Hun
garian proposal, as modified by these amendments, was approved bj' the G.A. on 
Dec. 5, 1966 (postf pp. 798-800).

2 The First Committee adopted this amendment by a vote of 55-0, with 47 
abstentions:

In favor: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, 
Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Costa Rica, Denmark, Dominican Republic, 
Ecuador, El Salvador, Finland, France, Ghana, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, 
Honduras, Iceland, Iran, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan, Luxembourg, 
Malta, Mexico, Nepal, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, Norway, 
Panama, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, 
Somalia, South Africa, Sweden, Thailand, Turkey, United Kingdom, United 
States, Uruguay, and Venezuela.

Against: None.
Abstaining: Afghanistan, Algeria, Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorussian S.S.R., 

Cameroon, Ceylon, Congo (Democratic Republic of), Cuba, Cyprus, Czechoslo
vakia, Dahomey, Ethiopia, Gabon, Guinea, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iraq, 
Jamaica, Kenya, Kuwait, Lebanon, Liberia, Libya, Madagascar, Mali, Mauri
tania, Mongolia, Morocco, Nigeria, Pakistan, Poland, Romania, Rwanda, Spain, 
Sudan, Syria, Togo, Tunisia, Uganda, Ukrainian S.S.R., U.S.S.R., U.A.R., 
United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Yugoslavia.
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for general and complete disarmament now before the Eighteen- 
Nation Committee on Disarmament/\^

3. Replace operative paragraphs 1 and 2 by the following:

Calls jor strict observance by all States of the principles and ob
jectives of the Geneva Protocol of 17 June 1925 and condemns all 
actions contrary to those objectives;”.̂

 ̂ The First Committee adopted this amendment by a vote of 53-0, with 50 
abstentions:

In favor: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Burma, 
Canada, Chile, China, Colombia, Congo (Democratic Republic of), Costa Rica, 
Cj^rus, Denmark, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Ethiopia, Finland, 
Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, Iran, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory 
Coast, Japan, Lebanon, Luxembourg, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Nicaragua, Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, 
South Africa, Sweden, Tunisia, Turkey, U.A.R., United Kingdom, United States, 
Uruguay, Venezuela.

Against: None.
Abstaining: Afghanistan, Algeria, Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorussian S.S.R., 

Cameroon, Ceylon, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Dahomey, France, Gabon, Ghana, 
Guinea, Guyana, Hungary, India, Indonesia, Iraq, Jamaica, Kenya, Kuwait, 
Liberia, Libya, Madagascar, Mali, Malta, Mauritania, Mongolia, Morocco, 
Nepal, Niger, Nigeria, Pakistan, Poland, Romania, Rwanda, Sierra Leone, 
Somalia, Spain, Sudan, Syria, Thailand, Togo, Uganda, Ukrainian S.S.R., U.S.S.R., 
United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Yugoslavia.

2 The First Committee adopted this amendment by a vote of 51-34, with 19 
abstentions:

In favor: Argentina, Australia, Austria, Belgium, Bolivia, Brazil, Canada, 
Chile, China, Colombia, Congo (Democratic Republic of), Costa Rica, Denmark, 
Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Finland, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, 
Honduras, Iceland, Iran, Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Japan, Luxembourg, 
Madagascar, Malta, Mexico, Netherlands, New Zealand, Nicaragua, Niger, 
Norway, Panama, Peru, Philippines, Portugal, Senegal, South Africa, Sweden, 
Thailand, Tunisia, Turkey, United Kingdom, United States, Uruguay, Venezuela.

Against: Algeria, Bulgaria, Burundi, Byelorussian S.S.R., Cuba, Czechoslo
vakia, Ethiopia, Guinea, Hungary, Indonesia, Iraq, Jamaica, Kenya, Kuwait, 
Liberia, Mali, Mauritania, Mongolia, Nigeria, Poland, Romania, Rwanda, Saudi 
Arabia, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Sudan, Syria, Uganda, Ukrainian S.S.R., U.S.S.R., 
U.A.R., United Republic of Tanzania, Upper Volta, Yugoslavia.

Abstaining: Afghanistan, Burma, Cameroon, Central African Republic, 
Ceylon, Cyprus, Dahomey, France, Gabon, Ghana, Guyana, India, Lebanon, 
Libya, Morocco, Nepal, Pakistan, Spain, Togo.



764 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1966

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Cessation of 
Nuclear Tests, November 24, 1966 ^

First of all, the Soviet delegation would wish to state that it sup
ports the draft resolution contained in document A/C.1/L.380, sub
mitted by the delegations of eight non-aligned countries which are 
members of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament.^

At the same time, as part of our explanation of our vote, we would 
wish, once again, to state our position of principle regarding the 
question of control over the observance of the treaty prohibiting 
underground nuclear weapons tests.

As we poiiited out in our statement at the 1452nd meeting on 14 
November, the Soviet Union has consistently favoured the pro
hibition of all forms of nuclear-weapons tests, including underground 
explosions. We emphasized that we are prepared to come to an 
agreement regarding the application of the Moscow Treaty to under
ground testing, in order to make it into a comprehensive agreement.

We proceed from the premise that national means of detection are 
sufficient for enforcing the prohibition of underground nuclear testing, 
basing our position upon the contemporary level of scientijfic knowl
edge in the field of seismology and the identification of seismic events.

In trying to hasten the solution of the problem of the prohibition 
of underground nuclear-weapons tests, the Soviet Union is prepared 
to effect a compromise. We have already indicated that, as far as 
we are concerned, we can accept the proposal of the United Arab 
Republic regarding the prohibition of underground testing of nuclear 
weapons that exceed a certain yield, accompanied by a moratorium 
on all other forms of testing until the attainment of an agreement 
on a comprehensive test-ban treaty.®

The Soviet delegation has also indicated that it considers the 
Swedish proposal of a '̂ detection club̂  ̂ worthy of attention, if this 
would contribute to the reaching of an agreement on the prohibition 
of underground nuclear-weapons tests without inspection. At that 
time we pointed out that the provision of seismic data could be made 
on a voluntary basis, and the assessment of data collected carried out, 
not by some international organ, but by each State, for its own 
purposes.

The Soviet Union considers that the speedy conclusion of a com
prehensive test-ban treaty is an lU’gent matter, and calls upon other

1 A/C.1/PV.1463, pp. 19-21.
2 Identical with resolution 2163 (XXI), post̂  pp. 802-803. 
® Documents on Disarmamentt 1966  ̂ p. 345.
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States to make every effort to hasten the solution of this important 
problem in the field of disarmament.

Statement by the Ethiopian Representative (Makonnen) to 
the First Committee of the General Assembly; Use of 
Nuclear Weapons, November 24, 1966 ^

I have the pleasure of introducing for discussion in the Committee 
the item entitled ^^Question of convening a conference for the purpose 
of signing a convention on the prohibition of the use of nuclear and 
thermonuclear weapons: report of the Conference of the Eighteen- 
Nation Committee on Disarmament^\ At the same time, I should 
like to avail myself of the opportunity to introduce, on behaK of the 
delegations of India, Nigeria, the United Arab Republic, Yugoslavia 
and my own, a draft resolution contained in document A/C.1/L.384, 
for the Committee’s consideration and approval.^

While doing so I am aware that I am leaving myself open to some 
serious criticisms. First, it might be asserted that I am introducing 
into our debate an element which is less than reaUstic. Secondly, it 
might also be suggested that our proposal is, at best, a mere figment 
of idealism. Thirdly, and even more serious, it might be persuasively 
argued that our proposal would tend to complicate discussions on 
disarmament problems—discussions which have, so far, proceeded 
auspiciously on what is regarded as a realistic basis.

Let me say, at the very outset, that I am prepared to accept all 
such expressions of misgiving. Certainly our proposal is highly 
motivated by idealism, but it is not a wild ideahsm without bounds. 
I t is, in a very special sense, a realistic and worthwhile idealism, the 
time-limits of which become very apparent when considered in rela
tion to the destructive nature of modern armaments and the frighten
ing prospects of scientific warfare. Moreover, so far as my own 
country is concerned, it is an idealism born of the experience of the 
Ethiopian nation which, as a victim of the unrestricted use of chemical 
warfare on the eve of the Second World War, knows only too well 
the horrors of modern means of warfare and has since emerged from 
this experience stronger in its conviction that the use of all weapons 
of mass destruction should be universally outlawed.

1 A/C. l/PV. 1463, pp. 23-36.
2 Except for minor drafting changes in the last two paragraphs, the preamble 

of the draft res. was identical with the revised version approved by the G.A. 
in res. 2164 (XXI), 'post, pp. 803-804. In its original form, the operative par. 
read as follows: “Requests that the forthcoming World Disarmament Conference 
give priority to the consideration of the question of signing a convention on the 
prohibition of the use of nuclear and thermonuclear weapons.”
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Ours is a proposal which we hope will inject a needed sense of 
idealism into a discussion which has proceeded under the misleading 
label of realism—a realism that comes near to accepting, in utter 
resignation, the contention that the balance of peace today, precarious 
as it is, depends on the balance of power alone. I submit that the 
preservation of the present uneasy state of peace is not predicated 
so much on that theory, which has wide currency today, as it is on 
the collective self-interest of the international community of nations. 
I t  is because the preservation of peace is in the interest of each and 
every nation that the tenuous balance of peace is maintained. I t  is 
true, oftentimes, that this balance falters, but sometimes it also shows 
some signs of steadfastness, and it is to this collective self-interest 
that I am now appealing. Could such an appeal, based on the self- 
interest of the international community of nations, be considered 
unrealistic? I do not believe so.

I t  may be asked: What do we want to achieve by pursuing further 
the proposal for the prohibition for purposes of war of the use of 
nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons? First of all, we believe that 
an international convention will greatly advance the cause of the rule 
of law in the international sphere, by carrying to full development 
the evolutionary process already under way regarding the imposition 
of limits on the means man will employ in warfare. I shall have 
occasion, later on in my remarks, to elaborate on this point. Sec
ondly, a convention which prohibits the weapons of mass destructiori, 
including nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons, will give impetus to 
all efforts directed to bring about general and complete disarmament. 
Thirdly, we believe that such a convention need not be regarded as 
a collateral measure for general and complete disarmament but must, 
on the contrary, be viewed independently as a necessary condition 
for accelerating agreement on all collateral measures for general and 
complete disarmament.

I should like, with your permission, Mr. Chairman, to recall to 
members of this Committee that when the Ethiopian delegation sub
mitted for the consideration of this Committee at the fifteenth session 
of the General Assembly a draft declaration to lead to an international 
convention which would have the Assembly declare the use of nuclear 
and thermo-nuclear weapons to be against ‘̂the laws of humanity,'^ 
it made it clear that it was not introducing an innovation in inter
national relations. On the contrary, the Ethiopian delegation 
stated—and I should like to underscore this point again here today— 
that Ethiopia believes such a declaration or convention to be the 
logical next step in man^s continuing effort to control and mitigate 
the evils of war.
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In comparatively recent times, this attempt was initiated by the 
'^Declaration of St. Petersburg^^ of 1868, by which the contracting 
parties engaged, then, mutually, to renounce, in, case of war among 
themselves, the employment of ''any projectile of less weight than 
four hundred grammes, which is explosive, or is charged with fulmi
nating or inflammable substances/’ The use of such weapons was 
decl^,red to be contrary to the "laws of humanity’’ and exceeding 
"the technical limits within which the necessities of war ought to 
yield to the demands of humanity”.̂

The Brussels Conference of 27 August 1874 prohibited "the use of 
arms, projectiles, or substances”—the French work was
used—"which may cause unnecessary suffering”.̂  Successive con
ferences held at The Hague in 1899 and 1907 led to the signing of a 
declaration-prohibiting the "use of projectiles the object of which is 
the diffusion of asphyxiating or deleterious gases”  ̂as well as the dis
charge of proj ectiles and explosives from balloons.^ Still more recently, 
the Geneva Protocol of 1925, of which my country is a signatory, 
prohibited the use in war of "asphyxiating, poisonous, or other gases, 
and of bacteriological methods of warfare.” ®

These are but some of the noteworthy achievements of nations in 
their effort to control the use of arms in war. At the same time, men 
of goodwill and foresight, in co-operation with hke-minded people in 
other countries, worked actively in promoting popular support for 
the banning of weapons of mass destruction.

Thus, at the time of the League of Nations, the use in war of a 
number of specific weapons of mass destruction, such as poison gas 
and bacteriological methods of warfare, were prohibited, and their 
prohibition was, in accordance with the Geneva Protocol of 1925, 
"part of International Law, binding alike the conscience and the 
practice of nations”. The rationale behind the prohibition was the 
conviction that the use of such weapons would bring about indiscrimi
nate suffering and destruction to mankind and civilization, and that, 
in all circumstances, the demands of humanity ought to outweigh 
purely miUtary and poHtical considerations.

The Charter of the United Nations renounced resort to war as an 
instrument of national policy. Unfortunately, however, at the same 
time, the auspicious trend in the evolution in international thinking

 ̂ British and Foreign State Papers, vol. 58, pp. 16-17.
2 lUd.y vol. 65, pp. 1081, 1110-1111.
3 Ihid.j vol. 91, p. 1014.
 ̂ William M. Malloy (comp.), Treaties, Conventions, vol. II, pp. 2366 ff.
® Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Subcommittee on Disarmament, 

Disarmament and Security: A Collection of Documents, 1919-66 (Com. print, 
84th Cong., 2d sess.), pp. 169-170.
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regarding the prohibition for war purposes of weapons of mass destruc
tion—a trend which has accompanied the evolution of internationa-l 
organizations—seemed to have lost some momentum. Perhaps the 
advent of even more destructive weapons might have rendered efforts 
in that direction vain. Also, perhaps, the use in war of some of the 
prohibited weapons must have given to all such efforts a certain 
unrealistic character. I need only recall, once again, in this con
nexion, that my own country was a victim of the large-scale use of 
poison gas and other means of chemical warfare on the eve of the 
last World War, despite the fact that such weapons were prohibited. 
Notwithstanding that calamitous experience, it is the conviction of 
my delegation that the fact that such prohibited weapons were used 
in war is no justification for not promoting the auspicious trend in 
international thinking regarding warfare.

In the same way, the fact that a world war broke out despite the 
League of Nations could not have been made a justification for not 
promoting another international organization, namely, the United 
Nations. On the contrary, the fact that war is possible, in which 
weapons of mass destruction could be used, should make it all the 
more imperative that we redouble our efforts to strengthen the United 
Nations and prohibit the use for war purposes of nuclear and thermo
nuclear weapons.

The rationale for banning the use of nuclear and thermo-nuclear 
weapons is therefore quite obvious. The analogy of the prohibition 
of poison gas and bacteriological means of warfare is instructive; this 
can be used as a precedent. The destructive power of nuclear and 
thermo-nuclear weaponry is too well known, and, with the increasing 
sophistication of such weapons, one cannot even imagine the extent of 
indiscriminate suffering and destruction which they might bring to 
mankind and his civilization. Unless man chooses to disarm, it will 
not be too long before he will have developed the means to extinguish 
life from our planet in a war in which there will be neither victor nor 
vanquished. How can the United Nations remain morally indifferent 
vis-d-vis such an anomalous situation? We believe that the United 
Nations has a moral responsibility to speak out on this vital matter.

We are not so lacking in a sense of realism as to believe that the mere 
prohibition of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons in war would 
guarantee their not being used at all, nor do we believe that such a 
prohibition would lead to practical solutions to some of the vexing 
problems of disarmament. The practical problems which have so 
far prevented meaningful progress are real and enormous. We 
recognize them for what they are. We are quite aware that, even 
if these terrible weapons were to be prohibited, such a prohibition 
would not in any material sense contribute to the practical solution



MAKONNEN STATEMENT, NOVEMBER 24 769

of some of the deadlocked problems that have figured in the disarma
ment negotiations. Given the world situation, mere prohibition of 
the use of these weapons for war purposes cannot, by itself, be a 
practical measure of disarmament; but just the same, we have to 
prohibit the use of such weapons because this is morally required of 
us. We have to do it because it is morally right in itself, independently 
of other considerations.

The fact that the prohibition for war purposes of nuclear and 
thermo-nuclear weapons would have to remain an act of conscience 
only until such time as general and complete disarmament is achieved 
cannot detract from the moral value of the act. Such a step would 
establish a legal and moral norm governing inter-State relations. 
It is true that this would not prevent deviation from such a norm in 
the same manner that the laws of any society would not prevent 
some of its members from violating them. It is also true that the 
international community cannot enforce such a legal and moral 
norm of conduct, just as it cannot enforce all other rules of inter
national law; but that fact does not invalidate the existence of inter
national law, for it is based on considerations other than the prospect 
of sanction alone. Above all, international law is based on the 
collective self-interest of the international community of nations, 
and I submit that such a prohibition by convention, which would 
eventually become part of international law, would be in the interest 
of the world community of nations. Such a prohibition would 
promote— în a positive, although, perhaps, not in any tangible way— 
the kind of climate which is necessary in order to speed up action 
and agreement on disarmament measures. The prohibition of these 
weapons would certainly spur grass-roots support for disarmament.

The prohibition of the use of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons 
for war purposes, as I have suggested, is not a practical problem 
and therefore cannot be considered as a collateral disarmament 
measure. I t is an independent and moral act that stands by itself 
and on itself, and this act is required of us. The prohibition of 
poison gas and other means of chemical warfare as well as bacterio
logical weaponry was not accompanied in the past, nor linked with, 
the actual disarmament of weapons in those categories. Neverthe
less, as I observed earlier in my remarks, the majority of nations had 
accepted the banning of their use as part of international law with
out making such acceptance of the prohibition a condition for 
disarmament.
I should now like to come to draft resolution A/C.1/L.384, which is 

before the Committee and which I have the honour to introduce 
formally on behalf of the sponsors. The views which I have expressed 
so far are of a substantive nature and are strictly those of my delega-

25& -69S 0 — 67------- 50
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tion. My delegation's views have already been expressed at great 
length in this Committee in the past, particularly at the fifteenth ses
sion of the General Assembly. I t is to be noted, however, that the 
draft resolution before the Committee does not touch on the substance 
of the convention for the prohibition for war purposes of nuclear and 
thermo-nuclear weapons. I t is strictly a ‘̂mechanical” draft resolu
tion which recalls, first of all, resolution 1653 (XVI), a resolution 
which, in our opinion, represents one of the significant achievements 
of the United Nations in this field.  ̂ Our draft resolution requests the 
forthcoming world disarmament conference to give top priority to the 
consideration of the question of the signing of a convention on the 
prohibition of the use of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons for pur
poses of war. The draft resolution would also have this resolution 
and all related documents transmitted to the Conference.

We are asking for such an action at this time because the consulta
tions so far undertaken by the Secretary-General in accordance with 
resolution 1653 (XVI) on the subject of convening a conference for 
the signing of a convention on the prohibition of the use of nuclear 
and thermo-nuclear weapons have not been conclusive. I t is also 
understandable that the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarma
ment, being essentially a negotiating committee dealing with practical 
problems, has not made significant headway in its consideration of the 
matter. In view of that, and particularly in view of the inconclusive 
nature of the consultations undertaken by the Secretary-General,^ we 
felt that it would perhaps not be timely at this stage to request an 
immediate conference with the signing of a convention in view. 
Fiu*thermore, now that a world disarmament conference is to convene, 
we believe that such a conference would provide a suitable platform 
for carrying on the consultations envisaged by resolution 1653 (XVI). 
I t  is to be expected that the world disarmament conference would 
hardly be a forum for undertaking all the necessary negotiations on 
all facets of disarmament problems. It will, in the main, be a plat
form for tackling some of the basic problems and principles involved 
in disarmament.

My delegation considers the question of a prohibition by a conven
tion of the use of nuclear and thermo-nuclear weapons for war pur
poses to be one such problem. We are not at the same time unmindful 
of the possibility of overloading in the process the agenda of the world 
disarmament conference. We have in fact seriously envisaged this 
possibility; that is why we have avoided giving the impression in the

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1961, pp. 648-650.
2 See ibid,, 1962, vol. I, pp. 86-87, 291-292, 609-610, 629-631; General As

sembly Official Records: Seventeenth Session, Annexes, Agenda Item 26; ibid.. 
Eighteenth Session, Annexes, Agenda Item 27,
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draft resolution that the consideration of this question at the con
ference would be conclusive.

With these introductory remarks, I beg to submit the draft resolu
tion contained in document A/C.1/L.384, for consideration and 
approval by the First Committee.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Fedorenko) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Elimination 
of Foreign Military Bases, November 24, 1966 ^

We are now about to consider an important item calling for the 
speedy elimination of foreign miUtary bases in the countries of Asia, 
Africa and Latin America, which has been inscribed on the initiative 
of the Soviet Union.

The history of the last two decades and especially the events of 
most recent times have shown very clearly that foreign mihtary bases 
established on foreign territories by certain Powers forming part of 
Western military blocs constitute one of the important instruments of 
their aggressive policy and one of the basic sources of international 
tensions. I t  is common knowledge that the existence of foreign mili
tary bases on the territory of other countries is in conflict with normal 
relations between States, is at variance with the principles of the 
United Nations Charter and runs counter to the spirit of our time 
and the will of the peoples, who are protesting against the threat or 
use of force in international relations

Foreign military bases located in countries of Asia, Africa and 
Latin America constitute a very dangerous weapon, a weapon that 
has been utilized for direct military intervention as well as for direct 
interference in the internal affairs of peoples and Governments, for 
suppressing their struggle for independence and freedom. I t is also 
an instrimient of colonialist and neo-colonialist policies.

The Soviet Union has always been strongly in favour of the liqui
dation of all foreign military bases on the territories of other countries 
in whatever part of the world they may be situated, even Europe. 
The existence of United States military bases, teeming with nuclear 
weapons, on the European continent constitutes a very serious threat 
to international peace and security, and I must emphasize today the 
profound anomaly of this situation where—without any precedent in 
history—after the lapse of more than twenty years since the end of the

1 A/Ca/PV.1463, pp. 47-67.
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Second World War, numerous military baseis are being kept in Eu|*ope 
by an overseas Power.

It is no secret to anyone that certain countries of NATO are against 
any proposals to eliminate military bases in the territory of other 
countries, and it is precisely for this reason—bearing in mind that 
many countries have a special interest in the maintenance of foreign 
military bases on the territories of colonial and former colonial coun
tries—and in an endeavom* to make a practical beginning of the 
liquidation of military bases on foreign territories that the Soviet 
Union proposes, as a first step, the elimination of foreign military 
bases in the countries of Asia, Africa and Latin America.

We proceed from the premise that military bases on foreign soil 
should be eliminated, initially at least, in certain regions or countries. 
This would definitely help to activate the whole problem of foreign 
military bases, and it facilitates the struggle of peoples for the attain
ment of their ultimate objective.

We are aware that many of the military bases in foreign territories 
are a direct legacy of colonialism. Is it not known that the former 
colonial empires rested on such powerful bases as Cyprus, Singapore, 
Aden, bases in the Suez Canal Zone, in the Congo and in eastern and 
western Africa?

Even today, a dense web of military bases of the United States, 
and its immediate allies in military blocs, and, in particular, the 
United Kingdom, has been spun around the continents of Asia, 
Africa and Latin America. The principal threat to the cause of peace, 
to the sovereignty and independence of the fledgling countries, is the 
existence of United States military bases. Washington has more 
than 2,000 military strong-points in foreign territories. This includes, 
a large number of major airfields, naval and,rocket bases, communica
tions centres, radar stations and other observation and information 
stations, stockpiles, and military materiel of various kinds. Large 
military bases of the Pentagon are situated in dozens of countries 
throughout the world.

Recently, at United States bases in the countries of Asia, we have 
been witnessing an unprecedented increase in armed forces and 
armaments. The use of these bases on foreign territories is closely 
connected with the United States criminal aggression in Viet-Nam— 
the intervention of the United States in the internal affairs of the 
Viet-Namese people, in spite of the perfectly clear provisions of the 
Geneva Accords of 1954. In fact, at present the whole of the southern 
part of Viet-Nam—apart from the areas liberated by the patriotic 
Viet-Namese forces—has been converted into one big United States 
base. The aggressive war which is being waged by the ruling circles 
of Washington in. Viet-Nam and, which is beginning to spread over
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Laos and Cambodia, has exposed the real role of the United States 
military bases abroad as ominous hot-beds of war and tension.

It is precisely from these numerous military bases situated in South 
Viet-Nam, Thailand, Okinawa and in certain other parts of South- 
East Asia, the Pacific Ocean and the Far East that the Pentagon is 
conducting its barbarous air raids upon the Democratic Republic of 
Viet-Nam and that raids are made against certain parts of Laos and 
Cambodia. From the miUtary bases of Udon, Takli, Ubon, Korat 
and other bases constructed by Washington but covered by the flag of 
Thailand, aircraft of the United States Air Force are weekly making 
more than 1,500 bombing and reconnaissance sorties against the 
Democratic Republic of Viet-Nam.

Upon the Japanese island of Okinawa, two huge United States air 
bases have been built and in Japan itself the Pentagon is using more 
than 100 bases and military strong-points. There has been an ac- 
cmnulation of military materiel and an expansion of United States 
bases in South Korea as well. The United States is converting the 
Trust Territory of the Pacific—the Marshall, Caroline and Mariana 
Islands—into military outposts.

Recently, we have seen the development of a chain of military bases 
upon the islands and in the basin of the Indian Ocean. Apart from 
the already existing British military bases in the Maldive Islands, 
London and Washington are planning to establish a net-work of joint 
bases in the Chagos Archipelago, the Seychelles and Mauritius. 
Military bases in this region create a direct threat to the States and 
peoples of Asia and Africa. I t  is also known that the British base at 
Singapore continues to remain the bulwark of the notorious British 
‘‘East of Suez” pohcy.

To the countries of Asia, Africa and Latin America, the events in 
South-East Asia are ominous: the establishment on the territories of 
Asia, Africa and Latin America of United States military bases under 
the pretext of ‘‘joint defence” signifies a serious danger of involving 
these countries in military adventures and criminal aggressive wars 
that are completely aUen to their national interests.

But, South Viet-Nam and Thailand are not the only examples of 
the way in which an entire country may be converted into a foreign 
military base.

It is enough to glance at the contemporary map of Africa to realize 
that much. After all, is the hateful regime of Ian Smith in Southern 
Rhodesia not an enormous military base for international colonialism 
in the very heart of Africa? And the racist regime of Vorster in South 
Africa, does it not personify a base of colonialism in the southern part 
of the African continent by means of which the forces of imperialism 
are striving to keep the African peoples in colonial bondage? Especially
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dangerous in this connexion is the fact that South Africa can, in some 
not very remote future, become an atomic military base of colonialism.

To an equal extent, the Portuguese colonies are military bases of 
Salazar and of the aggressive NATO bloc which have fastened them
selves upon the living body of the African continent. I t  is a well- 
known fact that, only thirteen days after the proclamation of the 
independence of the Congo, Belgian paratroopers landed at Ndjili 
Airfield, on the outskirts of Leopoldville. We also know that that 
airfield was built earlier as an integral part of the network of 
military and air bases of Belgium and of NATO. In the subsequent 
dramatic history of the Congo, there was frequent mention in the 
world Press of the Belgian military base at Kamina, which was used 
on many o( casio s as a staging area for troops and mercenaries. The 
representatives of African countries present here no doubt recall very 
well the degree of harmony evident in the actions of the NATO Powers 
in 1964, when they feverishly transferred Belgian paratroopers from 
the British military base on Ascension Island, by United States air
craft, to the Congo.

I t is common knowledge that the NATO Powers today still have 
access at any time to the use of military bases in the African colonies, 
of Portugal. Current events and the facts indicate that these bases 
play an important role in the conduct of punitive operations against 
national liberation movements, as weU as in conduct of innumerable 
provocations against the independent African countries. Certain 
NATO Powers, using Portugal and its African bases, are trying to 
guide Lisbon in the unsavoury ^'dirty work” that has to be done in 
defence of imperialist interests in repressing the national liberation 
movement on the African continent.

In recent years, as we know, the Security Council has received 
numerous complaints in regard to provocations directed against 
Senegal, Guinea, Tanzania, Congo (Brazzaville), the Democratic 
Republic of the Congo, Zambia and many others. In this year alone 
the Council has received a number of letters referring to the continuing 
criminal actions of the Portuguese colonial regime against the inde
pendent countries of Africa. Only recently, the Democratic Eepublic 
of the Congo entered a complaint that Angola was being used by the 
rulers in Lisbon as a staging area for foreign mercenaries taking part 
in criminal intervention in the domestic affairs of the Democratic 
Republic of the Congo.

Portuguese plans to build mihtary bases are being implemented in 
close co-ordination with the South African racist regime, which is 
establishing a mihtary air force base, at a cost of £S miUion, not far 
from the Zambian border. That base is located in the Caprivi Strip, 
the narrowest portion of South West Africa, which is wedged between
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Zambia, Botswana and Angola. Speaking at the present session of 
the General Assembly, the President of Zambia, Mr. Kaunda, referred, 
in this connexion, to the fact that the South African air force base 
constituted a threat to international peace as well as to the peace of 
Zambia.

The large United States military base on the African continent, 
Wheelus Field, is constantly used for the transfer of United States 
troops and equipment. In recent years, the Pentagon has established 
further military bases in the Spanish colonies of West Africa, on the 
territory of certain African States. The peoples of Africa are also 
justifiably apprehensive over indications from Washington of a trans
fer of some of its European bases to North Africa.

The British military base in Aden guards the interests of British 
monopolies in Southern Arabia and other regions of the Near East. 
Under the pressure of the national liberation movement, London 
was obliged to give its promise to dismantle that base in Aden. How
ever, is this not something ironical, this dismantling of the British 
base, when it is W3II known that it will simply be transferred to the 
Bahrein Islands in the Persian Gulf? Just whom are the ruling circles 
in London trying to deceive?

In another [part] of the Arabian peninsula, in the Sultanate of 
Muscat and Oman, a number of British strong points and aerodromes 
have been built and are being utilized in the fight against the national 
ab: :*ation movement of the Omani people.

A criminal role has been and is being played by the United States 
bases in Latin America, some of which were estabUshed under imposed 
a^eements drawn up for a term of ninety-nine years or, in some cases, 
in perpetuity.

Can we forget the recent events in the Dominican Republic? That 
country witnessed the intervention of United States Marines within its 
borders, and, in the course of this intervention, an important role was 
played by the Pentagon's military base in Puerto Rico. Are we not en
titled to ask the purpose of the existence of the United States base at 
Guantanamo, which has been there for more than half a century, if it is 
not to maintain the constant threat it represents to the Cuban people?

In this connexion we should like to mention that in May of this 
year the Pentagon authorities, using the base at Guantanamo, em
barked upon further provocations against the Republic of Cuba, a 
Member of the United Nations.

Representatives of the United States—as well as those of other 
Powers—^frequently invoke the theory that they maintain their 
military bases, so they say, with the agreement of the countries in 
which the bases are located. As to this theory, it may, I believe, be 
appropriate to ask: Why has the United States not yet withdrawn
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their forces from Guantanamo? Are they not aware that the Cuban 
Government, as well as all the Cuban people, have firmly demanded 
that the United States miUtary base at Guantanamo be vacated, since 
it is from this base that the Pentagon powers are launching provoca
tions against Revolutionary Cuba? The Soviet Union, together with 
all other peace-loving countries, firmly supports the demand of the 
Republic of Cuba that the United States military base at Guantanamo 
be eliminated immediately.

The Panama Canal Zone has been completely converted into a 
military base of the United States. That Zone has been forcibly 
occupied and held by the United States since 1908. I should like to 
mention, in this connexion, that the Minister for Foreign Affairs of 
Panama, Mr. Eleta A, at the present session of the Assembly, also 
called for the restoration to his country of its sovereign rights.^ The 
Soviet Union supports this and all other just demands being made by 
the peoples of the Latin American countries, when they call for the 
elimination from their continent of all foreign military bases and the 
return of the territories occupied by these bases to their rightful 
owners, the peoples of Latin America.

All peace-loving States justly beheve that the elimination of foreign 
miUtary bases located on territory belonging to other countries, such 
as those set up by certain Powers of the Western miUtary blocs, must 
be eliminated. I may recall, in this connexion, that the Second 
Conference of the Heads of State and Government of Non-Aligned 
Countries of Asia, Africa, Europe and Latin America, held in October
1964, in reporting the demands made at many other international con
ferences and meetings of non-aligned States, declared:

. . .  its full support to countries which are seeking to secure the evacuation of 
these foreign bases on their territory . . .

That Conference also called upon . . all countries maintaining 
troops and bases in other countries to remove them forthwith’’.̂  
Now, in view of current events in South-East Asia, in the Middle 
East, in Africa and in Latin America, this fully justified demand made 
at the Second Cairo Conference is particularly topical and timely. 
The Conference of the Organization of African Unity, held in 1963, 
adopted a resolution containing a recommendation to the Heads of all 
African States. This resolution urges members:

1 A/PV.1423 (prov.), pp. 77-78.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1964, P* 446.
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. . . To undertake to bring about, by means of negotiation, the end of military 
occupation of the African continent and the elimination of military bases and 
nuclear tests, which elimination constitutes a basic element of African Independ
ence and Unity.^

The proposal dealing with the elimination of foreign military bases is 
also in conformity with the stated goals of the Charter of the Organiza
tion of African Unity. One of the Pm-poses proclaimed in that charter 
reads:

. . .  to defend their sovereignty, their territorial integrity and independence; to 
eradicate all forms of colonialism from Africa. . . ?

The existence of military bases on foreign territory is incompatible 
with the General Assembly's Declaration on the Granting of Inde
pendence to Colonial Countries and Peoples,® since such bases can be 
used—and are, indeed, being used— f̂or the preservation of colonial
ism. I t is also incompatible with the Assembly's Declaration on the 
Inadmissibility of Intervention in the Domestic Al0Fairs of States and 
the Protection of Their Independence and Sovereignty.^

Last year the General Assembly adopted resolution 2105 (XX), in 
which the demand for the elimination of foreign military bases was 
confirmed by an appeal to all colonial Powers:

. . . to dismantle the military bases installed in colonial territories and to refrain 
from establishing new ones.®

The United States and other colonial Powers, however, are con
tinuing to do everything to keep their bases and to establish new 
ones in colonial territories and in other lands. By doing this they are 
showing their contempt for the decisions of the United Nations. They 
are making it crystal-clear that they intend to sabotage the decisions 
of the United Nations and to ignore the clearly expressed will of the 
peoples of many countries of the world.

All this emphasizes the timeliness and correctness of the initiative 
shown by the Soviet Union in raising the question of the elimination

1 Ihid., 1963, p. 195.
2 479 UNTS 39.
® General Assembly Official Records: Fifteenth Session, Supplement No, 16 

(A/4684), vol. I, pp. 66-67.
 ̂Ihid,, Twentieth Session, Supplement No. 14 (A/6014), pp. 11-12.
® Ibid., pp. 3-4.



778 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1966

of foreign military bases in the countries of Asia, Africa and Latin 
America at this twenty-first session of the General Assembly.

Nimierous facts indicate that the colonialist and imperialist Powers 
are unwilling ever to leave their footholds of their own free will. 
They are unwilling to return to the peoples of Asia, Africa and, Latin 
America the territories which have been forcibly alienated from them 
for use as military bases. I t is all too clear that these peoples must be 
helped in having their lawful rights and territorial integrity restored 
to them. I t  is well known that a number of countries are striving to 
liberate themselves from the burden of foreign military bases and 
imposed agreements by which they are bound, but not all countries 
are able to achieve this on their own. They need help and support 
and the United Nations is in duty bound to play its role in their case. 
I t  is its duty to give assistance to peoples and coimtries seeking to 
liberate themselves from the footholds of aggression and colonialism 
in the form of foreign military bases. In proposing the discussion of 
the elimination of foreign military bases on the three continents^ the 
Soviet Union is not—as was pointed out by the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of the U.S.S.R., A. A. Gromyko, in his statement in the General 
Assembly—defending any narrow interests of its own.  ̂ The Soviet 
Union is a Power which has all that it needs for the protection of its 
security and for defending itself against the threats posed by the 
foreign bases of some members of the Western military blocs. The 
Soviet Union is mpved by wider interests: the interests of universal 
peace and of defending the new, developing nations and the peoples 
which are still in colonial bondage.

At present the question of the elimination of foreign military bases 
has become a far sharper issue than it ever was in the past, and all 
those who are genuinely interested in strengthening the authority and 
prestige of the United Nations must agree that the United Nations 
should adopt a clear-cut decision to invite those countries maintaining 
military bases on the continents of Asia, Africa and Latin America to 
eliminate them without delay and not to establish any more bases in 
the future.

1 A/PV.1413 (prov.), pp. 64̂ 65.
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The Soviet draft resolution contained in document A/C. 1/L.369  ̂
takes into account the clear demand of the peoples of the world. 
The draft also stresses the fact that foreign military bases situated 
in the territories of independent countries in Asia, Africa and Latin 
America are used for direct mihtary intervention in the internal 
affairs of peoples for the suppression of their struggle for independence 
and freedom and for dangerous activities which threaten world peace. 
The elimination of foreign military bases in countries in Asia, Africa 
and Latin America would doubtlessly contribute to the relaxation of 
international tension, the normaUzation of relations between States, 
and the elimination .of one of the sources of conflict which endanger 
world peace. It would Hkewise contribute to strengthening the in
dependence of the young States of Asia, Africa and Latin America. 
I t would help to put an end to interference in their internal affairs 
and contribute towards the victory of the peoples over colonialism 
and its vestiges. The Soviet delegation appeals to the members of 
our Committee to support this important proposal, and thereby do 
their duty to the United Nations and the peoples of the world.^

 ̂Ante, p. 647.
2 Immediately after Mr. Fedorenko^s statement, Mr. Foster made the foUowing 

comments:
The assertions which we have just heard, regarding what the representative 

of the Soviet Union calls ‘ f̂oreign bases” have no basis whatsoever in the 
Charter. Indeed, his whole thesis is completely contrary to the principle of 
collective security provided for in the Charter. I shall reserve my right to 
reply in detail at a later meeting to his unfounded charges against my Govern
ment and against other Western Governments.

These charges demonstrate the one-sided approach pursued by the Soviet 
Union in this matter, an approach clearly designed to achieve a military ad
vantage for the Soviet Union. This approach, of course, is also part of the 
Soviet Union’s transparent desire to justify what it calls ^Vars of national 
liberation” or ^^anti-colonialist struggles”.

Once again we have been subjected to a propaganda broadcast which can 
only serve Soviet ideological purposes. We have had to listen to a typical 
polemical attack on almost everything and everyone in sight by the represent
ative of the Soviet Union. It is indeed tragic that the Soviet Union, in its 
alleged peace-loving desire to reduce tension and promote'peaceful and con
structive results, finds it necessary to resort to unfounded attacks which have 
exactly the reverse effect.

I regret that the Committee’s time has had to be wasted on this and I 
regret that, in view of what the Soviet representative has put forth this morning, 
we . . . will have to reserve the right for a detailed and considered reply 
(A/C. 1/PV. 1463, pp. 67-70).

Mr. Foster gave a more detailed reply on Nov. 28 {posty pp. 791-797).
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Statement by the British Disarmament Minister (Chalfont) 
to the First Committee of the General Assembly: Elimi
nation of Foreign Military Bases, November 25, 1966 ^

In the course of the discussion of the draft resolution tabled by 
the representative of Hungary under agenda item 27,  ̂ a number of 
representatives expressed regret that the rhythm of the Committee^s 
serious discussion on measures of disarmament had been broken by 
the manner in which that draft resolution was introduced. As we 
all know, the discussion ended happily in almost unanimous agree
ment.^ I can only hope that we may get a similar ending to the 
discussion of the item now before us.

This Committee’s work, so far, has been marked by exceptional 
efforts on the part of practically all delegations here to avoid polemics 
and to work constructively together. There has, I think, been a 
general feeling in the Committee this year that there was, and still 
is, a real chance of the differences between the major Powers over 
a non-proliferation treaty being resolved, that there was therefore 
real hope of reaching general agreement on such a treaty, and then 
of going on quickly to negotiate other practical measures, such as a 
comprehensive test ban. Members of the Committee clearly believed 
that the airing of private grievances or propaganda ŵ ould not increase 
the chances of such agreement.

For this reason, I am not altogether sorry that I was not myself 
able to be here when the Permanent Representative of the Soviet 
Union celebrated Thanksgiving Day with his speech  ̂ introducing 
the Soviet item on the elimination of foreign bases in Asia, Africa 
and Latin America.® When Mr. Fedorenko descended upon this 
Committee from the regions which he usually inhabits, like some 
ominous genie, it was clear that we were to be submitted to some
thing more apocalyptic than a proposal for some simple measiu*e of 
disarmament. Now it is for the Committee to judge whether his 
speech might correctly be called a propaganda speech. The manner 
in which it was delivered leaves my delegation in no doubt.

There has emerged, over the long years of disarmament negotia
tions, a pattern of behaviour of which this visitation by Mr. Fedorenko 
is a familiar element. The pattern has as its basic design an apparent

» A/C. 1/PV. 1464, pp. 27-38.
2 Ante, pp. 694-695.
3 See pt. (B) of resolution 2162 (XXI), post, pp. 798-799.
 ̂Supra.
5 Ante, pp. 771-779.
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desire on the part of the Soviet Union to discuss problems reasonably 
and to reach agreement on the basis of understanding and compro
mise. But it seems that as soon as a condition of optimism has been 
induced and tensions have been relaxed, the time is then judged right 
for a sudden withering blast of vituperation and propaganda, evidently 
designed to frighten people into further and more far-reaching conces
sions. This technique will not be new to anyone who is acquainted 
with the work of the distinguished Professor Pavlov, but its appli
cation to the conduct of international negotiations is altogether more 
sinister.

So far as the work of this Committee is concerned, it cannot fail 
to mark the beginning of another phase in the depressing cycle of 
events in which the Soviet Union or one of its allies attacks in intem
perate and emotionally charged language the policies of the United 
States or one of its allies. This is followed, somewhat naturally, by 
replies from the West defending themselves against the accusations, 
and then by expressions of regret from the long-suffering represent
atives of the non-aligned countries that this Committee is being 
turned into a cold-war cockpit. I sometimes think that we might 
put a stop to all this if the blame were put quite squarely where it 
belongs.

I must confess that I am becoming more frequently distressed when 
the expressions of regret, to which I have just referred, are directed 
equally at those who attack and at those who reply. So far as the 
Western countries are concerned, this seems to me to be an attitude 
rather like that reflected in the notice that is said to have been placed 
on the cage of a rather mild-looking animal in a zoo; the notice said: 
“This animal is vicious; when attacked it defends itself^\

I suggest quite seriously that anyone who examines the records of 
disarmament discussions here and in Geneva, over recent years, will 
be struck by a significant fact—a fact far more “incontrovertible^’ 
than any advanced yesterday by the Permanent Representative of 
the Soviet Union. It is that not once has a gratuitous attack been 
mounted by a Western country upon the policies of the Soviet Union 
or its allies; any criticisms that have been made in this direction 
have invariably been made in the coiu’se of replies to attacks from 
the other side, and not once has the West put forward, in the disguise 
of a disarmament proposal, a measure designed primarily to ensure 
a mihtary disadvantage for the other side.

I am not asking the non-aligned Members of the United Nations to 
take sides in this matter. I am simply asking them to look at the 
factS/ and to look at the records, and to judge for themselves who is 
using this forum for the serious business of disarmament negotiation.
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and who is using it to advance tiieir own cause in the confrontation 
between the two great mihtary alliances.

The point has been made often enough before, but I must obviously 
make it again, that there does exist, in this imperfect world, a con
frontation between two great military alliances: one alliance, with 
internal hnes of communication, deploys its forces in a manner which 
suits this geographical fact; the other, the Western aUiance, whose 
main strength—as I said before—lies in the United States, many 
thousands of miles from the dividing Une between the two alliances, 
must deploy its forces in a different way. This strategical argument 
is seen most clearly when we look at Europe, but it also applies else
where. And as the representative of Togo implied in his speech this 
afternoon, there seems to be a certain element of discrimination in 
the Soviet draft. In spite of Mr. Fedorenko^s protestation that the 
Soviet Union favours the elimination of bases everywhere, including 
from Europe, it is, I think, easy to see why he has chosen for the 
moment to exclude Europe, where the Soviet Union itself has massive 
bodies of troops stationed on the territory of its allies, and to press, 
instead, for the removal of bases from continents where the Soviet 
Union does not have any foreign bases.

I would like, in a moment, to say a few words about this question 
of foreign bases in general, looking at it, as the representative of Togo 
has, from the point of view of the recipient country who chooses to 
have foreign troops on its soil. But before doing this, I should like 
to examine some of the so-called ‘̂incontrovertible facts^  ̂ contained 
in the speech of the representative of the Soviet Union.

The cause of intelligent discussion can often be advanced by a 
definition of terms. And, perhaps, some of the smoke from Mr. 
Fedorenko’s global bonfire might be cleared away, if we decide what 
we mean by a base. To most people engaged seriously in international 
affairs, a base means something quite specific: it means a complex of 
military installations, usually containing a port or an airfield, generally 
containing stockpiles of military equipment and designed for the 
support of military operations.

But in Mr. Fedorenko’s travelogue, the word base was used as a 
sort of omnibus term to include all the emotional and evocative terms 
of abuse which could be crammed aboard'it—^colonialism, suppression 
of populations. South Africa, Rhodesia, Portuguese poUcies in Africa. 
On the other hand, it was also used to cover such normal and innocent 
facilities as radar stations. I t was suggested that because Portugal 
was a member of NATO, other members of NATO, such as the 
United Kingdom, were responsible for Portuguese policies in Africa. 
This is quite obviously untrue. Is every member of the Warsaw 
Pact responsible for the foreign policies of every other member of
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the Warsaw Pact? Even in such a politically monolithic organiza
tion, 1 doubt it. And, in any case, it is diifl&cult to see what this has 
to do with bases.

The representative of the Soviet Union did have the grace to make 
his reference to Rhodesia in the form of a question, when he asked 
whether Southern Rhodesia was not an enormous base of colonialism. 
A moment^s thought will show that this question really has no precise 
meaning whatsoever; it simply reflects the fact that colonialism is 
generally regarded as morally wrong, and an attempt is being made 
here, by using the word in close conjunction with the words ^^Southern 
Rhodesia” and ‘‘base” to get as much of the moral turpitude as 
possible to rub off on the word ‘‘base”. This is not serious debate 
or argument; this is the technique of Madison Avenue in reverse— 
the familiar game of guilt by association. If Southern Rhodesia is 
a “base” then the word has ceased to have any definitive meaning.

I will take one more example. In the Eighteen-Nation Committee 
on Disarmament on 8 March, the representative of the Soviet Union, 
speaking on this same subject of foreign bases, referred to the British 
Government's expressed intention to withdraw from its base in 
Aden in 1968, and he went on to say, not very pohtely I think.

Of course, we have no illusions about the results of this verbal assurance by 
the United Kingdom Government, since we are all well aware that the colonial 
imperialist Powers still have sufficiently powerful means at their disposal . . . 
to compel such countries to conclude . . . agreements on military bases and on 
the presence of their forces in the territory of such independent States . . .  A

Since March, however, the Soviet hne has changed. The repre
sentative of the Soviet Union this time did not try to pretend that 
my Government would not honour its pledge to leave the Aden base. 
Instead, he chose another distortion—as far from the truth as the 
one he used in March— b̂y alleging that the base is to be transferred 
from Aden to Bahrein. I can say quite categorically, on behaM of 
my Government, that this allegation is false. There is no question 
whatsoever of our transferring the Aden base to the Persian Gulf.

I should now like to go back to the question actually posed in the 
draft resolution and to look for a moment at the rights and wrongs of 
the existence of bases in foreign territories.

As well as the major confrontation to which I referred earlier, it is, 
unhappily, true that tensions and disputes exist between neighbouring 
countries in Asia, Africa and Latin America, as well as in Europe. 
The right of collective defence is impUcit in the Charter of the United 
Nations, upon which Mr. Fedorenko claimed that his position was so 
firmly based. I t is hard for me to see how it is possible to subscribe

1 Ante, p. 108.
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to that Charter and, at the same time, to question the right of any 
country to enter freely into an agreement with another country in 
order to defend its security. This point has aheady been made with 
admirable brevity and clarity by the representative of Togo, and I 
need elaborate on it no further. I t simply is not true to say that these 
tensions and these disputes are caused by the presence of foreign bases. 
The reverse is, in fact, the case. It is because of the tensions and 
because of the underlying disputes that the countries are forced to 
ask for help from outside. I say forced, because I do not for one mo
ment pretend that this is a perfect state of affairs, or that the existence 
of such bases should persist for all time. It would be far better for 
all of us if they were not necessary.

But it is of no use to talk blandly of the normalization of relations 
as if this were some ideal state of affairs which would immediately 
come about with the sudden withdrawal of foreign troops. If I may 
use a metaphor that might appeal to some of the smaller countries 
of Asia, the normalization of relations between a wolf and a lamb 
offers httle satisfaction for the lamb. Everyone is aware of cases 
in recent history where the aggressive policies of one country have 
threatened the integrity of a smaller and militarily weaker neighbour, 
and where that neighbour's integrity has been preserved with the help 
of tlie forces of its alliies.

I hope that every member of this Committee will take very serious 
thought before subscribing to the idea that, because they sincerely 
believe that coloniaUsm is wrong, and because the geograpMcal 
location of certain bases is a legacy from the colonialist era—that, 
because of this, all foreign bases, even those the subject of freely 
negotiated agreements, are morally wrong. This is something more 
than a demonstrable logical fallacy—it is the first step on a very 
dangerous road. As Horace once wrote, '^Only foolish men, in avoid
ing a vice, run into its opposite'\

I should like once more to express my sincere regret at the way the 
Permanent Representative of the Soviet Union has disrupted the 
work of this Committee. I beUeve that the best way to restore the 
climate which we have so far been able to maintain during our dis
cussions over the past six weeks would be for the draft resolution itself 
to be withdrawn as was a similar resolution in the Disarmament 
Commission last year.^ It was withdrawn largely because a number 
of delegations, several of them not connected with any alliance, 
made it clear that they could not agree that all bases were wrong. 
Perhaps I might give one or two examples of what was said at that 
time.

 ̂ See Documents on Disarmament, 1966, pp. 206-207.
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The representative of the Philippines said in the Disarmament 
Commission on 19 May 1965:

We in the Philippines are keenly aware of some of the inconveniences and the 
penalties that accompany the establishment of foreign bases. But we have also 
experienced the nameless tragedy that follows invasion and conquest by a ruth
less enemy. In the face of this dilemma, the iron law of necessity dictated the 
inevitable choice.^

To take another example, the representative of Nigeria, on 8 June
1965, quoted a previous statement by Chief Adebo:

Some foreign bases are not the cause, but the consequence, of international 
tension. They were established because the countries in which they are located 
felt them to be necessary for their own security. They felt this need because they 
had reason to fear an invasion from one or the other of their neighbours. In 
this class of cases, it is unrealistic to demand the liquidation of the foreign bases 
without first doing something to remove the things that brought them about.^

Again, the representative of Cameroon said, on 10 June 1965:

It is therefore for reasons political and legal, technical and practical in nature 
that my delegation will be constrained not to vote for this draft resolution. My 
country believes that the continuance or removal of these bases and troops must 
come as a result of negotiations among the principally interested parties. Nothing 
must be done against the interests of the peoples involved.^

And again, the representative of Lebanon, on 14 June 1965, drew a 
distinction between two categories of bases: first, bases established 
and maintained against the express will of the countries where they are 
located; and second, bases established and maintained with the 
sovereign consent of the countries where they are located for purposes 
of common defence. He went on to say:

My delegation wishes to express its opposition to the first category of bases but 
cannot call for the liquidation of the second category of bases because that would 
constitute interference with the exercise of the sovereign rights of the countries 
where such bases are located.-*

1 hope I shall not weary the Committee if I take one final example, 
because I think these are important matters to bring to the attention 
of the Conamittee at this stage. The final example is from the state
ment of the representative of Malaysia at the same meeting on )4 
June 1965, when he said:

The presence of foreign bases and troops with the concurrence and authority or 
at the request of oiie’s own State, far from being a threat to freedom, may be 
its greatest safeguard.^

' Disarmament Commission Official Records: 84th Meetingj p. 7.
2 Ibid,j 94th Meetingj p. 7.
® Ihid.j 96th Meetingj p. 21.
 ̂Ihid.j 99th Meetingj p. 6.
® Ihid.j p. 13.
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I therefore make a serious appeal to the representative of the Soviet 
Union to consider, now that he has made his various points with such 
vigour, whether he cannot withdraw his draft resolution. If this is 
not possible, then I should like to make an appeal to all members of 
the Committee who have the cause of disarmament at heart to vote 
against the present draft resolution. This is not a vote in favour of 
colonialism or a vote in favour of foreign bases. I t is simply a vote 
against any attempt to distract us from our vital task of pursuing 
agreement on practical measures of disarmament which would gen
uinely reduce the danger of war in the world, and it is a vote in favour 
of the right of any coimtry, so long as that danger exists, to make 
what arrangements it thinks best to preserve its own integrity and to 
ensure its own survival.

Statement by the Soviet Representative (Roshchin) to the 
First Committee of the General Assembly: Elimination 
of Foreign Military Bases, November 25, 1966"

We cannot but regret that some representatives of the West, and 
especially the representative of the United Kingdom, have come for
ward with polemical speeches containing personal attacks upon the 
representative of the Soviet Union to the United Nations, Mr. 
Fedorenko. Such personal attacks upon the representative of any 
country are, of course, quite out of order, and are surely not in keeping 
with the traditions that have been established in these halls in the 
discussion of substantial questions.

The item regarding bases introduced by the Soviet Union is a 
highly important and serious matter, one that ought to be discussed 
without excessive polemics or superfluous attacks upon any given 
representative who presents his case on behalf of his Government, 
especially since one may well wonder whether there is any reason to 
doubt the fact that the question raised by the Soviet Union is an urgent 
and topical one. This question has been inscribed in the agendas of 
the General Assembly and of other international organs; it is not a 
novel item but one that was discussed in considerable detail in the 
Committee of Eighteen, where it was raised and discussed by the Soviet 
Union and other participants. This question has also been dealt with 
by the General Assembly, and, in particular, at the last session of the 
General Assembly where, in the resolution on the Declaration on the 
Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples, the need

1 A/C.1/PV.1464, pp. 57-63.
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for eliminating bases in colonial and dependent territories was stressed.^ 
An appeal was made to all colonial Powers to dismantle such bases 
in colonial and dependent territories.^

Therefore, the raising of the question here by the Soviet Union is 
entirely proper. I t is topical and necessary in the interests of normal
izing the international situation and for the purpose of creating 
better conditions for implementation of the basic task we have before 
us, namely general and complete disarmament. I t is, of course, no 
secret that it is precisely the existence of foreign military bases in 
many parts of the world that is the most serious source of tension, 
intervention in the domestic affairs of other countries, and attempts 
to exploit it to the detriment of the normalization of the situation 
in this or that part of the world.

Some examples of this have been given, and the representative of 
the Byelorussian S.S.R. has quite fittingly shown that foreign 
military bases in South East Asia, in Aden, in Guantanamo, Cuba, 
and Africa are all sources of tension and are used for intervening in 
the domestic aflFairs of other States. I t therefore becomes clear that, 
for the purpose of improving conditions throughout the world and 
making it easier to solve certain other international problems, such 
as general and complete disarmament, this pressing problem must 
first be solved, for it is, after all, to a large extent a legacy of the 
Second World War.

A whole series of bases were established during the Second World 
War, and, despite the fact that more than twenty years have passed 
since then, the bases are still there.

Many representatives here, including the representatives of the 
United States and Spain, have asked why the Soviet Union does not 
propose the elimination of bases in Europe, or the withdrawal of 
troops from other European countries. I must say that if they were 
to read carefully the statement of oiu- representative, Mr. Fedorenko,^ 
the answer to that question would be quite obvious. But I would 
venture to recall that a proposal for the withdrawal of foreign troops 
from all foreign territories had been introduced, and has been rein
troduced to the Committee of Eighteen,^ and the Soviet Union does 
not contemplate wthdrawing that proposal.

This question was discussed at some considerable length on the 
insistence and initiative of the socialist countries. It was discussed

1 General Assembly Official Records: Fifteenth SessioUj Supplemeni No. 16 
(A/4864), vol. I, pp. 66-67.

2 Ihid.j Twentieth Session, Supplement No. 14 (A/6014), pp. 3-4.
3 Ante, pp. 771-779.
‘̂ Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 501; ibid., 1964, pp. 12-13; ante,

pp. 11-12.
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specifically in the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament. In 
that connexion, the Western Powers—and here I might add, especially 
the United Kingdom and the United States—were particularly ada
mant in their objections to that proposal. I do not think I would be 
mistaken in saying that the representative of thq United Kingdom—• 
Lord Chalfont himself—spoke against that proposal, and I shall 
state why.

The following arguments were adduced. It was alleged that the 
Soviet Union wished to alter the strategic balance of Europe and the 
world; that, in Europe, the Soviet Union was at a distance of only a 
few hundred kilometres from the main line dividing the forces of the 
Warsaw Pact and the NATO countries; that in a very short time it 
could bring its forces back to the positions at which they are now 
stationed, whereas the Western Powers would be in an entirely differ
ent situation since they are at a distance of some 6,000 kilometres 
from the line of division and, in the event of a crisis, they would need 
a long time to get back to the positions that had been abandoned.

That was, more or less, the line of argument of the Western Powers. 
That is why they alleged the proposal to be a one-sided proposal, to be 
designed to achieve a strategic advantage for the Soviet Union and 
the countries of the Warsaw Pact that would undermine and weaken 
the strategic position of the NATO countries. That is why the 
Western representatives said they would, under no circumstances, be 
able to accept this proposal sponsored by the Soviet Union and in
cluded in the collateral disarmament measures suggested by it.

I repeat: this question was considered in the Eighteen-Nation 
Committee on Disarmament and, owing to the attitude of the repre
sentatives of the United Kingdom and the United States, no progress 
could be made on it. Therefore, as everyone heard in the statement 
made by the representative of the Soviet Union yesterday,^ we pro
posed a partial solution to this problem. We suggested that we first 
dispose of the problem of eliminating foreign bases in Africa, Asia and 
Latin America, inasmuch as we encountered such firm opposition 
about Europe on the part of the Western countries, especially from 
the United States and the United Kingdom, because that would 
supposedly alter the strategic map of Europe and the world at large. 
I repeat, we could make no headway when, in the first instance, we 
proposed the elimination of all bases and the withdrawal of all troops 
from foreign soil, including European bases. Therefore, we say, let us 
first dispose of the question of the eUmination of bases in Africa, Asia 
and Latin America. And now, even this is met with disapproval.

1 Ante, pp. 771-779.
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Perhaps you would be good enough to tell us quite clearly that you 
are in favour of the eliminal^ion of bases—the elimination of foreign 
bases everywhere. Please tell us that we should eliminate foreign 
bases in Europe. By all means, let us revert to that position then. 
That is certainly not at variance with our position. On the contrary, 
that is the position we came forward with in the first place. What we 
are now suggesting is precisely the kind of solution that would help 
to meet your stated objections to our initial proposal when you said 
that the strategic picture would be changed throughout the whole 
world and that the balance of forces would be altered between the 
countries of the Warsaw Pact and the NATO countries. That is 
essentially what led the Soviet Union to propose this item on the 
elimination of foreign bases in Asia, Africa and Latin America.

We stress once again that the question of bases is a very serious 
one and we certainly cannot be satisfied with the way in which the 
case was presented in the statement of the United Kingdom repre
sentative, who called our statement so much propaganda.^ He 
considers that anything that affects the interests of the United States 
or the United Kingdom is something to be labelled propaganda. 
In fact, other questions which have been discussed here and on which 
resolutions have been adopted, including the question of prohibiting 
chemical and * bacteriological weapons, were labelled propaganda. 
Nevertheless, a unanimous decision was adopted which is a definite 
forward step in solving that very important problem with which we 
dealt the other day and on which we adopted an extremely important 
decision, virtually unanimously.^

Those are the comments I wished to make in exercise of my right 
of reply to the statement made by the representative of the United 
Kingdom.

I should now like to say a few words in connexion with the statement 
of the representative of Spain, who said that, after all, the way in 
which the matter was put—^namely, that there were foreign military 
bases in Spain—was an incorrect way of putting it. Well, without 
going into the statement made by the representative of Spain today, 
since this might, subsequently, require further replies, we might cite 
one example and simply say that an event which took place this year 
in the neighbourhood of the village of Palomares gives reason for 
concern and apprehension. Of course, that event hardly indicates 
that there are no foreign military bases on the territory of Spain.

That very tragic case, which might have ended up even more trag
ically, occurred on the territory of Spain. I do not make so bold as to

 ̂Supra,
? See pt. (B) of resolution 2162 (XXI), post, pp. 798-799.
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pass judgement on certain aspects of that event, but The New York 
Times wrote at the time that, of the eight electro-mechanical safety 
devices which deactivated the thermo-nuclear bombs on the United 
States bomber, seven failed to operate and only one out of the eight 
worked. Each one of us can well imagine the consequences of what 
would have happened if even the eighth had failed to work.

So that, without going into the questions raised by the representa
tive of Spain a few moments ago, we merely wish to point out that 
the assertion of the representative of Spain to the effect that there 
are no bases on his country’s territory is not at all in accord with the 
facts, especially as the event that took place in the neighbourhood of 
the village of Palomares points to the presence of foreign military 
bases, which also constitute a certain threat to international peace 
and security.

Statement by the French Representative (Tine) to the First 
Committee of the General Assembly: Use of Nuclear 
Weapons, November 28, 1966 ^

I should like briefly to state my delegation's reasons for its vote on 
draft resolution A/C.l/L.384/Rev.l.^

When the General Assembly thought it advisable to recommend 
convening a world disarmament conference in its resolution 2030 
(XX) the French delegation abstained in the vote since it considered 
that such a proposal was inappropriate. Since then, no fresh element 
has appeared which would make us change our position nor is there 
any indication which might tend to make us less doubtful regarding 
this proposal.

It has now been suggested, and nobody would gainsay the sincerity 
of the feelings of the co-sponsors of draft resolution A/C.1/L.384/ 
Rev.l, that this conference be asked to consider the question of signing 
a convention on the prohibition of the use of nuclear and thermo
nuclear weapons. My Government has expressed its position on this 
matter on several occasions in the past. It has never denied that the 
problem of the prohibition of the use of these weapons was serious 
nor that it was urgent to seek an appropriate solution. I t accepts

1 A/C.1/PV.1465, p. 22.
2 Identical with resolution 2164 (XXI), pp. 803-804.
* Documents on Disarmament, 1966, p. 585.
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the principles contained in resolutions 1653 (XVI)  ̂and 1801 (XVII)  ̂
of the General Assembly, which are quoted in the preamble of this 
draft resolution. My Government considers that such clauses could 
be usefully apphed at some stage of disarmament, particularly nuclear 
and thermo-nuclear disarmament, but it does not think that it is 
either reahstic or advisable, before the process of disarmament has 
begun, to take measures which, while of extreme importance to the 
security and self-defence of States, cannot, by their very nature, be 
controlled or accompanied by any guarantee. Far from dispelling 
mistrust and tensions, measures such as those envisaged today could 
only increase them. Matters would be quite different if, as my Govern
ment has often recalled, these provisions were to become part of an 
effectively controlled disarmament process containing adequate 
guarantees.

I t is because we are deeply convinced that our position is well- 
founded that we shall not be able to vote in favour of* this draft 
resolution.

Statement by ACDA Director Foster to the First Com
mittee of the General Assembly: Elimination of For
eign Military Bases, November 28, 1966 ^

I should like today to explain the position of the United States with 
regard to the Soviet Union proposal for the elimination of certain 
military bases, which is contained in document A/C.l/L.369.^ After 
I had briefly exercised my right of reply on 24 November,® the Soviet 
Union representative claimed that my response had been a hasty one 
and he insisted that his facts were incontrovertible. As I said then, 
and as I shall demonstrate today, because the representative of the 
Soviet Union says his facts are incontrovertible that does not make 
them so.®

In his statement on 24 November, he chose very conveniently to 
give us only part of some of the facts.^ He also twisted the interpre
tation of others and then attempted to pass off such an interpretation 
as fact, in itself. My delegation had hoped that we had seen the last

1 Ihid.y 1961, pp. 648-650.
2 Ibid., 1962, vol. II, pp. 1231-1232.
3 A/C.1/PV.1465, pp. 51-61.
 ̂Ante, p. 648.

5 Ante, p. 779, n. 2.
8 See A/C. 1/PV. 1463, pp. 71-72.

Ante, pp. 771-779.
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of this kind of reasoning and distortion with the adoption of the resolu
tion on chemical and bacteriological warfare under the earlier item on 
our agenda, but it was clearly too much to expect. It is also regret
table; for the kind of argumentation that the representative of the 
Soviet Union, now, in his turn, has resorted to is not flattering to the 
intelligence of the members of this Committee.

Let us now talk facts, and let us put these facts into proper perspec
tive, but in so doing, let us also recognize the all too transparent at
tempt by the Soviet Union to give this question of military bases a 
righteously anti-colonialist, anti-imperialist flavour. So obvious an 
effort to exploit, for propagandistic advantages, the strong feelings 
and sensibilities that genuinely and legitimately move a great many 
delegations must be noted, and it must be rejected.

In his statement of 24 November, the representative of the Soviet 
Union appeared to favour a manner of presentation that lumped my 
Government and its policies regarding military bases with certain 
actions and policies of other Governments—actions and policies which 
are known to be strongly disapproved of. I refer, of course, to policies 
applicable to certain regions and territories of Africa. The General 
Assembly has devoted a considerable part of its present session to 
discussing and deciding on a course of action regarding South West 
Africa, and the United States delegation is pleased to have played a 
constructive and positive role in the Assembly's final decision. This, 
of course, is not the kind of fact which interests the representative of 
the Soviet Union, but, for our part, we do not accept the Soviet Union^s 
present attempt to depict as part of a war against colonialism what is 
simply a very old, and very familiar, Soviet Union propaganda objec
tive, namely, the elimination of certain foreign military bases.

I t  is a matter of record that the Soviet Union has been seeking, for 
almost twenty years in this body, to achieve a condemnation of foreign 
military bases so as to weaken the collective security of the free world. 
There is no disputing the fact that wisdom has prevailed in this body, 
and that these efforts on its part have generally been rebuffed. I t is 
also a fact—but one conveniently overlooked by the representative of 
the Soviet Union—that in a resolution adopted by the General Assem
bly as long ago as 1946, referred to by the representative of the United 
Arab Republic, resolution 41 (I), the General Assembly unanimously 
recommended the withdrawal of Member States^ armed forces sta
tioned on the territories of other Member States “without their consent 
freely and publicly expressed in treaties or agreements consistent with 
the Charter and not contradicting international agreements’’.̂  In 
other words, the General Assembly specifically sanctioned, in this

1 Documents on Disarmament, 1946-1969, vol. I, p. 49.
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earlier resolution, a right of nations that the Soviet Union continues 
to try to place in question. Despite this resolution, the Soviet Union 
has repeatedly urged, and is urging again in the draft resolution now 
before us, that foreign bases be eliminated—even though they have 
been authorized by treaty or agreement with the host country.

The Soviet representative also chose conveniently to neglect to 
recall to the Committee that his delegation raised this very same item 
on the elimination of foreign bases in, and.presented a draft resolution 
in much the same terms to, the United Nations Disarmament Com
mission at its meeting in the spring of 1965.  ̂ At that time the Soviet 
Union delegation wisely decided not to press its draft resolution to a 
vote when it recognized that its chances of adoption were doubtful 
indeed.

The Soviet Union has now dusted off one of its oldest propaganda 
items and has put it before us again today. That is why I was able 
promptly to reply to him, last Thursday, in a manner which he dis
missed as “hasty’\  I had already heard him give earlier versions of 
this same propaganda speech at past sessions of this Committee and 
at the Disarmament Commission meeting in 1965. Having also heard 
this same approach, over the years, as read by different Soviet Union 
representatives, in other forms, I felt no need for additional reflection 
in order to assess his purpose.

Indeed, by the time he had finished his introductory remarks and 
started on the famiUar recital of geographic place-names and shop
worn charges, I knew we were to be subjected to still another attempt 
to ^tir up anti-Western animosities, to fan old colonial issues, to pro
vide support for the Soviet thesis on wars of national liberation, and, 
in general, to provide propaganda ammunition for Soviet Union 
interests.

Nevertheless, before replying in detail, I wanted to examine his 
remarks in the record to see if they contained anything new or different. 
I am sorry to say that this proved to be a waste of time. Upon ex
amination, his statement appeared to be the standard Soviet Union 
speech on foreign military bases, with a few changes in dates and in 
the tense of some verbs. His facts look no more substantial in the 
record than they sounded on first hearing.

Let me say that it is a fact—and on this I shall certainly not dispute 
the Soviet representative—that the United States does have military 
facilities in various parts of the world. Some of these are bases in the 
operational sense, such as naval bases or air fields. Some are supply 
depots, and others, as the Soviet representative again correctly noted, 
are communications or radar stations. These facilities exist as a matter 
of record. Ships, or the flight of jet planes, or radio towers or radar

1 Ibid., 1966, pp. 206-207.
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domes are recognizable as such. These facilities and their nature are 
known to the host Government of the countries in which they are 
located. Their purpose, as part of arrangements for collective defence 
or for supply or communications to other facilities, is also known.

It is also a fact that the status of overseas military facilities of the 
United States is governed by agreements negotiated with the host 
Governments. These agreements were not imposed but, I repeat, 
were negotiated, without exception. It is, indeed, not flattering to 
the integrity of countries in which the United States has military 
facilities, to allege, as the Soviet Union appears to do, that these 
countries are not free to exercise their sovereign right to enter into an 
agreement with another Government if, to safeguard their independ
ence, they choose to do so. I t would be more logical to argue that 
for the Soviet Union to contend that other States do not have the 
sovereign right to permit establishment of a military base on their 
territories constitutes a form of intervention in the internal affairs of 
those States.

In the case of the United States base at Guantanamo, Cuba, to 
which the Soviet representative referred, I might remind him that the 
United States acquired its rights with respect to the naval station at 
Guantanamo under a 1934 treaty with Cuba,^ which confirmed previ
ous lease arrangements for this base.^ These arrangements cannot be 
abrogated without the consent of both parties. It should be clear that 
in present and forseeable circumstances, Guantanamo is important to 
the military security not only of the United States but of the Western 
hemisphere.

I must remind the Committee of another fact, which the Soviet 
representative also chose to overlook. I refer to the effort by his own 
Government in the recent past to convert the island of Cuba into an 
offensive base armed with Soviet nuclear-capable missiles and staffed 
by Soviet technicians. If courage and wisdom had not prevailed in 
bringing about the withdrawal of those missiles, would the Soviet 
Union today be arguing with equal vigour for the dismantling of 
foreign bases? I doubt it.

There is another element of fact of which the Soviet representative 
is certainly well aware, but which he has chosen to overlook, and that 
is, that a draft resolution of this kind is not likely to result in the elim
ination of military bases. Knowing this, the Soviet Union^s objective 
can thus only be to exploit the draft resolution for propaganda pur
poses.

In many countries, foreign military bases exist as part of collective 
defence arrangements to which the host country itself belongs and

1 Edward J. Trenwith (comp.), Treatiesj ConverUtonSj vol. IV, pp. 4054 ff.
2 William M. Malloy (comp.), Treaties, ConverUions, vol. I, pp. 358 fif.
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contributes, but as certain African, Asian and Latin American delega
tions here can themselves testify in the light of their own experience, 
the real, the dangerous bases of subversion are those which are hidden, 
that are illicit. Such bases of subversion may traffic in ideas as well 
as in arms; they are aimed not at defending the integrity of a country, 
but at subverting it or its neighbours.

Is it foreign military bases or is it this other kind of base that seeks 
to infiltrate and to subvert regimes in Africa, Asia and Latin America? 
If subversion is what we should be discussing, should we be looking at 
foreign military bases or at the support which the Soviet Union has 
expressed for the decisions of last yearns Havana Conference? That 
Conference sought to create the means for intervention in the domestic 
affairs of the States of the Western Hemisphere. I t therefore iU befits 
the Soviet Union to lecture to this Conamittee about alleged subversion 
by others.

The Soviet representative referred to certain United States military 
facilities in its Trust Territory in the Pacific. I might recall to the 
Conmaittee that under the terms of the Trusteeship Agreement be
tween the United States and the Security Council, the United States, 
as Administering Authority, is entitled:

'̂1. To establish naval, military and air bases and to erect fortifica
tions in the Trust Territory^ ̂ and

^̂ 2. To station and employ armed forces in the Territory^\^

The Soviet representative, therefore, has no basis for criticizing the 
existence of these installations, whose establishment has been author
ized by the appropriate United Nations body.

The Soviet purpose, as manifested in the statement made in this 
Committee at its 1463rd meeting  ̂ and in the draft resolution now 
before us, also conveniently ignores other facts of history. One can
not pretend to weigh the justification for foreign military bases in a 
vacuum, as it were, ignoring the history of why many of these bases 
were established in the first place.

In order to understand why a number of countries have sought col
lective security arrangements with the United States, one has only to 
recall that the stationing of United States forces abroad and the estab
lishment of certain bases was a direct response to earlier Soviet and 
continuing Chinese communist threats and actions. These occurred 
after the United States had unilaterally all but disarmed itself follow
ing World War II. As certain aggressive actions were checked, some 
bases were eliminated. Others have been maintained or created, 
again in direct response to continuing Chinese communist aggressive

1 61 Stat. 3301; TIAS 1665.
2 Antej pp. 771-779.
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threats and actions and as a result of the policy of the Soviet Union 
and its allies of promoting and supporting what they call ^Vars of 
national liberation’’. Right now, communist China is openly sup
porting and abetting such a war in Viet-Nam.

More will certainly be said about this strange manifestation of the 
self-proclaimed peace-loving intentions of the Soviet Union and, in 
varying degree, of its allies, during discussion of the Czechoslovak 
item in the plenary and when we come to the later item on our agenda 
concerning interventions in the affairs of States. It is enough to recall 
here and now that we have learned from bitter experience that a  ̂Var 
of national liberation’’ is the term applied to any communist effort to 
overthrow by force a Government marked for destruction.

As for the Soviet representative’s attempt to wrap his Government’s 
policy in the mantle of a struggle against colonialism, I may say that 
my Government’s post-war policy in this respect compares most 
favourably with that of the Soviet Union. We must also recall that 
States which the Soviet Union is prone to label colonialist or imperial
ist—and which, like the United States, also maintain military bases 
abroad—are precisely those which have granted freedom and inde
pendence to the more than fifty new nations which have emerged since 
the Second World War.

These facts must be recalled when we examine the likely conse
quences of the elimination of foreign bases as called for in the Soviet 
draft proposal. Moreover, we cannot ignore the fact that the Soviet 
Union occupies an enormous, centrally located land mass in close 
proximity to many small and militarily weak States. Contiguous to 
it is the enormous land mass of communist China. We cannot so 
soon forget the lesson of the period following the Second World War. 
As everyone knows, the implementation of the Soviet proposal in 
present circumstances would threaten the vital seciu^ity of many 
countries, and would, at the very least, result in a redeployment of 
forces to the obvious military advantage of the Soviet Union and, it 
must not be forgotten, of conmiunist China.

We share the hope of aU who sincerely seek a lasting peace that 
realistic steps toward disarmament will bring about a climate of trust 
and security which wiU change the circumstances that require the 
need for troops and bases abroad. But that would not be the result 
of the Soviet draft resolution. Rather, its adoption would imply 
support for an unrealistic and destabilizing approach to a complicated 
and dangerous political/military situation. I t would, in effect, amount 
to an endorsement of the very policies against which countries have 
reacted by co-operating in joint arrangements for their common de
fence. It would impair the right of individual and collective self- 
defence, recognized by Article 51 of the Charter.
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I suggest, therefore, that in considering the Soviet proposal in docu
ment A/C.1/L.369, we must also consider the policies and actions of 
those who instigate, supply or direct armed attacks and every kind of 
subversion against established Governments. We should remember 
how such actions and policies have increased international tensions 
over the years and greatly complicated the task of disarmament.

In concluding, I should like to address a few remarks specifically 
to the text of the draft resolution. I t is quite clear from my earlier 
remarks that its very first preambular paragraph makes a wholly false 
assertion in stating that foreign military bases—and I presume that 
this means all such bases—in Asia, Africa, and Latin America are 
used for direct intervention in the internal affairs of others, for sup
pression of independence, and for dangerous activities threatening 
world peace.

The second preambular paragraph of the draft resolution is incom
patible with fact insofar as agreements negotiated with sovereign 
States permit and govern the existence of foreign military bases. 
This preambular paragraph is also incompatible with the terms of 
the United Nations Trusteeship Agreement concerning Pacific Island 
Territories.

Since the draft resolution is thus built on false premises and dis
tortions of fact, we cannot expect to find a serious recommendation 
in the final operative paragraph. And we do not. The final opera
tive paragraph reveals clearly the self-serving, propagandistic purpose 
of the Soviet proposal. How can the Soviet Union seriously ask the 
Secretary-General to “supervise the fulfilment of the terms of this 
resolution^’?

My delegation is, therefore, no more disposed today than it has 
been in past years to acquiesce in this Soviet propaganda proposal. 
I t is deplorable that once again some have seen fit to complicate our 
discussions by injecting issues from the “cold war’’ that we had hoped 
were a thing of the past.

In requesting inscription of this item on the General Assembly’s 
agenda, the Soviet Union, in document A/6399, said in justification 
of its action that this was “an important and urgent question”. We 
do not consider that the Soviet approach to this matter bears out this 
justification. Yet, since the Soviet Union is itself on record as de
scribing this item as “important and urgent”, we cannot but regret 
its manner of dealing with the question.

For its part, the United States delegation believes it important to 
reject again, as we have in the past, this self-serving and sweeping 
proposal to condemn foreign military bases. The United States 
delegation will, accordingly, vote against this draft resolution.
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General Assembly Resolution 2162: Question of General 
and Complete Disarmament, December 5, 1966 ^

A

The General Assembly,
Considering that one of the main purposes of the United Nations is 

to save mankind from the scourge of war,
Convinced that the armaments race, in particular the nuclear arms 

race, constitutes a threat to peace,
Believing that the peoples of the world should be made fully aware 

of this threat.
Noting the interest in a report on various aspects of the problem of 

nuclear weapons which has been expressed by many Governments, as 
well as by the Secretary-General in the introduction to his annual 
report for 1965-1966  ̂and on other occasions,

1. Requests the Secretary-General to prepare a concise report on the 
effects of the possible use of nuclear weapons and on the security and 
economic implications for States of the acquisition and further develop
ment of these weapons;

2. Recommends that the report be based on accessible material and 
prepared with the assistance of qualified consultant experts appointed 
by the Secretary-General;

3. Requests that the report be published and transmitted to the 
Governments of Member States in time to permit its consideration at 
the twenty-second session of the General Assembly;

4. Recommends that the Governments of all Member States give 
the report wide distribution in their respective languages, through 
various media of communication, so as to acquaint public opinion 
with its contents.

B

The General Assembly,
Guided by the principles of the Charter of the United Nations and 

of international law.
Considering that weapons of mass destruction constitute a danger 

to all mankind and are incompatible with the accepted norms of 
civilization,

 ̂ A/RES/2162 (XXI), Deo. 5, 196C. There was a separate vote on each part 
of the resolution: pt. (A) was unanimously approved; pt. (B) was adopted by a 
vote of 91 to 0, with 4 abstentions (Albania, Cuba, France, Gabon); and pt. 
(C) was adopted by a vote of 98 to 0, with 2 abstentions (Cuba and France). 
The United States voted for all parts.

2 General Assembly Official Records: Twenty-first Session  ̂ Supplement No, lA  
(A/6301/Add. 1), pp. 3-4.
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Affirming that the strict observance of the rules of international law 
on the conduct of warfare is in the interest of maintaining these 
standards of civilization,

Recalling that the Geneva Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use 
in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases and of Bacterio
logical Methods of Warfare of 17 June 1925  ̂ has been signed and 
adopted and is recognized by many States,

Noting that the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 
Disarmament has the task of seeking an agreement on the cessation 
of the development and production of chemical and bacteriological 
weapons and other weapons of mass destruction, and on the elimina
tion of all such weapons from national arsenals, as called for in the 
draft proposals on general and complete disarmament now before the 
Conference,

1. Calls for strict observance by all States of the principles and 
objectives of the Protocol for the Prohibition of the Use in War of 
Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Meth
ods of Warfare, signed at Geneva on 17 June 1925, and condemns all 
actions contrary to those objectives;

2. Invites all States to accede to the Geneva Protocol of 17 June 
1925.

C

The General Assembly,
Having received the report of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation 

Committee on Disarmament,^
Recalling its resolutions 1378 (XIV) of 20 November 1959,  ̂ 1722 

(XVI) of 20 December 1961,  ̂ 1767 (XVII) of 21 November 1962,® 
1908 (XVIII) of 27 November 1963 ® and 2031 (XX) of 3 December 
1965/

Conscious of its responsibility under the Charter of the United 
Nations for disarmament and the preservation of peace,

Firmly believing that it is imperative to make further efforts to 
achieve early progress towards general and complete disarmament 
under effective international control,

 ̂ Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Subcommittee on Disarmament, 
Disarmament and Security: A Collection of Documents, 1919-65 (Com. print, 
84th Cong., 2d sess.), pp. 169-170.

2 Ante, pp. 613-617.
3 Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1969, vol. II, p. 1545.
< Ibid., 1961, pp. 741-742.
«Ibid., 1962, vol. II, pp. 1072-1073.
6 Ibid., 1963, pp. 624-625.
7 Ibid,, 1966, pp. 622-623.
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1. Requests the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 
Disarmament to pursue new efforts towards achieving substantial 
progress in reaching agreement on the question of general and complete 
disarmament imder eflFective international control, as well as on col
lateral measures, and in particular on an international treaty to pre
vent the proliferation of nuclear weapons, and on the completion of 
the test ban treaty so as to cover imderground nuclear weapon tests;

2. Decides to refer to the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Com
mittee on Disarmament all documents and records of the meetings of 
the First Committee concerning all matters related to the disarmament 
question;

3. Requests the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 
Disarmament to resume its work as early as possible and to report to 
the General Assembly, as appropriate, on the progress achieved.

Statement by the United States Representative (Nabrit) 
to the General Assembly: Use of Chemical and Biologi
cal Weapons, December 5, 1966 "

The United States delegation will vote in favour of the draft resolu
tion contained in section B of document A/6529 under item 27} This 
was made possible by the adoption in the First Committee of amend
ments which my delegation had the honour of co-sponsoring with 
the delegations of Canada, Italy and the United Kingdom.^ The 
effect of these amendments was to remove from the original draft 
resolution  ̂ tendentious language which was too easily subject to con
tention, misinterpretation and distortion.

The United States delegation considers that the course of the dis
cussion in the First Committee, which culminated in adoption of the 
draft resolution now before the General Assembly, succeeded in giving 
proper perspective to an issue which some had sought to exploit 
mainly for propaganda attacks against my Government.

But wisdom did prevail. By a massive endorsement of the amended 
resolution in the First Committee, which I am sure will be repeated 
in the General Assembly this morning, the near totality of the mem
bership of the United Nations has, in strong and unequivocal terms,

1 A/PV.1484 (prov.), pp. 19-21.
2 Identical with pt. (B) of resolution 2162 (XXI), supra.
® Ante, pp. 762-763.
 ̂Ante, pp. 694-695.
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demanded strict and unconditional compliance with the principles 
and objectives of the Geneva Protocol of 1925.^

It is the view of my delegation that whether, or by what procedure, 
States that have not yet done so should adhere to the Geneva Protocol 
is for each of them to decide in the light of constitutional and other 
considerations that may determine their adherence to any interna
tional instrument, and particularly one which dates from 1925. What 
is essential today is to obtain from States a formal public expression 
of intent to observe strictly the objectives and principles of the Geneva 
Protocol. And this the draft resolution now before us does.

In voting for this resolution, my delegation wishes the record to 
show clearly what United States policy has been and remains with 
regard to the use of chemical and bacteriological weapons in the con
duct of warfare.

The Geneva Protocol of 1925 prohibits the use 6f war in asphyxi
ating and poisonous gas and other similar gases and liquids with 
equally deadly effects. It was framed to meet the horrors of poison- 
gas warfare in the First World War and was intended to reduce 
suffering by prohibiting the use of poisonous gases such as mustard 
gas and phosgene. It does not apply to all gases. I t would be un
reasonable to contend that any rule of international law prohibits 
the use in combat against an enemy, for humanitarian purposes, of 
agents that Governments around the world commonly use to control 
riots by their own people. Similarly, the Protocol does not apply to 
herbicides, which involve the same chemicals and have the same 
effects as those used domestically in the United States, the Soviet 
Union and many other countries to control weeds and other unwanted 
vegetation.

While the United States is not a party to the Protocol, we support 
the worthy objectives which it seeks to achieve. We have repeatedly 
endeavoured to find adequate means to attain those objectives. We 
have never used biological weapons of any kind, bacteriological or 
otherwise. We were not the first to engage in gas warfare in the 
First World War and we have not engaged in it since that time. We 
played a crucial role in preventing the horrors of gas warfare during 
the Second World War. In 1943 President Roosevelt issued on be
half of the United States a most serious warning to the Axis Powers 
threatening them with severe retaliation if they resorted to gas war
fare. The President stated that the use of poison gas ‘̂has been 
outlawed by the general opinion of civilized mankind” and added

 ̂ Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Subcommittee on Disarmament, 
Disarmament and Security: A Collection of Docum̂ entSf 1919-55 (Com. print, 
84th Cong., 2d sess.), pp. 169-170.
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categorically that shall under no circumstances resort to the use 
of such weapons unless they are first used by our enemies’\^

Recently Secretary of State Dean Rusk stated: ^We are not en
gaged in gas warfare. It is against our policy to do so/^  ̂ And 
Deputy Secretary of Defense Cyrus Vance has made clear that our 
“national policy . . . proscribes the first use of lethal gas by 
American forces.”

That is why the United States was able to co-sponsor, and in 
particular strongly supports, operative paragraph 1 of the draft 
resolution on which we are about to vote.

General Assembly Resolution 2163 (XXI): Urgent 
Need for Suspension of Nuclear and Thermonuclear 
Tests, December 5, 1966 ^

The General Assembly,
Having considered the question of the cessation of nuclear and 

thermonuclear weapon tests and the report of the Conference of the 
Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament,^

Recalling its resolutions 1762 (XVII) of 6 November 1962,  ̂ 1910 
(XVIII) of 27 November 1963 ® and 2032 (XX) of 3 December 1965,^

Recalling further the joint memorandum on a comprehensive test 
ban treaty submitted by Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, India, Mexico, 
Nigeria, Sweden and the United Arab Republic and annexed to the 
report of the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on Dis
armament,® and in particular the concrete suggestions contained 
therein,

Noting with great concern the fact that all States have not yet ad
hered to the Treaty banning nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, 
in outer space and under water, signed in Moscow on 5 August 1963,^

 ̂Department of State BuUetin, June 12, 1943, p. 507.
2 Ibid.y Apr. 12, 1965, p. 529.
3 A/RES/2163 (XXI), Dec. 6, 1966. The resolution was adopted by a vote of 

100 to 1, with 2 abstentions. Albania voted against the resolution, and Cuba 
and France abstained.

* Antey pp. 613-617.
® Documents on Disarmamentj 1962  ̂ vol. II, pp. 1029-1033.
«Ibid., 1963, p. 627.
7 Ihid,, 1966, pp. 623-624.
 ̂Ante, pp. 574-576.
® Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 291-293.
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Noting also with great concern that nuclear weapon tests in the 
atmosphere and underground are continuing,

Taking into account the possibilities of establishing, through inter
national co-operation, an exchange of seismic data so as to create a 
better scientific basis for national evaluation of seismic events.

Recognizing the importance of seismology in the verification of the 
observance of a treaty banning undergroimd nuclear weapon tests. 

Realizing that such a treaty would also constitute an effective 
measure to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons,

1. Urges all States which have not done so to adhere to the Treaty 
banning nuclear weapon tests in the atmosphere, in outer space and 
imder water;

2. Calls upon aU nuclear-weapon States to suspend nuclear weapon 
tests in all environments;

3. Expresses the hope that States will contribute to an effective 
international exchange of seismic data;

4. Requests the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee on 
Disarmament to elaborate without any further delay a treaty banning 
underground nuclear weapon tests.

General Assembly Resolution 2164 (XXI): Question 
of Convening a Conference for the Purpose of Signing 
a Convention on the Prohibition of the Use of Nuclear 
and Thermonuclear Weapons, December 5, 1966 ^

The General Assembly,
Recalling the declaration on the prohibition of the use of nuclear 

and thermonuclear weapons contained in its resolution 1653 (XVI) 
of 24 November 1961,^

Cognizant of the fact that the consultations carried out by the Secre- 
tary-General, pursuant to General Assembly resolutions 1653 (XVI) 
and 1801 (XVII) with the Governments of Member States to ascer
tain their views on the possibility of convening a conference for the 
purpose of signing a convention on the prohibition of the use of 
nuclear and thermonuclear weapons have not been conclusive.

Recalling that, by General Assembly resolution 1909 (XVIII) of 
27 November 1963,  ̂the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Committee

 ̂ A/RES/2164 (XXI), Dec. 6, 1966. The resolution was approved by a vote 
of 80-0, with 23 abstentions. The United States abstained.

2 Documents on Disarmamentj 1961, pp. 648-650.
3 Ibid,, 1962, vol. II, pp. 1231-1232.
 ̂Ihid, 1963, p. 626.
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on Disarmament was requested to give urgent consideration to this 
question,

Believing that the signing of a convention on the prohibition of the 
use of nuclear and thermonuclear weapons would greatly facilitate 
negotiations on general and complete disarmament under effective 
international control and give further impetus to the search for a 
solution of the urgent problem of nuclear disarmament,

Believing jurther that the widest possible attendance at a conference 
for the purpose of signing such a convention is of vital importance 
for the effective and universal observance of its provisions.

Bequests that the forthcoming world disarmament conference give 
serious consideration to the question of signing a convention on the 
prohibition of the use of nuclear and thermonuclear weapons.

General Assembly Resolution 2165 (XXI): Elimination 
of Foreign Military Bases in the Countries of Asia, 
Africa, and Latin America, December 5, 1966'

The General Assembly,
Having discussed the item entitled ^'Elimination of foreign military 

bases in the countries of Asia, Africa and Latin America’̂
Considering that this question is of paramount importance and there

fore necessitates serious discussion because of its implications for inter
national peace and security.

Decides to transmit to the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation Com
mittee on Disarmament, for further consideration and report, all the 
documents and records of the meetings of the First Committee and 
the plenary meetings of the General Assembly pertaining to this item.

 ̂ A/RES/2165, Dec. 6, 1966. The resolution was adopted by a vote of 94 to 0, 
with 10 abstentions. The United States abstained. This resolution, sponsored 
by India, the U.A.R., and Yugoslavia, replaced the Soviet draft resolution 
{antej p. 648). The Soviet proposal was not voted on.
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General Assembly Resolution 2171 (XXI): Conversion to 
Peaceful Needs of the Resources Released by Disarma
ment, December 6, 1966'

The General Assembly
Takes note with a'p'proval of the decision of the Economic and Social 

Council, in its resolution 1154 (XLI) of 4 August 1966,  ̂ that reports 
concerning the economic and social consequences of disarmament 
should in future be submitted to the Council on a biennial basis, unless 
developments warrant additional reports.

Statement by Secretary of Defense McNamara on General 
Nuclear War Forces, December 6, 1966 ^

The President and I have been discussing general nuclear war forces 
of the United States, the objectives of those forces and the latest intel
ligence estimates on the intercontinental ballistic missile forces of the 
Soviet Union.

Our objectives for our strategic nuclear forces are unchanged:
1. To deter a deliberate nuclear attack upon the United States and 

its allies by maintaining a clear and convincing capability to inflict 
unacceptable damage on an attacker, even if that attacker were to 
strike first, and

2. To limit damage to our population and industry if such a war 
should come.

The deterrent portion of our power is called our  ̂̂ assured destruc
tion̂  ̂ force and the offensive and defensive measures which would 
reduce the weight of an enemy attack are called  ̂̂ damage limiting^ ̂ 
forces.

National intelligence estimates are one of several factors examined 
as we determine the type and mix of our strategic forces.

In my annual posture statement to Congress last February, I em
phasized that our estimates of Soviet strength in the years immediately 
ahead were much more certain than our long-range estimates. Specifi
cally, I said:

1 A/RES/2171 (XXI), Dec. 8, 1966.
2 AntCy pp. 505-506.

Department of Defense press release, Dec. 6, 1966. The statement was made 
to the press at the LBJ Ranch.
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In order to assess the capabilities of our general nuclear war forces over the next 
several years, we must take into account the size and character of the forces the 
Soviets are likely to have during the same period. While we have reasonably 
high confidence in our estimates for the near future, our estimates for the latter 
part of this decade and the early part of the next are subject to great uncertainties. 
As I pointed out in past appearances before this Committee, such projections 
are, at best, only informed estimates, particularly since they deal with a period 
beyond production and deployment lead-times of the weapon systems involved.*

I went on to point out that we had planned our offensive forces of 
missiles and bombers to hedge against several contingencies, including 
possibilities that:

1. A Soviet ballistic missile defense might be ‘̂ greater than ex
pected” by the intelligence community.

2. The Soviets might embark upon any one of several possible 
buildups, including variations in their targeting doctrine, variations 
in the technological sophistication of their systems and variations in 
the speed of their production of both unprotected missiles and missiles 
in hard silos.

I told Congress that: ^̂ We had given special attention this year to 
an analysis of Soviet threats over and above those projected in the 
latest intelligence estimates. We have done so because an Assured 
Destruction capability is the vital first objective which must be met 
in full by our strategic nuclear forces under all foreseeable circum
stances and regardless of the costs of difficulties involved.”

I added that after giving this special attention to an analysis of 
Soviet threats beyond those projected in the intelligence estimates, we 
had decided to accelerate the development of the Poseidon.Missile, to 
move ahead on new penetration aids and to produce and deploy the 
Minuteman III.

We have said repeatedly in the past that the United States has 3 to
4 times as many intercontinental ballistic missiles as the Soviet Union.

That is still true today.
Our short-range intelligence estimates of the size of the Soviet 

ICBM force have been extremely accurate. Evidence indicates that 
the Soviet ICBM strength today is just what our intelligence people 
a year ago had predicted it would be.

We.also believe that the 1965 intelligence estimates of the ICBM 
force which the Soviet Union will have in mid-1967 will be accurate. 
Our latest information confirms those earlier estimates.

Additionally, we now have evidence indicating that we were wise 
to plan our own ICBM program on the assumption that national

* Military Procurement Authorizations for Fiscal Year 1968: Hearings Before the 
Committee on Armed Services and the Subcommittee on Department of Defense of the 
Committee on Appropriationsy United States Senate, Ninetieth Congressy First 
Sessionj on S. 666y p. 46.
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intelligence estimates for the future might be low and that, despite 
the lack of solid proof earlier, the Soviets might decide to step up the 
pace of their own program beyond their past procurement rates.

This appears to be happening. Evidence now suggests that the 
Soviets in mid-1968 will have more ICBM’s than we predicted for 
that time period by intelligence estimates in 1965. But we had more 
than anticipated this development in our planning. This new intel
ligence estimate, therefore, has no basic impact on our offensive strate
gic force requirements.

It is vital that these three major points are clearly understood by 
the American public:

1. Even if the new intelligence estimate for mid-1968 proves ac
curate, the United States, without taking any actions beyond those 
already planned, will continue to have a substantial quantitative and 
qualitative superiority over the Soviet Union in ICBM’s at that time.

2. The United States has as many ICBM^s today as the latest na
tional intelligence estimate gives the Soviet Union several years hence.

3. Our strategic offensive forces have today and will continue to 
have in the future the capability of absorbing a deliberate first strike 
and retaliating with sufficient strength to inflict unacceptable damage 
upon the aggressor or any combination of aggressors.

Statement by President Johnson on the Outer Space 
Treaty, December 8, 1966 ^

1 am glad to confirm on the basis of Ambassador Goldberg’s report 
to me this morning that agreement has been reached at the United 
Nations among members of the Outer Space Committee, including the 
United States, on a draft text of a treaty governing the exploration of 
outer space, including the moon and other celestial bodies.

In accordance with U.N. procedures, it is expected that a resolution 
endorsing the treaty will be submitted formally early next week with 
broad cosponsorship along with the agreed text of the Outer Space 
Treaty.^

We look forward to early action by the Assembly on this matter.
Progress toward such a treaty commenced on May 7 of this year 

when I requested Ambassador Goldberg to initiate consultation for a 
treaty in the appropriate U.N. body.^

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Dec. 12, 1966, pp. 1781-1782. 
The statement was read at the Press Secretary’s briefing.

2 For the treaty and the resolution, see post, pp. 809-816.
* See ante, pp. 275-277.
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After business-like negotiations within the U.N. Outer Space Com
mittee in Geneva and at the U.N. in New York, this important step 
toward peace has been achieved.

It is the most important arms control development since the Limited 
Test Ban Treaty of 1963.  ̂ I t  puts in treaty form the ^̂ no bombs in 
orbit’’ resolution of the U.N.^

It guarantees access to all areas and installations of celestial bodies.
This openness taken with other provisions of the treaty should pre

vent war-like preparations on the moon and other celestial bodies.
This treaty has historical significance for the new age of space 

exploration.
I salute and conamend aU members of the U.N. who contributed to 

this significant agreement.
In the expectation that formal U.N. action will have been completed 

at an early date, I plan to present the treaty to the Senate for advice 
and consent at the next session of Congress and I hope that the United 
States will be one of the first countries to ratify it.

General Assembly Resolution 2213 (XXI): Effects of 
Atomic Radiation, December 17, 1966 ^

The General Assembly^
Recalling its resolution 913 (X) of 3 December 1955, which estab

lished the United Nations Scientific Committee on the Effects of 
Atomic Radiation,^ and its subsequent resolutions reaffirming the 
desirability of the Committee continuing its work,^

Concerned about the potentially harmful effects to present and 
future generations resulting from the levels of radiation to which 
man is exposed,

Conscious of the continued need for compiling information about 
atomic radiation and for analysing its effects on man and his environ
ment,

 ̂Documents on Disarmament  ̂ 1963j  pp. 291-293.
2 Ibid., p. 538.
3 A/RES/2213 (XXI), Dec. 29, 1966. The resolution was unanimously 

approved.
 ̂Documents on Disarmumentj 1945-1969j  vol. I, pp. 561-562.

5 Ibid., vol. II, pp. 913, 1302-1303, 1527-1529; ibid., 1961, pp. 550-552; ibid., 
1962, vol. II, pp. 1059-1061; ibid., 1963, pp. 574-575; ibid., 1966, pp. 530-531; 
General Assembly Official Records: Fifteenth Session, Supplement No. 16 (A/ 
4684), vol. I, p. 5.
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1. Notes with a'ppreciation the report adopted by the United Nations 
Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation at its six
teenth session; ^

2. Commends the Scientific Committee for the valuable contribu
tions it has made since its inception to the wider knowledge and 
understanding of the effects and levels of atomic radiation;

3. Requests the Scientific Committee to continue its programme, 
including its co-ordinating activities, to increase the knowledge of 
the levels and effects of atomic radiation from all sources;

4. Notes the intention of the Scientific Committee to hold its next 
session in 1967 and to report further to the General Assembly;

5. Commends the World Meteorological Organization for its work 
in carrying forward the scheme for monitoring and reporting levels 
of atmospheric radioactivity;

6. Expresses its appreciation for the assistance rendered to the 
Scientific Committee by the specialized agencies of the United Nations, 
the International Atomic Energy Agency and the non-governmental 
organizations concerned;

7. Recommends that all the parties concerned should continue their 
co-operation with the Scientific Committee;

8. Requests the Secretary-General to continue to provide the 
Scientific Committee with the assistance necessary for the conduct 
of its work and the dissemination of its findings to the public.

General Assembly Resolution 2222 (XXI): Treaty on 
Principles Governing the Activities of States in the Ex
ploration and Use of Outer Space, Including the Moon 
and Other Celestial Bodies, December 19* 1966^

The General Assembly,
Having considered the report of the Committee on the Peaceful Uses 

of Outer Space covering its work during 1966,  ̂ and in particular the 
work accomplished by the Legal Sub-Committee during its fifth ses
sion, held at Geneva from 12 July to 4 August and at New York from 
12 September to 16 September,

Noting further the progress achieved through subsequent consulta
tions among States Members of the United Nations,

 ̂ Ibid.f Twenty-first Session, Supplement No. 14 (A/6314 and Corr. 1).
2 A/RES/2222 (XXI), Jan. 25, 1967, and annex. The resolution was unani

mously approved.
3 A/6431.
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Reaffirming the importance of international co-operation in the field 
of activities in the peaceful exploration and use of outer space, includ
ing the Moon and other celestial bodies, and the importance of develop
ing the rule of law in this new area of human endeavour,

1. Commends the Treaty on Principles Governing the Activities of 
States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, including the Moon 
and Other Celestial Bodies, the text of which is annexed to the present 
resolution;

2. Requests the Depositary Governments to open the Treaty for 
signature and ratification at the earliest possible date;

3. Expresses its hope for the widest possible adherence to this Treaty;
4. Requests the Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space:

(а) To continue its work on the elaboration of an agreement on 
liability for damages caused by the launching of objects into outer 
space and an agreement on assistance to and return of astronauts and 
space vehicles, which are on the agenda of the Committee;

(б) To begin at the same time the study of questions relative to 
the definition of outer space and the utilization of outer space and 
celestial bodies, including the various implications of space communica
tions;

(c) To report on the progress of its work to the General Assembly 
at its twenty-second session.

T r e at y  on P r in c ip l e s  G o v e r n in g  t h e  A ctivities  of S t a t es  in  

THE E x pl o r a t io n  a n d  U se  of O u t e r  S p a c e , I n c l u d in g  th e  
M oon a n d  O t h e r  C e l e st ia l  B o dies

The States Parties to this Treaty,
Inspired by the great prospects opening up before mankind as a 

result of man’s entry into outer space,
Recognizing the common interest of all mankind in the progress of 

the exploration and use of outer space for peaceful purposes.
Believing that the exploration and use of outer space should be 

carried on for the benefit of all peoples 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 aspects 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
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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 unani
mously 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 carried 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 aU 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 international 
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 celestial bodies, and States shall facil
itate and encourage international co-operation in such investigation.

Article I I

Outer space, including the Moon and other celestial bodies, is not 
subject to national appropriation by claim of sovereignty, by means 
of use or occupation, or by any other means.

Article I I I

States Parties to the Treaty shall carry on activities in the explora
tion and use of outer space, including the Moon and other celestial 
bodies, in accordance with international law, including the Charter

1 Documents on Disarmamentj 1963j pp. 644-646.
2 Ihid,, p. 538.
3 General Assembly Official Records: Second Session, Resolutions, 16 Septemher- 

29 November 1947 (A/519), p. 14.
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of the United Nations, in the interest of maintaining international 
peace and security and promoting 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 estab
lishment of military bases, installations and fortifications, the testing 
of any type of weapons and the conduct of military manoeuvres on 
celestial bodies shall be forbidden. The use of military personnel for 
scientific research or for any other peaceful purposes shall not be 
prohibited. The use of any equipment or facility necessary for peace
ful exploration of the Moon and other 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 a.stronauts 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 V I

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 pro
visions 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 authorization and continuing supervision by the 
appropriate State Party to the Treaty, When activities are carried
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on in outer space, including the Moon and other celestial bodies, by 
an international organization, responsibility for compliance with this 
Treaty shall be borne both by the international organization and by 
the States Parties to the Treaty participating in such organization.

Article V II

Each State Party to the Treaty that launches or procures the launch
ing of an object into outer space, including the Moon and other celestial 
bodies, and each State Party from whose territory or facility 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 V I I I

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 objects 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 identifying data prior 
to their return.

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 conduct 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, 
w’here necessary, 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 other States Parties in the peaceful 
exploration and use of outer space, including the Moon and other
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celestial bodies, it shall undertake appropriate international consulta
tions 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, in
cluding 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 concerning the activity or experiment.

Article X

In order to promote international co-operation in the exploration 
and use of outer space, including 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 condi
tions imder which it could be afforded shall be determined by agree
ment between the States concerned.

Article X I

In order to promote international co-operation in the peaceful ex
ploration and use of outer space. States Parties to the Treaty conduct
ing activities in outer space, including the Moon and other celestial 
bodies, agree to inform the Secretary-General of the United Nations 
as well as the public and the international scientific conmiunity, to 
the greatest extent feasible and practicable, of the nature, conduct, 
locations and results of such activities. On receiving the said informa
tion, the Secretary-General of the United Nations should be prepared 
to disseminate it immediately and effectively.

Article X I I

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 X I I I

The provisions of this Treaty shall apply to the activities of States 
Parties to the Treaty in the exploration and use of outer space, in
cluding the Moon and other celestial bodies, whether such activities 
are carried on by a single State Party to the Treaty or jointly with
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other States, including cases where they are carried on within the 
framework of international intergovernmental organizations.

Any practical questions arising in connexion with activities carried 
on by international intergovernmental organizations in the exploration 
and use of outer space, including the Moon and other celestial bodies, 
shall be resolved by the States Parties to the Treaty either with the 
appropriate international organization or with one or more States 
members of that international organization, which are Parties to this 
Treaty.

AHicle X IV

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 de
posited with the Governments of the Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics, the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland 
and the United States of America, 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 des
ignated 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 
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 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 X V

Any State Party to the Treaty may propose amendments to this 
Treaty. Amendments shall enter 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 X V I

Any State Party to the Treaty may give notice of its withdrawal 
from the Treaty one year after its entry into force by w itten notifica-
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tion to the Depositary Governments. Such withdrawal shall take 
effect one year from the date of receipt of this notification.

AHicle X V II

This Treaty, of which the Chinese, English, French, Russian and 
Spanish 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 Govern
ments of the signatory and acceding States.

I n  w i t n e s s  w h e r e o f  the undersigned, duly authorized, have signed 
this Treaty.

D o ne  i n .............................., at the cities of London, Moscow and
Washington, t h e ......................... day o f ........................ one thousand
nine hundred a n d .......................

News Conference Remarks by Secretary of State Rusk 
{Extracts}, December 21, 1966 ^

My season’s compliments to the distinguished and talented mem
bers of the press corps that covers and sometimes discovers the Depart
ment of State. And I hope you have a very prosperous and successful 
new year.

Yesterday afternoon the 21st General Assembly concluded. As you 
by now are well aware, a General Assembly constitutes a major review 
of most of the international issues of the day. You might be inter
ested that, with 98 items on the agenda and 121 members through 
most of the Assembly—one country was added at the end—that meant 
that there were almost 12,000 primary votes cast in the General As
sembly this year.

We are very grateful to Ambassador Goldberg for his distinguished 
leadership. He was ably assisted by Senator Church of Idaho and 
Senator Case of New Jersey and a very competent delegation up there.

Ambassador Goldberg just shortly—just a few minutes ago made 
an extended comment on the work of this General Assembly. And 
you will be interested in reviewing that. We wiU try to have copies 
of his statement for you in the course of the afternoon here.

I must say that I was very much encouraged that the General As
sembly was able to bring the space treaty to a conclusion as far as

 ̂Department of State Bulletin  ̂ Jan. 9, 1967, pp. 42-46.
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international discussions are concerned.^ We believe that this was a 
very positive step forward, as a result of President Johnson^s initiative 
earlier in the year.^

Outer space may seem a long way away, but its activities very much 
involve us here on this earth; and the application of the general prin
ciples of the Antarctic Treaty  ̂ to outer space, I think, is a substantial 
step forward and may help us in the never-ending task of trying to 
put some ceiling on the arms race.

We are very pleased that the Secretary-General consented to accept 
an additional term and carries with him into his new term the solidarity 
of the support of the membership of the U.N. And we wish him the 
very best of success in his new term of office.

Viet-Nam was discussed in many ways at the General Assembly— 
although it was not formally on the agenda. I t was discussed at the 
table and in the corridors. And it obviously is the major and most 
dangerous issue in building a durable peace.

We have regretted that the United Nations has not been permitted 
to take hold of that question and try to find a solution to it. That 
results primarily from the attitude of Hanoi and Peking, who have 
repeatedly insisted that this question is not an appropriate matter for 
the United Nations to deal with. That attitude on their part has led 
many delegations to believe that formal action by the United Nations 
might get in the way of a settlement of the matter by other means, for 
example, the use of the Geneva machinery or through other types of 
discussion or negotiation.

We, as you know, have suggested to the Secretary-General that he 
use his utmost effort to bring this matter into a forum of discussion, 
and we hope very much that some progress can be made in that 
direction.

By and large, it was a constructive meeting of the General Assembly, 
and we were pleased and encouraged by the general results— although 
obviously there is still some unfinished business, both in the house
keeping of the U.N. itself, the unfinished business of making proper 
arrangements for peace-keeping.

But, nevertheless, we were pleased by the course of the Assembly as 
a whole.

Now I am ready for your questions.

 ̂ Supra.
2 AntBj pp. 275-276.
3 Documents on Disarmament  ̂ 191 5̂-1959̂  vol. II, pp. 1550-1556.
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A ntiballistic M issiles and  the  A rms R ace

Q. Mr. Secretary  ̂ since Secretary MdSJainara last month disclosed 
that the Russians are deploying some antiballistic missilesthere has been 
considerable speculation that this was likely to touch o f  another spiral in  
the arms racê  and there has been speculation as to what the United States 
can do about this in its discussions with Russia. Would you care to ad
dress yourself to that subject for a momentl

A. Well, there is not very much that I can say on that today. You 
have seen what Secretary McNamara has said.

We would regret very much the lifting of the arms race to an entirely 
new plateau of major expenditures.

As you know, we made earlier to the Geneva conference proposals 
for freezes and limitations on the further production of offensive and 
defensive nuclear weapons.^

We would like to see some means developed by which both sides 
would not have to go into wholly new and unprecedented levels of 
military expenditure, with perhaps no perceptible result in the total 
strategic situation.

This is a matter that is before the Geneva conference. We and the 
Soviet Union are co-chairmen.

I presume that there will be further contacts on this matter. But 
I cannot go into that in more detail at this point.

Q. Mr. Secretaryy on that point, is one possible means to deal with this 
problem to approach the Soviet Union on a moratorium on deployment of 
ballistic missile defense systems?

A. Well, implicit in the idea of a freeze is that there will be an agree
ment that certain limitations v̂ill be accepted, that those limitations 
could be relied upon with assurance by all sides, and that in that way 
both sides could be relieved from the burdens of moving to wholly 
new and major levels of expenditure.

But this has been before the Geneva conference. There has been 
no progress on it thus far in that conference. The two co-chairmen, 
we and the Soviet Union, have reviewed the agenda from time to time 
to see where we might make progress. That conference will be meet
ing again in February. I just cannot anticipate at this point just 
what might be the result of the contacts that are implicit in a matter 
of that sort, in a conference of that sort.

 ̂Ante, pp. 805-807.
2 Documents on Disarmament, 1964, p. 8; ante, pp. 139-146.
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Q. Mr. Secretary, coming hack to the question of a missile freeze, 
Secretary McNamara has also told us that the administration 'plans to 
ask Congress for appropriations fo t the Poseidon missile and improve
ment on the Polaris missile. Would the administration he willing to put 
off deployment of this missile i f  there could he some agreement?

A. No, I wouldn’t want to get into that kind of question. That is 
a problem for the Secretary of Defense, and these are matters that the 
administration is considering in connection with his presentation to 
the Congress. I t ’s a matter on which there will be full discussion with 
the appropriate congressional committees. I wouldn’t want to point 
to the future in that way today.

Chinese Communist Communique on Nuclear Test, 
December 28, 1966 ^

China successfully conducted a new nuclear explosion in the western 
region of China on December 28, 1966.

Comrade Mao Tse-tung has said: “The history of mankind is one 
of continuous development from the realm of necessity to the realm 
of freedom. This process is never-ending. In any society in which 
classes exist class struggle will never end. In classless society the 
struggle between the new and the old and between truth and falsehood 
will never end. In the fields of the struggle for production and scien
tific experiment, mankind makes constant progress and nature under
goes constant change; they never remain at the same level. There
fore, man has constantly to sum up experience and go on discovering, 
inventing, creating and advancing.” ^

In accordance with this teaching by Chairman Mao, the Chinese 
People’s Liberation Army, broad sections of workers and function
aries, and scientists and technicians have set themselves lofty goals 
and, propelled by the great proletarian cultural revolution and giving 
full play to our style of fighting—courage in battle, no fear of sacrifice, 
no fear of fatigue, and continuous fighting—have carried out this new' 
nuclear explosion with complete success after the successful guided 
missile nuclear weapon test, thus raising China’s science and tech
nology in the field of nuclear weapons to a new level. This is a great 
victory for the invincible thought of Mao Tse-txmg and a new, rich 
fruit of the great proletarian cultural revolution.

 ̂ Peking Review, no. 1, Jan. 1, 1967j pp. 6-7.
2 Quotations from Chairman Mao Tse-tung (Peking: Foreign Language Press, 

1966), p. 203.
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The Central Committee of the Communist Party of China, the 
State Council and the Military Commission of the Central Committee 
of the Party extend warm congratulations to all the conmaanders and 
fighters of the Chinese People^s Liberation Army, workers, engineers, 
technicians, scientists and the other personnel who have been engaged 
in the research, manufacturing and testing of nuclear weapons, and 
hope that in the upsurge of the great proletarian cultural revolution, 
they will firmly respond to Comrade Lin Piao’s caU and continue to 
make vigorous efforts to keep proletarian politics to the fore, hold 
high the great red banner of Mao Tse-tung^s thought, bring the mass 
movement for the creative study and application of Chairman Mao’s 
works to a new and higher stage, study the ^ t̂hree good old articles” 
as a constant reminder, further promote the revolutionization of 
people’s thinking and make new and still great achievements in 
strengthening our country’s defence capabilities and accelerating the 
modernization of our national defence.

The success of the three nuclear tests conducted by China in the 
one year of 1966 is a heavy blow to the plot of U.S. imperialism and 
Soviet modern revisionism which have been collaborating in a vain 
attempt to enforce their nuclear monopoly and sabotage the revolu
tionary struggles of all oppressed people and oppressed nations. I t is 
a great encouragement to the heroic Vietnamese people who are waging 
the struggle against U.S. aggression and for national salvation and to 
all the revolutionary peoples of the world who are now engaged in 
heroic struggles, as well as an important contribution to the defence 
of world peace.

The conducting of necessary and Umited nuclear tests and the de
velopment of nuclear weapons by China are entirely for the purpose 
of defence, with the ultimate aim of abolishing nuclear weapons. We 
solemnly declare once again that at no time and in no circumstances 
will China be the first to use nuclear weapons. As in the past, the 
Chinese people and Government will continue to carry on an unswerv
ing struggle, together with all the other peace-loving people and coun
tries of the world, for the noble aim of completely prohibiting and 
thoroughly destro3ning nuclear weapons.
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Sixth Annual Report of the United States Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency, January 23, 1967 ^

LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

To the Congress oj the United States:
I am transmitting herewith the Sixth Annual Report of the Arms 

Control and Disarmament Agency. I do so with considerable satis
faction, since this year has seen significant progress in this Nation^s 
20-year effort to bring under control the armaments which are the 
product of man’s 20th-century ingenuity.

In 1966 a significant link was added to the still slender chain of 
arms control agreements—a treaty banning weapons of mass destruc
tion in outer space and on celestial bodies.^ Its significance will grow 
as our mastery of space grows, and our children will remark the wisdom 
of this agreement to a greater degree than the present state of our own 
knowledge quite permits today.

The past year has also brought us close to another agreement, one 
of even greater immediacy—a treaty to prevent the further spread of 
nuclear weapons here on earth.^ Our hopes are high that this long 
eflFort will soon be crowned with success.

The United States has been trying to prevent the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons since 1946. At that time Bernard Baruch, speaking 
for the United States at the United Nations, said ^̂ If we fail we have 
damned every man to be the slave of fear.’’  ̂ I t is true that we failed 
then, but we did not become the ^ ŝlaves of fear” ; instead we persisted. 
In the Arms Control and Disarmament Act of 1961, Congress decreed 
that the search for ways to save succeeding generations from the 
scourge of war should become a matter of first emphasis for the United 
States Government.® The establishment of an independent Agency to 
work out ways to bring the arms race under control was the act of a 
rational people who refused to submit to the fearful implications of the 
nuclear age.

1 H. doc. no. 58, 90th Cong., 1st sess.
2 Ante, pp. 809-816.
3 For the U.S. draft treaty and amendments, see Documents on Disarmament, 

1966, pp. 347-349, and ante, pp. 159-160. For the Soviet draft treaty, see Documents 
on Disarmxvment, 1965j pp. 443-446.

 ̂ Ibid,, 1945-1969, vol. I, p. 8.
5 Ibid., 1961, pp. 48S-49&.
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Several things are evident from a reading of this report. The first 
is that we are succeeding, after a few short years, in developing an 
integrated and highly expert attack on the problem of arms control 
and disarmament. Our security has two faces—strength and restraint; 
arms and arms control. We have come to the point where our think
ing about weapons is paralleled by our thinking about how to control 
them. The Arms Control and Disarmament Agency plays a central 
role in this development.

The second is that despite the magnitude and complexity of arma
ment imposed on the world by the cold war, the problem can be made 
to yield to imagination and determination, so that now we might legiti
mately begin to count up the score: we have cut down the danger of 
^^accidental war” with, the hot line,' curtailed the injection of radio
active waste into the atmosphere with the limited test ban treaty,^ and 
joined in strengthening the system of safeguards designed by the Inter
national Atomic Energy Agency to close one of the doors to nuclear 
weapons.^

The United States has anticipated the future by putting all of 
Antarctica, and more recently outer space, off limits to weapons of 
mass destruction.** Nonarmament is easier than disarmament, and 
in these terms alone, the value of these latter treaties cannot be over
estimated. In addition, however, we should not overlook the sig
nificance of this approach to the problems in arms control we face right 
now. A treaty to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons will 
have this same preventive element—without it we face the prospect of 
a world in which more than a dozen nations \vill possess nuclear 
weapons. If our hopes for success in a treaty are realized, the chances 
for still further agreements will be greatly enhanced. These next 
steps will also be more difficult, because they must involve the weapons 
we might otherwise add to our arsenals, or even those now on hand-

This brings me to my last observation, which is that this report 
reveals the sobering reality of the immensity of the task we have under
taken. Read in the context of recent developments in the Soviet 
Union—the buildup of their strategic forces and the deployment of an 
anti-ballistic missile system around Moscow—we are reminded that 
our hard-won accomplishments can be swept away overnight by still 
another costly and futile escalation of the arms race.

It is my behef that the United States and the Soviet Union have 
reached a watershed in the dispiriting history of our arms competition.

1 Ibid.y 1963, pp. 236-238.
2 Ihid.y pp. 291-293.
3 Ibid., 1965, pp. 446-460.
 ̂ For the Antarctic Treaty, see ibid., 1946-1969, vol. II, pp. 1550-1556.
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Decisions may be made on both sides which will trigger another up
ward spiral. The paradox is that this should be happening at a time 
when there is abundant evidence that our mutual antagonism is be
ginning to ease. I am determined to use all the resources at my com
mand to encourage the reduction in tension that is in our mutual 
interest, and to avoid a further, mutually-defeating buildup. The 
work of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency will continue to 
be of invaluable assistance in this urgent task.

L yn d on  B. J o h n so n .

T he W hite H ouse , February 17, 1967.

LETTER OF SUBMITTAL

U.S. Arms C o n t r o l  and  D isarm am en t A g en cy ,
Office of the D irector, 

Washington, January 23, 1967.

T he P resident ,
The White House.

M r . P r e sid e n t : I submit herewith to you for transmittal to the 
Congress, as required by the Arms Control and Disarmament Act, 
the sixth annual report concerning the activities of the U.S. Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency, for the period January 1, 1966, 
to the end of the calendar year.

Respectfully,

W illiam C. F oster.

I ntroduction

The United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency was 
established by the Congress in 1961. The enabling Act reflected the 
view of the Congress that the ‘̂formulation and implementation of 
U.S. arms control and disarmament policy in a manner which will 
promote the national security can best be insured by a central organi
zation charged by statute with primary responsibility for this field.’’ ^

Its mission is divided into two categories: the preparation for and 
management of international negotiations, and the planning and con
duct of research to support arms control objectives.

The Agency participated in international negotiations at the Eight
een Nation Disarmament Committee (ENDC), at the 21st United 
Nations General Assembly, and in bilateral discussions. The ENDC

1 Ibid,, 1961, pp. 482-483.
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met in Geneva from January 27 to May 10 and from June 14 to August 
25; the U.N. General Assembly, from September 20 to December 20.

ACDA^s research program includes external contracts, transfer-of- 
funds arrangements \vith other government agencies, and ^ în-house’' 
studies and analyses. Its staff of about 200 represents a broad range 
of experience and expertise—^military, scientific, political, legal, and 
economic. Its present authorization of $30 million for 3 years extends 
through fiscal year 1968.

I nternational  N egotiations

We are in the midst of a great transition, a transition from narrow nationalism 
to international partnership; from the harsh spirit of the cold war to the hopeful 
spirit of common humanity on a troubled and threatened planet * * * We arc 
shaping a new future of enlarged partnership in nuclear affairs, in economic and 
technical cooperation, in trade negotiations, in political consultation and in work
ing together with the governments and peoples of Eastern Europe and the Soviet 
Union. 1

In 1966, the United States sent its emissaries to almost every 
capital of the world in an effort to find ways to bring an end to the 
war in Vietnam. In parallel to that effort, American disarmament 
negotiators intensified their activities—in Geneva, New York, Wash
ington, Moscow, London, and Paris—at the Eighteen Nation Dis
armament Committee (ENDC), at the 21st session of the United 
Nations General Assembly, in consultation with our allies and in 
bilateral discussions with the Soviet Union.

The ENDC reconvened on January 27, 1966, and received a mes
sage from President Johnson, who pledged the United States to 
‘̂continue to pursue every avenue for stable peace.” That effort, he 

said, ‘̂ has no more important set of goals than those of disarmament 
which are the business of this conference.” ^

As the year went on, hopes for success on two major arms control 
agreements brightened perceptibly. It was clear that at least one of 
them—a treaty governing activities in outer space and on celestial 
bodies—would be achieved. The other—a treaty to prevent the 
spread of nuclear weapons—was moving closer to accord.

Non'prolijeration

The negotiations at Geneva were dominated by the question of 
nonproliferation of nuclear weapons. As the conference convened, 
the U.S. draft treaty to halt the spread of nuclear weapons to nations 
not now possessing them (presented in the previous ENDC session, on

 ̂ Weekly Compilation of Presidential DocumentSy vol. 3, no. 2 (Jan. 16, 1967), 
pp. 33-34.

2 AntBy p. 6.
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August 17, 1965) lay on the table. The Soviet Union had submitted 
its draft to the United Nations General Assembly on September 24,
1965. This document was subsequently presented to the ENDC on 
January 27, 1966.

The first principle of a nonproliferation treaty, enunciated in the 
U.N. resolution adopted overwhelmingly in November of 1965, is 
that it should contain no ‘̂loopholes which might permit nuclear or 
nonnuclear powers to proliferate, directly or indirectly, nuclear weap
ons in any form.’'  ̂ Early in the 1966 session of the ENDC, ACDA 
Director William C. Foster restated the President’s pledge:

We are prepared to work with other countries to assure that no nonnuclear 
country acquires its own nuclear weapons, achieves the power itself to fire nuclear 
weapons, or receives assistance in manufacturing or testing nuclear weapons. Wc 
are prepared to agree that these things should not be done directly or indirectly, 
through third countries or groups of countries, or through units of the armed 
forces or military personnel under any military alliance. ̂

In an attempt to show a spirit of flexibility and to make its treaty 
language more precise, the United States, on March 22, 1966, tabled 
amendments to articles I, II, and IV of the U.S. draft treaty.^ The 
amendments were intended to clarify and emphasize the Western 
view that collective defense arrangements would not violate the prin
ciple of nonproliferation. The determined intention of the United 
States not to relinquish its veto over the use of U.S. weapons was 
stressed repeatedly in the conference debate. As Mr. Foster put it—

* * * no one—I repeat, no one—will be able to fire U.S. weapons unless the 
United States decides that they are to be fired. This is the situation which now 
obtains, and we have no intention whatsoever of changing it.“*

In March, the Soviet Union transferred its longtime chief delegate 
to the ENDC, Semyon K. Tsarapkin, to the post of Ambassador to 
Germany. He was replaced by Alexei A. Roshchin, who in the foUoA\ - 
ing months mounted a concentrated, closely-reasoned attack on the 
U.S. draft treaty. The Soviet views were presented in a manner 
relatively free of polemic, except for the now familiar vituperation of 
the Federal Republic of Germany. Their central target was those 
provisions of the treaty which they claimed would permit West Ger
man “access’’ to or control over nuclear weapons through participation 
in NATO defense arrangements. They dismissed as irrelevant U.S. 
insistence that Soviet fears about nuclear weapons in the Western

1 Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 532-534.
2 Ante, p. 35.
3 Ante, pp. 159-160.
 ̂Ante, p. 286.
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alliance were groundless because of i&rm U.S. retention of its veto 
over the use of such weapons. The U.S. treaty, contended Ambas
sador Roshchin, would lead to proliferation so long as it allowed for 
access through coownership or copossession of nuclear weapons by 
NATO countries through such schemes as the proposed multilateral 
force. The U.S. approach to the treaty, he argued, did not really bar 
dissemination; it only retained a veto on the use of nuclear weapons 
by non-nuclear-weapon states. The U.S. response was a vigorous 
defense of its treaty draft, and a serious attempt at persuasion; the 
debate provided, in consequence, an illuminating clarification and 
exposition of the position of the two sides rarely matched in the con
ference’s open debate.

The debate made clear that resolution of United States-Soviet 
differences would involve a long and arduous negotiation. In the 
hope of some tangible, short-term progress, Western representatives 
urged the Conference to begin work on the less difficult aspects of the 
treaty drafts. The Italian delegation suggested the adoption of a 
partially agreed text,^ and the Canadians submitted a working paper 
setting forth the two drafts article by article in parallel columns.^ The 
Soviets, however, resisted this approach, and insisted on sticking to 
the central point at issue. The United States, during the remainder 
of the session, proceeded on its own to raise other substantive ques
tions; one of them was the safeguards provision,^ another the necessity 
for making sure a nonproliferation treaty did not contain a loophole 
permitting nuclear explosions under the guise of peaceful experiments.^

The ENDC adjourned on August 25, without any agreement be
tween the United States and the Soviet Union. Nonetheless, there 
was an atmosphere of hope and expectation among the delegates, 
engendered in part by the depth and seriousness with which the major 
elements in the draft treaties had been considered. President John- 
son^s announced intention to renew his search for an ^^acceptable 
compromise’’ in ^^angiiage which we can both live with,’’  ̂ signalled 
a new phase in the negotiation. Privately, the U.S. and Soviet Co- 
Chairmen were beginning intensive talks in Geneva.

These talks were resumed during the period of the disarmament 
debate in the 21st United Nations General Assembly, which convened 
in New York on September 20. On September 23, Soviet Foreign 
Minister Gromyko, in a speech before the General Assembly, proposed 
as an additional item for the U.N. agenda the “renunciation of actions

1 ENDC/PV.265, pp. 22-23.
2 ENDC/179.
 ̂ See antCj pp. 482-486.

< Ante, pp. 525-528.
5 Antey p. 405.
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hampering a nonproliferation agreement.’̂   ̂ The Soviet Union, in 
commenting on the resolution, implied that plans for NATO nuclear 
defenses might ' ̂ hinderagreement on a t r e a t y T h e  United States 
announced that while it could not support such an argument, it would 
support the resolution and, in fact, cosponsored it.

The resolution was subsequently adopted by the U.N. General 
Assembly by a vote of 110 to 1 (Albania) with Cuba abstaining.^ The 
affirmative vote included France, and marks the first time in recent 
years that France has voted as favoring efforts to halt the spread of 
nuclear weapons.

Formal debate on non-proliferation was completed in the First 
Conamittee on November 10, with the adoption of a resolution, pro
posed by the eight non-aligned members of the ENDC, which re
manded the question to the ENDC.^ The United States supported 
this resolution on the grounds that the Geneva Conference was the 
proper forum for the negotiation.

Informal discussions, however, continued throughout the remainder 
of the year. Following talks in New York and Washington between 
Secretary Rusk and Foreign Minister Gromyko in early October, Mr. 
Foster and Soviet Ambassador to the ENDC A. A. Roshchin con
tinued bilateral talks in New York. The Soviets abandoned their 
earlier resistance to considering other than the central point of dis
agreement, and in consequence considerable “underbrush’̂ has been 
cleared away by the talks. At the year's end, there still remained 
important points to be resolved, but the outlook was more encouraging 
than at any time since the two draft treaties were presented.

International safeguards

A key element in U.S. efforts to curb the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons is the establishment of safeguards against the diversion of 
peaceful nuclear resources to military purposes. Nuclear reactors 
which produce electrical power are now in operation or under construc
tion in 51 countries. Thus reactors produce a complicating by
product— plutonium, a fissionable material which can be chemically 
separated and used in the manufacture of nuclear weapons.

Although most countries have openly expressed a reluctance to 
undertake the economic, military, and political consequences of acquir
ing nuclear weapons, pressure to do so can arise from suspicions that 
neighbor or rival states might clandestinely produce them. If such

1 A/PV.1413 (prov.), pp. 56-85.
2 AntCj pp. 645-646.
 ̂Ante, pp. 686-687.
 ̂Ante, pp. 748-750.
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suspicions can be dispelled, an important incentive for nuclear pro
liferation \vill be removed. A system of international safeguards, 
such as that developed by the International Atomic Energy Agency 
(IAEA), provides the most effective assurance that peaceful nuclear 
programs are truly peaceful.^ To underline its own conviction that 
this is so, the United States is transferring its bilateral agreements to 
the jurisdiction of the international agency. In addition, we have 
recommended that all non-nuclear-weapon states accept IAEA safe
guards or an equivalent system on their nuclear activities, so as to 
assure their neighbors that they are not secretly developing nuclear 
weapons, and to receive like assurance in return.

The United States—even though a nuclear power—has voluntarily 
placed several of its reactors under IAEA safeguards in order to show 
its strong support for the system and to prove that the inspection 
procedures are not burdensome or intrusive. The United Kingdom 
has followed the U.S. example.

In order to offset an apparent imbalance, which some of the non- 
nuclear-weapon states have felt to be unjust, the United States pro
posed (on July 28 at the ENDC) that all states undertake not to 
export any source or fissionable material or specialized equipment to 
any other state for peaceful purposes except under IAEA or equivalent 
international safeguards.- Thus, in the transfer of fissionable ma
terials and equipment between states, the nuclear-weapon states and 
the non-nuclear-weapon states receive like treatment in the control of 
international traffic in nuclear materials.

The question of international safeguards was discussed further at 
the United Nations 21st General Assembly. In a statement to the 
First Committee on November 9, Mr. Foster commended the several 
proposals, made during the annual General Conference of the IAEA 
held in Vienna in October, to widen the coverage of IAEA safeguards, 
including that made by Norway that a state not producing nuclear 
weapons invite the IAEA to safeguard its entire nuclear program.^ In 
welcoming this proposal, Mr. Foster pointed out that it would ^̂ go a 
long way toward reducing the grave threat of nuclear proliferation.^' 
He also called attention—as worthy of serious consideration—to the 
offer made by Poland and Czechoslovakia at the IAEA Conference to 
place their nuclear facilities under IAEA safeguards provided the 
Federal Republic of Germany did the same.  ̂ Czechoslovakia is com
pleting its first power reactor; Poland, which operates three research 
reactors, does not plan to build a power reactor until sometime in the

 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 446-460.
2 Ante, pp. 482-486.
3 See A/PV.1430 (prov.), p. 37.
 ̂ For the Czechoslovak-Polish proposal see ante, pp. 642-643.



SIXTH ANNUAL ACDA REPORT, JANUARY 23, 1967 829

1970’s. Mr. Foster pointed out that while the Federal Republic of 
Germany (which has 28 research reactors and 12 power reactors in 
operation, under construction or planned) already has placed its ac
tivities under European Atomic Energy Commimity (EURATOM) 
safeguards, the West Germans were themselves ^^giving the proposal 
serious consideration, as evidenced by the statement issued on 26 
October by the Government of the Federal Republic of Germany/’ ^

On November 22, the Director-General of the IAEA, Mr. Sigvard 
Eklund, addressed the U.N. General Assembly. He traced the phe
nomenal growth of nuclear energy as a source of electrical power and 
forecast the remarkable ways in which developing coimtries can use 
nuclear science to help solve such serious problems as the growing gap 
between the world’s population and its food and water supplies. But 
he also warned that the growth and spread of nuclear power repre
sented a potential threat if measures were not taken to insure that its 
use is limited to peaceful activities. He reported on the progress 
made since the IAEA safeguards system was first adopted in 1961— 
progress in expanded application and in acceptance by additional 
countries. He cited as particularly encouraging the proposal made by 
Poland and Czechoslovakia.^

Security guarantees to non-nuclear-weapon states
The question of assurance of another kind was also introduced in 

both the ENDC and U.N. discussions—that of some form of guarantee 
for the security of non-nuclear-weapon states who commit themselves 
not to acquire nuclear weapons. In his message to the opening of the 
Geneva conference on January 27 President Johnson reaffirmed his 
pledge that “nations that do not seek the nuclear path can be sure 
that they will have our strong support against threats of nuclear 
blackmail.’’ This pledge has been reaffirmed on many occasions, most 
recently by President Johnson when the Chinese Communists exploded 
their fourth nuclear test during his 1966 Asian journey.^ Soviet 
Premier Kosygin offered to include a clause in the U.S.S.R.’s original 
draft treaty “prohibiting the use of nuclear weapons against non
nuclear Powers parties to the treaty, which have no nuclear weapons 
on their territory.”  ̂ No amendment was offered by the Soviet dele
gate, however, during the 1966 sessions of the Geneva conference. 
Western delegations, particularly the Canadian, questioned how the 
concept of effective nuclear guarantees could be incorporated in a 
non-prohferation treaty. The non-aligned members of the ENDC

 ̂ See antef pp. 671-672 for the Federal Republic of Germany statement. Mr. 
Foster’s statement appears ante, pp. 723-724.

2 A/PV.1474 (prov.) pp. 2-10.
3 Ante, p. 675.
* Ante, p. 11.
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found both President Johnson^s statement and the Kosygin proposal 
attractive and suggested that the question be explored further.

The 21st U.N. General Assembly remanded the question of non
proliferation to the ENDC in a resolution drafted by the eight non- 
aligned members of the Committee. This resolution (adopted by a 
vote of 97 to 2, \vith 3 abstentions) contained an operative paragraph 
dealing with seciu-ity guarantees for non-nuclear-weapon states which 
do not possess nuclear weapons (i.e., the Kosygin proposal) and any 
other proposals for solving this problem.^ Although voting for the 
resolution itself, the United States abstained from voting on this 
operative paragraph on the grounds that it cited a specific non-use 
formula for ENDC consideration while failing to give similar treatment 
to other suggestions which had been made for dealing with the prob
lem of assistance to a non-nuclear victim of nuclear threats or aggres
sion.^

Nuclear explosions jor peaceful purposes

At Geneva, on August 9, ACDA Deputy Director Adrian S. Fisher 
raised a question about the draft treaties to which little attention had 
been previously directed. He pointed out that a nonproliferation 
treaty would not be completely effective if it permitted the develop
ment of nuclear-explosive devices for any purpose, however innocently 
intended for peaceful use they might be. The ^ înescapable techno
logical fact,^' he pointed out, is that a nuclear-explosive device intended 
for peaceful purposes can be used as a weapon or can be easily adapted 
for military use; the technology of making nuclear-explosive devices 
for peaceful purposes is essentially the same as that for making nuclear 
weapons.

As a means of resolving the dilemma posed by a prohibition on 
peaceful explosions by non-nuclear states, the United States suggested 
that 4̂f and when peaceful apphcations of nuclear explosives that are 
permissible under test ban treaty limitations prove technically and 
economically feasible, nuclear-weapon states should make available 
to other states nuclear explosive services for peaceful applications. 
A nuclear-weapon state would provide the desired nuclear detonation 
under appropriate international observation, with the nuclear device 
remaining in the custody and under the control of the country per
forming the service. Such a service, Mr. Fisher suggested, could be 
provided at a cost to the recipient state far below that at which they 
could develop and produce such devices for themselves. Canada, rich 
in nuclear knowledge and natural resources requiring development.

* Ante, pp. 748-750.
 ̂ See aniCf pp. 726-727.
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nevertheless promptly disclaimed ^̂ any intention to develop its own 
capacity to conduct peaceful nuclear explosions/^ ^

The Canadian delegate supported the U.S. proposal, saying:
In our view, the development by a non-nuclear-weapon State of the capacity to 

conduct a nuclear explosion even though it is designed for peaceful purposes 
would, in effect, constitute proliferation, and proliferation is a development to 
which the Canadian Government has repeatedly declared its opposition.

In addition to the proliferation aspect, he pointed out the tremen
dous cost in terms of resources and manpower which would be involved 
in developing a nuclear device to carry out an explosion for peaceful 
purposes.2

Balanced obligations

Throughout the discussions in both the ENDC and the U.N. General 
Assembly, delegates representing non-nuclear-weapon states expressed 
their conviction that “a non-proliferation treaty should be coupled 
Avith, or followed by, tangible steps to halt the nuclear arms race and 
to limit, reduce, and eliminate the stocks of nuclear weapons and the 
means of their delivery.’̂  This concept was formally presented by 
the non-aligned eight in a memorandum to the ENDC  ̂ during the
1965 session and was reiterated in their memorandum of August 19,
1966."

With respect to the treaty itself, both the United States and the 
Soviet Union take the position that it should be a simple undertaking 
on the part of nuclear-weapon states not to transfer nuclear weapons 
to states not now possessing them, and a corresponding conmiitment 
on the part of non-nuclear-weapon states not to acquire them. The 
feeling on both sides appeared to be that the prospects for agreement 
should not be jeopardized by the complications of additional arms 
control measures.

The United States has long recognized, however, that other meas
ures must be diligently pursued to control and reduce the dangers of 
the nuclear arms race. It views a nonproliferation treaty as the logical 
next step. Once agreement is reached, the way will be paved for 
further agreements. The United States believes that in addition to 
calling on non-nuclear-weapon states to give up the option of acquiring 
nuclear weapons, nuclear-weapon states should take positive action to 
curb their own nuclear arsenals. It has tabled a number of proposals 
to this end—the extension of the test ban treaty, a cutoff in fissionable

 ̂Ante, pp. 595-596.
2 Ante, pp. 525-528.
 ̂Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 424-425.
 ̂Ante, pp. 576-579.
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materials production, a “freeze’̂ on the numbers of offensive and de
fensive missiles.^

Extension of the limited test ban

The U.S. proposal to extend the limited test ban, (which prohibits 
nuclear testing in the atmosphere, under water, or in outer space) to 
underground tests is important to the control of proliferation. The 
primary obstacle to reaching agreement has been the inability to agree 
with the Soviet Union about what constitutes adequate verification.

In the arms control context, the term ^Verification^’ refers to the 
process by which a nation assures itself that its security is not being 
jeopardized as a result of another nation^s violations of an agreement. 
Without adequate verification, mutual suspicions will tend to grow to 
the point where failure of the agreement is likely. The Soviet Union 
remains adamant in its refusal to permit inspection on its territory.

The science of seismology has advanced to the point where larger 
seismic events—those which register 4.75 or above on the Richter 
magnitude scale^can usually be identified by instruments outside the 
country as either earthquakes or man-made explosions. Despite 
recent technological improvements, however, difficulty still arises with 
the smaller seismic events, most of which can be detected but not 
identified with a sufficiently high degree of confidence.

The idea of extending the limited test ban treaty to cover under
ground tests above a certain ^^threshold’’ was first advanced by the 
Brazilian delegate in 1963,  ̂ who suggested a seismic magnitude of 
4.75, and has been favorably regarded by other ENDC members since. 
At the 1965 session of the ENDC, the United Arab Republic renewed 
its previous proposals for a 4.75 threshold, a moratorium on all other 
tests, and scientific and technical discussions on problems of detection 
and identification.^ The United States rejected this idea on the 
grounds that it would constitute, in effect, an uninspected test ban. 
Variations on the “threshold’’ concept were discussed by ENDC 
members during the 1966 session.

Two conferences held outside the ENDC provided topics for dis
cussion of a test ban. At the conference of nonnuclear powers in 
Sweden it was agreed to set up a “nuclear detection club” for the ex
change of seismic information. At a meeting in Scarborough, Canada, 
a proposal was made for a suspension, for a trial period, of all nuclear 
tests. The suspension would be policed by a system of “verification 
by challenge.” Under this procedure, a country suspecting another 
country of conducting a test would ask the latter to supply information

 ̂ See antej pp. 5-8.
2 Documents on Disarmamenty 1963, pp. 507-508.
3 Ihid,, 1966, p. 345.
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on the suspicious event. If the challenged country did not provide a 
satisfactory explanation, and did not permit inspection, the challenging 
country could withdraw from the undertaking not to test.^

The desire to find a way out of the verification impasse was felt 
very strongly by the nonalined members of the ENDC, and this 
desire was shared wholeheartedly by the United States. The various 
ideas and suggestions put forth for a solution are appealing, and the 
United States has given the most careful consideration to them. U.S. 
negotiators have pointed out, however, that these various approaches 
leave many problems xmsolved.

The United States has spent large sums in research in an effort to 
improve techniques for seismic detection and identification. Improve
ments in capabilities have been achieved, but there still remains a 
level at which the United States believes militarily significant nuclear 
tests can be carried out imderground without being identified as such 
by national means alone; it has therefore continued to insist that some 
on-site inspection is necessary to police a comprehensive test ban.

The technical facts as set forth by the United States have been 
generally accepted. But it has been argued that they lead directly 
to a political question; namely, how much risk can be tolerated in 
relying on instruments alone to determine if nuclear-weapons tests are 
taking place. I t is the U.S. position that banning underground tests 
without adequate verification is not consistent with U.S. security in
terests; that in addition the occurrence of unresolved suspicious events 
wiU generate mistrust and new tensions. The ‘̂challenge” idea, at
tractive in many ways, raises just such questions. In a statement to 
the ENDC on April 4, Mr. Fisher predicted that frustrations would 
result from the refusal of a challenged coimtry to furnish satisfactory 
information.^ In any case, the Soviet representative flatly rejected 
this idea on the last day of the ENDC session. ^The proposal to 
control the banning of such tests on the basis of ‘verification by chal
lenge or invitation,’ ” he said, ‘̂ is quite unacceptable to the Soviet 
Union. * * ^

Cutorff of Jissionable materials 'production

Another U.S. proposal directed towards curbing the arms race calls 
for a verified cutoff of fissionable-materials production for use in weap
ons, and a transfer of agreed quantities of fissionable materials to 
peaceful purposes. To make this measure even more attractive, the 
United States has also proposed that the materials for transfer be ob
tained by the verified destruction of several thousand nuclear weapons.

1 AntCf pp. 375-376.
2 AntCy pp. 190-199.
3 AntCj p. 601.
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On August 11, Mr. Fisher presented to the ENDC a method for 
monitoring a shutdown reactor—an important feature of an agree
ment on a verified halt of the production of fissionable material for 
weapons use.

The U.S. Government had sought to develop an effective inspection 
method which would be as unintrusive as possible. It utilizes a 
'̂passive^  ̂device—one which has no moving parts or electronics which 

might be subject to malfunction, which makes no permanent attach
ments to impair the future use of the facility, and which can remain 
undisturbed in place on a shutdown plant until removed for an in
spection. The neutrons generated in the core of an operating reactor 
can be detected and measured by means of a material which captures 
neutrons. The monitoring device consists of wires containing natural 
cobalt. The wires are placed in a tube, which is then rolled flat. 
They thus take on a unique configuration inside this “safing tape,’  ̂
and this ^^fingerprint” is X-rayed before the tape goes into the reactor. 
The tape is then sealed by an ingeniously devised plastic cap into which 
pieces of metal shavings have been mixed at random. Photographs 
are made of this second ^^fingerprint.’̂  The reactor cannot then be 
operated in violation of an agreement without activating the telltale 
cobalt inside; the outside seal cannot be disturbed without altering 
the fingerprint. Inspections need not occur with annoying frequency, 
and can be scheduled in advance.^

On November 16, 1966, this method for policing the ^'cutoff” meas
ure was demonstrated on a shutdown reactor at the Atomic Energy 
Commission’s Hanford Plant, near Richland, Wash. U.N. General 
Assembly delegates and advisors from 51 countries and several inter
national organizations witnessed the demonstration as guests of the 
U.S. Government.

Freeze on offensive and defensive missiles

In his seven-point message to the ENDC on January 27, President 
Johnson renewed his proposal for a freeze on the numbers and char
acteristics of offensive and defensive strategic nuclear delivery vehicles 
(SNDVs). He stated that if progress were made on the freeze, the 
United States would then be prepared to explore the possibility of 
significant reductions in the number of these delivery vehicles. The 
'^freeze’’ was first proposed in 1964.  ̂ The U.S. Representative re
minded the ENDC that had this proposal been accepted and imple
mented then, the subsequent substantial increases in SNDV inven
tories of the United States and the Soviet Union would not have taken 
place.^

 ̂AntCj pp. 554-560.
2 Documents on Disarmamentj 1964y p. 8.
3 See antej pp. 143-144.
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In Geneva on August 16, U.S. Delegate Fisher outlined the U.S. 
rationale for inclusion of antiballistic missiles in a freeze proposal.

He noted that the strategic stability which exists today depends 
on the knowledge that each side has the ability to inflict unacceptable 
damage and casualties on the other in retaliation for an initial attack. 
If a freeze were put into effect on offensive forces alone, this strategic 
balance could be upset by the deployment of an improved defensive 
system by one of the adversaries. Such a shift in the miUtary balance 
would force the other side to undertake counteractions, such as the 
parallel deployment of an antiballistic missile system, increased 
offensive deployment, or the introduction of new or improved weapons 
capable of penetrating or bypassing ballistic-missile defenses. The 
resulting arms race would be seK-defeating. Higher and higher 
destructive potentials would be reached, and, despite the presence of 
defensive systems costing biUions of dollars or rubles, casualties 
woidd still reach fantastically high levels if nuclear war should occur.^ 
Secretary of State Rusk imderlined the U.S. concern in his press 
conference December 21. “We would regret very much,’’ he said, 
“the lifting of the arms race to an entirely new plateau of major 
expenditures * * * with perhaps no perceptible result in the total 
strategic situation.^

Nuclear-jree zones

The United States is strongly in favor of the establishment of 
nuclear-free zones where the initiative for such zones originates within 
the area concerned; where the zone includes all states in the area 
whose participation is deemed important; where the creation of a zone 
would not disturb necessary security arrangements; and where provi
sions are included for following up on alleged violations in order to 
give reasonable assurance of compliance with the zone.

Under these criteria, the United States is precluded from accepting 
the proposal to make Central Europe a nuclear-free zone, but for such 
areas as Africa and Latin America, the idea has met with the full sup
port of the United States. The most notable example of a successful 
agreement to insure that a geographical area will be free of nuclear 
weapons (and other weapons as well) is the 1959 Antarctica Treaty.^

An active attempt to make Latin America a nuclear-free zone has 
been going on since 1962, when Brazil first introduced the idea to the 
the 17th U.N. General Assembly.^ The following year five Latin 
American presidents joined in proposing a Latin American nuclear-

1 Ante, pp. 562-567.
2 Ante, p. 818.
3 Documents on Disarmament, 1945-1959, vol. II, pp. 1550-1556.
 ̂Ihid,, 1962, vol. II, pp. 1034 ff.
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free zone/ and with the blessing of the 18th U.N. General Assembly, 
a Preparatory Commission for the Denuclearization of Latin America 
was established. The Commission, after a series of working meet
ings, has drawn up a draft treaty  ̂ and is scheduled to meet again 
January 31, 1967. Although diflFerences remain in the positions of 
some of the members of the Commission with respect to the provisions 
of the treaty, a compromise is thought to be possible. In any case, 
the United States regards the initiative of the Latin American coun
tries as an outstanding example of regional activity to limit and con
trol armaments, and has formally conveyed its full support to the 
Commission.

Controlling conventional weapons

Although the discussions at the ENDC and the U.N. General 
Assembly centered mainly on halting and turning back the nuclear 
arms race, attention was also given to the problem of controlling 
conventional armaments. The seventh point of the President’s 
message of January 27 to the ENDC presented an approach for prog
ress in this area, in suggesting that countries, on a regional basis, ex
plore ways to limit competition among themselves for costly weapons 
often sought for illusory reasons of prestige. He stated that if ^̂ ar
rangements can be worked out and assurance can be given that they 
will be observed, the United States stands ready to respect them.’̂  ^

Elaborating on this matter in a statement to the ENDC on April 
19, ACDA Director Foster suggested six principles as possible guide
lines for the control of conventional arms: that the affected countries 
not acquire military equipment which they agree to regulate; that the 
initiative come from within the region concerned; that any arrange
ment include all states in that region whose participation is deemed 
important by the other participants; that potential suppliers respect 
the restrictions agreed to; that arrangements contribute to the se
curity of the states concerned and to the maintenance of a stable 
military balance; and, lastly, that provision be made for satisfying 
all interested parties that the arrangement is being respected.^

There are many difficulties involved, but the United States has 
offered full cooperation in implementing regional arms control arrange
ments. Regional agreements to control armaments will enhance se- 
ciu*ity by reducing tensions, permitting constructive utilization of 
economic resources, and contributing to the ultimate achievement of 
general disarmament.

1 lUd., 1963y pp. 182-183.
2 AntSf pp. 255-275.
3 AntCy pp. 7-8.
* AntCf pp. 226-230.
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ACDA has worked in close coordination with the Department of 
State in seeking ways to bring diplomatic influence to bear on the 
poKcies of foreign nations with respect to the acquisition of ‘'prestige^ ̂ 
armaments. Discussions are continuing among U.S. officials and 
Latin-American members of the Organization of American States. 
This question will probably be one of the major items to be included 
on the agenda of the summit meeting of Latin American Presidents 
which is scheduled to take place in the spring of 1967. It is hoped 
that the heads of the states represented at the conference will declare 
their intention not to acquire certain types of sophisticated military 
equipment.

General and complete disarmament

In 1962, at the opening of the Eighteen Nation Disarmament 
Committee, both the United States and the Soviet Union tabled 
plans for general and complete disarmament.^ These plans have in 
common, as agreed in advance by the United States and the U.S.S.R., a 
plan for a three-stage process of disarmament, to be carried out 
imder effective controls. There the similarity begins to break down. 
The U.S. plan calls for balanced reductions, across the board by 
percentages, for aU armaments and forces; the Soviet plan advocates 
immediate elimination, in the first stage of the disarmament process, 
of all nuclear delivery vehicles, with the exception of a ^^nuclear 
umbrella,” to be retained by the United States and the Soviet Union 
until the end of the third stage.

The Soviet ^^nuclear umbrella,” as first proposed by Soviet Foreign 
Minister Gromyko in 1962, was vaguely described as a ^^strictly 
limited” quantity of intercontinental missiles, antiballistic missiles 
and antiaircraft missiles, to be kept until the end of the second 
stage on the territories of the two countries.^ In September 1963 this 
was amended to ^̂ the end of the third stage.”  ̂ The Soviet draft 
does not provide for adequate verification; it provides only for 
inspection of the missiles at announced laimching pads.

In the first year of the conference, an agenda was set up for dis
cussion of stage I,  ̂ and the Committee has worked on this ever since. 
The agenda includes discussion of nuclear delivery vehicles, conven
tional arms, nuclear disarmament, military bases, armed force 
levels, military expenditures, outer space measures, peacekeeping 
machinery, measures to reduce the risk of war, transition from fitrst

 ̂ For the Soviet and U.S. plans, see Documents on Disarmament, 1965, pp. 77- 
102, 111-140, respectively.

2 Ibid., 1962, vol. II, pp. 904r-905.
3 Ibid., 1963, pp. 515-516.
< Ibid., 1962, vol. II, pp. 679-681.
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to second stages, and establishment of an International Disarmament 
Organization.

During the 1966 session, the United States suggested to the Com
mittee that the principal reason for failure to make progress on the 
Stage I agenda item covering nuclear delivery vehicles lay in the 
Soviet refusal to permit the establishment of a working group, or even 
to elaborate on their ^^nuclear umbrella^’ proposal until ENDC 
accepted the concept ^̂ in principle/^ ^

U,N, resolution on chemical and biological war Jar e

On December 5, 1966, the U.N. General Assembly adopted, with 
the support of the United States, a resolution which calls on all 
nations to observe the principles and objectives of the Geneva Protocol 
of 1925 for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poison
ous or Other Gases, and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare.^ 
The United States, although not a party to the Geneva Protocol, has 
always observed the principles and objectives which the Protocol 
sought to achieve, and joined 90 other countries in voting for this 
resolution.

U.S. policy with regard to the use of chemical and bacteriological 
weapons in the conduct of warfare was clearly recorded before the 
vote. ^We have repeatedly endeavoured to find adequate means to 
attain those objectives (of the Protocol),’’ said the U.S. Representa
tive. ^̂ We have never used biological weapons of any kind, bacteri
ological or otherwise.’’ He pointed out that the Protocol does not 
apply to all gases: '̂ It would be unreasonable to contend that any 
rule of international law prohibits the use in combat against an enemy, 
for humanitarian purposes, of agents that Governments around the 
world commonly use to control riots by their own people. Similarly, 
the Protocol does not apply to herbicides, which involve the same 
chemicals and have the same effects as those used domestically in the 
United States, the Soviet Union and many other countries to control 
weeds and other unwanted vegetation.” ^

Treaty on outer space and celestial bodies

On December 8, 1966, President Johnson confirmed that agreement 
had been reached on the Outer Space Treaty, characterizing it as ‘ t̂he

 ̂AntCy pp. 230-237.
2 The resolution appears antCy pp. 798-800. For the Geneva protocol, see Senate 

Foreign Relations Committee, Subcommittee on Disarmament, Disarmament 
and Security: A Collection of Documents, 1919-55 (Com. print, 84th Cong., 2d 
sess.), pp. 169-170.

3 AntCj pp. 740-745.
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most important arms control development since the limited test ban 
treaty of 1963/^ ^

The treaty forbids the placing of weapons of mass destruction in 
outer space or on celestial bodies and places additional restrictions on 
military activities on the moon and other celestial bodies. In order to 
allow verification of these restrictions, open access to all areas on celes
tial bodies is guaranteed. The treaty also contains a number of gen
eral principles designed to establish a legal regime in outer space.^

The treaty had its genesis in the U.N. resolution banning bombs in 
orbit which was passed unanimously in October 1963, the Declaration 
of Legal Principles for Outer Space Exploration passed in December 
1963,  ̂and the Antarctic Treaty of 1959, which reserves the Antarctic 
for exclusively peaceful activity.

Negotiations on the treaty were conducted in the Legal Subcommit
tee of the U.N. Committee on the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space. 
These negotiations started in Geneva on July 12, 1966, and were com
pleted in New York at the United Nations. On December 19 the 
U.N. General Assembly adopted by acclamation Resolution 2222, 
endorsing this historic agreement.^

The substance of the arms control provisions is in Article IV. This 
article restricts military activities in two ways:

Fii’st, it contains an undertaking not to place in orbit around 
the earth, install on the moon or any other celestial body, or otherwise 
station in outer space nuclear or any other weapons of mass destruc
tion.

Second, it limits the use of the moon and other celestial bodies 
exclusively to peaceful purposes, and expressly prohibits their use 
for establishing military bases, installations or fortification; testing 
weapons of any kind; or conducting military maneuvers.

Among the other more important principles established by the 
treaty are:

There shall be freedom of exploration and use of outer space and 
celestial bodies for all States on a basis of equality.

Claims of sovereignty and national appropriation are barred.
There shall be unconditional obligation to help and to return 

astronauts promptly and safely if they land elsewhere than planned, 
and to exchange information relating to astronaut safety.

 ̂AntCf p. 808.
2 Ante, pp. 809-816.
3 Documents on Disarmament, 1963, pp. 644r-646.
 ̂Ante, pp. 809-816.
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The treaty will be signed for the United States at the White House 
on January 27, 1967, in the name of the President by the Secretary 
of State and the U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations.

R ese a r c h  P rogram

An ultimate goal of the United States is a world which is free from the scourge 
of war and the dangers and burdens of armaments; in which the use of force 
has been subordinated to the rule of law; and in which international adjustments 
to a changing world are achieved peacefully.

With these words the Congress set forth the purpose of the U.S. 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency which it established in 1961. 
The enabling Act goes on to require that ^̂ Arms control and disarma
ment policy, being an important aspect of foreign policy, must be 
consistent with national security policy as a whole.^

In the ideal world envisaged in the 1961 Act, our national security 
would be assured. The reaHzation of this ultimate goal, however, is 
a long-term effort. Five years ago, at Geneva, the United States intro
duced a draft treaty outline for general and complete disarmament 
in a peaceful world. It continues to work for this end, but long ne
gotiations have shown that early agreement is not to be expected.

In existing world conditions, our national security requires the 
maintenance of armed forces and armaments sufficient to support 
our worldwide commitments. Behind this shield the United States 
is carrying on an unremitting effort to halt and turn back the arms 
race and to create conditions conducive to peace. I t has set forth 
immediate arms control and disarmament objectives which include: 
the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons, nuclear delivery vehicles, 
and conventional armaments; the limitation and reduction of armed 
forces and armaments; and the avoidance of the harmful economic 
consequences of reduced defense spending and constructive use of 
the resom-ces thus released.

Under its Statute, the Agency is authorized and directed to  ̂̂ per
form, support, and coordinate research designed to insure the acquisi
tion and maintenance of an up-to-date fund of theoretical and practical 
knowledge concerning arms control and disarmament.^^ The research 
must be responsive to both immediate and long-range needs. Pros
pects for major arms reduction agreements are complicated by the 
war in Vietnam. At the same time, however, the instability of the 
international situation accentuates the necessity for progress on 
arms control. Because of the increased importance of measures of 
control for the near term, and the preparation for more ambitious 
measures of limitation and reduction for the future when the likeli-

 ̂ Documents on Disarmament, 1961, p. 482.
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hood for success is greater, the Agency’s research program is directed 
at a broad front of exploration.

NONPROLIFERAT ION

Prolijeration of nuclear weapons

Diu'ing 1966 the Agency continued to assign highest priority to a 
treaty to halt the spread of nuclear weapons. This was not only 
because of the obvious dangers resulting from additional nations in 
possession of nuclear weapons, but also because of the high proba
bility of success in reaching agreement. The requirements for this 
objective, however, lie more with the development of a negotiating 
position compatible with the conflicting national concerns of the 
coiuitries involved than in the gathering of research data and analysis.

An extremely important element in U.S. policy on nonproliferation 
is the development of international safeguards over the operation of 
nuclear power reactors. Although designed for peaceful* purposes, 
the.se reactors utilize fissionable material and produce as a byproduct 
other fissionable material which can be diverted to weapons use. 
There exist today safeguards against such diversion imder bilat
eral agreements, under the European Atomic Energy Community 
(EURATOM), the European Nuclear Energy Agency (ENEA), and 
under the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). The United 
States believes that safeguards eventually should be integrated into a 
single, comj)rehensive, worldwide system. ACDA has made studies 
of the characteristics of the various systems in order to determine 
how U.S. policy can best be directed toward the achievement of 
this goal.

The extdnsion of the existing limited test ban treaty to cover tests 
undergi-ound is closely related to the problem of nonproliferation. A 
comprehensive test ban is seen as a reinforcement to the commitment 
of the nonnuclear nations under a nonproliferation treaty not to 
develop nuclear weapons. As for the nuclear powers, cessation of all 
weapons testing would represent an important commitment to posi
tive action to control the arms race—at least to the extent of limiting 
the further qualitative development of their nuclear arsenals.

Soviet objections to on-site inspection continue to preclude agree
ment on a comprehensive test ban. Western scientists are continuing 
to examine seismic phenomena in an effort to gain new insights into 
possible procedures for identifying a greater number of seismic events 
of lower magnitudes by instruments alone, thus reducing the number 
of inspections necessary to police a total test ban.

The Large Aperture Seismic Array (LASA), in Montana, has been 
in operation for over a year. Its network of 525 seismometers is im
planted in an area extending over hundreds of square miles, and data
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on thousands of seismic events have ah*eady been recorded. These 
data have been painstakingly analyzed at the Lincoln Laboratory of 
the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. Using these analyses 
and other research data, ACDA is working with the Defense Depart
ment’s Advanced Research Projects Agency (ARPA) and other agen
cies in developing concepts for a network of seismic stations placed 
throughout the world, including both large and small installations, 
which produce data useful in the verification of a comprehensive test 
ban treaty.

Development of unmanned seismic stations has continued. Proto
type modeLs are now in operation in Albuquerque, N. Mex.; Uinta 
Basin Seismological Observatory, near the Dinosaur National Park in 
Utah; and at Fairbanks, Alaska. The Fairbanks station is partic
ularly useful in that it is yielding experience on how such an installa
tion works in a permafrost area similar to that in which many Soviet 
tests are conducted.

In November and December, seismological experiments were con
ducted in the Kurile Islands area. These are a supplement to other 
experiments pertaining to the problem of locating seismic events, 
which have been carried out in the Aleutian Islands. Detailed 
analyses of the data resulting from the Km*ile tests have not been 
completed, but it is expected they will indicate whether or not the 
normal travel time for seismic signals is altered by the geological 
structure characteristic of that region. It is hoped that a consequence 
of the experiment will be the development of a partial travel-time 
calibration of the Kurile area. Shock waves travel at varying speeds, 
depending on the nature of the geological formation through which 
they travel. Calibration of these “travel times” from several seismic 
stations helps seismologists to locate the event. Analysis of seismic 
data for this area is particularly useful since natural earthquakes 
occur frequently. Such an area might be used for a clandestine 
weapons test in the hope that it would pass for an earthquake, and 
not be identified for its true nature.

Proliferation oj strategic delivery vehicles

The possession of one or more nuclear devices does not in itself 
add up to a credible nuclear weapons capability. To complete the 
equation a delivery system capable of placing the weapons on target 
must also be developed. Efforts to prevent the proliferation of bal
listic missiles and militarily adapted rockets are therefore prime 
arms control objectives.

A central question in attempting to stop the proliferation of missiles 
which might be used militarily is how to do so without hindering the 
legitimate development of peaceful space exploration programs.
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The United States recognizes the natural desire on the part of nations 
to obtain the benefits of weather forecasting, communications, and 
similar scientific advancements which derive from peaceful space 
programs. For this reason, and to encourage nations to channel their 
energies and resources toward the achievement of these benefits and 
away from armaments, it is U.S. Government policy to support inter
national space cooperation projects.

In ACDA^s view, rocket activities which are carried out on a multi
lateral basis can, in many circumstances, enhance missile nonprolifer
ation objectives. Such programs tend to be “open,^’ can absorb 
resources which could otherwise be diverted to national programs, 
and can help deter diversions to military uses. The Agency is de
voting research attention to appropriate and feasible ^^safeguards’̂ 
which might be instituted to insure that the rocket assistance given is 
used only for peaceful purposes.

The Jet Propulsion Laboratory, by arrangement with the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration, has completed a technical 
analysis of this question. The study reveals in detail the complexities 
partially industrialized nations can expect to encounter in developing, 
producing, and deploying a ballistic missile system—in terms of ma
teriel and manpower requirements, costs, and programing difficul
ties. A related ACDA internal research project is examining the 
probable costs and problems facing specific ^'developingnations 
should they pursue a missile program, and the effect which expendi
tures of limited resources in this manner would have on other pressing 
needs of these nations. The hard facts and figures emergmg from an 
analysis of this kind are extremely useful tools in what may be called 
''arms control by discouragement or dissuasion.’’

The Arras Control and Disarmament Technical Information 
and Analysis Center, a research unit established by the Battelle 
Memorial Institute under contract with ACDA, has conducted a 
technical study on “reverse engineering’’ of a selected solid-fuel 
missile. The purpose was to estimate how much a partially indus
trialized nation might learn about the manufacture of a missile by 
breaking down and analyzing the finished product. The results 
have a direct bearing on policy consideration, should it arise, of 
whether it is better to turn over tactical missiles to our allies or to 
help in the development and production of their own. The findings 
indicated that although, generally speaking, some benefits might 
be gained for the research and development stage, under the most 
probable set of assumptions the process of tooling-up and actually 
fabricating missiles would not be greatly facilitated by access to a 
missile model.
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ACDA works closely with the Department of Statens OflSce of 
Munitions Control on the export of missiles and rockets and items 
critical to their manufacture, since such exports often bear directly 
on U.S. arms control policy.

Proliferation of conventional arms

President Johnson̂ s seven-point program calls attention to the 
need to bring non-nuclear arms races under control. The resources 
spent for costly weapons, often sought for illusory reasons of prestige, 
he said, ^̂ might better be spent on feeding the hungry, healing the 
sick, and teaching the uneducated/^

The Congress echoed this growing concern in the Foreign Assistance 
Act of 1966. Section 514(a) of that Act stipulates:
Programs for the sale or exchange of defense articles or defense services under 
this chapter shall be administered so as to encourage regional arms control and dis
armament agreements and so as to discourage arms races.

In response, ACDA has intensified its research effort during the past 
year to develop measures for the control of international transfers of 
conventional arms. The ACDA Arms Transfer Study Group (re
designated the Arms Transfer Coordinating Group) has been given 
increased responsibilities.

The approach being taken is to differentiate between those weapons 
sought merely for prestige or for aggressive military action (these tend 
to fall in the category of sophisticated weapons) and those considered 
to be legitimate for security against border incursions, participation in 
regional defense arrangements and maintenance of internal law and 
order. Various actions which the United States might take unilater
ally to discourage the transfer of ^̂ prestigê  ̂weapons have been exam
ined along with the possibilities of multilateral agreements among 
supplier and/or recipient countries. Africa, Latin America, and the 
Middle East are principal areas of concern. In studying possible 
controls, the political, legal, military and economic aspects of the arms 
transfer problem are taken into consideration. The Arms Transfer 
Coordinating Group is inter-Bureau in composition, under the Chair
manship of the Deputy General Counsel, so that all aspects of arms 
control will be covered in the research, coordinating, and policy func
tions of the group.

Special emphasis is being given to the economic aspects of arms 
transfers. Working with the Bureau of the Census and other Govern
ment agencies, ACDA has assembled more detailed data on the nature 
and volume of arms flow than have ever before been available. This
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factual information has been systemized to form a data base for 
further research and policy planning.

Researchers within the Agency have compiled figures on the military 
expenditiu-es of 120 countries in 1964.  ̂ In that year, the study 
revealed, a staggering sum was spent on defense—$130 billions. If 
this bill were divided among the world's population, it would come to 
more than $40 for every man, woman, and child on earth. The 
significance of this figure can be fully appreciated in light of the fact 
that in 14 of the world's poorest countries the average annual income 
is less than $50 per person. The report relates military expenditures 
to population, gross national product, and expenditures for public 
education and health for each of the 120 countries. This information 
will be updated and pubhshed annually.

Where are these huge sums of money coming from, and how are 
they being spent—^particularly in the ^'developing'' countries?

A number of background papers have been prepared within the 
Agency on the type, number, source, and characteristics of jet air
craft and major naval vessels in the inventories of specific developing 
coimtries. In addition, general surveys of the size and character of 
Western and Communist military assistance programs have been 
made. Research has been done on the usefulness, as arms control 
measures, of restrictions placed by donor states on the end-use of 
transferred armament by recipients—particularly retransfers to 
third countries.

A pilot comprehensive regional study has been initiated which covers 
the Horn of Africa, and deals with the factors that bear on the problem 
of dampening the arms race between Ethiopia and Somalia.

A major research project on ''The Role of the Armed Forces in 
Latin America" is being performed for ACDA by the Department of 
State under a reimbursement agreement. It is expected that this 
comprehensive review will provide valuable background information 
for future discussions with Latin American governments.

LIM ITATION AND REDUCTION OF FORCES

Since World War II, a primary aim of U.S. foreign policy has been 
the achievement of the international limitation and reduction of 
armed forces, armaments, and military expenditures on a balanced and 
safeguarded basis. The President reaffirmed this objective in his
1966 state of the Union message and in his subsequent message to 
the ENDC on January 27. ACDA's research program continues to 
reflect this focus—particularly in the search for reUable and negotiable 
inspection and verification systems. By far the largest amount of

1 Antej pp. 1-3.
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contract research funds is being spent in this area: almost one-haM in 
fiscal year 1966.

Strategic nuclear delivery vehicles and ABM^s

On January 10, 1967, President Johnson informed the Congress 
that the Soviet Union ^̂ has in the past year increased its long-range 
missile capabilities. It has begun to place near Moscow a limited 
antimissile defense.’̂  ^

Leveling off strategic forces is considered a realistic goal in the 
near future. ACDA's research into the possibility of effecting some 
limiting agreements deals with defining asymmetries between U.S. 
and foreign strategic weapons systems, developing feasible arms con
trol constraints on these systems, and refining verification techniques.

The question of controlling deployment of antiballistic missiles 
(ABM’s) has grown in importance and urgency. ACDA has con
tinued and intensified its effort to examine the complex inter-relation
ship between strategic offensive and defensive missiles and the strategic 
arms race. During the past year, ACDA staff reexamined the link 
between offensive missiles and ABM’s in the SNDV freeze proposal 
(originally presented to the ENDC in 1964) and concluded that the 
link should stand. In addition, a contract study is continuing on 
several possible variations of a freeze.

One of the most complex of the current projects on both an in-house 
and contract basis involves an extensive analysis by computer tech
niques of the implications of the reduction in strategic nuclear delivery 
vehicles for a near time period. This effort capitalizes on a computer 
model which was developed for the Agency through an earlier contract. 
The model contains data on hundreds of variables which must enter 
into calculations of opposing strategic force postures; e.g., numbers 
and deployment of ICBM’s, degree of hardening of the emplacements, 
accuracy, reliability, and warhead yield. Programed data on these 
capability factors can be fed into the computer, which then forecasts 
the impact of a nuclear exchange by estimating probable casualty and 
damage infliction as well as counterforce and second strike capability. 
The purpose is to find formulas which will insure that U.S. national 
security is fully protected by proposals to limit and eventually reduce 
the levels of strategic forces on an agreed basis.

Studies have also been made of the feasibility and desirability of a 
variety of possible strategic arms control measures, including arrange
ments which would restrict ABM’s only, as well as combinations of 
offensive and defensive strategic missiles. These studies involved 
close coordination with other government agencies, particularly the

' Department of State Bulletin  ̂ Jan. 30, 1967, p. 160.
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Departments of Defense and State, and the Central Intelligence 
Agency. ACDA has sought to develop an awareness within the U.S. 
Government of the arms control implications of possible actions in the 
field of strategic missile defense and is working to iind ways to avoid 
another spiral in the strategic arms race that may prove to be expensive 
to all concerned while having little or no impact on the strategic 
balance.

Chemical and biological weapons

The control of chemical and biological (CB) weapons of mass 
destruction is an area of serious concern to the Agency. I t has been 
generally believed in the past that the problem of controlling the 
development and production of chemical and biological weapons was 
so intractable as to defy the design of a practical verification system. 
The Agency^s research into this field is beginning to indicate, however, 
that siich pessimism may not be justified.

A study was undertaken under contract to investigate the produc
tion, transportation, and storage stages of the CB weapons cycle. 
The idea was to identify ‘̂ checkpoints^’ along the processes of these 
stages which may be susceptible to control. In delineating and 
examining possible control points, consideration was given to the 
degree of intrusion required and the relative degree of confidence that 
might be expected. Its findings lend support to the hypothesis that 
the cumulative effect of a multiplicity of controls over the several 
stages of the weapons cycle tends to create unacceptable risks for a 
nation contemplating evasion of a CB arms control agreement.

Preliminary results thus far are not complete enough for a valid 
determination as to the feasibility of controlling CB weapons by 
inspection, but the findings are encouraging, and the Agency has 
launched a systematic attack on the problem through research.

Field testing

Project Cloud Gap—the joint ACDA/Defense Department field 
testing organization—continued its program of tests in 1966.

Techniques for policing a theoretical treaty limiting military man
power and certain armaments and military facilities were field tested. 
The experiment was carried out at four major U.S. Army installa
tions, and—as with all Cloud Gap projects—employed both military 
personnel and civilian technicians. Ground and air teams, during in
termittent inspections, sought to verify whether ^ t̂reaty '̂ provisions 
were being fulfilled, sometimes in the face of evasive action by the 
host forces. Among variables investigated were: team size and 
mobility; the degree of access permitted each team; inspection fre
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quency; and team equipment. Analysis and evaluation of the test 
results will be completed in 1967.

During the year, Cloud Gap also completed plans for two field 
tests on nuclear arms control measures. The first of these will test 
verification techniques for a comprehensive test ban, such as the 
United States has proposed at the Geneva Conference. Various pro
cedures and equipment for carrying out on-site inspections under a 
treaty banning tests underground will be tested and evaluated.

The United States has proposed a verified ‘̂cutoff̂  ̂in the production 
of fissionable materials for weapons purposes, combining it with an 
oflFer to destroy enough nuclear weapons to yield up an agreed amount 
of fissionable materials, this material in turn to be transferred to 
peaceful purposes.^ In 1967 CLOUD GAP will proof-test methods 
for demonstrating the destruction of these weapons in such a way as 
to avoid disclosm*e of security information. This field test, like the 
preceding one, is part of the continuing program of research related 
to current proposals.

AKMS CONTROL AND LOCAL CONFLICT

The emergence of nationalism on a worldwide scale in the post- 
World War II period has brought with it the outbreak, or near 
outbreak, of many local conflicts. Modern communications and sophis
ticated weaponry tend more and more to translate even, small, once- 
isolated wars into potential threats to world peace. Arms control 
research is aimed at developing feasible and effective ways to reduce 
the risk, limit the intensity, and facilitate the termination of such 
hostilities.

A great mass of historical material on the hundreds of separate 
conflicts that have plagued the world is available, but there is a 
dearth of theoretical and practical knowledge on how local conflicts 
can be controlled. In an attempt to remedy this lack, ACDA has 
asked the Massachusetts Institute of Technology to conduct an ex
ploratory study of the basic research problems—in other words, how 
to study the control of local conflict in a systematic way. The M.I.T. 
study hypothesizes that there is an ^^anatomy” of conflict—that force 
engagements progress through a series of definable phases. The study 
attempts to identify crucial points within and between these phases 
where controlling influences might be brought to bear; that is, where 
application of ^^tourniquets^’ at one point or another may significantly 
influence the course of a conflict. Fifty-two instances of local conflict 
have been selected for analysis. The aim is to marshal the relevant 
facts of a particular outbreak in a search for crucial turning points

* See ante, pp. 218-224.
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common to them all, as well as the salient competing pressure-factors 
at those points.

Since the Second World War, the threat of open hostilities has been 
augmented by an increase in indirect aggression and subversion, often 
in aid of so-called local ^Svars of liberation.’’ These difficult problems 
will become paramount in a world that has limited the ability of a 
nation to possess large conventional forces or nuclear weapons. A 
study done by Southern Methodist University for ACDA has ex
amined the international law of indirect aggression and subversion by 
analyzing historical trends and established definitions, and the rela
tionship of these elusive subjects to particular arms control and dis
armament proposals.

ARMS CONTROL AND FOREIGN POLICY OBJECTIVES

The military aspect of possible arms control agreements cannot be 
the only consideration in determining U.S. policy. Experience has 
shown that such agreements, which appear to be primarily concerned 
with relatively narrow technical issues, in fact have their greatest im
pact in the international political sphere. The limited test ban is a 
case in point.

The fluid nature of the international environment exerts a direct 
and continuing influence on the prospects at any particular time for 
U.S. participation in arms control negotiations. Ideally, the inter
national environment should be as free of hostility as possible in order 
to achieve significant agreements, although periods of high tension 
may set the stage for more limited arms control agreements and uni
lateral initiatives—again as with the ‘̂ hot line’’ and the limited test 
ban treaty, which followed the Cuban crisis. The divergent political 
objectives and attitudes of potential partners in arms control agree
ments must be understood if the likelihood for success, and the 
political implications of agreement on a given proposal, are to be 
correctly assessed.

While there are certain classic arms control concepts— r̂elated par
ticularly to the nature of certain weapons and their manufacture— 
there are also significant variants. These are not only strategic, but 
political, psychological and cultural. The Agency is attempting to 
take these variants into account in its study of measures appropriate 
to the Far East, and particularly to Mainland China. The views 
and ideas of the people of East Asia and the Pacific area who have 
thought about these questions, and who are in a position to influence 
the course of events, are essential to an understanding of the possi
bilities for arms control in that part of the world.

In order to obtain Japanese insights into the Sino-Soviet dispute 
and its effect upon arms control possibilities, a group of nine academi



850 DOCUMENTS ON DISARMAMENT, 1966

cians visited Japan during April, under the joint sponsorship of ACDA 
and the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. This gi*oup 
met with scholars, journalists, and government officials in a series of 
informal discussions, based on the conclusions of ACDA^s Summer 
Study of 1965. That Summer Study brought' together thirty spe
cialists in Far East and Soviet affairs to examine the arms control 
aspects of the Sino-Soviet dispute. Volumes I and IT of the final 
report, ‘̂Sino-Soviet Relations and Arms Control,’  ̂ were published 
in 1966. Volume III, containing the report of the group who visited 
Japan, will be completed in early 1967.

George Washington University is looking at the implications for 
arms control and disarmament of the U.S. Exchanges Program with 
the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. An essential element in suc
cessful arms control arrangements is confidence. The study notes 
that exchange programs, involving both technical information and 
people, provide elements of openness and confidence between ad
versary societies and can assist progress towards certain types of 
agreements.

The Purdue Research Foundation is examining the social and 
psychological aspects of six events during the Kennedy-Khrushchev^ 
era. Four of these are crises.'^ They have been selected to cover 
two dimensions—protracted, recurrent crises as distinct from isolated, 
short-term crises; and the degree of seriousness and intensity. The 
events are: the Cuban missile crisis, the Vienna 1961 summit meeting, 
the Soviet resumption of nuclear weapons testing in 1961, and the 
Berlin blockade and wall. Contrasting these event's are two positive 
situations which developed in a non-crisis atmosphere: a) U.S.- 
U.S.S.R. cultural exchanges program; and b) Khrushchev's 1961 agree
ment to resume disarmament talks, U.S.-U.S.S.R. outer space co
operation, and joint U.S.-U.S.S.R. efforts to conquer disease.

ECONOMIC IMPACT OF REDUCED DEFENSE SPENDING

Under its legislative mandate, the Agency conducts research on the 
economic consequences of arms control and disarmament and the 
reallocation of national resources. The sharp increase in defense 
spending imposed by the Vietnam conflict has underlined the impor
tance of preparing for economic adjustment to eventual reductions in 
defense expenditures. ACDA, working in close cooperation with 
other Federal agencies represented on the President’s Committee on 
the Economic Impact of Defense and Disarmament, continues to 
give the matter careful attention in its program of studies.

Planning requires a systematic knowledge of the flow of defense 
dollars and of the jobs thus created in cextain industries and areas of
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the country. The task is complicated by the degree to which the 
dollars going to prime contractors ultimately are received by many 
large and small subcontractors and material suppliers scattered 
throughout the country. The survey of Shipments of Defense- 
Oriented Industries’̂  conducted by the Census Bureau with funds 
contributed by ACDA, the Department of Defense, NASA, and AEG 
has made an important contribution to overcoming this difficulty.

ACDA and other agencies are working to develop other means for 
estimating the impact on individual industries of changes in major 
defense programs. One coordinated research effort, for example, 
relates to the economic effects of a strategic nuclear delivery vehicle 
freeze agreement—or a possible agreement not to deploy ABM sys
tems. A freeze on missile production would have an obvious impact 
on metal industries providing metals for both missiles and machinery.

For many communities in the United States, defense-related activity 
has been an important source of econoniic growth, and reductions in 
that activity—unless planned for in advance—may create serious 
local unemployment, declines in retail sales and construction, and 
depressed property values. Local problems may derive from the 
closing of military installations or from cutbacks in defense orders of 
goods and services. ACDA research is addressed to both situations. 
The Agency’s contract with the University of Kansas, for example, 
calls for an evaluation of the economic experience of Bangor, Maine; 
Middletown, Pa.; Savannah, Ga.; Salina, Kans.; Mobile, Ala.; 
Amarillo, Tex.; and Moses Lake, Wash., as the result of the closing of 
military installations important to the respective areas. Other uni
versities in the general area of the affected communities are assisting 
in the Kansas study.

The National Planning Association (NPA) completed a study for 
the Agency in 1965 of the policy tools available for dealing with 
regional economic adjustment problems. One of the areas included 
in the study was the New London-Groton-Norwich (Connecticut) 
area. The study stimulated interest on the part of community leaders 
in southeastern Connecticut in planning for ways to cope with the 
uncertainties in patterns of defense spending for that area. The 
NPA report showed that the Electric Boat Division (at Groton) of 
the General Dynamics Corp. accounts directly or indirectly for 
about seven out of every 10 jobs in the area. Termination of the 
contract to build Polaris submarines has caused a serious reduction 
in employment.

After extensive discussions with local community leaders, ACDA 
and three offices of the Department of Commerce are sponsoring a 
study project. I t will involve planning, implementation, and 
evaluation phases, with the Government agencies sponsoring the
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first and last phases. The Agencies hope to derive insights on 
advance planning problems of value to adjustment problems of other 
communities.

One way for areas like New London-Groton-Norwich to adjust to 
reductions in defense spending may be to convert their plant facilities 
to the production of goods and services for civilian markets. The 
possibilities for industrial conversion by the defense segment of the 
shipbuilding industry were investigated for the Agency by Midwest 
Kesearch Institute. MRI screened 900 industries for information 
on production, labor skills, technology, and marketing and concluded 
that 55 had sufficiently similar characteristics to the shipbuilding 
industry to suggest that the latter can diversify to the products of 
those industries. The shipbuilding study supplements other studies 
sponsored by the Agency on the broad problems of diversification 
and conversion. The report by the Denver Research Institute 
on ‘̂Defense Industry Diversification,^^ which covered 12 case studies, 
has been particularly weU-received by defense industry management 
and the business press.

The alternatives for defense industry are by no means limited to 
producing goods and services for commercial purposes. Recently, 
interest has centered on the possibility that defense companies’ 
capability for '̂ systems'' analysis and engineering, as well as their 
Government-market orientation, might be well-suited to the com
petition for the expanding requirements of Federal, State, and local 
governments in such fields as air and water pollution control, urban 
development, public transportation, education, and information re
trieval. The State of California has let a number of contracts for 
feasibility studies by defense contractors for the solution of broad 
problems of the State. ACDA has contracted with the Denver 
Research Institute to pull together and evaluate the many threads of 
this public sector potential for defense industry which are now being 
considered and discussed.

While conversion to private or pubHc sector markets might reduce 
the dislocations of arms reductions, this process cannot be relied upon 
to absorb all or even nearly all the losses of defense jobs. Con
sequently, the Agency continues to devote considerable attention to 
the problem of displaced defense workers. More precise knowledge 
of how to ease the adjustment of workers to defense cutbacks is being 
derived from the three studies sponsored by the Agency concerning the 
experiences of workers who lost their jobs at the Boeing plant in 
Seattle, the Martin plant in Denver, and the Republic plant on Long 
Island. The Boeing study was completed in 1965 and the other two 
in 1966. The University of Colorado is preparing an integrated
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analysis of the three layoff surveys which will provide guidance for 
policies to assist displaced defense workers to obtain new jobs.

Jobs in defense plants often involve skills which are not entirely 
comparable to those in nondefense industries. More precise knowl
edge of the differences and similarities between defense and non
defense occupations is required in order to judge retraining needs in 
the event of arms reductions. To expand the work done earlier by 
the State of New York on classifying jobs at the Republic Aviation 
plant and relating them to nondefense jobs, ACDA has asked the 
Department of Employment of the State of California to perform a 
similar task for occupations of blue-collar workers and technicians 
at two missile plants in California. In addition to giving insights 
as to retraining needs, it is hoped that these occupational classification 
studies may be used as tools to assist in finding new job opportunities 
for released defense workers.

Scientists and engineers constitute a special-skill group among 
defense workers and the use of their services in nondefense sectors 
of the economy depends upon rather special factors. Much needs to 
be learned in this area and, as an initial effort, the Agency has spon
sored a study by Stanford Research Institute on the transfer of 
engineer skills from defense to commercial work. The study will 
emphasize the experience of engineers who have shifted from defense 
to commercial work within the same firm.

A gency  Operations

Committee of Principals

The Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency is 
principal adviser to the President and Secretary of State on arms 
control and disarmament, and as such he has a primary responsibility 
for policy recommendations in these matters. In fulfilling this 
responsibility, the Agency works in close coordination with other 
Government agencies.

Policy recommendations are made to the President by the Agency^s 
Director through the “ Committee of Principals’’ whose members in 
addition to the Director of ACDA are the highest ranking officials of 
each interested Government agency—the Secretaries of State and 
Defense, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Chairman of 
the Atomic Energy Commission, the Director of Central Intelligence, 
the Special Assistants to the President for National Security Affairs 
and for Science and Technology, the Administrator of the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration, and the Director of the U.S. 
Information Agency. As a committee these officials review and 
coordinate arms control recommendations for the President. It is the 
President who must then give final approval for any measures to be
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set forth in negotiations. In 1966 this approval resulted in the tabling 
on March 21 of amended language to the U.S. Draft Treaty To Prevent 
the Spread of Nuclear Weapons.̂

The Committee of Principals met three times during 1966.

Qeneral Advisory Committee

This advisory group is made up of prominent citizens appointed 
by the President and confirmed by the Senate. They come from 
private life, from the business, labor, academic, military, and scientific 
fields. The group met for a 2-day session in February and September 
and for a single day on May 23,1966. As in previous years, the timing 
of the meetings permitted the Agency to benefit from the advice 
and counsel of this influential group in the preparation and conduct 
of the international negotiations. The February meeting came just 
after the reconvening of the Eighteen Nation Disarmament Com
mittee in Geneva on January 27. The May 23 meeting came during 
the month's recess of the ENDC (May 10-June 14). The final 
meeting of the year, in September, enabled the Committee to review 
the results of the 1966 ENDC sessions, which concluded August 25, 
and to assist in the preparations for the disarmament items which 
would arise on the agenda of the U.N. General Assembly.

Oflicials of the Departments of State and Defense joined ACDA 
officials in thoroughly briefing the Committee on the latest U.S. 
positions and objectives. The sessions are characterized by a free 
and lively exchange of comment and opinion. The assistance of 
this group is an invaluable contribution to the formulation of policy 
in arms control and disarmament and in planning for its execution.

Social Science Advisory Board

The ACDA Social Science Advisory Board was established in 
March 1964 by the Director under his statutory authority, to advise 
on the social science aspects of the Agency’s programs. In 1966 it 
held two meetings, on March 9 and September 20-21. During these 
sessions the members of the Board were briefed on. current arms con
trol and disarmament programs and on the status of the Agency’s 
social science research programs.

In the intervals between meetings individuals of the Board were 
frequently called upon for advice and assistance with regard to 
specific research projects underway in ACDA or with regard to new 
proposals under consideration.

Members of the Board represent an important channel of communi
cation between the Agency and the academic community. Through 
them universities and individual scholars can be acquainted with

 ̂ArUe, pp. 159-160.
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ACDA^s plans for new research, and with the results of completed 
studies. By virtue of the Board^s intimate knowledge of research 
being pursued in universities and colleges as well as work being done by 
individual scholars, it is of invaluable assistance in suggesting the 
names of qualified contractors and grantees to be considered for 
particular research projects.

The growing involvement of individual members of the Board with 
specific on-going research projects of ACDA highlighted the increasing 
value of this distinguished group of experts to the Agency.

Public information

Public concern about the problem of controlling armaments in
creases from year to year and the Arms Control and Disarmament 
Agency is a natm’al focus for those who seek information or who wish 
to express an opinion or advocate a course of action. The Arms 
Control and Disarmament Act gives the Agency responsibility for 
^̂ the dissemination and coordination of information concerning arms 
control and disarmament,^^ and the entire Agency is eager to listen 
to viewpoints and to provide services to facilitate informed study 
and discussion.

In carrying out this responsibility to inform, the Agency has 
responded to requests from individuals, organizations, schools, 
churches jand institutions located in the United States and abroad— 
for pamphlet material, for speakers and conference participants, and 
for advice on curriculums, research projects and study programs.

During the course of the year, in response to invitations, officers 
of the Agency delivered 149 speeches to audiences in the United States 
and abroad. In accordance with the suggestion made by members 
of the House Appropriations Committee, the host organizations are 
asked to defray the travel expense of speakers and conference partici
pants. The Agency attempts to minimize the costs to groups distant 
from Washington by arranging lecture tours in which expenses are 
divided among several sponsors.

The Agency also welcomes touring groups from schools and churches 
to its oflBices in the State Department biiilding, and briefs them on the 
Government’s activities and position in arms control and disarmament. 
Its officers also participate in the regular State Department briefings 
for leaders in various fields.

The Agency regards these speaking engagements, conferences and 
briefings not only as an opportunity to inform, but alco as an oppor
tunity to learn. Ideas generated in the course of discussion at public 
meetings are carefully reported, and frequently are found useful. 
Each contact with the public provides an opportunity to open new
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and wider channels for ideas and opinions from outside the Agency, 
and these are warmly welcomed and attentively studied.

ACDA literature, emphasizing basic information on U.S. positions 
at disarmament conferences, is distributed by the Agency itself, by 
the State Department and by the Government Printing Office. I t is 
under particularly heavy demand from students. Unclassified re
search reports prepared by Agency staff or by contractors are mailed 
to companies, academic institutions, libraries, and individuals who 
have asked to be placed on the distribution list or who are known by 
the Agency to be particularly interested and concerned w'ith the sub
ject matter covered in the various reports. When limited Agency 
stock of this material is depleted, they may be obtained in most in
stances at moderate cost from the Department of Commerce Clearing 
House for Scientific and Technical Infonnation in Springfield, Va., 
or (in case of some economic studies) from the Government Printing 
OflBce. In addition, all unclassified research reports are maintained 
in 43 depository libraries listed in Appendix VIII to this report.

Many imiversities now include the study of arms control in thek 
curricula, either as separate courses or as part of courses on national 
seciuity, international relations, political science or history. When 
requested to do so, the Agency provides assistance in planning such 
courses, and its officers have on many occasions delivered lectures to 
such classes.

Planning and coordinaiion
In 1965, President Johnson directed the Bureau of the Budget to 

institute an integrated planning-programing-budgeting system in the 
executive branch. Major agencies were instructed to delineate their 
goals and objectives and to examine alternative methods to assure the 
most effective performance at the least cost. ACDA is complying 
with this directive.

Because of its relatively small size, ACDA’s policy formulation and 
program planning has been under the close supervision of the top 
officials of the Agency since it was established in 1961. The Research 
Council, which reviews and makes recommendations to the Director 
on all proposed research projects, is made up of the Assistant Directors 
who head the four Bm-eaus, the General Counsel, the Executive 
Director, and the Head of the OflGice of Reference Research.

To comply with the President’s directive, a Program Planning Staff 
(PPS) was established in 1965 to formalize the management processes 
of the Agency’s activities. The Chairman of the PPS also functions 
as non-voting Chairman of the Research Council. In addition to 
reports to the Bureau of the Budget, reports covering the key research 
targets and programing structure were submitted to other Federal
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government agencies having arms control and disarmament research 
projects, as an aid to interagency coordination and the establishment 
of a comprehensive balanced U.S. arms control research program.

At the time ACDA was established, responsibility for one or another 
aspect of arms control research was lodged in several different Federal 
agencies. Some aspects of the problem were either being studied in 
several places at once or not being examined at all. The Congress, 
in an effort to eliminate this problem, charged the new Agency with 
the responsibility ‘̂to coordinate the research, development, and other 
studies conducted in the field of arms control and disarmament by or 
for other Government agencies.^’ ACDA has continued in its efforts 
to improve the level of coordination. Since 1962, a continuing inven
tory of research undei*way or completed by the various participating 
agencies has been kept. This inventory, in accordance with a Presi
dential directive, has been reported to the Bureau of the Budget on a 
semiannual basis. In 1966, the reporting schedule was changed to an 
annual basis with the approval of the BOB. The seventh report was 
submitted during 1966.

The interagency relationship on a day-to-day basis between ACDA 
staflF personnel and their working-level counterparts in agencies— 
such as the Departments of Defense and State, the Atomic Energy 
Conamission, the Central Intelligence Agency, the Department of 
Labor—^with which ACDA shelres mutual interests and problems, 
continues to be a most valuable means of coordination.

APPENDIX V 

T h e  G e n e r a l  A dviso ry  C omm ittee

Chairman
John J. McCloy of New York, former adviser on disarmament to 

President Kennedy, is Chaii'man of the Committee. Mr. McCloy 
is a member of the law firm of Milbank, Tweed, Hadley and McCloy; 
member of the board, Chase Manhattan Bank; and former High 
Commissioner for Germany.

Members
Roger M. Blough of Hawley, Pa., Chairman of the Board of Directors 

of the U.S. Steel Company.
John Cowles of Minneapolis, Minn., Newspaper Publisher, Editor, and 

President of The Minneapolis Star and Tribune Company.
Gen. Alfred M. Gruenther of Washington, D.C., former Supren^e 

Allied Commander in Europe and former President of the American 
Red Cross.
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George Bogdan Kistiakowsky of Cambridge, Mass., Professor of 
Chemistry at Harvard University and former Special Assistant to 
the President for Science and Technology.

Dean Anderson McGee of Oklahoma City, Okla., President of Kerr- 
McGee Oil Industries.

Ralph E. McGill of Atlanta, Ga., Editor of The Atlanta Constitution 
and recipient of the Pulitzer Prize for editorial writing.

George Meany of Bethesda, Md., President of the AFL-CIO.
James A. Perkins of Ithaca, N.Y., President of Cornell University.
Hennan Phleger of Redwood City, Calif., a partner in the San Fran

cisco law firm of Brobeck, Phleger and Harrison and former legal 
adviser to the State Department.

Troy V. Post of Dallas, Texas, President and Chairman of the Board, 
the Great-America Corporation.

Isidor Isaac Rabi of New York, N.Y., Professor of Physics at Columbia 
University; recipient of the Nobel Prize for Physics; foimer Chair
man of the President's Science Advisory Committee (Office of De
fense Mobilization).

Stephen J. Wright of New York City, Executive Director, United 
Negro College Fund, Inc., and former President of Fisk University.

Herbert Frank York of San Diego, California, Professor of Physics at 
the University of California; former Chief Scientist of the Advanced 
Research Project Agency, Department of Defense; former member 
of the President’s Science Advisory ComLmittee; and former Director 
of Defense Research and Engineering, Department of Defense.

APPENDIX VI 

T h e  S ocial S c ie n c e  A dviso ry  B oard

Chairman
Erwin N. Griswold, Dean of the Law School of Harvard University, 

Cambridge, Mass.

Members
Abram Bergson, Professor of Economics at Harvard University and 

Director of the Harvard University Russian Research Center, 
Cambridge, Mass.

Urie Bronfenbrenner, Professor of Psychology at Cornell University, 
Ithaca, N.Y.

Gordon Craig, Professor of History at Stanford University, Stanford, 
Calif.

W. Phillips Davison, Specialist in Public Opinion and International 
Communication and Visiting Professor of Sociology at the Graduate 
School of Jom*nalism, Columbia University, New York, N.Y.
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Alexander Heard, Chancellor of Vanderbilt University and Professor 
of Political Science, Nashville, Tenn.

Alice Hsieh, vSpecialist on China, Social Science Department, RAND 
Corporation, Santa Monica, Calif.

Morris Janowitz, Professor of Sociology at the University of Chicago, 
Chicago, ill.

Philip Mosely, Professor of International Relations and Director of 
the European Institute at Columbia University, New York, N.Y.

APPENDIX VII

C ontractors  a n d  G r a n t e e s  (1966)
The Academy for Interscience Methodology, Chicago, 111. 
Aerojet-General Corporation, Sacramento, Calif.
Aerospace Corporation, Los Angeles, Calif.
Analytic Services, Inc., Falls Church, Va.
Battelle Memorial Institute, Columbus, Ohio.
The Bendix Corporation, Ann Arbor, Mich.
The Bissett-Berman Corporation, Santa Monica, Calif.
Block Engineering, Inc., Cambridge, Mass.
Booz-Allen Applied Research, Inc., Bethesda, Md.
Braddock, Dunn and McDonald, Inc., El Paso, Tex.
The Brookings Institution, Washington, D.C.
Burroughs Corporation, Paoli, Pa.
State of California, Department of Employment, Sacramento, Calif. 
The Regents of the University of Colorado, Boulder, Colo.
Colimibia University, New York, N.Y.
Control Data Corporation, Rockville, Md.
Denver Research Institute, Colorado Seminary (University of 

Denver), Denver, Colo.
George Washington University, Washington, D.C.
Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass.
The Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, Md.
University of Kansas, Lawrence, Kans.
Kirschner Associates, Albuquerque, N. Mex.
Los Angeles State College Foundation, Center for Study of Armament 

and Disarmament, Los Angeles, Calif.
Martin-Marietta Company, Denver, Colo.
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, Mass. 
Mathematica, Inc., Princeton, N.J.
Melpar, Inc., Falls Church, Va.
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Mich.
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Midwest Research Institute, Kansas City, Mo.
National Planning Association, Washington, D.C.
The State of New York, Department of Labor, Division of Employ

ment, Albany, N.Y.
North American Aviation, Downey, Calif.
University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, Pa.
Purdue Research Foundation, Purdue University, Lafayette, Ind. 
Research Analysis Corporation, McLean, Va.
Rutgers University, Eagleton Institute of Politics, New Brunswick, 

N.J.
Southern Methodist University, Dallas, Tex.
Sperry Gyroscope Company, Great Neck, N.Y.
Stanford Research Institute, Menlo Park, Calif.
Stanford University, Stanford, Calif.
Sylvania Electric Products, Inc., Mountain View, Calif.
Texas Instruments, Inc., Dallas, Tex.
TRW, Inc., Redondo Beach, Calif.
University of Washington, Seattle, Wash.
University of Wisconsin, Madison, Wis.
Yale University, New Haven, Conn.

APPENDIX VIII 

ACDA D epo sito ry  L ib r a r ie s

Caiifornia
Los Angeles Public Library, 630 West Fifth Street, Los Angeles, 

Calif. 90017.
Publications are in the Social Sciences Department 

San Francisco Public Library, Civic Center, San Francisco, Calif. 
94102.

Publications are in the Reference Room 
Goot Publications Services, University of California Library, 405 

Hilgard Avenue, I jos Angeles, Calif. 90024.
Librarian, Hoover Institution on War, Revolution, and Peace, 

Stanford University, Stanford, Calif. 94305.
Mrs. Ruth Hall, Serials Department, Law Library, Stanford 

University, Stanford, Calif.
Library Documents Department, San Jose State College, 250 

South Fourth Street, San Jose, Calif. 95114.
Documents Department (ACDA), Honnold Library, Claremont 

Colleges, Claremont, Calif. 91711.
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Colorado

Denver Public Library, 1357 Broadway, Denver, Colo. 80203. 
Publications are in the Sociology and Business Department

Connecticut

Documents Room, Yale University Library, 1603A Yale Station, 
New Haven, Conn. 06520.

District of Columbia

The Library of Congress, Washington, D.C. 20540.
Publications are in the Government Publications Reading 

Room

Illinois

Chicago Public Library, 78 East Washington Street, Chicago, 111. 
60602.

Publications are in the Social Sciences and Business Depart
ment

The University of Chicago Library, Serial Records Department, 
Chicago, ill. 60637.

Kentucky

Louisville Free Public Library, Fourth and York Streets, Louisville, 
Ky. 40203.

Publications are in the Reference Collection 
Margaret I. King Library, University of Kentucky, Lexington, Ky. 

40506.

Louisiana

New Orleans Public Library, 219 Loyola Avenue, New Orleans, La. 
70140.

Publications are in the Business and Science Department. 

Maryland
Enoch Pratt Free Library, 400 Cathedral Street, Baltimore, Md. 

20201.
Publications are in the Civics and Sociology Department. 

Sarah D. Jones, Goucher College Library, Goucher College, Towson, 
Baltimore, Md. 21204.

Massachusetts

Boston Public Library, Coply Square, Boston, Mass. 02117.
Publications are in the Government Documents Department. 

Harvard University, Center for International Affairs Library, 6 
Divinity Avenue, Cambridge, Mass. 02138.
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Massachusetts Institute of Technology, MIT Libraries, Serials and 
Joiu-nals 14E-210, Cambridge, Mass. 02139.

Michigan
Detroit Public Library, 5201 Woodward Avenue, Detroit, Mich. 

48202.
Publications are in the Sociology and ‘Economics Department 

Serials and Documents Section, Acquisitions Department, 
University of Michigan General Library, Ann Arbor, Mich. 48104. 

G. Flint Purdy, Director of Libraries, Wayne State University, 
Detroit, Mich. 48202.

Minnesota

Minneapolis Public Library, 300 Nicollet Avenue, Minneapolis^ 
Minn.

Publications are in the Document Collection 

Missouri

St. Louis Public Library, Olive, 13th and 14th Streets, St. Louis, Mo. 
63103.

Publications are in the Reference Department 

New Jersey
Documents Division, Princeton University Library, Princeton, N.J. 

08504.

New York
The New York Public Library, Fifth Avenue and 42d Street, New 

York, N.Y. 10017.
Publications are in the Economics Division.

Central Serial Record Department, Cornell University Libraries, 
Ithaca, N.Y. 14850.

North Carolina
Public Documents Department, William Perkins Library, Duke 

University, Durham, N.C. 27706.

Ohio
Cleveland Public Library, 325 Superior Avenue NE., Cleveland, 

Ohio.
Documents Librarian, Oberlin CoUege Library, OberUn, Ohio 

44074.

Oregon
University of Oregon, Office of Federal Government Relations, 

Eugene, Oreg. Attention: Mary Jo Hall.
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Pennsylvania
Free Library of Philadelphia, Logan Square, Philadelphia, Pa. 

19103.
Publications are in the Public Documents Department.

Rhode Island

Miss Helen G. Kurtz, Documents Librarian, Brown University 
Library, Providence, R.I. 02912.

Texas

Dallas Public Library, 1954 Commerce Street, Dallas, Tex. 75201.
Publications are in the Documents Division.

University of Texas Library, Documents Acquisition, Austin, 
Tex. 78712.

Gifts and Exchanges, Fondren Library, Rice University, Post 
Office Box 1892, Houston, Tex. 77001.

United Nations
Library, Palais des Nations, United Nations, Geneva, Switzerland. 
United Nations Library, L-221, United Nations, New York, N.Y. 

10017.

U.S. Missions

U.S. Mission to Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Conference, Geneva, 
Switzerland.

United States Mission to the United Nations Library, 799 U.N. 
Plaza, New York, N.Y. 10017. Attention: Richard F. Peder
son.

Washington
Seattle Public Library, 4th and Madison, Seattle, Wash. 98104. 

Publications are in the History Department.

Wisconsin

Milwaukee Public Library, 814 West Wisconsin Avenue, Mil
waukee, Wis. 53233.

Publications are in the Humanities Area.

APPENDIX IX

O fficials  op t h e  A g ency

Director: William C. Foster.
Deputy Director: Adrian S. Fisher.
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Assistant Director, International Relations Bureau: Samuel DePalma. 
Assistant Director, Science and Technology Bureau: Herbert Scoville, 

Jr.
Assistant Director, Weapons Evaluation and Control Bureau: John 

J. Davis, Lt. Gen., U.S. Army.
Assistant Director, Economics Bureau: Archibald S. Alexander. 
General Counsel: George Bunn.
Public Affairs Adviser: Nedville E. Nordness.
Executive Director: Joseph F. Donelan, Jr.
Chief, Reference Research Staff: Robert W. Lambert (Acting). 
Special Assistant to the Director and Executive Secretary: Clement 

E. Conger.
Disarmament Adviser: Robert E. Matteson.
Special Assistant to the Deputy Director: Lawrence D. Weiler.
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ment

General and complete:
ENDO seventh report, 613-617 
General Assembly resolution, 798- 

800
Proposals and statements, Commu

nist Chinese, 210-212, 355-359; 
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ples, U.S. and Soviet, 140, 141 

Statements re, Soviet, 147, 149, 156, 
240, 302, 447, 448, 449, 574, 597; 
Swedish, 49; U.A.R, 426; U.S., 
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U.A.R., 68-78
U.S., 5-8, 33-41, 78-84,183-189, 249- 

253, 286-292, 330-336, 368-370, 
385-n394, 455-460, 468-474, 482- 
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re, 221-222, 334, 538-546, 555, 557 

Ethiopia, views re:
Denuclearization of Africa, 579-584 
Nuclear weapons, banning of, 579, 

581, 583; use of, 765-771 
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EURATOM safeguards, views re, 173, 

644,671



892 INDEX

Germany, Federal Republic of~Con. 
European security, views of, 169-171 
German Democratic Republic, rela

tions with, 168 
IAEA safeguards system, views re, 

644,671-672 
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proposals and statements, Soviet, 
12, 150, 295, 400, 434, 452, 495, 536, 
631, 657, 771, 787; U.S., 195, 199, 
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Indian, 284-285 
Pakistani, 689, 691 
Soviet, 311 
U.K., 560, 562
U.S., 103-104, 124-125, 127, 222-223, 

251, 252, 484, 548, 555, 557, 618, 
622-623. 641-642, 665, 669 

Nuclear power reactors:
Inspection o f:

AGDA report, 834 
Indian statements re, 285, 682 
U.S. proposals and statements, 126, 

127, 221, 224-226, 251-253, 538- 
546, 554-557, 687-688 

Safeguards of by-products, 251 
Shut-down of plutonium reactors, 

U.S., 224-226, 554-557 
Hanford, 557, 558, 608, 688, 834 
Oak Ridge, 557 
Paducah, 557 

Nuclear stockpiles, limitation, reduc
tion, and elimination o f:

Proposals and statements: ‘
Indian, 284,680, 681 
Soviet, 117, 118, 147, 152, 340, 452, 

659 
Swedish, 547 
U.A.R., 77
U.S., 7,126,127,129,142,227, 666 

Report of the International Assembly 
on Nuclear Weapons, 872 

Nuclear Tests:
Chinese Communist tests and nuclear 

program, remarks and communi
que re:

Chinese Communist, 277-279, 819- 
820 

U.S., 279, 307 
Detection and verification. See Re

search : Detection and verifica
tion and Seismic; and Under
ground nuclear tests: Detection 
and verification 

Discontinuance of {see also Suspen
sion of, infra; Test-ban treaty, 
limited; Treaties, proposed: 
Comprehensive test-ban treaty; 
and Underground nuclear tests, 
Cessation of) :

Nuclear Tests—Continued 
For peaceful puri)oses 

ACDA report, 830-831 
International Assembly report, 374 
Statements and views re, Canadian, 

595-596, 710; Indian, 682; Lat
in American, 264r-265; U.K., 
560^62; U.S., 525-^28, 588, 
622-623, 655, 720-721 

Suspension of, nuclear and thermo
nuclear, General Assembly res. 
on, 802-803 

“Nuclear umbrella.” Sec under Nuclear 
delivery vehicles 

Nuclear war forces, general, U.S. state
ment, 805-807 

Nuclear Weapons:
Access to by nonnuclear states, re

marks re:
Polish, 88
Soviet, 25, 89, 90, 91, 92, 93, 94,176, 

177, 181, 182, 205, 206, 245-247, 
294, 311, 339, 340, 360, 361, 363, 
399, 448, 454, 467, 468, 475, 502, 
571-572, 646, 661, 714, 715-716 

U.S., 34, 163, 165, 184, 380, 389 
Accidental loss of in U.S. bomber 

crash. See Bombers: Crash of 
U.S., etc.

China, Communist, development pro
gram. See Nuclear tests: Chinese 
Communist 

“Contror’ over, remarks and views re: 
Chinese Communist, 211,212 
Czechoslovakian, 181 
Indian, 282, 284, 285,681 
Datin American, 261 
Soviet, 88, 93,176-178, 204-205, 239,

240-241, 242, 297, 298, 361, 362, 
397-^98, 399, 454, 461-462, 531- 
534

U.S., 35, 38, 159, 161-165, 167, 183, 
185-186, 208-209, 234, 286-287, 
331, 380, 388, 389, 390, 391, 459, 
591

Delivery vehicles, see Missiles and 
missile systems and Nuclear de
livery vehicles 

Denuclearized zones. See Denuclear
ized zones 

Fissionable materials. See Fissionable 
materials 

Free zones. See Denuclearized zones
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Nuclear Weapons—Continued 
German access to. See North Atlantic 

Treaty Organization: Multilater
al nuclear force, proposed: Ger
man participation in 

Manufacture of, prohibition, state
ments, and proposals re: 

Canadian, 706
Indian, 282, 283, 284, 678, 681, 703 
Soviet, 12, 25, 151, 397, 453, 475- 

476, 532, 570, 600 
Swedish, 55,131, 507, 547 
U.S., 6, 35, 39, 79, 80, 89, 162, 163, 

164, 165-166, 184, 209, 346, 389,
458, 471-472, 632, 666 

West German, 172 
Multilateral nuclear force, proposed. 

Sec under North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization 

Negotiations, proposed, statements re, 
Canadian, 709; Indian, 13-14; 
Soviet, 27, 86, 122, 454, 599, 605; 
Swedish, 50; U.S., 292, 303, 473, 
480. 592, 609 

Nonacquisition of, proposals re, Latin 
American, 257-258; Soviet, 89; 
Swedish, 54; U.S., 42, 623, 668 

Nonproliferation:
ACDA report, 824, 841-844 
Canadian remarks re, 705-711 
Chinese Communist views of, 210- 

212
Eight-Nation Joint Memorandum, 

576-579
Forty-six power draft resolution, 

672-673
Indian proposals and statements, 

13-22, 281-285, 676-684, 699- 
705

Italian statement, 695-699 
Nigerian statements, 57, 75, 76, 227 
Pakistani statement, 688-694 
Polish vieŵ s, 642-643 
Production, reduction or discon

tinuance of, remarks and views 
re, Indian, 284, 679-680, 702; 
Soviet,340; Swedish, 547; U.S., 
159, 165, 184, 209, 210, 220, 226, 
234, 389, 557, 634

Proposed conference of nonnuclear 
countries, 688-694

Nuclear Weapons—Continued 
Nonproliferation—Continued 

Resolutions:
General Assembly (2149 (X X I)), 

686-687
Gieneral Assembly (2153 (X X I)), 

748-750
U.S. draft, amendments to, 160- 

168; reports and resolutions 
on, 253-255, 302-303, 306-307 

Soviet proposals and statements, 
24-33, 84-96, 175-183, 199-207,
241-249, 310, 359-368, 394̂ -402, 
460-468, 474-477, 567-574, 600, 
645-646, 655, 657-664, 711-720 

Swedish statranents, 49-59, 506-513 
Treaty, See Treaties, proposed: 

Nonproliferation 
U.S. proposals and statements, 33- 

41, 41-49, 6a-67, 78-84, 160,
174-175, 183-189, 249-250, 286- 
292, 368-370, 385-394, 405, 446, 
455-460, 468-473, 482, 515-516, 
664-671, 684-686, 720-728 

Prohibition and destruction of, pro
posals and statements:

Canadian, 708
Chinese Communist, 212, 278, 280, 

355,487
Soviet, 112, 151, 152, 179, 430-432, 

433, 434, 435, 454, 463, 534-535, 
659 

Swedish, 55 
U.A.R., 77, 426-427 
U.S., 118,119,123,218-223,227,234- 

235
Tests. See Nuclear tests 
Thermonuclear weapons, prohibition 

of use.
Proposed conference on nuclear and 

thermonuclear, 765-770 
Resolution on, General Assembly 

(2164 (X X I)), 803-804 
Statements and views re, Ethiopian, 

765-770; Soviet, 117, 157, 300, 
431, 432; U.A.R., 421, 423; U.S., 
721-722, 791 

Nyerere, Julius K., 585-586

Organization of African Unity, 776-777 
Organization of American States 

i(OAS), 323, 624, 627-628, 776-777,
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Outer Space {See aUo Treaties, pro
posed : Outer Space) :

Exploration and use o f:
Soviet proposal, 326-329 
U.S. proposals, 275-276,276-277 

Soviet spacecraft, 84,200,326 
Statements re, 291, 304, 350-351, 439, 

620

Pakistan, views re nonproliferation of 
nuclear weapons, 688-694 

Panama Canal Zone, military bases in, 
remarks re, 776 

Paul VI, Pope, 4-5 
Pearson, Lester B., cited, 553 
Philippines, foreign military bases in, 

views re, 785 
Podgorny, Nikolai V., 402-405 
Polish People’s Republic:

Draft resolution on flights of nuclear
armed aircraft beyond national 
frontiers, 733-734; U.S. remarks 
re, 740-747 

Statement re IAEA safeguards sys
tem, 642-643 

Portugal, policies in African territories, 
views re: Soviet, 774-775; U.K., 
782-783

Poseidon missiles, 729,806,819 
Potsdam Agreement, Soviet statements 

re, 25, 293,339,408 
Preparatory Commission for the De

nuclearization of Latin America: 
Draft treaty, text, 255-275 
U.S. letter re draft proposal, 622-628 

Pretsch, Joachim, 644 
Pugwash Conference of Scientists, So

viet views re, 158

Research:
ACDA activities, 823, 840-841, 843- 

849,850-853 
Detection and verification of nuclear 

explosions {see also Seismic, in
fra), 442, 593-595 

Economic and social aspects of dis
armament, U.N. Secretary-Gen- 
erars note to ECOSOC, 304-306; 
U.S. report to U.N. Secretary- 
General, 60-63 

Radioactive fission-product gases, de
tection of, 422

256-69/3— 67------58

Research—Continued 
Seismic:

ACDA report, 841-842 
Large aperture seismic array sys

tem (LASA), 192, 753, 841 
Swedish views re, 132, 213, 510, 511 
U.S. statements re, 194, 196, 442, 

443, 445, 609-611, 752, 753, 755, 
832

Transfer of conventional arms, ACDA 
report, 844-845 

Robledo, Gomez, cited, 76, 471 
Rockets, elimination of. See Nuclear de

livery vehicles: Reduction, destruc
tion and elimination of 

Roosevelt, Franklin D., cited, 742, 801 
Roshchin, Alexey A., statements re: 

Denuclearized zones, 295,296,300,367, 
452, 495-503, 535-^36, 718-719 

Disarmament, general and complete, 
237-240, 292-302, 344,434, 449, 568 

Elimination of foreign bases and 
withdrawal of troops, 229, 344, 
495-503, 786-791 

Military budgets, reduction of, 239 
NATO:

Multilateral nuclear force, 178-179, 
203, 341, 360, 364, 398, 400, 401, 
572, 715

U.S. use of “veto”, 181,201-203, 299, 
363, 365, 398, 462, 569 

Nuclear delivery vehicles, 238,296, 450 
Nuclear weapons, ban on use of, 295, 

343-344, 429-432 
Nuclear weapons, nonproliferation of,

175-183, 199-207, 241-249, 292  ̂
302, 341, 359-368, 394-402, 460-
468, 474^77, 567-574, 711-720 

Underground nuclear testing, 207,300, 
343,435-439, 529-531, 764-765 

Viet-Nam conflict, 240,293,433 
West German access to nuclear weap

ons, 200, 205, 293, 301, 338-339,
362, 396, 532-533, 571-572 

Rusk, Dean, address and remarks re: 
Allied nuclear-sharing arrangements, 

240-241
Chinese Communist disarmament pro

posals, 307-308 
Limited test-ban treaty, third anni

versary, 516-^17
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Rusk, Dean—Continued 
Nonproliferation of nuclear weapons, 

41-49, 174-175, 446, 515-516, 632- 
634

Treaty on outer space, 816-819

Scarborough Conference, See Interna
tional Assembly on Nuclear 
Weapons

Scientific data exchange, 192, 193, 195, 
511, 523, 596, 636, 682-683, 690, 722 

Security of States:
European:

De Gaulle-Podgorny declaration, 
403-404 

Statements and proposals:
Soviet, 308, 310, 311, 313, 338, 339, 

340,450, 502, 504, 537 
U.S., 35, 44, 82, 379 
Western Germany, 172,173 

Warsaw Pact States, declaration, 
407-420,450 

Nonnuclear states, remarks re, 17-18, 
37, 65, 66, 78, 212, 298, 451, 689, 
694

Worldwide, proposals and views: 
Canadian, 517 
Ethiopian, 67 
Indian, 702-703
Soviet, 8&-87,113,148,154,180,183, 

294, 298, 313, 462, 465, 496, 499, 
502 

Swedish, 139 
U.A.R., 85
U.S., 42, 59-60, 79, 99, 101-102, 185, 

190, 227, 228, 235, 319-320, 323, 
325, 392,393, 669,686 

Seismic array. See Research: Seismic, 
large aperture array system 

Seismic research. See Research: Seismic 
Soviet Union {for proposals and state

ments on specific suhjectsf see sub
ject) :

Aide-memoire re crash of U.S. bomb
er in Spain, 22-24 

Franco-Soviet talks, joint com
munique, 402-405 

Draft resolutions:
Foreign bases in Asia, Africa, and 

Latin America, elimination of, 
648

Renunciation of actions hampering 
conclusion of nonproliferation 
treaty, 647

Soviet Union—Continued 
Draft treaties on:

Exploration and use of outer space, 
347-350

Premier’s address to Supreme So
viet, 503-505 

Proposals and statements to :
ENDC, 9-12, 24-33, 84-96, 104-122, 

146-158, 175-183, 199-207, 237- 
240, 241-249, 292-302, 33^-344, 
359-368, 394-402, 429-439, 447-
459, 460-468, 474-477, 495-503, 
529-538, 567-574, 596-605 

General Assembly, 645-646; First 
Committee, 657-664, 711-720, 
764-765, 771-779, 786-791 

Tenth General Conference of IAEA,
643-644 

U.S.-Soviet relations, 628-632 
Views on principles governing activi

ties of states on exploration of 
moon and celestial bodies, 326- 
329

Space. See Outer space 
Senate, U.S.:

Foreign Relations Committee: 
Hearings on U.S. policy toward 

Europe, statement by ACDA 
Director, 37^-385 

Report on nonproliferation resolu
tion, 302-303 

Resolutions:
Dodd-Humphrey resolution (1963) 

on limited test-ban, 64 
Nonproliferation of nuclear weap

ons :
Reports re, 253-255,302-303 
Statements re, 41-49, 63-67, 96- 

102
Text, 306-307 

Southern Rhodesia, military bases, 
views re, Soviet, 774; U.K., 783 

Sweden, proposals and statements re: 
Comprehensive test-ban, 54-55, 130- 

138, 212-217, 216, 507-513, 551 
Fissionable material, cutoff of, 54,

130, 507, 547-554, 548, 552 
Nonproliferation of nuclear weapons, 

49-59, 130, 136, 506-507 
Safeguards systems, 549-550

Tanzania, 585-586 
Test-Ban Treaty, limited:

ACDA report, 822
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Test-ban treaty, limited—^̂ Oontinued 
Statements re, Canadian, 517, 522 ; 

Chinese Communist, 355-359; 
Indian, 20; Soviet, 23, .115, 530; 
Swedish, 131, 133, 134-136, 217; 
U.S., 37, 46, 64, 97, 125, 165, 198, 
236, 279, 331, 377, 378, 440, 441, 
491-492, 517, 528, 590, 666, 751 

Third anniversary of, U.S. statement, 
516-517

Test-ban treaty, comprehensive. Sec 
Treaties, proposed: Comprehensive 
test-ban 

Thant, U, 304-306
Thermonuclear weapons. See Nuclear 

weapons: Thermonuclear 
Tine, Jacques, 790-791 
Treaties, proposed:

Comprehensive test-ban {sec also 
Test-ban Treaty, limited; and 
Underground nuclear tests: Ces
sation of) :

Eight-Nation memorandum to 
ENDC, 574^576 

Remarks and statements re, Cana
dian, 518; Soviet, 26, 135, 764; 
Swedish, 54, 130, 131, 212, 216, 
217, 508, 509, 551; U.S., 101, 
126, 191, 195, 198, 199, 252, 290, 
331, 377, 392, 407, 439, 441, 443, 
445, 514, 516, 609, 726, 751, 752 

Denuclearization of Latin America, 
text, 255-275; remarks re, 622- 
628

Disarmament, general and complete: 
ACDA report, 826, 837-838 
Remarks and views re, Chinese 

Communist, 211; Soviet, 118, 
238, 295, 597; U.A.R., 423; U.S., 
139-146, 23^233, 562, 563 

Nonproliferation of nuclear weapons: 
ACDA report, 821-836 passim 
Eight Nation memorandum to 

ENDC, 576-579; remarks re, 
Indian, 13-16, 676-680, 699, 
702; Soviet, 599, 764; U.S., 589, 
590, 725, 726 

“Loopholes,” views re:
Canadian, 517 
Indian, 18, 284, 285 
Soviet, 90, 91, 94, 95, 179, 181, 

182, 200, 202, 243-244, 294, 295, 
312, 363-364, 398, 402, 455, 464, 
645,713

Treaties, proposed—Continued 
“Loopholes,” views re—Continued 

U.A.R., 71, 72, 73
U.S., 34r-35,45, 59, 94,95,176,198, 

209-210, 388 
Remarks, proposals, statements and 

views re:
Canadian, 517, 707, 708, 709 
Chinese Communist, 212, 487 
Ethiopian, 581-582 
Indian, 13-22, 29, 281-285, 676- 

677, 680, 699-701, 703 
Italian, 696-^99 
Pakistani, 689-690, 691, 693 
Soviet, 10, 25, 27, 29, 30, 85, 87, 

90-91, 200, 205, 249, 312, 366- 
367, 368, 398, 399, 401, 433, 434, 
435, 452, 454, 461, 463, 465-467, 
476, 504-505, 538, 568, 571, 573, 
600, 645-646, 659, 660, 712, 713, 
714, 716-718 

Swedish, 52-53, 55, 57, 58, 131, 
134, 506, 507, 512,513 

U.S., 6, 34, 36, 37, 45, 48, 65, 66,
78, 79-80, 99, 101, 102, 125, 163, 
164, 174, 182,186, 210, 232, 253  ̂
255, 292, 302-303, 306-307, 330, 
332-333, 336, 369-370, 379, 382, 
386, 391, 392, 405, 406, 446, 455,
469, 470, 471, 473, 483, 484, 491, 
515, 587, 588, 591, 607, 608, 634,
664, 666, 667, 668, 721, 725 

Soviet draft, statements re:
Indian, 17-18,282, 705 
Italian, 696-697
Soviet, 11, 27, 30^2, 33, 87-88, 

181, 206, 207, 295, 298, 299, 341- 
342, 364, 365, 366, 395-396, 397, 
452-453, 454, 46^-464, 571, 659, 
663, 711 

Swedish, 51,58
U.S., 165-166, 167, 233, 236, 250, 

386, 387-388, 451, 456, 471-472 
United States:

Amendments to U.S. draft treaty 
to prevent the spread of nu
clear weapons, text, 15^160; 
U.S. remarks re, 160-168 

Draft U.S. treaty, remarks and 
views re:

Indian, 282,705 
Italian, 696
Soviet, 27, 32, 88, 90,93, 95,177- 

179, 181, 200, 203, 206, 243-
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Treaties, proposed—Continued 
United States— (̂3ontinued 

Draft U.S. treaty, remarks and 
views re—CJontinued

245, 297-298, 299, 341, 360, 
361, 363, 364, 394, 397-398, 
399, 400, 453, 461-462, 464- 
465, 474-475, 568-570, 598- 
599, 713 

Swedish, 50-51, 58 
U.S., 65, 80, 81, 167, 183, 184, 

185, 186, 208-209, 218, 236,
286, 379, 388-391, 393, 456,
458, 469, 470, 471-472, 591 

Report by Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy regarding non
proliferation resoliiltion, 253- 
255

Rei>ort by Senate Foreign Rela
tions Committee on nonprolif
eration resolution, 302-303 

Senate Resolution on nonprolif
eration of nuclear weapons, 
306-307

Withdrawal clause, proposals, Ca
nadian, 522-523, 524: Soviet, 
438,467; U.S., 393 

Outer space, the moon, and other 
celestial bodies, exploration and 
use:

ACDA report, 838-840 
Letter from Soviet Foreign Minis

ter to U.N. Secretary-General 
re conclusion of an interna
tional agreement on legal prin
ciples governing activities of 
states on exploration and con
quest of the moon and other 
celestial bodies, 326-329 

Remarks re, Soviet, 326-329, 347- 
350; U.S., 275-276,276-277,291, 
352-355, 620 

Resolutions re, General Assembly, 
(2222 (X X I)), text, 80^-816 

Soviet draft, 347-350 
U.S. drafts, 352-355,635-640 

Trivedi, Vishnu C., 13^22, 281-285, 676- 
684, 699-705 

Truman, Harry S, cited, 683 
Tsarapkin, Semen K., statements re: 

Bombers, U.S., crash near Spain, 109- 
113,147

Budgets, military, reduction of, 120- 
121,148,149

Tsarapkin, Seinen K.—Continued 
Denuclearized zones, establishment of, 

114
General and complete disarmament, 

118,146-158 
Liquidation of foreign bases and with

drawal of troops, 104-108 
NATO multilateral nuclear force, 29- 

31,94
Nonproliferation of nuclear weapons, 

24-33,84r-96 
Underground nuclear testing, 114r-115 
West German possession of nuclear 

weapons, 24-26,29,91-93

UNDC. See United Nations Disarma
ment Commission 

Underground nuclear tests {see also 
Nuclear tests) :

Cessation of {see also Moratorium 
proposed, infra and Treaties, prô  
posed: Comprehensive test-ban) : 

ACDA report, 832-833 
International Assembly report, 373- 

374,375-376 
Proposals and statements re : 

Canadian, 517-524 
Nonaligned countries, 576 
Soviet, 114^116,207,342-343,435-

439, 530, 550, 600,601 
Swedish, 130-139, 212-217, 295, 

300,508 
U.A.R., 428
U.S., 125, 190-199, 291, 331, 332, 

346, 381, 384, 439-445, 494, 
513-515, 528-529, 609, 670, 
764

Detection and verification {see also 
Research: Seismic) :

ACDA report, 822-823 
Remarks and proposals re, Cana

dian, 519, 521; Soviet, 436,601; 
Swedish, 132,133, 137,138, 508, 
511, 513; U.S., 191, 196, 197, 
233, 382, 440-441, 444, 514, 610,
670

Inspection of, methods 
“Challenge”, remarks and views re, 

Canadian, 520; Swedish, 134,
136, 139, 213, 214, 215-216, 511- 
512; U.S., 195, 382, 883^84, 514 

On-site, views re, 112, 193, 195, 197, 
215, 300, 331, 382, 440, 443, 444, 
509,754
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Underground nuclear tests—Continued 
Moratorium, proposed, views re, C£i- 

nadian, 520; Indian, 21; Soviet, 
438, 601; Swedish, 53; U.S., 445, 
514

Resolution, General Assembly, 802- 
803

Underground test ban. See Treaties, pro
posed : Ck>mpreliensive test-ban and 
Underground nuclear tests: Cessa
tion of

United Arab Republic {see also Non- 
aligned countries), proposals and 
statements:

Denuclearized zones, 72,428 
Disarmament, general and complete,

423, 424,425 
International safeguards, 73 
Nonproliferation of nuclear weapons, 

68-78, 422 
Nuclear delivery vehicles, 76, 421, 423, 

425,427,428
United Kingdom 

Military bases, Soviet statement re, 
106, 108, 301, 495, 497, 499, 772- 
773, 775 

Statements re:
Elimination of foreign military 

bases, 780-786 
Nonproliferation of nuclear weai>- 

ons, 8-9
Peaceful nuclear explosions, 560- 

562
United Nations Committee on the Peace

ful Uses of Outer Space:
Chairman of committee, U.S. letters 

to, 276-277, 350-351 
International agreement on legal prin

ciples governing exploration of 
moon and other celestial bodies, 
Soviet letter, 326-329 

Letter from President Johnson on ex
ploration of moon and other celes
tial bodies, 807-808 

Treaty goveri^ing exploration of moon 
and other celestial bodies, Soviet 
draft, 347-350; U.S. draft, 352- 
355; U.S. outline, 304

United Nations Disarmament Commis
sion (UNDC), ENDC seventh in
terim progress report to, 613-617

United Nations Economic and Social 
Council (ECOSOC) :

Note by U.N. Secretary-General re 
conversion to peaceful needs of 
resources released by disarma
ment, 304-306 

Resolution on documentation, 505-506 
Statement by U.S. representative to, 

477-482
U.S. report on economic impact of dis

armament to, 60-63 
United Nations General Assembly {see 

also United Nations General As
sembly, First Committee of) : 

Addresses and memorandum to, So
viet, 645-^6; U.S., 800-802 

ENDC seventh interim progress re
port, 613-617 

Resolutions:
Atomic radiation, effects of, (2213 

(X X I)), 808-809 
Disarmament, conversion to peace

ful needs of resources released 
by, (2171 (X X I)), 805 

Disarmament, general and com
plete, (2162 (X X I)), 798-800 

Exploration and use of outer space, 
including the moon and other 
celestial bodies (2222 (X X I)), 
treaty, 809-816; U.S. draft, 
635-640

Foreign military bases, elimination 
in Asia, Africa, and Latin 
America, (2165 (XXI) ), 804 

Nonproliferation of nuclear weap
ons, (2153 (X X I)), 748-750 

Nonproliferation of nuclear weap
ons, renunciation of actions 
hampering agreement on, (2149 
(X X I)), 686-687; Soviet draft, 
647

Nuclear and thermonuclear tests, 
suspension of, (2163 (X X I)), 
802-803

Nuclear and thermonuclear weap
ons conference on prohibition 
of, (2164 (X X I)), 803-804 

Statements and remarks re: 
Resolution 2028 (XX) on nonpro

liferation of nuclear weapons, 
Indian, 13, 16, 18, 282, 284, 285, 
677, 678, 680, 699, 703; non- 
aligned countries, 577; Soviet,
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United Nations General Assembly— 
Continued 

Statements and remarks re—Con.
205, 206, 295, 365, 571, 714, 
718; Swedish, 55; U.A.R., 70, 
73, 75; U.S., 36, 160, 163, 210, 
330, 332, 333, 391, 588, 721, 725 

Resolution 2031 (XX) on disarma
ment, 146, 448, 562 

Resolution 2032 (XX) on suspen
sion of nuclear tests, 30, 131,
137, 439, 574 

United Nations General Assembly, First 
Committee o f:

Draft resolutions:
Aircraft, nuclear armed  ̂ flights be- 

^yond national frontiers, Pol- 
ish-Ukrainian draft, 733-734 

Chemical and bacteriological weap
ons, use o f:
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